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ABSTRACT

EARLY CHILDHOOD IN-SERVICE TEACHERS’ PLAYFULNESS TRAITS
AND VIEWS ON PLAYFULNESS

Canaslan, Beglim
Master, Department of Early Childhood Education

Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Serap Sevimli-Celik

October 2018, 151 pages

The purpose of the current study is to investigate in-service teachers’
playfulness traits and their views about playfulness. In this frame, some variables
which have a possible effect on teacher’s playfulness were examined in the study.
The study was designed as a mixed method design. The quantitative part of the
mixed method consisted of 485 in-service teachers with 20 teachers in the
qualitative part. The Adult Playfulness Trait Scale was used for the aim of collect
data of the quantitative part. Afterwards, the qualitative part was conducted to take
the teachers’ views on playfulness in the qualitative part. The results indicated that
there was no significant difference between the years of experience, age of the
teacher, number of children in the classroom, attending play course, attending
professional development activities about play and playfulness. However, there
was a significant difference between educational background, attending volunteer
activities, type of school and playfulness. In addition, most of the teachers defined

playfulness as “liking play”. The teachers explained their play habits in the
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classroom. They are active in terms of play in the classroom and the teachers
participated in children’s play. Thus, co-player is the favorite role among these
teachers in activity times. Finally, the teachers stated that personality and
responsibility negatively affect playfulness. The study result could contribute to
the field literature in terms of explaining some factors of playfulness and early
childhood in-service teachers’ views on playfulness. According to result of the
study, play course and professional development activities about play might

contain less theoretical content.

Keywords: Early childhood education, early childhood in-service teachers,

playfulness, teacher views, mixed method.
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OKUL ONCESI OGRETMENLERININ OYUNSEVERLIK OZELLIKLERI ve
OYUNSEVERLIK ILE iLGILI GORUSLERI

Canaslan, Beglim
Yiiksek Lisans, Okul Oncesi Ogretimi Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Serap Sevimli Celik

Ekim 2018, 151 sayfa

Bu c¢alismanin amaci, okul 6ncesi 6gretmenlerin oyunseverlik 6zelliklerini
ve oyunseverlikle ilgili goriislerini agiklamaktir. Ogretmenlerin mesleki deneyim
yillari, yaslari, cinsiyetleri, siniftaki 6grenci sayisi, oyun dersine katilmis olmak,
oyun ile ilgili profesyonel egitimlere katilmis olmak ve goniilli olarak
etkinliklerde yer almak degiskenlerinin 6gretmenlerin oyunseverlikleri tizerindeki
etkisi arastirilmistir. Karma desen yonteminin kullanildigi bu ¢alismanin nicel
kismina 485 okul Oncesi Ogretmeni katilirken, nitel kismina 20 okul 6ncesi
ogretmeni katilmistir. Caligmanin ilk kisminda; Eglence Egilimi Ozelligi Olgegi
kullanilmistir. Calismanin ikinci kisminda ise 6gretmenlerin oyunseverlik ile ilgili
goriisleri ile stniftaki oyun davranislarini belirleyebilmek i¢in 20 6gretmen ile yar1
yapilandirilmis goriismeler yapilmistir. Nicel veri sonuglarina gore dgretmenin
mesleki deneyimin, yasinin, oyun dersi almis olma durumunun ve smiftaki cocuk

sayisinin oyunseverlik tizerinde etkisinin olmadigi saptanmistir. Buna karsin;
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egitim altyapisinin, goniillii etkinliklere katilma durumunun, ¢alisilan okul tiirti
gibi etkenlerin oyunseverligi etkiledigi ortaya cikmistir. Calismanin ikinci
kisminda yapilan goriisme sonuglarinda, 6gretmenlerin oyunsever kisileri “oyun
oynamayl seven Kkisiler” olarak disiindiikleri yoniinde goriis bildirdikleri
belirlenmistir. Ayrica, 6gretmenler sinifta ¢ocuklarin oyunlarina aktif bir bigimde
katildiklarindan ve en ¢ok tercih edilen oyun roliiniin “oyun arkadas1” oldugundan
bahsetmislerdir. Son olarak Ogretmenler, kisilik ozelliklerinin ve artan
sorumluluklarin oyunseverlik iizerinde azalmaya sebep oldugu yoniinde
goriislerini bildirmislerdir. Bu ¢alisma okul 6ncesi 6gretmenlerinin oyunseverlik
ozelligini etkileyen faktorleri ve dgretmenlerin oyunseverlik ile ilgili goriislerini
bildirmeleri agisindan alan yazinina katkida bulunacaktir. Bu ¢aligmanin sonucuna
gore oyun derslerinin ve oyun ile ilgili profesyonel gelisim aktivitelerinin teorik

iceriklerinin azaltilmas1 onerilebilir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Okul 6ncesi egitim, okul dncesi 6gretmeni, oyunseverlik,

Ogretmen goriisleri, karma yontem.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Play has been a subject of many social disciplines since the beginning of the
human history. It is usually defined as intrinsically motivated, freely chosen,
pleasure-seeking, and meaning-making activity for children (Johnson, Christie, &
Wardle, 2005; Isabel & Raines, 2007). Play addresses the whole development of
children from physical to intellectual and from personal to emotional (Goncii &
Gaskins, 2012) and connects with all developmental areas (Sutton-Smith, 1979). It
is one of the primary ways for children to manipulate objects, learn about people
around themselves and control their environment, and develop positive social skills
(Sutton-Smith, 2003). Besides its developmental effects, play has some
psychological benefits as well. It helps children to cope with any types of pressure
they encounter and enable them to escape the stressful situations (Johnson, Christie,
& Wardle, 2005). Young children usually have poor verbal skills. Consequently,
they cannot express their feelings, thoughts, and views easily (Hall, Healey, &
Harrison, 2002). For this reason, play can be seen as a commonly used verbalizing
tool and offer a safe way for children to manage their psychological problems such
as trauma and stress (Porter, Hernandez, Reif, & Jessee, 2009).

Not all activity types of children are described as play. In order for an activity
to be considered as play, it should have some characteristics (Skard & Bundy, 2008).
The most necessary aspect while characterizing play is intrinsic motivation in which
child’s play is motivated by play itself, not by rewards because rewards are an
external motivation of play (Rubin, Fein, & Vandenberg, 1983). Another criterion is
having a free choice. Play should be chosen freely by the player and it should not be
forced by adults (Johnson, Christie, & Yawkey, 1999). Enjoyment or pleasure
seeking is related to the positive effect of play. In addition, while playing, fear and
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anxiety sometimes occur. For this reason, a positive effect is not considered as one
of the criteria of play (Clark & Miller, 1998; Sutton-Smith, 2003; Burghardt 2005).
Another important factor in play is active engagement. This discriminates play and
passive states from each other (Skard & Bundy, 2008). Additionally, in order for an
activity to be called as play, child’s playfulness is required since playfulness is
described as the basis and spirit of play itself (Bundy, 1993; Chandler, 1997;
Liebermann, 1966).

There is one more aspect of play which is called playfulness as mentioned
above. Playfulness is described as an internal motivation of play. It includes three
elements: intrinsic motivation, internal control, and freedom (Bundy, 1991, 1993;
Kooij, 1989). Intrinsic motivation refers to cases where players play because they
only want to play but not because of any extrinsically motivating factor. Process is
more important than product (Rubin, Fein, & Vandenberg, 1983). Skard and Bundy
(2008) claim that a player may have fun if they win a game but winning a game is
not a main reason to play. Another, internal control refers to cases where players
have a response from their actions. For example, children decide other players to
play with, what they play, how they play. Sometimes a player can change or modify
rules of play. Finally, freedom to suspend reality is that children decide how they use
an object. The object can be fitted in different role from player. Children act out roles
that are not in real life (Skard & Bundy, 2008). Scholars state that playfulness is
important in the development of children’s play and for productive results of play
(Garvey, 1977; Sutton-Smith, 1979; Vygotsky, 1978a).

Playfulness has impacts on personality traits. Some characteristics of human
beings are related to playfulness. As playfulness affects personality, playfulness is
also affected by characteristics of individual. According to literature, children’s
playfulness related with personal characteristics, creativity, gender, age, and family
characteristics such as birth order, family size and family environment (Barnett,
1991, 1998, Cooper, 2000; Sanderson, 2010; Zachopoulou, Trevlas, & Tsikriki,
2004). Individual features and variables have an effect on playfulness even
differences in playfulness (Trevlas, Grammatikopoulos, Tsigilis, & Zachopoulou,

2003). In order to define differences between girls’ and boys’ playfulness score,
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Barnett (1991) conducted a study and concluded that boys have a higher score in
physical spontaneity and manifesting joy dimensions, while girls got high score from
the cognitive spontaneity dimension. Another study revealed that young children’s
playfulness score form Test of Playfulness is higher than older children’s playfulness
scoring (Saunders, Sayer, & Goodale, 1999). Play’s developmental effect is
mentioned above, like play, playfulness has developmental effects on children.
Accordingly, the capacity of full and free engagement in play or playfulness of
children is crucial for supporting their healthy development (Sanderson, 2010).
Jenkinson stated that playful children contact more often with other children and
adults, communicate with them and develop the skills of becoming an individual
(2001). Further, playfulness is related to creativity. World-renowned composers,
artists, scientist became famous through their creativity they are also known for their
striking playful features. For instance, Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart was one of the
most famous examples of describing a creative as well as a playful person (Bateson,
2015). In conjunction with creativity, playful children are good at finding new
solutions and therefore they develop creative problem-solving skills. Without playful
capacity, the creative problem-solving skills may not improve (Meador, 1992).
Moreover, divergent thinking and playfulness are related to each other. Lieberman
conducted a study on kindergarten children to reveal the playfulness and divergent
thinking relation. Children’s playfulness was measured with “The Playfulness
Scale’” developed by Lieberman, and “Divergent Thinking Task’’ was applied for
divergent thinking data. According to result of this study, correlation was found
between children’s playfulness and their divergent thinking (Lieberman, 1995).
Adults, like children, also play in their daily life but the types and features of
play may vary. Playfulness is one of the most critical components of the definition
of play. For this reason, Lieberman suggests that playfulness is a quality of play and
it would transform themselves into a trait of players in adulthood and adolescence
period (Lieberman, 1967). Playfulness continues in the adulthood and it does not end
with childhood (Shen, 2010). While adults grow, they give up lots of play activities.
Nevertheless, they maintain their playfulness. They use playfulness while playing

ideas and improve imaginative mind (Solnit, 1998). Another research has
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demonstrated that adult playfulness can be described as what people like to do in
their free time and this reflects on the individual’s personality relation with
playfulness (Barnett, 2012). For example, extravert people are more social,
stimulating and risk-taking in their leisure and free time (Brandstatter, 1994; Diener,
Sandvik, Pavat, & Fujita, 1992). Additionally, another research has investigated that
neurotic people do not prefer playful activities because of their hesitance to engage
in social activities (Kirkcaldy, 1989).

Barnett (2012) also designed a study to describe the relationship between
adult playfulness and personal variables like affectivity, personality, and motivation
orientation. Collected data indicates that affectivity, personality, and motivation
orientation can be used to determine playfulness. According to the study,
components of playfulness are being outgoing, uninhibited, humorous (e.g. telling
jokes, funny stories, producing humor etc.) and dynamic (being active and
energetic). For example, female participants show more positive affect and they
arrange the environment to make it fun for themselves. Moreover, males and females
have the same scores on humor dimension (Barnett, 2012).

As stated before, play is critical for child development. Children play, and
play is their work. However, all kind of activities is not called play. Playfulness is a
necessity to call an activity as play. Play and playfulness are differentiated also from
each other. The observable characteristic is called play; otherwise, playfulness can
be described as internalized quality which evolves with interaction and experience
(Howard, Bellin, & Rees, 2002). Lack of playfulness in childhood does not complete
in adulthood and their personal relations lack playfulness. Likewise, if children’s
early learning environment does not include playfulness, the child may show anxiety
towards new tasks (Youell, 2008).

As children’s playfulness, adult playfulness is also a critical component of
children’s play in early childhood settings. Investigating teachers’ and parents’
playfulness is important because they are in a relationship with children. However,
studies are fairly limited in this field (Yurt & Keles, 2016). Lieberman suggests that
teacher playfulness links with children’s play, playfulness and divergent thinking. If

a teacher is playful, they can create an environment where children have fun,
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creative, and flexible in their play (1977). Further, literature mentions that teacher
playfulness also has an impact on teacher-child relationship and interaction (Graham,
Sawyer, & Deboard, 1989; Tegona, Groves, & Catron, 1999; McMillian, 2017). A
longitudinal study showed that teachers evaluate playful children as the clowns of
classroom. This situation also affects other children’s thoughts during process
(Barnett, 2018). Teachers firstly form expected behavior for children, then they trait
children according to their expectations (Rosential & Jacobson, 1968). Children who
demonstrate playful behaviors like telling jokes, making gesture for amusing or
entertaining their friends are labeled clown of the classroom by the teacher (Barnett,
2018). This kind of child is tagged as problematic children by the teacher (Platt,
Wagner & Ruch, 2016). Conversely, other children see the playful child as desired
classmate opposite to distractive to themselves. In the third grade, children change
their mind and they say that playful children were not popular, they do not want to
be friend with them anymore. They find playful children’s behavior as interruptive
especially boy’s ones. Children are affected by their teacher’s thought during the
process and they develop negative thoughts (Barnett, 2018). If a teacher shows
playful behavior in classroom setting, they enhance children’s playfulness and play
(Singer, 2013). Teacher’s playfulness is related to professional experience,
according to the literature, teachers in their twenties and early thirties, as well as
closely five years experienced teachers, are more flexible and they have sympathy
for playful behavior. Otherwise, teachers who have more teaching experience in
kindergarten are more resistant to the idea of playfulness (Lieberman, 1977).

Playful teachers can also be defined as effective teachers. Effective teachers’
characteristics mostly include meeting the educational outcomes (Brodie, 1998), and
being charismatic, enthusiastic, and expressive (Young & Shaw, 1999). Moreover,
supporting effective communicative environment, comfortable learning atmosphere,
having concern about students’ needs, and motivating students are some other
characteristic of effective teachers (Young & Shaw, 1999). Furthermore, students
describe effective teachers as being positive, creative and the ones who have a sense
of humor (Walker, 2008).



1.1. Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the current study is to investigate in-service early childhood
teachers’ playfulness traits and their views on playfulness. In this context, teachers’
self-reported play behaviors were investigated. Additionally, effects of some
variables such as professional development, age, attending play course, type of
school, attending professional development and volunteer activities, number of
children at classroom, educational background and gender on teachers’ playfulness

traits, were examined in the study.

1.2. Research Questions

The following research questions were investigated in the current study:
1- Do professional development, age, attending play course, type of school, attending
professional development and volunteer activities, number of children at classroom,
educational background, and gender have an influence on in-service early childhood
teachers’ playfulness?

a) Do professional development, age, attending play course, type of school,
attending professional development and volunteer activities, number of
children at classroom, educational background, and gender have an
influence on early childhood in-service teachers’ fun-seeking motivation?

b) Do professional development, age, attending play course, type of school,
attending professional development and volunteer activities, number of
children at classroom, educational background, and gender have an
influence on early childhood in-service teachers’ uninhibitedness?

¢) Do professional development, age, attending play course, type of school,
attending professional development and volunteer activities, number of
children at classroom, educational background, and gender have an
influence on early childhood in-service teachers’ spontaneity?

2- What are the views of in-service teachers about playfulness?



3- What are the self-reported play behaviors of in-service teachers?

1.3. Significance of the Study

Playfulness helps understanding a children’s personality; however, it is one
of the least examined topics both in early childhood and education in general
(Rentzou, 2013). Current playfulness research studies mostly concentrate on the
inner psychological qualities or attributes which are characteristics of a playful
person (Shen, 2010). Accordingly, the construct of playfulness is not understood
because there is not enough rigorous research to support the description of
playfulness in the literature. Mainly studies about playfulness have focused on the
definitions of it (Christian, 2012).

Besides educational arena, research on adult playfulness is also limited in the
literature. Current adult playfulness studies mention that playful adult is funny,
clowning, psychologically healthy, happy, and have a high self-estimate (Bateson,
Bateson, & Martin, 2013; Proyer, 2013a, 2014; Proyer & Jehle, 2013). Further,
playfulness is related to job satisfaction and performance (Yu, Wu, Chen, & Lin,
2007). However, educational environment has not been investigated enough
(Pinchover, 2017).

Characteristics of playful adults are described in the literature. As mentioned
above, being playful is an important disposition for being an early childhood
educator. Lieberman states that teachers’ personality and teaching strategy have an
influence on children’s playfulness (Lieberman, 1977). Because if a teacher is
playful, their behavior may provide playful environment, teacher-child interaction
and relationship will be central to playfulness. Not only free play time but also
structured activities might be conducted in a playful atmosphere. Moreover, study
emphasizes that children demonstrate more divergent thinking when they have
playful teachers (Lieberman, 1977). Even playfulness is natural disposition,
discussing how some aspect of playfulness can be taught or at least discussed in

teacher education programs. Further, how playfulness might lessen or which factors
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might be central for decreasing playful behaviors would contribute to the literature.
Moreover, playfulness ,one of the significant components of play pedagogy, is
closely related to children’s learning in early years (Hakkarainen, 2009).

It is critically important to study the effects of professional experience on
teacher’s playfulness when considering both the literature on children’s playfulness
and its relation to teacher’s playfulness. The present study will hopefully contribute
to the literature for some reasons. Adult playfulness has not been investigated as a
teacher criterion enough. Thus, early childhood teachers’ playfulness components’
studies are limited as well. Therefore, the topic is not common in the playfulness
literature. As mentioned before playfulness literature is not enough in terms of

explaining components of playfulness.

1.4. Motivation of Mixed Method Study

The whole mixed method research target to explain the results of a study
powerfully by combining quantitative and qualitative research. Therefore, the
conclusion of the study could be expanding thanks to mixed method design. There
are different ways of conducting a mixed method study. A mixed method study could
be qualitatively driven, quantitatively driven or an equal status study
(Schoonenboom & Johnson, 2017). In the current study, the researcher designed the
study appropriately equal status. In equal status studies, the research design and
result are given equal value and weight to both qualitative and quantitative
components (Greene, 2015).

In the current study, the teachers’ playfulness traits were investigated by
guantitative design and their views were explained by qualitative design. The other
step of mixed method study is determining the research question. One of the ways
of constructing research question is that a research question can be related to both
qualitative and quantitative design or the researcher may separate research questions
as qualitative and quantitative (Schoonenboom & Johnson, 2017). In the current

study, qualitative and quantitative design questions were used. The quantitative part
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was designed to investigate the teachers’ playfulness trait scores. By this way,
targetting possible components of playfulness are explained. In addition, the
qualitative part of the study was conducted in order to gain a deeper understanding
of teachers’ playful characteristics, their self-reported play behavior in class and the

teachers’ views on playfulness.

1.5. Definition of Terms

Early Childhood: Early childhood is a period including the age of 0-6 years old
(Gtirkan, 2009).

Playfulness: Playfulness as a personality trait as being cheerful, joyous, humorous,
and playful (Barnett, 1998).

Fun Seeking Motivation: It means that individuals have fun deriving from internal

or/and external environment (Shen, Chick, & Zinn, 2014a).

Uninhibitedness: It’s creating a free and uninhibited mind, and controlling

constraining conditions (Shen, Chick, & Zinn, 2014a).

Spontaneity: It means preparing mind to respond impetuously without thinking
deeply (Shen, Chick, & Zinn, 2014a).

Professional Experience: It’s associating the practical field of study, translating

academic knowledge in activities (Vaines, 1997).

Personality: It’s linking the relations between other internal attributes of individual
(Barnett, 2012).



Play Behavior: Play behavior is defined as sign of social and cognitive development
of play (Kohlberg, 1968). In the current study, play behavior refers to teachers’ play

role and play preferences.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The main purpose of the study is investigating early childhood in-service
teachers’ playfulness traits and their views on playfulness. In order to provide the
study with theoretical literature; play, playfulness, teacher’s professional experience,
and teacher’s play in early childhood education were summarized in this section.
Previous studies and theoretical background of playfulness, teacher’s professional
experience and teacher’s play in early childhood education were examined in the

following section.

2.1. Play

Play is a multi-dimensional concept. For this reason, play can be defined and
categorized in various aspects. Because of its complexity, definition of play should
be formed of “combination of features’’ instead of “defining characteristic’’ to
determine whether it's play or not (Smith & Vollstedt, 1985). Rubin, Fein, and
Vandenburg (1983) identified play in three dimensions; behavior, context, and
disposition. Behavioral dimension of play depends on observable social and
cognitive behaviors. Social play includes solitary play, parallel play, and group play.
In addition, cognitive play consists of functional play, constructive play, dramatic
play and games with rules (Rubin, 1989). Rubin et al. (1983) explain the criteria of
context for play as well-known objects or toys, friendly atmosphere, practical
schedule which responses to children’s needs, an environment in which children and

adults are in agreement and children can decide what to play and minimalize adult
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disruption. Finally, play’s dispositional tendency dimension promotes that act in
certain ways even in different conditions. Rubin et. al (1983) also stated six aspects
of play propensity. These are intrinsically motivated behavior, a focus on process
rather than product, play over exploratory behaviors, non-literality, freedom from
external rules and active engagement. Play studies in the behavioral aspects
generally emphasize cognitive and social level by Piaget (1950, 1962) and Vygotky
(1967). In order to understanding play and playfulness relation, their views on play

is given briefly in the next section.

2.1.1 Piagetian Play Perspectives

In 1970s, the majority of the studies on play were based on Piaget’s work
(Nicolopoulou, 1993). Piaget clarified the development of play from the beginning
of life to seven years old. Firstly, practice play has seemed. The practice play
continues for around 18 months. In the practice play stage, the infants repeat some
sequenced actions and manipulations. The actions are not for practical or
instrumental target, yet the actions only give pleasure to the infant. Secondly, at the
end of age one, the repetitive actions become more meaningful. Then, the child starts
to put some rules into the game. The play becomes containing some symbolism and
the child performs and actions turn to symbolic. The last play is playing with rules.
The stage is shown around 4 to 7 years old (Piaget, 1950, 1962). Children play
together and there are at least two children in the play and they set some rules. The
rules can be set as handed down or spontaneously (Piaget, 1965).

Piaget (1950, 1962) describes six main criteria for play. According to him,
these main criteria distinguish play from non-ludic activities which are not called as
play. The first criterion is lacking in precision. Play has a sense profoundly
interested; therefore, the player focuses on the result of activity. The second criterion
Is spontaneity which is opposite to enforcement. The third one is pleasure. Play is an
activity which is for deriving pleasure. The fourth criterion is lack of organization

which is not always applied. Play does not match idea of organized structure and
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opposite to serious thought. The fifth criterion is freedom from conflicts. The
concept of conflicts does not fit into the concept of play, although it is inevitable to
face conflict during serious activities. The last criterion is over motivation. It refers
to consisting of additional incentives. Piaget also stated that even play is not a
behavior but a behavioral orientation (1950, 1962).

2.1.2 Vygotskian Play Perspective

Vygotsky is the other theoretician, contributes to psychological studies on
play (Nicolopoulou, 1993). He argues that play is appeared at around three years old.
Play is always a social activity so there should usually be more than one children. In
addition, since children express their understanding of sociocultural knowledge, a
theme, a story, or a role are an element of play. Besides social way of play, Vygotsky
states that play contributes to cognitive development rather than only reflect level of
cognitive development (Vygotsky, 1967).

Vygotsky argues that defining play based only on pleasure is not correct
because there are many things which give pleasure. Vygotsky claims that play should
be fulfilled of children’s wishes. In order to analyze play, children’s needs,
inclinations, effective aspiration, and motives for action should be considered.
Vygotsky points out criteria of play for distinguishing play activity from general
activity. For an activity to be accepted as play, imaginary situation should be created
by children. The imaginary situations are required not only for pretend play but also
for structured play. For instance, chess is a highly structured play but the characters
of the play reflect real world so it contains imaginary situations. In the imaginary
situation, preschoolers realize their imaginary desires in a fantastic world. Moreover,
behaving children as if they are in an imaginary situation is impossible without rules.
For example, if a child behaves like a mother, the child acts with maternal behavior
and this is the rule of the play. Therefore, rule is another criterion for calling an
activity as play (1967).

13



2.2 Playfulness

Playfulness has been described in different aspects. In the literature
“orientation’’ and “motivational’’ criteria are under the umbrella of player’s
dispositional approach to distinguish play from any general activities. These
dispositional criteria are put into the definition of playfulness (Sanderson, 2010).
Lieberman examines playfulness as an internal characteristic of children (1965).
Lieberman explains components of playfulness as physical spontaneity, social
spontaneity, cognitive spontaneity, manifest of joy, and sense of humor (Lieberman,
1965). Barnett contributes to Lieberman’s definition. According to Barnett,
playfulness is a characteristic of the individual so it is more than what children do
(1990). Barnett describes playfulness as a personality trait like cheerful, joyous,
humorous, and playful attitude (1991). Recently, Barnett (2007) adds also that
playfulness is a capacity to frame or reframe a situation in such a way that it provides
one (and possibly others) with amusement, humor, and/or entertainment. According
to Aguilar, playfulness is a perception and attitude which permits spontaneous
behavior in play (1985).

2.2.1 Lieberman Theory of Playfulness

Lieberman is the pioneer of playfulness (Shin, 2004), adding the word to the
literature for the first time (1965, 1977). She assumed that playfulness is a trait
which directs children to play in some various ways (Lieberman, 1967). Firstly,
playfulness was described as a quality part of play in preschoolers (Lieberman,
1965). Later, playfulness was also hypothesized as a personality trait of the player
(Lieberman, 1966, 1967).

Playfulness is described as behavior which connects with play, imagination,
and creativity (Lieberman, 1977). In addition, Lieberman added new features to the

definition of playfulness, physical, social and cognitive spontaneity, manifest joy,
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and sense of humor creates playfulness concept, these frames were considered as a
quality of play too (Lieberman, 1977).

Physical Spontaneity: Generally unstructured physical play is called as
physical spontaneity such as jumping rope, running or more structured activity like
hopscotch. Physical spontaneity predicts that the frequency of children’s physical
activity and the physical activity is signed with exuberance, rhythmic movement,
and motor coordination (Lieberman, 1977).

Social Spontaneity: The term refers to a feeling of comfort and the
behavior without restriction in and out of a social setting. These signs are part of
social spontaneity. (Lieberman, 1965, 1967). Playing in a group and integrating them
are also associated with social spontaneity.

Cognitive Spontaneity: This element of playfulness is related to
imaginative play (Lieberman, 1977) which contains pretending and role-playing by
fine motor manipulations and symbolic activities (Barnett 1998) in the childhood
years. The characteristic can be observed in a combinatorial play of creative
adulthood period (Lieberman, 1977).

Manifest Joy: The item was refers to children’s being enjoyable and
enthusiastic while playing. Smiling, laughter, chuckling, singing, dancing and facial
expressions are observable signs of joy and these items make the concept more
concrete (Lieberman, 1977).

Sense of Humor: Among the spontaneity and joy manifest, sense of humor
has more concrete foundations (Goldstein & McGhee, 1972; Levine, 1969).
Lieberman (1977) stated that incongruity, novelty, and surprise create humor. Other
view is about both producing the humor and consuming it (Lieberman, 1977).

In the frame of these elements, (physical, cognitive and social spontaneity,
sense of humor and manifest joy) Lieberman developed a scale for measuring
playfulness, it constructed as 5- point Likert scale and 12 items (Lieberman, 1965).

Playfulness Scale: The scale was developed to test the relationship between
playfulness and divergent thinking. The scale included five playfulness traits, it was
5- point Likert scale type, 10 items, and 2 additional question items. These 2

questions addressed to intelligence and physical attractiveness. Children were rated
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on the five traits of playfulness earlier named. Descriptive labels and samples of the
behavior to be rated were given. To avoid contaminating frequency with intensity,
ratings were requested for quantity (Part A) and quality (Part B). Two questions not
related to play required ratings on intelligence and physical attractiveness. In each
kindergarten class, two teachers acted as raters. Twelve ratings, consisting of the 10
scores on Parts A and B of the five playfulness traits and the two scores on the
additional questions were obtained. The child’s score on each trait was the pooled
rating from the teachers. Corrected reliability coefficients, obtained from correlating
the ratings of the two teachers, range from .66 to .83 and have a mean of .70
(Lieberman, 1965).

2.2.2 Barnett Playfulness Model:

While defining play, researchers generally focus on children’s behavior and
overt interactions. Instead of focus on what children do in play, characteristics of the
individual should be considered (Barnett, 1990). Lieberman was the first person to
explain playfulness trait of children (1965, 1966). She claims that playfulness
contains five components which are physical spontaneity, cognitive spontaneity,
social spontaneity, manifest joy and sense of humor (Lieberman, 1977). Lieberman
measured children’s playfulness according to these five components (Lieberman,
1965, 1966). However, she was criticized because of her methodology (Barnett,
1990). Then, Barnett and Kleiber worked on the topic (1982, 1984). One of Barnett’s
major work on playfulness is the development of playfulness scale (Shin, 2004). Her
scale lays out Lieberman’s groundwork, Lieberman’s studies were replicated and
redesigned to form the scale. At the end of the study, 5-point Likert scale consisting
of 23 items and split into 5 components of playfulness (Barnett, 1990). The scale's
validity and reliability issues were supplied so accepted by scholars. The previous
scale was based on children’s activity, this scale concentrates on qualities of
individual’s and child's characteristics which they are coming from their

environment (Barnet, 1990).
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Besides the five characteristics of play, there are some moderator variables
detected like gender and the child’s home environment (Barnet & Kleiber, 1982,
1984). Barnett (1992) focuses on which individual and personality characteristics are
related to playfulness. In this study, she studied with pre-school and kindergarten
children. Children’s playfulness scale was used in this study. Early childhood
teachers filled the form after one month of the new school year. She claims that
playful children have differences and similarities features in terms of playfulness
dimensions. Age, gender, size of family and birth order cause differences in

children’s playfulness since these factors affect their play properties.

2.2.3 Bundy Model of Playfulness:

Bundy (1997) focuses on transactional aspects of play between player and
environment. Bundy defines playfulness as playfulness includes four basic elements.
These are intrinsic motivation, internal control, freedom to suspend some constraints
of reality, and framing (Bundy, 1991). Bundy develops a scale based on these four
bases of playfulness which is called the “Test of Playfulness’’. The scale measures
both typically developing children (Bundy, Nelson, Metzger, Bingaman, 2001) and
children with disabilities (Okimoto, Bundy & Hanzlik, 2009).

20 children who are 5 to 7 years old and attended suburban primary school
participated in the study. Researchers introduce loose parts to the junior playground
for 11 weeks of school time. The research showed that after the intervention
program, children’s playfulness score is significantly higher, and teachers stated that
children are more social, creative and resilient (Bundy et al., 2007). Player wants to
play because play is an intrinsic motivation activity. Intrinsic motivation is related
to the process, the process is more important than the product. Freedom is about
children’s using an object as they desire. Framing is children’s ability to read and
give cues. Playful children can contact with others and they can tell what they want
and how others can join them. Lastly, the internal control means that each player has

a responsibility while playing (Fabrizi, 2014).
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2.2.4 Cooper’s Contextual Model of Play & Playfulness

Cooper’s model of children’s play is built on Bundy’s (1997) theory of play

and playfulness. Cooper’s model includes play environment, play skills of children,
children’s familial milieu and children’s playfulness which can be defined as play
and play selection attitudes (Cooper, 2000). Cooper argues that children bring their
developmental skills and play abilities and that they add to their play selection and
playfulness to play transaction no matter if the children’s interactive environment
(physical setting, play materials, and social elements) encourage the children or
constrain their play activities. The play transaction is influenced by parenting,
cultural values and beliefs, and children’s previous experience of care. In this figure,
components of play can be easily identified. In addition, observable forms and
context can be explored according to Cooper’s model of play (Cooper, 2000).
Play opposes to rules and it intrinsically motivated. Social expectation and external
encouragement do not fit the spirit of play. It is done for only their desire (Rubin et
al., 1983). For this reason, play distinguishes from work or goal-oriented activities
by giving the feeling of entertainment and playfulness (Cooper, 2000). In this model,
playfulness is affected by socio-economic factors like economic background,
ethnicity, community support as much as family structure and parent-child
attachment (Cooper, 2000).

There are four models which are related to playfulness. The Lieberman’s
theory (1977) is the base of Barnett’s model (1982). Lieberman explained
playfulness as a personality trait (1977) and Barnett conducted studies about
playfulness in terms of personality characteristic (1992). Cooper and Bundy worked
on environmental effects on playfulness. Therefore, in the current study, instead of
Coopers and Bundy’s playfulness model, Lieberman and Barnet’s playfulness

models were utilized.
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2.3 Children’s Playfulness

Playfulness has been studied by many scholars and these studies focus on
different aspects of playfulness. Gender, therapy, intelligence, culture, divergent
thinking, and creativity is mostly studied topics which investigate their relationship
with the playfulness of children (Casas, 2003).

Lieberman argues that play is directly related to cognitive development. In
order to examine the playfulness, she tries to prove the relationship between
divergent thinking and playfulness (Barnett & Kleiber, 1982). She designed a study
in 1960, to test playfulness and divergent thinking relationship. 93 kindergarten
children who are between 5 years 6 months and have middle economical
background, involved the study from a private kindergarten’s 5 different classrooms
in the New York. The Playfulness Scale, Divergent Thinking Task and Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Tests were used for the study. The Playfulness Scale evaluated
children in terms of physical spontaneity, manifest joy, sense of humor, social
spontaneity, and cognitive spontaneity, Divergent Thinking Test gave an idea about
fluency, flexibility, and originality of children. In addition, with Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Tests, children’s mental age score was determined by using their
language development level. According to the result of Lieberman's study, children
who got a high point from the playfulness scale were more successful in divergent
thinking task than children who got the low mark from the Playfulness Scale
(Lieberman, 1965).

Playful children have the ability to control their psychological well-being.
Barnett and Storm (1981) and Barnett (1984, 1988) stated that in their series of
experiments, playful preschool children who have high playfulness can reduce their
stress to baseline level when they face with anxiety-provoking events during a play.
In addition, Athey, Barnett, Cattell, Singer, and Rummo stated that imagination,
humor, emotional expressiveness, flexibility, persistence, a penchant for novelty
seeking, curiosity, openness, and communicativeness requires maintaining

children’s physical and mental health (items which are necessary for protecting
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children’s health). Also, these kinds of characteristics are related to playing and
playfulness (as cited in Boyers, 1999, p.90).

Playfulness enables welcoming changes, adapting to new situations and
fitting easily into the society. Playfulness can be evaluated as a gift that enables
opportunities for children in thinking, planning and enjoying life and these are
predicted changes and challenges of the 21st century (Boyer, 1997). Playfulness
enhances some traits like flexible thinking, persistence, commitment, and a love of
fascination. These personal characteristics are the basis of working with others
(Boyer, 1997). Moreover, Bundy asserts that playful children have control of their
sense, motivation and they interact with others who are around them in their physical
and social world (1997). Besides its social benefits, playfulness emphasizes children
that they do not have to be perfect, and therefore, children improve self-esteem while

increasing their interpersonal relationships (Boyer, 1997).

2.4. Adult Playfulness

Play and playfulness are a permanent human activity throughout their life
cycle. They are the main activities of adaptation for a human being. In addition, play
IS a primary activity like love and speak (Plaut, 1979). There are some studies to
extend playfulness from childhood to adolescence and adulthood. Lieberman
conducted a study (1977) to define adult playfulness. She concluded that playfulness
is differentiated in adolescence in terms of a unitary trait in childhood. For example,
adult playfulness can be labeled ‘social-emotional playfulness’ and ‘academic
playfulness’. Academic playfulness includes physical alertness vs. apathy,
enthusiasm vs. discouragement, and intellectual curiosity vs. stagnation. In addition,
social-emotional playfulness consists of physical mobility vs. stability, spontaneous
joy-tenseness, and humor vs. lack of humor, group orientation vs. self-orientation,
friendliness vs. rejection and play vs. conscientiousness (1977). Kruger stated that
the started point of adult playfulness studies should not base on children’s

playfulness factor content or structure (1995) because playfulness in the adulthood
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period is the shape of play in the childhood period, play can be sprung of as
playfulness in later life (Solnit, 1998). Barnett follows this advice and then makes a
definition and measurement of the playfulness of college students by examining
personality disposition to decided playfulness in themselves and others (2007). Their
analysis shows that for both men and women’ perception, playfulness can be
identified with four constitutive dimensions; (a) gregarious, (b) humorous, (c)
uninhibited, (d) dynamic (Barnett, 2007).

Adult playfulness studies are conducted in different contexts such as work
(Glynn & Webster, 1992), personality (Meehl, Lykken, Schofield, & Tellegan,
1971), temperament (Rogers, Fox, Harrison, & Ross 2000), teacher behaviors
(Lieberman, 1977), and therapy (Feiner, 1990). The relationship was also found
between playfulness and psychological well-being. Playful people do not avoid new
experiences, they are open to doing something in a different way, and a playful
person does not feel uncomfortable in unexpected situations (Shen, 2010). This kind
of open mindset makes it easier to adopt behaviors against a new situation and
changeable environments (Shen, Chick, & Pitas, 2017). Besides psychological
wellbeing, playfulness can be linked to physical well-being like physical fitness
(Proyer, 2013b). Adult playfulness is linked with psychological and physical well-
being like physical fitness, life satisfaction (Tegano, 1990). In addition, Barnett
stated that highly playful people show outgoing, humorous and happy characteristics
(2007).

The workplace studies have been conducted to investigate the relationship
between effects of playfulness in work life. Sinetar (1992) explains that the 21st
century’s global society should have the following features:

o Working with others as collaborative to regenerate, renew and
review learning and thinking to improve issues which could not be
coped with alone.

o Having the ability to see the whole picture of the project or process.

o Shaping context from content by looking ahead.

e  Connecting life and work

o Having the motivation to work and being up to with love of the task.
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Boyer also stated that playful people have the 21st century abilities (Boyer,
1997).

Glynn and Webster (1992) created a scale to measure adult’s playfulness in
the workplace. The scale includes five dimensions of playfulness which are
spontaneity, expressiveness, fun, creativity, and silliness. According to Glynn and
Webster’s (1992) study, they found that more playful people perceive work as much
more enjoyable, and exhibit more playful behavior in the workplace. Moreover, the
result of the study showed a significant relationship between self-reported
playfulness and creativity and cognitive spontaneity. Glynn and Webster (1993) also
conducted a study using the same scale, and they found that there is a significant
relationship between playfulness and intrinsic motivation as well as innovative

attitudes.

2.4.1 Teacher’s Playfulness

Although there are many researches about adult playfulness in literature there
are limited studies about the playfulness of educational professions. Teacher’s
playfulness is a way of connecting the warm and close relationship between teachers
and children. In this way, children can develop a sense of security (Bergen, Reid, &
Torelli, 2009). Jung studied with two caregivers that caregivers use playfulness
purposefully because they believe that playfulness is an effective way to give
positive energy to infants (2011). The study also investigated that caregiver’s way
of changing infants’ emotions through playfulness during transitional time by using
changing their moods from compassion to cheerful spirit, adding playful components
in daily routine, acting like making jokes, silliness and humorousness, integrating
physical and sensory play, arranging physical location to placed playfulness (Jung,
2011).

Playfulness is a tool to form trusting relationship between a teacher and
children. While constructing a warm relationship, a teacher and students establish

intimate communications and become familiar in a playful context (Jung, 2011). A
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trustful and familiar environment is important for children because the study shows
that children lose their play ability under the stressful conditions, even children’s
play comes from naturally inner desire. Adults’ support is required to arrange playful
experiences under stressful conditions since young children do not have the
capability of emotional self-regulation (Gariepy & Howe, 2003). For this reason,
caregivers have an important role to figure out children’s stressful conditions (Jung,
2011).

Teacher’s playfulness and communication with children are associated with
each other. In order to investigate the relationship between teachers’ playfulness
creative thinking and degree of sensitivity in their communication with preschoolers
during play, Graham, Sawyers, and DeBoard (1989) designed a study with 46 pre-
service and 37 in-service teachers. The results of their study showed that pre-service
teachers are more playful, creative, and have elaborative interaction style with
children. On the contrary, in-service teachers have more structured communication
style and their creativity level is low. The results also demonstrated that experience
with children would lead to change in interaction style and playfulness of teachers
(Graham et al., 1989).

Teacher’s playfulness may affect children’s play behavior. A pilot study in
order to investigate the relation between a teacher’s and children’s playfulness.
Thirty-one teacher-child dyads were chosen as sample. Participant children were
between 40 and 72 months and all teachers had a degree in education and a teaching
certificate. Adults Playfulness Scale was used to evaluate adult’s playfulness. The
scale includes spontaneity, expressiveness, creativity and silliness categories which
are related to playfulness. In addition, children’s playfulness was evaluated by using
the Test of Playfulness. In the study, positive relation was found between teachers’
spontaneity and silliness with child playfulness. Further, the pilot study shows that
teacher’s playfulness and children’s playfulness is close to significant. However, the
results were suggested to be reexamined with a larger sample (Pinchover, 2017).

Teachers who are aware of the importance of play and playfulness in
children’s development use their own playfulness in order to improve children’s

playfulness (Pinchover, 2017). For example, spontaneity is one of the elements of
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playfulness, Glynn and Webster state that spontaneity is the spirit of being free and
less disciplined (1992). Therefore, being spontaneous makes teachers focus more on
play and reduced disciplined issues in their classroom. In this way, teachers give
more opportunities for children to be playful (Pinchover, 2017). Jung and Jin argue
that teacher training program should be reviewed to increase teacher’s knowledge
about play and playfulness and develop teacher’s own playfulness, unfortunately,
current teacher training programs are not adequate to enable that kind of information
(2015).

Teachers’ views about playfulness have an impact on children’s playfulness
as well. Barnett conducted a study on preschool children’s problems when they will
soon go to a primary school. Playful children are physically active and spontaneous.
This behavior would not be appropriate for structured and rule-based schools
according to teachers. For this reason, playful children could have problems in
transition to primary schools because of rules and obedience to teachers’ rules.
According to the result of the study, playful children are more desirable playmates
and these children perceive themselves as popular among their peers in the first and
second grades. On the other hand, these children, especially the boys, are perceived
by their classmates as being disruptive for the classroom in the third grade. Teacher
behavior leads to a change in children’s perception of their playful classmate. In this
grade, playful children become unpopular and undesired to play because of teacher’s

attitudes to them (Barnett, 2018).

2.5 Teachers’ Professional Experience

Teacher’s burnout and attrition are one of the important problems of the
profession. According to the statistics, 50% of new teachers leave teaching
profession in North America within the first five years (OECD, 2013). For example,
in Canada, graduating from college, 50% of early childhood teachers work in
childcare center and preschool, 40% leave their profession their profession five years

later (Beach, Bertrand, Forer, Michal, & Tougas, 2004). Lack of working
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opportunities, limited support and inadequate teacher training lead to leave job and
attrition of teachers (Jalongo & Heider, 2006). In addition, idealism and optimism
make pre-teachers to feel negative and hopeless when they become a teacher
(Beauchamp & Thomas, 2009). Teachers’ enthusiasm and idealism are high in the
first years of profession. However, their enthusiasm inclines during teaching life
(Lehman, 2000).

Teachers face some difficulties at the beginning of their profession (Yost,
2016). In addition, the initial years of profession can be described as the most
challenging and intensive years in a novice teacher’s career (Zhukova, 2018) because
novice teachers transform into “professional educators” from “students”. In this
stage, the novice teacher should decide about their professional belief, philosophy,
practice, and attitudes for their future career (Solite, 2015). Moreover, in this stage
of their career, teachers should blend their theoretical knowledge with practices in
real educational settings (Vonk, 1989). According to Cooper’s theoretical
framework, new teachers have difficulties on teaching assignments and finding
solutions individually. In addition, they have limited experience and too much
anxiety. New teachers do not have the ability to determine what they need and what
solution is required (Cooper, 1990). Knowles supported Coopers’ theoretical
framework in the self-directed learning theory. Knowles mentioned that all human-
beings have lifelong learning potential skills, so they need an appropriate context
(Knowles, 1980).

Teachers’ fundamental skills like thinking ability, acting according to
system, incorporating their teaching practices into system and developing ability for
teaching and learning are improved during the professional process by increasing
teachers’ personal and professional practice, knowledge, personal growth and inner
maturity (llisko, 2015; 2016). Especially, early childhood educators have different
requirements compared to primary and secondary school teachers. Being in early
childhood education, their profession requires knowledge about curriculum and
childcare. Teachers should know about the physical, social, emotional and cognitive
features of children. Moreover, young children’s self-care, warmth and feeding

necessities should be met by the teachers (Brostom, 2006).
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In the first year of their career, teachers generally tend to explain simple
patterns of their classroom and school such as students’ behavior, motivation, and
their possible reasons. In the second year, teachers perceive themselves as having
the power of overcoming problems and deal with daily crises of the first year. At the
middle or end of the second years, novice teachers realize importance of student-
centered instruction. In addition, they emphasize importance of developing critical
thinking, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation skills of students (Zhukova, 2018).
Another reason is that career motivation draws way of professional selection and
continue making a job for a long time. Career motivation has been grouped as
intrinsic, extrinsic and altruistic. Intrinsic motivation includes “beliefs about being a
teacher”, financial and job security can be an example of extrinsic motivation and
altruistic motivation is like contributing to society (Bastick, 2000). In Turkey,
extrinsic and altruistic motivations are dominant in deciding to be a teacher (Yuce,
Sahin, Kocer & Kana, 2013).

There is a relation between formal education and specific training,
especially BA degree in early childhood education of teachers with supported high-
quality learning environment for children (Howes, 1997). Teachers, who have early
childhood education college degree, demonstrate more sensitivity and stimulating
interactions (Clarke-Stewart, Vandell, Burchinal, O’Brien, & McCartney, 2002).
There is association between process quality and teacher training (Clifford et al.,
2003).

Teachers have a vital role in holistic development of young children. Self-
efficacy, problem-solving ability and perception of completing an activity
successfully are main factors of being an effective teacher (Senemoglu, 2013).
Teacher’s characteristics, teaching strategy, academic knowledge, and self-efficacy
have influence on being effective teachers in educational setting (Demirel, 2012).
Teacher self-efficacy defined as performing to desired student participation and
increasing the learning level of student (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy (2001).
Self-efficacy depends on gender, professional experience, educational institution,
and social-economical background of educational institution (Gomleksiz &

Serhatlioglu, 2013).
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2.6 Teachers’ Play Behavior

Teachers’ role is important in play in early childhood education. Even though
play has a vital role in children’s development and learning, it depends on teachers’
attitude, beliefs, context and practices (McLane, 2003). Kagan mentioned three
barriers to the implementation of play. The first one is attitudinal barriers. This
means that teachers’ caring about play. A study shows that teachers think that they
interfere with children’s play if they participate in (Korat, Bahar & Snapir, 2003).
In addition, some teachers think that as a teacher, their role is providing children’s
learning and managing academic development (Hadley, 2002). The second one is
structural barrier. Play is impacted by curricula, materials, time and physical
opportunity. Expectation from teachers is growing in terms of academic instruction
nowadays. This expectation is restricted play time in early childhood classroom
(Kagan, 1990).The last one is functional barrier. The barrier is related to attitudinal
barrier. Implementation of play is changing because of school context (Olsen &
Sumsion, 2000).

Teachers can involve different roles in the play. Hadley defined types of
teacher participation. The first type is outside of the flow. In this involvement,
teachers modify and extend play by prompt reflection (2002). The second type is
inside of the flow in which teachers are inside of the play and they communicate
with children directly and in an unmediated way (Hadley, 2002). Teachers’ roles are
categorized according to their interactions with children (Roskos & Neuman, 1993).
Onlooker, stage manager, coplayer, play leader and uninvolved roles were defined
as facilitative roles of teachers in children’s play (Johnson, Christie &Wardle, 2005).

Onlooker: Teachers are audiences in children’s play. They sit near the
children’s play area, watch them and give nonverbal signs. However, they do not
involve in children’s play and interfere in their play (Johnson, Christie &Wardle,
2005).
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Stage Manager: In this role, teachers do not join the children’s play as well.
Teacher help children organize the play, supply materials and assist them to prepare
the play setting (Johnson, Christie &Wardle, 2005).

Coplayer: Teachers are participants of play in this type of role. Teachers
become a play partner. Teachers have a minor role, leaving the prime role to children.
They can initiate the play by calling children to play and then leave the flow of play
to children (Johnson, Christie &Wardle, 2005).

Play Leader: In this role, teachers are actively involved in the children’s play.
The teachers influence on children’s play and they have the role to extend and enrich
their play. The teachers may suggest a theme idea, and change the role of children
when they have difficulties (Johnson, Christie &Wardle, 2005).

Uninvolved: Teachers sometimes ignore the play in the classroom. The
teachers prepare something for the next activities in this period. The teachers mostly
spend their time by warning children verbally and as safety monitors (Enz & Christie,
1997).

A study explains the gender difference’s effect on teachers on play attitudes.
Female teachers are not willing to participate in children’s play because of some
reasons. For example, some female teachers believe that children are more open and
uncontrolled if the teacher does not participate in their play. In addition, their
participation is interrupted by some factors such as talking with parents or taking
attendance. On the other hand, male teachers call to children to play and they join
in children’s play themselves. They state that a teacher can know children better in
this way. Sometimes they participate in the play because they just want to play
(Sandberg & Pramling-Samuelsson, 2005).

Play can be categorized according to their types such as motor play, object
play, symbolic play, social play and educational play (Johnson, Christie &Wardle,
2005).

Motor Play: This type of play contains all type of physical and manipulative
play. Exploring their own body and others’ bodies, or objects around children are
kinds of motor play. In addition, motor play includes locomotor, rough-and-tumble
play (Johnson, Christie &Wardle, 2005).
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Object Play: Children use materials and objects during play. They can
construct something with blocks or other kinds of objects. The type of play includes
object manipulation, exploratory and constructive play (Johnson, Christie &Wardle,
2005).

Symbolic Play: Symbolic play is a simulative and metaphorical behavior
(Fein, 1981). Children act “as if” the case is real or not real (Leslie, 1987).

Social Play: One child’s successive and non-literal behaviors are engaged
with other child’s who is the partner of the child’s non-literal behaviors (Garvey,
1974).

Educational Play: This type of plays are carefully planned play activities
which are developmentally appropriate for the support of children’s academic
learning and their skills (Johnson, Christie &Wardle, 2005).

The type of play selection is differentiated between male and female teachers as well.
In the same study, the female teachers stated that they give priority to calm play and
the female teachers believe social developmental factor of play. On the contrary,
male teachers support troublemaker and physical play, while they focus on physical

development role of play (Sandberg & Pramling-Samuelsson, 2005).

2.7 Turkish Studies on Playfulness

The concept of play and playfulness place is in the Turkish culture is
described briefly in this part. According to the literature, adults do not enter
children’s play in Turkish culture (Rogoff, Mosier, Mistry & Goncu, 1989). Adults
believe that play inhibits success of children in their lessons, therefore, parents do
not support children’s play in Turkish culture (Oksal, 2005). On the other hand,
Ministry of National Education gives importance to play in early childhood
education and mentioned about play as one of the qualities of early childhood
education program (MEB, 2016).

Tugrul, Aslan, Erturk, and Altinkaynak (2014) were carried out a study to

investigate preschool teachers and six years old children’s opinions and prospects
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from play. 89 children and 59 teachers were attended to the study. Semi-structured
interview forms were used to gather information about definition of play, playmate
preferences, play opportunities, and their non-play time activities of children. In
addition, teachers’ play definitions and their self-efficacy about implementation of
play were asked to the teachers. As a result of the study, teachers, and children
defined play as a learning tool. Moreover, the teachers focused on the developmental
side of play in psychological, cognitive, and social area (Tugrul, Aslan, Erturk &
Altinkaynak, 2014).

The person who has playful characteristic s/he can change environment in an
enjoyable and joyful way. In addition, the kind of person is qualified as creative,
dynamic, funny, weird and unsuppressed. Playfulness is associated with variety of
structures. These are innovativeness, intrinsically motivated, performance in
working life, positive psychological concepts such as happy, positive, cheerful, etc.
Besides these areas, playfulness is related to personality dispositions of teachers and
pre-service teachers’ burnout level, student-teachers interactions, classroom
management strategies, and teaching skills. Nevertheless, the studies are limited in
the playfulness examination of adult, especially teachers and teacher candidates'
interaction with children (Keles, Yurt & Kogar, 2016).

One of the studies was conducted by Keles, Yurt and Kogar, the study aimed
to explain psychological properties of Adult Playfulness Trait Scale’s Turkish
version form in terms of pre-service teachers. 440 teacher candidates participated in
the study. As the result of the study, the Turkish version of the form’s validity and
reliability issues fit with the original form (Yurt, Keles & Kogar, 2016). Another
study was carried out by Keles and Yurt to examine Children Playfulness Scale’s
validity and reliability issues in the Turkish version. Moreover, explaining some
variables effect on children’s playfulness level. 196 children were participating in
ensuring validity and reliability issue of scale and 600 children were selected for
comparative analysis. The result of the studies shows that the Turkish version of the
Children Playfulness Scale enables validity and reliability issues. In addition, there
was not found a significant interaction effect between gender, birth order and number
of siblings.
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The other study, which was conducted in Turkey to examine behavioral
characteristic relations with regarding the playfulness of students who are interested
in folk dance. 332 students participated in the study and Adult Playfulness Trait Scale
and Behavior Scale was used as an instrument. The result of the study showed that
there is a significant positive relation between behavior characteristic and
playfulness (Onal, Gerek, Bedir & Bedir, 2017).

Finally, a study was carried out to investigate the associations between pre-
schoolers’ playfulness, social skills, and classroom environment supports. 212 pre-
scholars who are 5 years old participated in the study. In addition, 16 private and 10
public schools were categorized with regard to their environmental quality. As the
result of the study, Turkish preschoolers’ playfulness level is relatively high.
Moreover, environment impacts children’s playfulness, and there is a correlation

between children’s playfulness and social ability (Sicim, 2017).

2.8 Summary of Evidences

The previous sections have mentioned about the definitions of play and
playfulness and theories regarding play. Furthermore, teachers’ professional
experience and their play behaviors have been touched on as well. The playfulness
is defined in different fields like psychology and occupational therapy. Lieberman
definition is the theoretical base of the current study. She described playfulness as a
personality trait. Barnett follows her studies and he is conducting recent studies about
playfulness regarding personality trait.

Play and playfulness relation can be best explained by Piagetian and

Vygotskian play. The theorists’’ play perspectives are fitted with playfulness basis.

In the other part of the literature review chapter of the study, children’s and
adult playfulness were explored. Playfulness has positive effect on children’s
physical and mental health (Barnett, 1984, 1988), social skills, divergent thinking
ability (Barnett & Kleiber, 1982) and motivating themselves (Bundy, 1997).
Besides children, playfulness was investigated in adulthood period. Lieberman
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mentioned academic and social-emotional playfulness types of adults. Academic
playfulness contains characteristics like physical alertness, enthusiasm, and
curiosity. In addition, social-emotional playfulness characteristic includes
characteristics of physical mobility, spontaneous, humor, group orientation,
friendliness and play (Lieberman, 1977).

Finally, teachers’ professional experience explained in the literature review
part. According to OECD report, teachers face burnout and attrition threats at the
beginning of the first five years of their profession (OECD, 2013). In addition,
teachers’ play behaviors were explained in the last part. Teachers have different role

and type of play in the early childhood education classroom.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

Methodological procedures of the study will be presented in the following
part. The overall design of the study will be demonstrated in the first chapter.
Participants and sample selection method will be mentioned in the second part. The
other part will present the instruments used in data collection. In the fourth part, data
collection procedure will be explained. Lastly, data analysis process will be

explained in the fifth part.

3.1 Overall Design of the Study

The current study examines in-service teachers’ playfulness in terms of their
experiences in the profession. The study is a mixed method research. A mixed
method research includes both qualitative and quantitative methods. The method
enables widely understanding of research questions. In addition, in this study
method, the researcher can easily explain and clarify relationship between variables
(Frankel, Wallen & Hyun, 2012). The study is designed as sequential explanatory
design. The method of sequential explanatory design is that quantitative method is
applied first and then qualitative method follows (Creswell, 2007). The current
study’s data collection procedure is planned to appropriate as sequential explanatory
design. The quantitative part is a causal-comparative study. According to Frankel,
Wallen, and Hyun, in causal-comparative studies, researchers try to examine the

different causes or consequences among groups or individuals (2012). The groups
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are already existing and researchers do not interfere in characteristics of groups. A
researcher uses some scientific methods to determine the reason, result or the
difference (Frankel, Wallen & Hyun, 2012).

3.2. Participants

The mixed method study’s quantitative part is a causal-comparative study.
According to Frankel, Wallen & Hyun, at least 30 samples are required to set up a
relationship (2012). However, the number is not enough to make a generalization;
therefore, 485 participants were chosen for this study. For the first phase, there are
six different groups; these are categorized into their years of professional
experiences: 0-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-15 years, 16-20 years, 21-25 years and
26+years. Convenience sampling method was used for sample selection.
Convenience sampling method is choosing groups or individuals who are available
and accessible for the study (Frankel, Wallen & Hyun, 2012). The sample selection
method is easy and simplicity of the research, data collection duration is shorter than
the other type of sampling, and it supports the cheapest implementation (Saunders,
Lewis & Thornhill, 2012). The survey was sent to the participants via internet. The
link of the internet survey was shared with early childhood teachers who are
accessible and on social media platforms. The teachers are from different regions of
Turkey.

The mixed method study’s qualitative part sample was selected by using a
convenience sampling method as well. The participants were selected from the
teachers who participated in the first phase of the study. The teachers who signed “I
accept attending the second part of the study” wrote down their e-mail addresses.
The sample of the qualitative part was chosen between them. 20 early childhood in-
service teachers participated the interview. The researcher accessed the participants
via telephoning because the teachers were at Kahramanmaras, Agr1, and Izmir. The
rest of the teachers were at Tokat so the researcher conducted a face to face interview

process with them.
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3.2.1 Participants Demographics for Quantitative Part

In-service teachers who are working in both private and public schools
participated in the study. 485 teachers participated in the study from different regions
of Turkey. The teachers were categorized according to their years of professional
experience. The teachers' age range is from 18 to 54. Their average age range is
33.34. 20 (4%) of the teachers are male and 465 (96%) of them are female (see Table
3.2.1).

Table 3.2.1

Gender distribution of teachers
Gender Number of Teachers %
Female 465 96
Male 20 4

Among them, 224 (46,2%) teachers have 0-5 years’ experience, 156 (32,2%)
teachers have 6-10 years’ experience, 60 (12,4%) of them have 11-15 years of
professional experience, 26 (5,4%) teachers have 16-20, 9 teachers(1,9%) have 21-
25, and 10 (2,1%) teachers have 26+ years of professional experience (see table
3.2.2).
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Table 3.2.2

Year of experience

Years Number of teachers %
0-5 224 46,2
6-10 156 32,2
11-15 60 12,4
16-20 26 54
21-25 9 1,9
26+ 10 2,1

Type of school is categorized as private and public school. Public school
refers to the schools directly connected to the Turkish National Ministry of
Education. The private school refers to the partly-autonomous private corporations
in connection with the Turkish National Ministry of Education. The teachers of 366
(75,5 %) are working in public school and 119 (24,5 %) teachers are working in
private school (see Table 3.2.3).

Table 3.2.3
Type of working schools
School Type Number of Teachers %
Public 366 755
Private 119 245

Teachers’ age range is from 18 to 54. The 60 of teachers (12,4%) is between
the age range of 18-23; 178 teachers (36,7%) are between 24-29 years old; 141
teachers (29,1%) are between 30-35 years old; 66 teachers (13,6%) are between 36-
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to 41 years old; and 40 of teachers (8,2%) is 42+ years old. The summary of age
distribution of the teachers is given in the Table 3.2.4.

Table 3.2.4

Age distribution of teachers

Age Number of teachers %
18-23 60 12,4
24-29 178 36,7
30-35 141 29,1
36-41 66 13,6

42+ 40 8,2

Additionally, the teachers’ educational background is grouped as Open
University undergraduate program, Open University associated degree program,
undergraduate program, high school graduated, associated degree program, and
master’s degree. Open University education is defined as education via television,
radio and education material (OSYM, n.d.). Undergraduate program is a higher
education based on high school education and it covers eight semesters (OSYM,
n.d.). Associate program is a higher education which takes four semesters and the
program targets cultivating intermediary man power. High school includes
institutions which are vocational, science, social, Anatolian, fine arts, gymnasiums,
and religious type of schools. The schools take four education years (MEB, 2016).
Master program is based on a higher education and covers at least two semesters.
Master degree programs need a thesis with a profession (OSYM, n.d.). The Open
University graduated teachers’ frequency is 60 (12, 4%), Open University associated
program graduated teachers’ frequency is 22 (4,5%), undergraduate program
frequency of teachers is 299 (61,6%), high school graduated teachers’ frequency is
17 (3,5%), association degree’s frequency is 60 (12,4%), and master degree teachers’
frequency is 27 (5,65). The table 4 indicates the distribution of teachers’ educational
background (Table 3.2.5).
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Table 3.25

Educational background

Type of degree Number of teachers %
Und. Grad. 299 61,6
Open Uni. Und. Gra. 60 12,4
Ass. Degr. 60 12,4
Master 27 5,6

Open Uni. Ass. Deg. 22 4,5
High Sch. 17 3,5

3.2.2 Participant Demographics for the Qualitative Part

The sample of the second phase of the study was selected according to the
survey. The teachers who were accessible by telephoning or face to face were
selected, while selecting these teachers’ playfulness scores, professional experience
and age were considered. Twenty teachers participated in the interview part. All the
teachers are working at public school. The teachers’ gender distribution is that 1
(5%) of them was male and 19 (95%) of them was female (see Table 3.2.6).

Table 3.2.6
Gender distribution of interview with the teachers
Gender Number of teachers %
Female 19 95
Male 1 5

The teachers’ year of experience in the teaching profession is that 3 (15%)
teachers have 0-5 years of experience, 11 (55%) teachers have 6-10 years of

experience, 5 (20%) teachers have 16-20 years of experience, and 1 (5%) teacher has
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26+ years of experience in the profession. The Table 3.2.7 summarized the

distribution of the teachers’ experience in the profession.

Table 3.2.7
Experience in the teaching profession
Years Number of teachers %
6-10 11 55
0-5 3 20
16-20 5 20
26+ 1 5)

The teachers’ age ranges between 25 and 50. There are 4 (20%) teachers who
are 24-29 years old, 9 (45%) teachers who are 30-35 years old, 5 (25%) teachers who
are 36-41 years old, 2 (10%) teachers who are 42+ years old. Age distribution of the

teachers is given at Table 3.2.8.

Table 3.2.8
Age distribution of teachers who participated interview
Age Number of Teachers %
30-35 9 45
36-41 5 25
24-29 4 20
42+ 2 10

Five (25 %) of the teachers who joined the interview part were graduated
from Open University undergraduate program and 15 (75%) of them have master
degree (see the Table 3.2.9).
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Table 3.2.9

Educational background of teachers

Type of degree Number of Teachers %

Undergraduate 15 75

Open University
undergraduate program

3.3. Instruments

In order to collect the data, Adult Playfulness Trait Scale (APTS) and semi-

structured interviews were used.

3.3.1 Adult Playfulness Trait Scale

With the demographic part of the survey, participants’ age, gender, types of
high-school, education level; attended play courses, professional development
activities, additional trainings, type of school, and number of student asked to in-
service teachers.

Adult Playfulness Trait Scale (see Appendix A) was developed by Shen,
Chick and Zinn (2014a) and it was adapted into Turkish by Yurt, Keles and Kogar
(2016). APTS contains 19 items in a 7 Likert scale (1=strongly disagree and
7=strongly agree) and three subscales (fun seeking motivation, uninhibitedness, and
spontaneity). The fun seeking subscales also contains fun belief, initiative, and
reactivity sub-dimensions. Fun seeking motivation includes “I believe having a good
time”, “I try to have fun no matter what I am doing”, I can find fun in most
situations”, uninhibitedness includes “I do not always have follow rules”, Sometimes

I can do things without worrying about consequences”, “I do not fear losing anything

40



by being silly”, and for spontaneity example of questions are “I often do unplanned
things”, “I often act upon my impulses”.

The APTS is analyzing playfulness in relation to personality, behavior,
perception, and attitude (Shen, Chick, & Zinn, 2014b). In the current study, the scale
was used because the APTS examines the relationship between trait, behavior, and
situation as well. The APTS includes three cognitive qualities: motivation to fun
seeking, uninhibitedness, and spontaneity (Shen, Chick, & Zinn, 2014b). Fun
seeking motivation is defined as a power behind all playful behavior.
Uninhibitedness is a mental stage which provoke pursuing fun. In addition, quick
response and unique traits of playfulness is called as spontaneity. Having one or more
of these qualities do not always relate to being a playful person. However, having
these three qualities increase chance of an individual being identified as a playful
person (Shen, Chick, & Zinn, 2014a). According to Shen, Chick, and Zinn, face
validity, structural validity, content validity, and internal consistency is adequate by
the APTS. The Cronbach Alpha value is calculated .87 for whole scale (Shen, Chick,
& Zinn, 2014b). The fun-seeking motivation of the Turkish version’s Cronbach’s
o= .84, uninhibitedness Cronbach’s a=.58 and spontaneity Cronbach’s a=0.73 were
calculated. In the current study, fun-seeking motivation Cronbach’s o was found .82,

uninhibitedness Cronbach’s a=.58 and spontaneity Cronbach’s o=.74.

3.3.2 Semi-structured Interviews

The second phase of the study was conducted to gather information about
how in-service teachers define playfulness and the possible reasons leading to the
increase or decrease of playfulness in adults. After preparing the interview questions,
the researcher sent a draft to an early childhood expert whose specialty is playfulness.
Based on her suggestion, the interview questions were modified. The second draft
was created at the light of the comments and was sent back to her. She had some

changes at the form and added questions parallel with her previous comments.
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Finally, one more early childhood specialist whose expertise is on play checked and
made some modifications to the grammatical structure of the questions.

The final version of the semi-structured interview form contains 12
questions. By using the form, researchers aim for understanding teachers’
personality characteristics, their views on playfulness and their play behaviors. In-
service teachers were asked; “why did you choose this profession”, “do you like

playing”, “what kind of play you mostly engage with”, “what do you do in your free
time”, ““do you think you are a playful person, why” (see Appendix B for the details).

3.4. Data Collection Procedure

In the study, in-service teacher’s playfulness level was investigated according
to their professional experience. Before conducting the study, the researcher got the
necessary permissions from the University’s (METU) Ethical Board. After their
permission, the researcher sent Adult Playfulness Trait Scale and Demographic
forms via internet. For the second phase, volunteer participants were invited to the
semi-structured interviews at their convenient time and location. The interviews
conducted also by telephoning because some participants are residing in different
city.

Gathering quantitative data took approximately 2 months. During the data
collection process, both face to face communication with teachers and the internet
were used for accessing teachers. According to their responses to a question in the
survey regarding the voluntary participation to the second phase, the researcher
contacted 20 volunteer participants via e-mail to decide an appropriate day for an

interview. Interviews took approximately 20 minutes.

3.5. Data Analysis Procedure

Firstly, gathered data was written down SPSS V21 data files, and then

missing data was checked. At the beginning of the study, there were 532 participants
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but after the elimination of some outliers, missing scores, participants having
doctorate degree, and participants working in different schools, 485 participants are
remained. Moreover, 477 participants’ data could be used because there were some
missing values in this part. In order to define differences between variables (in-
service teacher’s age, graduated program type, duration of work experience, grade
level, number of students, type of schools, attended play course, volunteer and
professional development events) and teacher’s playfulness level was analyzed. For
this analysis one-way ANOVA was conducted. Secondly, in order to compare the
teaching experience in the profession groups’ playfulness level independent T-test
analysis was run.

For the second phase, firstly, interview audio records were transcribed for the
analysis of content. Phenomenological research design enables researchers to study
human behaviors indirectly through an analysis of their communications (Frankel,
Wallen & Hyun, 2012). Descriptive analysis method was used to summarize and
interpret the collecting data. In this analysis method, a researcher frequently gives
quotations from the interview or observation. The purpose of the analysis
summarizes and interprets the information which was gathered from participants
(Yildinm & Simsek, 2003). In the descriptive analysis, a researcher firstly
determines a framework based on the study’s research questions, conceptual
framework, or interview and observation findings. Then, the researcher read the data
based on the frameworks. Finally, the researcher makes meaningful connections
between findings (Yildirm & Simsek, 2003). To improve trustworthiness and
confirmability of the qualitative results of the current study, intercoder reliability
techniques was used. The codes were compared with two other experts in the early
childhood education area to ensure the validity of the study. Milles and Hubermann’s
formula were used to calculate the inter-rater reliability. According to the formula
all agreements were divided to sum of all disagreements and agreements (Milles &
Hubermanss, 1994). The coders provide 94% agreement on two categories of codes.
To provide reliability of an instrument, internal consistency, stability and
equivalence should be tested. Internal consistency can be analyzed by split half,
Kuder-Richardson coefficient and Cronbach’s a (Heale & Twycross, 2015). The
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calculated result of the instrument is found the researchers assumed that the
instrument enables good internal consistency the Cronbach’s o = .87 and the
subscales ranges from Cronbach’s o = .68 - .87 (Shen, Chick, & Zinn, 2014a). The
Turkish version of the scale’s construct validity and reliability level were found high.

The whole scale reliability score was calculated .85 (Keles, Yurt & Kogar, 2016).

3.6 Ethical Consideration

Before collecting the data, the university’s ethical board permission was
granted. The participation in second phase is totally based on voluntarily. In order to
access to the teachers to invite second phase, the teachers’ e-mail addresses were
asked to them. Some of them filled the contact information while some of them did
not fill the question. In the internet survey, the teachers signed “yes” if they want to
participate to the second part of the study. For that reason, there is no other volunteer
participation form.

The teachers who were volunteers for participating in the interview were
informed at least one day before to make an appointment. The teachers were
informed about their right to withdraw from the study if they don’t feel comfortable
responding to the questions.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

In this part, the results of the current study are demonstrated. Firstly,
descriptive statistics depend on participants’ basic characteristic such as gender, age,
educational background, profession experience’s mean, and standard deviations are
presented. In the second part, quantitative data result is presented. In this section,
teachers’ total playfulness scores, fun seeking motivation scores, uninhibitedness
scores, and spontaneity scores were analyzed regarding the age, educational
background, type of school, number of students in the classroom, attending play
course, attending professional development, and volunteered activities. In the third
part of the study, qualitative results are presented. The results are organized under
the heading of the teachers’ self-reported practices and views on play and

playfulness.

4.1. Descriptive Statistic

In this part, descriptive statistic results of total playfulness scores of teachers
regarding their age, gender, educational background, year of experience, number of
children, type of school, and attending play course are shown. There were 536
participants of the study at the beginning, but some participants were eliminated from
the study. Since only one participant has a doctorate degree and some participants
are working in a special education institution, the kind of school is not included the
current study. In addition, there is one missing value and one same response. After
the cleaning process, z score checking was conducted for each item in the scale, to

clean the data from outliers. The scores which are under -3 and above +3 points was
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eliminated (Pallant, 2011). Finally, 485 participants remind to conduct the current
study.

The result of the descriptive statistic, the total playfulness score is ranged
between 46 and 94, the mean of the total playfulness score is M = 74.2 with a SD =
8.6 (N = 485). In terms of gender, man’s mean of score is M = 73.5 with a SD = 8.9
(N = 20), female’s mean of score is M=74.3 with SD = 8.6 (N = 465) (See Table
4.1.1).

Table 4.1.1

Descriptive statistic result of gender and teachers’ total playfulness

Gender N Mean SD
Female 485 74.3 8.6
Male 20 735 8.9

The total playfulness score was analyzed regarding the teachers’ educational
background. There are six groups about these educational backgrounds: Teachers’
total playfulness score of open university undergraduate program (N = 60) is 75.6
with SD = 8.1; open university associated degree program (N = 25) is 78.1 with SD
= 8.1; undergraduate program (N = 299) is 73.2 with SD = 8.6; high school
graduated (N=17) is 78.5 with 8.1; associated degree program (N = 60) is 75.9 with
SD =8.2; and master’s degree (N = 27) is 73.3 with SD = 8.8. The descriptive results

of educational background are presented in Table 4.1.3.
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Table 4.1.2

Descriptive statistic result of age and teachers’ total playfulness

Age group N Mean SD
18-23 60 77.5 1.7
24-29 178 73.5 8.5
30-35 141 74.2 8.3
36-40 66 73.7 10.5
41+ 40 73.6 7.3

The total playfulness score was analyzed regarding to educational
background. There are six groups regarding to these educational background,
teachers’ total playfulness score of open university undergraduate program (N = 60)
IS 75.6 with SD = 8.1; open university associated degree program (N = 25) is 78.1
with SD = 8.1; undergraduate program (N = 299) is 73.2 with SD = 8.6; high school
graduated (N=17) is 78.5 with 8.1; associated degree program (N = 60) is 75.9 with
SD =8.2; and master’s degree (N = 27) is 73.3 with SD = 8.8. The descriptive results
of educational background is presented in Table 4.1.3.
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Table 4.1.3

Descriptive statistic result of educational background and teachers’ total playfulness

Degree N M SD
Undergraduate 299 73.2 8.6
Open University 60 75.6 8.1
Under Graduate

Association Degree 60 75.9 8.2
Master 27 73.3 8.8
Open University 25 78.1 8.1

Association Degree

High School 17 78.5 8.1

Teachers’ professional experience is used as a variable. Total playfulness
score is analyzed regarding their professional experience, there are six groups: 0-5;
6-10; 11-15; 16-20; 21-25 and 26+ years old experience. The total playfulness of
teachers regarding professional experience 0-5 years (N=224) is 74.82 with SD =
8.26; 6-10 years (N=156) is 73.52 with SD = 8.61; 11-15 years (N=60) is 75.12 with
SD =9.44; 16-20 years (N=26) is 72.58 with SD=10.88; 21-25 years (N=9) is 70.22
with SD = 4.76; 26+ years’ experience (N=10) is 74.80 with SD = 5.22. The

descriptive results of the years of experience is shown in Table 4.1.4.
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Table 4.1.4

Descriptive statistic result of the years of experience and teachers’ total playfulness

Years of N Y .
Experience

0-5 224 74.82 8.26
6-10 156 73.52 8.61
11-15 60 75.12 9.44
16-20 26 72.58 10.88
21-25 9 70.22 4.76

26+ 10 74.80 5.22

The total playfulness score of teachers’ is analyzed regarding number of

children in a classroom as well. There are five groups with regards to the number of

children in a classroom. The total playfulness score is about 10-15 number of
children in a classroom (N=160) is that M=75.2 with SD = 8.1; 16-20 number of
children in a classroom (N=195) is M=74.5 with SD = 8.9; 21-25 number of children
in a classroom (N=109) is M=73.5 with SD= 8.8; 26-30 number of students in a

class (N=15) is M=72.4 with SD = 8.2; and 30+ number of students in a classroom

(N=6) is 74.0 with SD = 10.4. (See Table 4.1.5)
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Table 4.1.5

Descriptive statistic result of the number of children and teachers’ total playfulness

Number of

children in the N M SD
class
10-15 160 75.2 8.1
16-20 195 745 8.9
21-25 109 73.5 8.8
26-30 15 72.4 8.2

30+ 6 74.0 104

In the analysis, total playfulness score is describing the type of school. Total
playfulness score of teachers who are working in public school (N=366) is M=73.5
with SD =8.6; and private school (N=119) is M=76.5 with SD =8.1.

Teachers’ attending play course was analyzed by using descriptive statistics.
The researcher presented total playfulness score regarding attending the play course,
there are two groups. Total playfulness score of teachers in terms of attending play
course (N=366) is M=73.8 with SD = 8.7; and not attending play course (N=119) is
M=75.1 with SD = 8.1.

4.2 Results of Quantitative Study

In order to investigate the correlation between age and playfulness, Pearson
correlation test was conducted. Then, the results of T-Test to show the difference of
variables which are type of school, attending play course, professional development
activities, volunteer activities with playfulness. In addition, ANOVA results are
presented to analyses the difference between the years of experience in the teaching
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profession, educational background, and number of children in classroom and
playfulness.

4.2.1 Age and Playfulness

The Pearson correlation test was conducted to analyze the relation between
age and playfulness. Moreover, the fun-seeking motivation, uninhibitedness and

spontaneity results are shown below.

Table 4.2.1.1
Pearson Correlation results for age and total playfulness
AGE TOTALPLAYFU
LNESS
AGE Pearson Correlation 1 -,076
Sig. (2-tailed) ,093
N 485 485
TOTALPLAYFULNESS Pearson Correlation -,076 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,093
N 485 485

As seen in Table 4.2.1.1, the relationship between age and total playfulness
scores of teachers (which is shown as totalplayfulness) was investigated using
Pearson correlation coefficient. Preliminary analyses supply to normality, linearity
and homoscedasticity assumptions. For checking the normality, test of normality
analysis was used and Shapiro Wilk result shows that the data set is normally
distributed. For linearity and homoscedasticity, scatterplot was used. According to
result of the scatterplot has straight line relation and the shape is like cigar so the
assumptions were violated too. There is no significant correlation between two
variables, r = -.76, n =485, p>.05, with total playfulness score of teachers and their
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age. To conclude, there is no relationship between age and total playfulness score of

teachers.
Table 4.2.1.2
Pearson Correlation results for age and fun-seeking motivation
AGE FUNSEEKING
Pearson Correlation 1 -,091"
AGE Sig. (2-tailed) ,045
N 485 485
Pearson Correlation -,091" 1
FUNSEEKING Sig. (2-tailed) ,045
N 485 485

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

As seen in Table 4.2.1.2, the relationship between age and fun-seeking
motivation subcategory of playfulness was analyzed by using Pearson correlation
coefficient. Preliminary analyses provide normality, linearity and homoscedasticity
assumptions. According to result of the Pearson correlation coefficient, there is a
weak, negative correlation between age and fun-seeking motivation, r = -.09, n =
485, p<.05. To sum up, if a teacher’s age is lower, the fun-seeking motivation score
is higher.

Table 4.2.1.3

Pearson Correlation results for age and uninhibitedness
AGE UNINHIBITEDNES

S
Pearson Correlation 1 ,011
AGE Sig. (2-tailed) ,815
N 485 485
Pearson Correlation ,011 1
UNINHIBITEDNESS Sig. (2-tailed) ,815
N 485 485
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Table 4.2.1.3 presents that According to result of Pearson correlation coefficient,
there is no correlation between age and uninhibitedness, r = .01, n =485, p>.05.

There is not any relationship between age and uninhibitedness quality.

Table 4.2.1.4

Pearson correlation result for age and spontaneity

AGE SPON.
Pearson Correlation 1 -,085
AGE Sig. (2-tailed) ,061
N 485 485
Pearson Correlation -,085 1
SPON. Sig. (2-tailed) ,061
N 485 485

Table 4.2.1.4 shows that there is nonsignificant correlation between age and
spontaneity. Increases or decreases of age does not include spontaneity behavior, r
=-.08, n =485, and p>.05

4.2.2 Educational Background and Total Playfulness

A one ANOVA test was conducted to investigate differences between
educational background and playfulness. In addition, the fun-seeking motivation,

uninhibitedness and spontaneity results are presented as follows.
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Table 4.2.2.1

ANOVA results of educational background on total playfulness

Sum of Df Mean F Sig.
Squares square
Between 1278,659 5 255,732 3,548 ,004
Groups
Within 34523477 479 72,074
Groups
Total 35802,136 484

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to analyze the impact of educational
background on total playfulness score as measured by The Adult Playfulness Trait
scale. Participants were divided 6 categories according to their educational
background (Group 1: Open University undergraduate program; Group 2: Open
University associate degree program; Group 3: Undergraduate program; Group 4:
High school graduate; Group 5: Associate degree program; Group 6: Master’s
Degree). It is significantly difference at the p<.05 level in total playfulness scores
for the six educational groups: F (5, 479) = 3.5, p =.00. The effect size was calculated
by using eta squared was .03. According to Cohen, .01 has small size effect, .06
means that there is medium size effect, and 1.4 has large effect (Pallant, 2011).
Instead of there is a significant difference between groups, the actual mean score’s
difference is quite small. Post-hoc comparisons using the Gabriel test which is more
appropriate if the cell size is not equal (Lee, Dinis, Lowe, & Anders, 2016)
demonstrates that the mean score for Group 2 (M = 78.09, SD = 8.13) is significantly
different from Group 3 (M = 73.17, SD = 8.61). Group 3 (M =73.17, SD = 8.61) is
statistically different from Group 4 (M = 78.52, SD = 8.15). Except Group 2, 3, and
4, there is non-significant difference between other groups. To sum up, teachers’
who are graduated from Open University associate degree program, undergraduate
program, high school total playfulness score is impacted from their educational
background (see the Table 4.2.2.1).
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Table 4.2.2.2

ANOVA results of educational background on fun seeking motivation

Sum of Df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
Between 250,444 5 50,089 2,860 ,015
Groups
Within Groups 8389,647 479 17,515
Total 8640,091 484

A one-way between groups ANOVA was run for analysis the effect of
educational background on fun-seeking which subcategory of playfulness is. There
is statistically significant difference at p<.05 level in fun-seeking motivation
category for the six type of educational background: F (5, 479) = 2.86, p = .01. Eta
square is calculated to find effect size, it is .03. Instead of there is a statistical
difference, the actual difference between mean scores is found quite small.
Pairwise comparison Gabriel test result shows that there is no difference between
any groups, however, mean score for Group 2 (M = 38.7, SD = 3.4) is slightly
different from Group 3 (M = 36.4, SD = 3.4). The small size difference can be
explained with the result (see the Table 4.2.2.2).

Table 4.2.2.3

ANOVA results of educational background on uninhibitedness

Sum of Df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
Between 34,415 5 6,883 1,048 ,389
Groups
Within Groups 3146,966 479 6,570
Total 3181,381 484

A one-way between groups ANOVA was run for analysis the effect of
educational background on uninhibitedness which subcategory of playfulness is.
There is no significant difference at p<.05 level in uninhibitedness category for the
six type of educational background: F (5, 479) = 1.05, p = .39. Eta square is
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calculated to find effect size, itis .01. As conclusion, we can say that uninhibitedness

is not affected from educational background (see the Table 4.2.2.3).

Table 4.2.2.4

ANOVA results of educational background on spontaneity
Sum of Df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square

Between 258,454 5 51,691 4,315 ,001

Groups

Within Groups 5738,610 479 11,980

Total 5997,064 484

The table 4.2.2.4 shows that the result of the one-way between groups ANOVA.
The test was run for analysis the effect of educational background on spontaneity
which subcategory of playfulness is. There is significantly difference at p<.05 level
in spontaneity for the six type of educational background: F (5, 479) = 4.3, p = .00.
Eta square is calculated to find effect size, it is .04. Even though there is a significant
difference, the mean score between the groups is quite small. Pairwise comparison
Gabriel test result shows that the mean score for Group 2 (M = 20.4, SD = 3.3)
different from Group 3 (M = 18.1, SD = 3.4). Group 3 (M = 18.1, SD = 3.4)
different from Group 4 (M = 20.3, SD = 2.5). In conclusion, graduated from Open
University associate degree program, undergraduate program, high school

spontaneity has an effect on spontaneity.

4.2.3 The Years of Experience in the Teaching Profession

The main purpose of the study is investigating the years of experience in the
teaching profession influence on playfulness. In this section, one-way ANOVA
results are shown and analyzing the difference between the years of experience and

playfulness, fun-seeking motivation, uninhibitedness and spontaneity.
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Table 4.2.3.1
Kruskal Wallis results of professional experience on playfulness

TOTAL PLAYFULNESS
Chi-Square 8.034
df 5
Asymp. Sig. 154

In order to compare difference between professional experience and total
playfulness score, one-way ANOVA test was conducted. One prerequisite is
homogeneity variance of one-way ANOVA. According to the result of Levene’s test,
this assumption is violated. Therefore, Kruskal Wallis test which is non-parametric
test of one-way ANOVA, was used to continue analyzing. There is not significantly
difference between professional experience and total playfulness scores: H (5,479)
= 1.1, p= .154. To sum up, professional experience do not have effect on total

playfulness of teachers (Table 4.2.3.1).

Table 4.2.3.2
ANOVA results of professional experience and fun seeking motivation
Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
Between 229,295 5 45,859 2,612 ,024
Groups
Within Groups 8410,796 479 17,559
Total 8640,091 484

The impact of professional experience on fun-seeking motivation is analyzed
by using one-way ANOVA. In the professional experience category participants
were divided into six categories (Group 1: 0-5; Group 2: 6-10; Group 3: 11-15;
Group 4: 16-20; Group 5: 21-25; Group 6: 26+). There is significant difference
between professional experience and fun-seeking motivation at p<.05 level for six
groups: F (5,473) = 2.6, p = .02. Although there is a significant difference, the mean

scores between groups difference are quite small. The effect size was calculated by
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using eta square .03. Post-hoc comparisons by Gabriel test, the result of the test

indicates that the mean score for Group 1 (M = 37.44, SD = 3.97) is significantly
different from Group 5 (M = 33.66, SD = 2.5). Shortly, it can be said that 0-5 years

old experience and 21-25 years old experience has an impact on fun-seeking

motivation (see the Table 4.2.3.2).

Table 4.2.3.3

ANOVA results of professional experience and uninhibitedness

Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
Between 8,039 5 1,608 ,243 ,943
Groups
Within Groups 3173,342 479 6,625
Total 3181,381 484

The Table 4.2.3.3 presented the analysis of ANOVA. The analysis of

ANOVA result shows that the effect of professional experience is not significant, F

(5, 479) = .24, p = .94. To sum up, professional experience does not have an effect

on uninhibitedness features of teachers.

Table 4.2.3.4
ANOVA results of professional experience and spontaneity
Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
Between 41,540 5 8,308 ,668 ,648
Groups
Within 5955,524 479 12,433
Groups
Total 5997,064 484
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An analysis of variance demonstrates that the effect of professional experience
on total spontaneity score is not significant, F (5, 479) = .69, p = .64 (see the Table
4.2.3.4).

4.2.4 The Type of School and Playfulness

The teachers are working in private and public schools. For the purpose of
investigating the difference between type of school and playfulness, independent
sample T-test was conducted. In addition, fun-seeking motivation, uninhibitedness

and spontaneity was searched.

Table 4.2.4.1
T-test comparison of total playfulness in terms of type of school
Type of
n M SD t P
Inst.
Public 366 73.49 8,61 -3,32 ,001
Private 119 76.48 8,18

An independent sample t-test was run to comparing mean scores of type of
working institutions and total playfulness score. There is a significant difference in
total score for public school (M = 73.49, SD = 8.61) and private school (M = 76.48,
SD = 8.18; t (483) = -3.32, p= .001, two-tailed). The difference of .02 scale unites
showed small effect (mean difference = -2.99, 95% ClI: -4.75 to -1.22). To sum up,
there is a difference of teachers’ who are working in public and private school total
playfulness score but the variable can explain only small size effect on total
playfulness score (Table 4.2.4.1).
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Table 4.2.4.2

T-test comparison of fun seeking motivation in terms of type of school

Type of
n M SD t p
Inst.
Public 366 18.73 2.52 -3.36 .001
Private 119 18.98 2.67

The Table 4.2.4.2 shows that an independent sample t-test was conducted to
compare means of type of school and fun-seeking motivation score. Teachers’ who
are working at public (M = 18.73, SD = 2.52) and private school (M = 18.98, SD =
2.67); t (483) =-3.36, p = .001, two-tailed, mean score is statistically difference.

Table 4.2.4.3
T-test comparison of uninhibitedness in terms of type of school
Type of
n M SD t p
Inst.
Public 366 18.73 2.52 -3.54 .001
Private 119 18.98 2.67

An independent sample t-test was conducted to compare means of type of

type of school and uninhibitedness score. Teachers” who are working at public (M =
18.73, SD = 2.52) and private school (M = 18.98, SD = 2.67); t (483) = -3.54, p =
.001, two-tailed, mean score is statistically difference (see the Table 4.2.4.3).
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Table 4.2.4.4

T-test comparison of spontaneity in terms of type of school

Type of
N M SD t p
Inst.
Public 366 18.17 3.50 -3.42 .001
Private 119 19.42 3.40

To compare type of school, mean score, an independent sample t-test was
conducted. According to result of the statistical analysis, there is statistically
difference between public school mean score (M = 18.17, SD = 3.5), and private
school mean score (M = 19.42, SD = 3.4; t (483) = -3.42, p= .001, two-tailed).
Despite there is difference between public and private school scores, eta square is
calculated to find effect size, it found .02, there is very small difference (mean
difference =-1.25, 95% ClI:-1.97 to -.53). Teachers’ working institutions types which
are private and public, can be effect teachers’ spontaneity quality (Table 4.2.4.4).

4.2.5 Attending Play Course and Playfulness
Attending play course and not attending it were analyzed in the frame of the
study. In order to investigate the difference between attending or not attending play

course and playfulness. Moreover, fun-seeking motivation, uninhibitedness and

spontaneity was searched
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Table 4.2.5.1
T-test comparison of total playfulness in terms of type of play course
Attending

Play n M SD t p
Course
Yes 366 73.78 8.70 -1.98 .047
No 119 75.58 8.14

To compare attending play course mean score, an independent sample t-test
was conducted. According to result of the statistical analysis, there is statistically
difference between attending play course mean score (M = 73.78, SD = 8.70), and
not attending mean score (M = 75.58, SD = 8.14; t (483) = -1.98, p= .047, two-
tailed). Despite there is difference between attending and not attending play course,
eta square is calculated to find effect size, it found .02, there is very small difference
(mean difference = -1.25, 95% CI:-1.97 to -.53). Although there is difference
between attending play course and not attending play course, the value of the
difference in the means (mean difference =-1.79, 95% CI:-3.57 to -.02) is very small
(eta squared = .008). Briefly, attending and not attending play course can be effect
of teachers’ total playfulness score (see the Table 4.2.5.1).

Table 4.2.5.2
T-test comparison of fun-seeking motivation in terms of type of play course
Attending

n M SD t p
Play Course
Yes 366 36.74 4.21 -1.93 54
No 119 37.60 4.20

As seen in the Table 4.2.5.2, an independent sample t-test was conducted to
compare means of attending play course and fun-seeking motivation score.

Teachers” who participated play course (M = 36.74, SD = 4.21) and not participated
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play course (M = 37.60, SD = 4.20); t (483) =-1.93, p = .54, two-tailed, mean score
is not statistically difference. The value of the difference in the means (mean
difference = -.86, 95% Cl:-1.73 to .01) is very small (eta squared = .007).

Table 4.2.5.3
T-test comparison of uninhibitedness in terms of type of play course
Attending

N M SD t p
Play Course
Yes 366 18.73 2.50 -.927 .357
No 119 18.98 2.73

The Table 4.2.5.3 presents that an independent sample t-test was conducted
to compare means of attending play course and uninhibitedness score. Teachers’ who
participated play course (M = 18.73, SD = 2.50) and not participated play course (M
=18.98,SD =2.73); 1 (483) =-.92, p = .357, two-tailed, mean score is not statistically
difference. The value of the difference in the means (mean difference = -.69, 95%
Cl:-1.41 to .04) is very small (eta squared = .001).

Table 4.2.5.4
T-test comparison of spontaneity in terms of type of play course

Attending

N M SD t p
Play Course
Yes 366 18.31 3.57 -1.85 .64
No 119 19.00 3.30

As the Table 4.2.5.4 indicates that an independent sample t-test was
conducted to compare means of attending play course and spontaneity score.

Teachers’ who participated play course (M = 18.31, SD = 3.57) and not participated
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play course (M = 19.00, SD = 3,30); t (483) =-1.85, p = .64, two-tailed, mean score
is non-significantly difference. The value of the difference in the means (mean
difference = -.69, 95% Cl:-1.41 to .04) is very small (eta squared = .001).

4.2.6 Number of Children and Playfulness

The number of children in classroom was investigated as a variable possible
variable of playfulness. In order to find differences between number of children and
playfulness, fun-seeking motivation, uninhibitedness and spontaneity one-way

ANOVA tests were conducted.

Table 4.2.6.1

ANOVA results of number of children effect on total playfulness

Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
Between 130,974 4 32,743 441 179
Groups
Within Groups  35671,162 480 74,315
Total 35802,136 484

The impact of number of children on total playfulness score is analyzed by
using one-way ANOVA. In the number of children category participants were
divided into 5 categories (Group 1: 10-15; Group 2: 16-20; Group 3: 21-25; Group
4: 26-30; Group 5: 30+). There is not significantly difference between number of
children and total playfulness score at p<.05 level for five groups: F (4,480) = .44,
p = .78. In sum, number of children in the class does not impact on teachers’ total

playfulness score (see the Table 4.2.6.1).
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Table 4.2.6.2
ANOVA results of number of children effect on fun-seeking motivation

Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Between 51,926 4 12,982 ,7126 975
Groups
Within Groups 8588,164 480 17,892
Total 8640,091 484

As seen in the Table 4.2.6.2, an analysis of variance test result shows that the
effect of number of children is not significant, F (4, 480) = .73, p = .57. To sum up,

number of children does not influence fun-seeking motivation features of teachers.

Table 4.2.6.3
ANOVA results of number of children effect on uninhibitedness
Sum of Mean
f F ig.
Squares Square Sig
Between 12,513 4 3,128 474 755
Groups
Within Groups  3168,868 480 6,602
Total 3181,381 484

An analysis of variance test result shows that the effect of number of children
is not significant, F (4, 480) = .73, p = .57. To sum up, number of children does not

influence uninhibitedness features of teachers (see the Table 4.2.6.3).

Table 4.2.6.4
ANOVA results of number of children effect on spontaneity
Sum of Mean
f F ig.
Squares d Square Sig
Between 18,713 4 4,678 376 826
Groups
Within Groups ~ 5978,351 480 12,455
Total 5997,064 484
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A one-way between groups ANOVA was run for analysis the effect of
number of children on spontaneity which is subcategory of playfulness. There is non-
significantly difference at p<.05 level in spontaneity for the five number of student
categories: F (4, 479) =, 38, p = .826. Briefly, the number of children in a class does

not impact on teacher’s spontaneity (see the Table 4.2.6.4).

4.2.7 Attending Professional Development and Playfulness

The teachers’ attending professional development about play was analyzed
as a possible factor of playfulness. T-test analyses were chosen to investigate the
difference between attending play course attending professional development about
play or not and playfulness, fun-seeking motivation, uninhibitedness and

spontaneity.

Table 4.2.7.1
T-test comparison of total playfulness in terms of play professional development
Attending
n M SD t p
Prof. Dev.
8.68
Yes 324 74.40 -.618 537
No 161 73.88 8.44

An independent sample t-test was conducted to compare means of attending
professional development activities about play and total playfulness score. Teachers’
who participated professional development activities about play (M = 74.40, SD =
8.68) and not participated professional development activities about play (M =73.88,
SD = 8.44); t (483) = -618, p = .54, two-tailed, mean score is non-significantly
difference. The value of the difference in the means (mean difference = -.51, 95%
Cl: -2.14 to 1.11) is very small (eta squared = .000). In conclusion, the attending
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professional activities about play does not affect teachers’ total playfulness score

(see the Table 4.2.7.1).

Table 4.2.7.2
T-test comparison of fun-seeking motivation in terms of play professional

development

Attending
n M SD t p
Prof. Dev. Activities
Yes 324 37.04 432 -639 523
No 161 36.78 4.02

As seen in the Table 4.2.7.2, an independent sample t-test was conducted to
compare means of attending professional development activities about play and fun-
seeking score. Teachers’ who participated professional development activities about
play (M = 37.04, SD = 4.32) and not participated professional development activities
about play (M = 36.78, SD = 4.02); t (483) = -639, p = .52, two-tailed, mean score is
non-significantly difference. The value of the difference in the means (mean
difference = -.26, 95% Cl: -1.06 to .54) is very small (eta squared = .000).

Table 4.2.7.3
T-test comparison of uninhibitedness in terms of play professional development
Attending
Prof. Dev. n M SD t p
Activities
Yes 324 18.86 2.55 -82 413
No 161 18.65 2.59
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As presented in the Table 4.2.7.3, to compare attending professional
development activities about play score, an independent sample t-test was
conducted. According to result of the statistical analysis, there is no statistically
difference between attending professional development activities about play mean
score (M = 18.86, SD = 2.55), and not attending professional development activities
about play mean score (M = 18.65, SD = 2.59; t (483) = -.82, p=.413, two-tailed).

Table 4.2.7.4
T-test comparison of spontaneity in terms of play professional development
Attending
Prof. Dev. n M SD t p
Activities
Yes 324 18.49 3.56 -146 .884
No 161 18.44 3.50

As seen at Table 4.2.7.4, to compare attending professional development
activities about play score, an independent sample t-test was conducted. According
to result of the statistical analysis, there is no statistically difference between
attending professional development activities about play mean score (M = 18.49, SD
= 3.56), and not attending professional development activities about play mean score
(M =18.44, SD = 3.50; t (483) = -.146, p= .884, two-tailed).

4.2.8 Participating Volunteer Activities and Playfulness

Participating volunteer activities were investigated as a variable of
playfulness. In order to analyses the difference between participating volunteer
activities or not participating and playfulness, fun-seeking motivation,

uninhibitedness and spontaneity.
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Table 4.2.8.1
T-test comparison of total playfulness in terms of attending activities as volunteer
Attending

Volunteer. n M SD t p
Activities
Yes 276 75.22 8.08 2.75 .006
No 201 73.03 9.18

Although 485 participants’ data were analyzed so far, in this analysis 477
participants’ data could be used, because there were missing values. An independent
sample t-test was conducted to compare means of attending volunteer activities and
total playfulness score. Teachers’ who participated activities as volunteer (M =
75.22, SD = 8.08) and not participated activities as volunteer (M =73.03, SD =9.18);
t (475) = 2.75, p = .006, two-tailed, mean score is significantly difference. The value
of the difference in the means (mean difference = 2.18, 95% CI: .63 to 3.75) is very
small (eta squared = .01). To conclude, attending activities as volunteer has an

impact on teachers’ total playfulness score (see the Table 4.2.8.1).

Table 4.2.8.2
Mann-Whitney U comparison of fun-seeking motivation in terms of attending

activities as volunteer

Attending
Volunteer. n M SD T p
Activities
Yes 276 38.00 3.89 23.73 .007
No 201 36.00 4.58
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As seen in the Table 4.2.8.2, to compare attending activities as volunteer,
independent sample t-test was conducted. However, the data set could not be
provided violation, for this reason, A Man Whitney test which is non-parametric test
of independent sample t-test, was used. A Man-Whitney U test demonstrates that
attending activities as volunteer (Mdn=38) is significantly greater than not

participated activities as volunteer (Mdn= 36), U = 23.73, p = .007.

Table 4.2.8.3
T-test comparison of uninhibitedness in terms of attending activities as volunteer
Attending
Volunteer. n M SD t p
Activities
Yes 276 19.10 2.49 2.99 .003
No 201 18.39 2.61

As presented in the Table 4.2.8.3, to compare attending activities as volunteer
score, an independent sample t-test was conducted. According to result of the
statistical analysis, there is statistically difference between attending activities as
volunteer mean score (M = 19.10, SD = 2.49), and not attending activities as
volunteer mean score (M = 18.39, SD = 2.61; t (477) = 2.99, p=.003, two-tailed).

Table 4.2.8.4
T-test comparison of spontaneity in terms of attending activities as volunteer
Attending
Volunteer. n M SD t p
Activities
Yes 276 18.68 3.31 1.13 257
No 201 18.31 3.77
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The Table 4.2.8.4 shows an independent sample t-test result. The test was
conducted to compare means of attending activities as volunteer and spontaneity
score. Teachers” who participated activities voluntarily (M = 18.68, SD = 3.31) and
not participated activities voluntarily (M = 18.31, SD = 3.77); t (475) = 1.13, p = .26,
two-tailed, mean score is non-significantly difference. The value of the difference in
the means (mean difference = .37, 95% CI: -.27 to 1.01) is very small (eta squared =
.000).

4.3 Results of Qualitative Study

In this part, the findings from the interviews with the teachers (n=20) will be
presented. The qualitative part of the study aimed to take a deep understanding about
teacher’s playfulness views and their self-reported play behaviors in classroom.
Their responses were summarized and interpreted according to interview questions.
The results are demonstrated based on the teachers’ self-reported practices and their
views on play and playfulness as well. Moreover, the years of experience and total
playfulness scores of teachers along with their leisure time activities will be
presented to give a clear view on the characteristics of teachers regarding
playfulness.

Investigating early childhood in-service teachers’ playfulness traits and
views on playfulness is the main purpose of the study. One of the variables which
was investigated in the current study is professional experience. For this reason,
teachers’ who participated to interview part year of experience and total playfulness
score was given in Table 9. In this way, the mixed method study’s result that is
gathered through qualitative and quantitative studies’ findings could be discussed
with comments. The teachers’ who participated in the qualitative part mean score
was found 71.2. The mean score of the population was found 74.2. The lowest score
of the population is 46 and the highest score is 94. The lowest score is 51 and the
highest score is 93 of the sample of the qualitative study. The sample of the
qualitative part reflect the population’s characteristics of the study.
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The results show that teachers’ playfulness does not depend on years of
experience because the total playfulness score does not show consistently increasing
or decreasing regarding the years of experience. The table demonstrates that the
highest playfulness score belongs to the teacher (T14) who had 6- 10 years of
experience in the profession. On the contrary, the lowest score owns to the teacher

(T7) with 6-10 years of experience as well (see Table 4.3.1).

Table 4.3.1
The Year of Experience and Total Playfulness Scores
Participants Year of Experience Total Playfulness Score
T7 6-10 51
T9 16-20 63
T4 6-10 67
T13 6-10 69
T1 16-20 70
T8 0-5 70
T5 6-10 73
T10 0-5 73
T20 6-10 73
T2 6-10 75
T12 16-20 75
T19 6-10 76
T18 26+ 77
T3 6-10 78
T16 0-5 78
T11 16-20 80
T6 16-20 81
T15 6-10 90
T17 6-10 90
T14 6-10 93
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Teachers’ most liked characteristic was asked for them. The characteristic is
determined according to literature. The codings were arranged under eight
categories. Most of the teachers reported that they are easy-going (n=6), positive
(n=5), calm (n=5), and some of them stated that they are curious (n=4), responsible
(n=3), active (n=1), mature (n=1), and funny (n=1). Most of the teachers show easy-
going, positive and calm characteristic. The findings show that the teachers’

characteristics are parallel with playfulness qualities (see Table 4.3.2).

Table 4.3.2

Most likely qualities of teachers

Categories Codes
Easy-going » Thoughtful (n=2)

e Friendly (n=2)
« Adoptable (n=2)

Positive » Positive (n=4)

»  Optimist (n=1)
Calm « Patient (n=3)

* Relaxed (n=2)
Curious » Like searching (n=2)

*  Open-minded (n=2)
Responsible « Mature (n=1)

¢ Ontime (n=1)
* Responsbile (n=1)

Active « Active (n=1)
Mature « Mature (n=1)
Funny « Funny and cheerful (n=1)

*Each participant gives more than one answer.

Some of the exemplary quotes are shown below:
Most of the teachers (n=5) stated that they are easy-going person. Some exemplary

quotes are given below:
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| can easily adaptable in situation. (T10).
| am compassionate, | like my compassionate personality. (T13)
The teachers (n=5) defined themselves as positive, the comments of the teachers are
given below:
| am positive, and | can easily adoptable. (T6)

| am positive, | try to keep continue a day well if | experienced something
bad (T2).

Some of the teachers said that they are calm (n=5). The exemplary quote is as
follows:

| am patient and | like my characteristic. (T7)

A few teachers stated that they are responsible. One of the comments is shown at
below:

Firstly, 1 am responsible person, | can never tolerate disrespect. | hate to wait

and | am generally on-time person. Moreover, | am a cautious person, | do

not leave anything to chance, | have always another plan. (T5).

In order to support findings regarding the teachers’ playfulness
characteristics and make the connection between quantitative and qualitative results,
questions include their leisure time activities were asked to the participant teachers.
Their responds were categorized based on codings. The teachers expressed that they
generally have fun from their life and most of them (n=15) have spare time for
themselves. The teachers respond to the question as doing things they enjoyed (n =
15). Moreover, their leisure time activities seem to impact from their lifestyle
because they expressed that they spend their leisure time with their family (n = 13).
The other leisure time activities of the teachers are like searching about their
profession (n = 9), being with their friends (n = 6), doing something active (n = 4),
going to new places (n = 3), being in their house (n = 3), feeling good about
themselves (n = 2), doing new things (n = 1), and they do not have leisure time (n =
3) (As seen Table 4.3.3).
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Table 4.3.3

Leisure time activities

Leisure Time Act.

N

Do things | enjoyed

Reading a book (n=9)
Watching a movie
(n=3)

Shopping (n=2)
Listening to music
(n=2)

Be with my family

Spent time with own
child (n=11)

Spent time with child
and husband (n=1)
Spent time with
relative (n=1)

Do something about professional things

Search about
profession on
internet(n=>5)
Attending course
(n=2)

Search about
educational
approaches (n=1)
Do something with
children (n=1)

Be with my friends

Spending time with
friends (n=4)
Chatting with friends
(n=1)

Meeting with friends
(n=1)

Do something active

Do sport (n=4)
Walking (n=1)

Go new places

Visit new places (n=3)
Take a walk (n=1)

Be in my house

Do smth.at home by
myself (n=1)

Play at home (n=1)
Sleep at home (n=1)

No leisure time

Not have lesisure time
(n=3)

Feel good about myself

Do smth.to reward
myself (n=1)

Separate yourself time
(n=1)

*Each participant gives more than one answer.
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Most of the teachers responded the question as doing things they enjoyed (n = 15),
they do activities which are entertaining for them. Some of the exemplary quotes are
illustrated below:

| watch a movie with my husband, and | play with my sons. (T6)

| am watching movie, listening to music, reading book, walking in nature,
and go shopping. (T2)

The teachers pointed out that they spend their leisure time with their family (n=13).
Exemplary quotes are like that:
I clean house in leisure time, and | spend time with my children, | have two
children. (T13)

| have a child, 11 years old, we do something with her mostly we are chatting.
| watch a movie with my husband. (T6)
The teachers responded the question as search about their professional (n = 9), they
are searching from the internet at their leisure time about their profession.
| like search about my profession, | like to find different activities for class,
think and make changes on current activities. (T4)
I like reading book, especially about personality growth topic. I like activities
which improve my personal development, for example, | was participating in
training when | was a teacher at the center of city. (T7)
In addition, some of the teachers stated that they spend time with their friends (n=6)
at their leisure time. The teachers’ comments are given below:
| visit my cousin, she has a little girl, and I spend time with her daughter. |

watch movie, read a book, and spend time with my friend. (T5)

| spent most of time with my friends. (T19)

Some of the teachers reported that they are active and do not like being stable. For
this reason, they like doing something active (n = 4) in their leisure time. Some
exemplary quotes are given below:

| do sport and travel at my leisure time. (T3)

| do Pilates in my leisure time. Doing Pilates is a lifestyle for me anymore.
(T18).
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Other teachers stated that they like going new places at their leisure time (n = 3),
their comments are like that:
I like travel and visit new places, in recent years | try to travel more. (T8)

I like travel and go new places. For this reason, when | have leisure time, |
try to go different place. (T16)
Some of the teachers expressed that they do not like going outside and they are in
their house (n = 3) at leisure time because they do more stable activities. The
comments of the teachers are below:

If I am tired, I like resting at home, I like staying at home alone. (T2)

I like sleep very much at my leisure time, listening music and reading book
are another activities. (T8)
Some of the teachers stated that no leisure time (n=3). They do not evaluate spending
time with children as leisure time. Being with families is not perceived as leisure
time activities from the teachers. Exemplary quotes are shown below:
In my leisure time | interested with my children, I do not have leisure time
much. (T9)

I do not have leisure time, my time is spent around, child-husband and house
(T14)
The other teachers report that has something felt good about themselves (n=2), one
of them stated that

| eat chips to reward myself. (T6)

4.3.1 Teachers’ Self-Reported Practices and Views on Play

In this part, the teachers' self-reported practices and views on the play were
explained regarding the teachers’ play preferences and their role in class, the
teachers’ play preferences and role at free play time. Finally, positive effects of play

were mentioned, according to the teachers’ report.
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The researcher asked to the teachers if they like to play or not. Some of the
teachers responded as “no” (n = 4) and some of them responded as “yes” (n = 16).
Then, the teachers’ play preferences were investigated. Their play selection in class

time and also their play role asked for them to understand their play habits.

4.3.1.1 Play preferences and role of teachers in class

The teachers play preferences and their role to play at class time results will
be given in this part. They allow time play activities within a day besides free play
time. The teachers’ type of play selection at class time is very close to each other.
The teachers prefer motor play (n = 11), social play (n = 7), educational play (n =
6), object play (n = 4), symbolic play (n = 2). The results show that teachers want
that all children participate to play; in addition, they also participate to play with
children. Competitive game is generally chosen as motor play, because this kind of
plays are both active and a whole group activity. In addition, the type of play is

decided according to children’s interests (see Table 4.3.4).

Table 4.3.4

Teachers’ play preferences during activity time

Type of Play n=20
Motor play » Active game (n=3)
»  Competitive game (n=3)
« Traditional game (n=2)
» Garden game (n=2)
+ Physical game (n=1)
Social play »  Group plays (n=6)
» Circle games (n=1)
Educational play + Brain teaser (n=3)
» School readiness games
(n=2)
» Chess (n=1)
Object play +  Play with materials (n=2)
* Play with table games
(n=2)
Symbolic play «  Dramatic play (n=2)

*Each participant gives more than one answer.
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More than half of the teachers prefer motor play (n=11) play at classroom, because
they reported that children like this kind of plays. The teachers’ exemplary quotes
were given below:

We play all kinds of games at classroom. Sometimes competitive games are
played. For example, for school readiness, addition and subtraction
activities have been transformed a game for children like them. We have a
good time at classroom by this way (T11).

In order to enjoy, we play motor play, the atmosphere of the class is directing
you (T19).

The number of teachers (n = 7) pointed out that they choose social play in class,
because they argue that this type of play allows them to play together as a whole
group. The teacher comments are like that:

Depending on my observation, | can say that children like games which
teachers participate, therefore | prefer group play and we play all together
(T13).

We play all kinds of play, it is up to children’s interest. For example, we go
outside and play ‘kutu kutu pense’ or warm up to each other, and
developmental games (T3).

One of the popular types of play is educational play (n = 6) among the teachers. The
comments of the teachers are given below:
| give priority brain-boosting games, such as domino, puzzle, matching
shapes, colors, and numbers (T18).

Improving children’s attention, brain-boosting, and table games are played

in our class (T6).

The teachers stated that they choose object play (n = 4), because children like
play with materials. The exemplary quotas are given below:

I like game with material and children also like these games, instead of

without material, they prefer playing with material (T7).

We play with materials such as Jenga materials, but we do not Jenga, |
change it. In addition, | prefer playing without materials to improve
children’s creativity (T8).
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The teachers reported that they select symbolic play (n = 2) as well and they
participate in the children’s play. The exemplary quotas like that:

If they play with blocks I also participate their play or while symbolic play |
am included their play and | put some educational values on their play.
(T16)

We play dramatic game, children like this kind of play, they love being
hospitable (T13).

A teacher (T20) stated that;

| play all kinds of play at class both structured and unstructured.

Besides the type of play at activity time, teachers’ roles during play time was
asked. The teachers reported that they generally play at activity time with children.
The teachers are playing with children as a child. According to responds of the
teachers the most selected roles are in activity time is co-player (n = 18). Besides co-
player, teachers are stage manager (n = 14), and the teachers are onlooker role (n =
3) while children play in the classroom at activity time. The teachers are usually co-
player role (n=18) at activity time in the classroom. On the other hand, they rarely
choose an onlooker role (n=3) at the activity time. Table 4.3.5 examines that the

teachers play roles at activity time.

Table 4.3.5
Play roles of teachers at activity time
Play Role N
Co- player « Playmate (n=18)
Stage manager » Play maker
(n=13)
« Guide (n=3)
» Prepare materials
(n=2)
Onlooker » Observing

children (n=3)

*Each participant gives more than one answer.
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Most of the teachers (n=18) responded that they participate as co-player. Teachers
mentioned that they are interested with children’s play, they do not spare time to
another thing in activity time play. The exemplary quotes were given below:

I guide children to solve their problems about play. | choose a leader for a
play. The leader is always changing, | would like for every child be the
leader. | have a generally fun from a play that I am my unique role. (T6)

If I have an intern, we participate in the game, but if I have not an intern,
generally I direct play, open-close music etc. Mostly, | participate in play, in
a different way. If | do not participate in their play, time is not running.
(T15)

The teachers believe that they participate children’s play as a stage manager (n=14).
The teachers added that they mostly teach the rules of play and they start it. In
addition, they observe children and interfere children if they need. The teachers’
comments were like that:
Firstly, I explain the game and then | play with them, if there is a child who
do not have a partner, | match with his/her. (T10)

Until children learn the rules of the game, I play with them, then | leave the
play and | observe them, if they need help, I interfere their play. (T18)

Some of the teachers stated that they have onlooker role (n=3), they observe children
and they do not interfere with their play. They illustrate their ideas like that:
I observe children while they are playing, sometimes | participate their play
(T2)

I do not participate their play, | generally observe them. (T8)

4.3.1.2 Play preferences and role of teachers at free play time

The teachers’ play preferences and their role to play at the free play time is
another part of qualitative results. Teachers’ free play time roles and selecting an
activity type will be presented in this section. The results imply that the teachers tend

to play. Teachers may play at activity time for the aim of teaching something to
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children, but they do not target teaching something at free play time, so how they
spend their time at this part of the day is important to study.

Free play time play preferences show differences when compared with
activity time play preferences. The teachers prefer is educational play type (n = 7),
free play (n = 7), and symbolic play (n = 7), object play (n=4), and motor play (n =
3). According to the responds of the teachers, they enhance educational play (n=7)
at free play time. Symbolic play is chosen by the teachers as well based on their
responses, since they reported that the teachers observe children at that time to deeply
understand their inner world. In addition, they choose free play (n=7) at free play
time because the teachers believe that free play is more pleasurable for children (see
Table 4.3.6).

Table 4.3.6
Teachers’ play preferences in free play time
Type of Play N
Educational play « Educational toys
(n=4)
 Brain teaser games
(n=3)
Free play « Let play in different

centers (n=4)
« Play fulfill their

wishes (n=3)
Symbolic play « Dramatic play (n=7)
Obiject play « Play with blocks
(n=2)

« Play with different
materials (n=2)
Motor play « Active play (n=2)
» Doing sport (n=1)

*Each participant gives more than one answer.
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Most of the teachers stated that they enhance educational play (n=7) for free play
time. The exemplary quotes were given below:

They mostly play with Lego, | believe that Lego is beneficial toys. They
sometimes play, pretend play, but I do not support pretend play, educational
toys, and puzzles are most beneficial for children. (T5)

I would like to play with educational toys, but this change according to
children’s interest. In the rural area children do not interested with
educational toys. Boys play with cars and girls play with dolls. However, |
wish children play with puzzle, educational toys because these kinds of toys
improve children’s creativity. (T10)

I give chess to children to play or for girl I direct them to dramatic play
center. (T9)
The teachers reported that they allow children to free play (n=7) at free playtime.
Children play as their wishes. The comments of the teachers are like that:

Sometimes | support motor play, sometimes brain-boosting games, puzzles,
their own built play, | do not interfere with them, and they are free to choose
their play. (T20)

Sometimes | let them play whatever they play, they get more pleasure in this
way. (T3)
Teachers stated that they support symbolic play (n=7) at free play time because they
reported that the play gives clue about children’s inner world. Some comments of
the teachers are given below:

| support pretend play at free play time because children learn life at pretend
play. Pretend play is not waste of time for me, 1 think that it is important for
children development. (T18)

Children like to pretend play at free play time. Boys play with cars, and role
as mother-father. 3 years old like also play with books they tell
theirexperience, for example, the child said that ‘Don’t cry, we buy a
chocolate for you. (T13)

The teachers support object play (n=4) as well, the teacher said that they supply
objects for children to play at free play time. Exemplary quotas were demonstrated

below:
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| give materials to children at free play time, sometimes children play with
materials which | prepared at home. | try to make Montessori materials by
myself. Children play with them at free play time. (T4)

| prefer Lego, and children also like playing with Lego because it is

beneficial for children’s fine motor skills, also I support play pretend play.
(T2).

Motor play (n=3) is preferred by the teachers for free play time, the exemplary quotas
are shown below:

Firstly, 1 choose rather motor play because by this way children throw away
their surplus energy and they can more easily adapt to educational activities.
(T19)

| prefer children play with materials which about physical education, for
example, we have badminton racket and 1 try tO include different materials
for children play. (T8)

The teachers’ role to play at free play time was also asked for them. Their
responds are different when comparing to play role at activity time. According to
their responses the teachers prefer onlooker role (n = 17). They prefer to observe
children because children reflect themselves at the free play time. Some teachers
stated that they participate children’s play, so they have co-player role (n = 6). They
generally join children’s play if the children include the teachers. Uninvolved play
role (n =5) is also selected because they reported that in the free play time they busy
with paper work or preparing their daily activity. Director role (n = 4) is preferred
since they direct children to different learning centers. In addition, a teacher prepares
learning center based on current topics of the day for free play time, therefore, her
role is stage manager (n = 1) at free play time. The teachers pointed out that they
mostly prefer to observe children at free play time. The result of both their play

preferences and the role of play is support the idea (see Table 4.3.7).
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Table 4.3.7

Teachers’ role at free play time

Play Role N

Onlooker Observe children
(n=17)

Co- player Play mates (n=6)

Uninvolved Do paper work (n=3)
Prepare environment
(n=2)

Director Direct children to

center (n=3)
Interfere children’s
play (n=1)

Stage manager

Prepare center (n=1)

*Each participant gives more than one answer.

The teachers stated that they prefer onlooker role (n=16), the exemplary quotes were

shown at below:

At free play time, | observe children, I ask questions to them about what they
did in order to get deeply informed about their activities. For example, if a

child drew a drawing, | ask for her/him tell the drawing. (T3)

I do not interfere them at free play time, | just observe because they reflected
everything at that time. | want that children forget me and behave naturally

at free play time. (T7)

The teachers reflected that they select co-player role (n=6), their comments are like

that:

I observe them, firstly, and then I join a children’s game who needs to
improve play. | generally try to join with children who are special needs.

(T16)

| participate in them, in dramatic play they make a cake for me and | eat it.

| pretend like them. (T17)

Some of the teachers stated that they choose an uninvolved role (n=5) at free play

time. Their comments are as follows:
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| observe them, and | prepare my activities such as choosing a story, look at
daily plan, and prepare art activities. (T9)

There are 25 children in class, so | cannot get enough of myself. Therefore, |
have prepared my activities at free play time. (T15)
Director role (n=4) is also selected by teachers, some exemplary quotes are shown
below:
| observe them and sometimes | direct them to different play or different
center. (T20)

We start free play time with sport, then I direct them to learning center, then

| observe their play. (T18)

One of the teachers (T6) expressed that select stage manager role, she stated
that “I try to build temporary learning center and I make them play in this center.”

The researcher asked to teachers if they like playing or not. Some teachers
responded as “no” (n = 4) and some of them responded as “yes” (n = 16). Then, they
mentioned why they like playing. In addition, teachers believe that play is beneficial
not only for children but also adults. Teachers emphasized that play has fun (n = 8),
improves adult-child bond (n = 2), has self- healing effect (n = 2), and is a learning
tool (n = 1). The teachers pointed out that they have fun from play and they
mentioned positive effects of the play as having fun. The finding is predicted that the
play is a behavior that comes from within the teachers. The Table 4.3.8 examines the

teachers’ view on positive effect on play.

Table 4.3.8
Positive effect on play
Positive Effect N
Have fun Give me pleasure (n=5)

Feel like children (n=1)

An entertainment way (n=1)
Take away surplus energy (n=1)
Earn memory with child (n=1)
Children like playing adult (n=1)

Improve adult-child bonds

Learning tool » Teach children by play (n=1)
Self-healing » Feel and reflect different emotions
(n=1)

*Each participant gives more than one answer.
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The teachers responded that they play because the play has fun (n=8), their
exemplary quotas are given below:

I have fun while playing. Play is the first thing to entertain kids when there is
monotony in class. Play changes the atmosphere of the classroom and me at
those times. Play makes me excited (T14).

Because play makes me happy, and | can throw away surplus energy. I love
the tiredness that | feel while playing. I like the activity because | can use my
whole body (T16).
The teachers believe that play impress in adult-child bond (n=2), their comments are
as follows:

We are playing at home with whole family members. I lost myself while play
and we spend good time with my children. This is our special activity. We
are collecting memories while playing (T11).

| play not only my students; | also play with older children at my school.
They wait end of my lesson to play with me. | play with them volleyball,
football, dodgeball, etc. Play strengthens communication with children
(T17).
One teacher stated that the play is a learning tool for children; “I think that children
learn best while playing” (T13). For another participant play has self-healing effect.
She stated that “You are creating a different condition in play, you are different, and

you can feel different emotions while playing” (T2).

4.3.2 Teachers’ Playfulness View

4.3.2.1 Teachers’ view on characteristic of playful people

The teachers’ view on the characteristic of playful people is presented in this
part of the result. In order to learn how teachers define and evaluate playfulness, the
researcher asked them if there is any playful adult around them and how they decide
the person is playful. The teachers said that there is a playful person around them (n
= 17), the playful adults are from their colleagues, their families, and social media
phenomenon. Moreover, the teachers commented that there is no playful person

around them (n = 3).
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The responds of the teachers to the question which is why the people is
playful. The teachers define a playful person as an individual who likes playing (n =
14), is happy (n = 5), energetic (n = 3), friendly (n = 1), and positive (n = 1). More
than half of the teachers define playful people as a person like play, the main criteria
to be playful is perceived as liking playing with Kkids. In sum, they mentioned
personality characteristic like happy, and energetic which are already observed in
the playfulness literature. But they barely mentioned happy and energetic

personalities when compared with liking play responds’ frequency (see Table 4.3.9).

Table 4.3.9
Playful people characteristic according to the teacher
Characteristic of playful people N
Like play « Play with children
(n=10)
« Like play (n=4)
Energetic » Show high

performance (n=2)
« Active (n=1)

Positive » Look at positive side
(n=2)
« Perceive life as play
(n=1)
Happy « Like being happy
(n=1)
Friendly « Love people and

nature (n=1)

*Each participant gives more than one answer.

Most of the teachers said that liking play (n=14) show that a person is playful. The
following quotes of the teachers about the question are that:

My step father is a playful person because he plays with children and he
really like it. When he was a child, he made his toys by himself and he
played at outdoor. (T6)

When I was a child, we played very well with my aunt. She liked to play with
us. (T11)
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Other characteristics that are collected from the teacher’s answers is being positive

(n=3), so playful people are likewise perceived as positive people by the participant

and the quotation marks used by the teachers to explain this characteristic is that:
There are my colleagues, they are positive. (T2)

There are my friends. They love life and are happy, so they like to play. If
they do not love life and are happy, they do not play anyway. (T7)

Being energetic (n=3) is seen another playful characteristic by some of the teachers.

There are also some exemplary quotes provided below for clearer understanding:
We have a neighbor, she is a grandmother, my daughter loves her because
they play, jumping rope, hiding play... They have over surplus energy. (T13)

| follow a teacher from Instagram. Even she is older, she is very active, and

this performance at this age is amazing. (T1)

Another characteristic is happy (n=1) that is used to describe a playful person
by the teachers. The teachers (T18) stated that “she tries to tell everything by play
and always act like drama in her daily life | said that she is playful person. She

perceives life as a play...”

One of the teachers defined being playful by being friendly (n=1). The quotes
used by teachers to explain being friendly stated: “They love the environment,

children, and animals” (T2).

The teachers’ comments about other people’s playfulness characteristic will
be compared with comments on self-reflection about playfulness. For this purpose,
the teachers asked firstly whether they are a playful person or not and then, why they
think that they are a playful person. Teachers reported that they are playful (n = 11),
participants considered that they are not playful (n = 9). The teachers pointed out
why they are playful by saying that; they like play (n = 9); they are creating a play
(n = 2), they enjoy in their life (n = 2); and positive (n = 2). Most of the teachers
interpret them as a playful person. As mentioned before, teachers define a playful

person as who like play. In this manner, it can be said that the teachers’ playful
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person definition is matching and the teachers related playfulness with play (see
Table 4.3.10).

Table 4.3.10
Teachers’ own playful characteristics
Personality Characteristic N=15
Like play » Like play with
children (n=5)
» Like play (n=3)
« Like play as children
(n=1)
Happy « Enjoy with life (n=1)
» Like being cheerful
(n=1)
Creative « Like create game
(n=2)
Positive » Look at positive side
(n=2)

*Each participant gives more than one answer.

To explain their own playfulness characteristics, again, most of the teachers used
like play (n=9) term, and the exemplary quotes include some of the ideas by teachers:

| enjoyed while playing in the classroom, so | like play. (T14)
| participate play at the seminar, if | cannot player, | get angry as a child. (T3)
Being happy (n=2) is another characteristic that the teachers used to define their

playfulness. The exemplary quotes below:
I like fun and I get pleasure from my life. (T19)

| get pleasure from my life, my profession, and while playing with children
and adults. (T2)

Creativity (n=2) is a characteristic which the teachers defined as a part of their
playfulness. The quote is given below about the characteristic:
I like play, but I also add something to play and create new play. (T4)
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Two of the teachers defined playfulness by being positive (n=2), and she explains

likes that: “I try to be positive and always look positive side of events” (TT).

4.3.2.2 Factors of Decreasing Playfulness

The teachers who do not interpret themselves as playfulness were asked to
why they are not playful anymore. Their comments give information about factors
which impact playfulness negatively. The teachers reported that increasing
responsibility (n = 4), personality trait (n = 2), family attitude (n = 2), social roles (n
= 1), and age (n = 1), cause to decrease playfulness level in adulthood period.
Growing is the main reason of decreasing playfulness according to teachers, because
most of the teachers (n=4) report that increasing responsibility lead to decreasing
playfulness. In addition, social roles and age are connected with growing as well.
Furthermore, obviously the teachers again associate playfulness with play because
they explain factors as cause to decrease their play time or play behavior (see Table
4.3.11).

Table 4.3.11
Factors of teachers’ low playfulness
Factor N
Responsibility « Take the life
seriously (n=1)
« Exam stress (n=1)
 Starting school
(n=1)
» Being adult (n=1)
Personality « Personality traits
(n=2)
Family attitude » Family attitudes
to play (n=2)
Social role « Expecting be
inactive (n=1)
Age « Increasing age
(n=1)

*Each participant gives more than one answer.
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Most of the teachers stated that increasing responsibility (n=4) is an effect
of decreasing playfulness. Their exemplar quotas are represented below:

You see a more serious side of life in the exam year because you always
study. Otherwise, I liked playing when | was a child. | always played with
my baby doll. After beginning to school and lessons were intensifying, |
caused to decrease play time. (T5)

When you are a child, you just think about play, but when you have
grown, responsibility is increasing and playfulness is decreasing. In
addition, if you are a working mother, your job is more difficult. (T12)
The teachers emphasized that personality (n=2) is the cause of the low playfulness
of adults, the following quotas providing the result:

| think that it is about my personality characteristic. (T1)

The teachers commented that family attitude is reason of low playfulness. A teacher
(T10) explained like that:
| did not go to kindergarten, and my family did not play with me.

One of the teachers (T8) commented that social role (n=1) has an impact on
playfulness. The teacher said that “I believe that social role cause to decrease
playfulness because people require different kind of matter instead of play.” Another
teacher (T1) cited that age is affected negatively playfulness. Her assertion is like

that “Maybe age is another factor of decreasing playfulness.”

The teachers’ opinion were asked about why children are not playing even
they are children. In order to get answers from the teachers of the question, factors
which caused to prevent children play in class were asked to the teachers. The
teachers reported that children do not want to play because of their personality (n =
9), then child rearing attitude (n = 6) affect children’s playfulness. If children are
not happy at home, they do not want to play according to teachers comment so
stressful situation at home (n = 5) is another reason. Furthermore, peer relation (n =
4) impacts children’s playfulness, technological devices (n = 3) is another factor.

Children play with the tablet and computer and watch TV, therefore, they cannot set
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play with their friends. Physical environment (n = 3) as a factor of decreasing
children’s playfulness such as desirable play and accessing toys are impacted
children’s playful behavior in the classroom. The findings reveal that most of the
teachers think that, personality is a factor of playfulness. Even so, the other factors
are examined, it can be predicted that parental issues and environment can affect
children’s playfulness (see Table 4.3.12).

Table 4.3.12
Factors of children’s low playfulness
Factor N
Personality « Personality trait (n=5)
+ Being shy (n=2)
* Low-self esteem (n=2)
Childrearing attitudes « Protective family
(n=2)
* Uninterested family
attitudes (n=2)
« Growing with adult
(n=2)
Stressful situation at home » Being unhappy
because of family
(n=5)
Peer relation » Peer communication
(n=3)
+ Social environment
(n=1)
Technology « Playing with tablet and
telephone (n=3)
Physical environment « Accesible of materials
(n=2)
* Rich environment
(n=1)

*Each participant gives more than one answer.

Personality (n=9) is shown as a reason of low playfulness in childhood period. The

teachers’ exemplary quotes are like that:
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The nature of the child, the temperament can be effective. While observing
them at free play time, I can understand that they are happy from their facial
expression. (T8)

They do not like or participate play because of their personality
characteristics, there is no such matter as every child love play. (T19)

The teachers responded the question as child-rearing attitudes (n=6) of parents have
role of children’s playfulness, the exemplary quotes are as follows:

These kinds of children do not know how they play, because their parent has
not been played so far. The parent has not created a play environment at
home, the child's play behavior is affected negatively on such an occasion.
(T15)

Family is a factor of children’s love play or not. Until come school, children
were with adults or because of child-rearing attitudes they did not allow
children to play with other children at the apartment. Sometimes parents do
not know how they behave with children, they are either too protector or too
rule based. (T6)

Some children have not been in society before because of their parental
structure, these kinds of children are shy. For this reason, they do not prefer

play. (T4)

Children’s stressful situations at home (n=5) are a possible factor of children’s low
playfulness or do not like the play, the exemplary quotes are given below:
Parental situation impacts on children’s play behavior because if children are

not happy at home, they do not desire to play when they come to school. (T5)

Absolutely, unhappy parent life prevents to children get pleasure from play.
(T11)
The teachers signed to peer relation (n=4) factor on children’s playfulness. The
teachers’ comments are like that:
Peer relation impacts their playfulness. Children do not participate play to get
used to their peer. (T7)

Peer relation impacts children's playfulness. Play needs of socially active
children. I observe that children are more successful while playing if they are
social. (T16)

94



Technology (n=3) has shown reason of children’s low playfulness or do not like the
play, the teachers’ comments are as follows:
Technological devices prevent children’s play, they cannot set play when

they come together because of tablet and TV. (T1)

Children who addicted to tablet, PC and TV at a very young age, thus, they
do not get pleasure from play. (T18)
The teachers commented that the physical environment (n=3) has a role on children’s
playfulness; the exemplary quotes are given below:
Firstly, knows children, then as teachers you should set attractive play for
children. (T10)

Environment, accessible and peer relation impact children’s playfulness. For
example, my children prefer toys instead of peer, on the other hand a child in
the city, prefer peer. (T12)

4.4 Summary of the Qualitative Results

In this part, the result of the qualitative part is shown as summary by using
key findings.

4.4.1 Summary of Self-Reported Practices on Play

In the self-reported practices on play, teachers mentioned their play types
and role preferences regarding activity and free play time. In this part, their most

important ideas are presented.
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Table 4.4.1
Key findings of teachers’ self-reported practices on play

Self- reported practices on play

Teachers reported that children like active games and they are happy while
playing active games.

Teachers think that children feel themselves worthier when teacher play with
them.

Most of the teachers stated that observing children at free play time is important
because children tell about themselves at that time.

Some of the teachers’ belief that educational play is more beneficial than other
type of play because the play improves children’s cognitive skills.

Free play makes children happy because the children play fulfill their wishes.
Some teachers support symbolic play because they think that the type of play
give clues about children’s inner world.

4.4.2 Early Childhood In-Service Teachers’ Playfulness Views

The teachers’ description of playful people and decreasing factor of

playfulness views are shown.

Table 4.4.2
Key findings of teachers’ view on playfulness

Views on Playfulness

Most of the teachers mentioned an individual as playfulness who like play and
play with children.

A few of them use energetic and positive adjectives for describing playful
person.

The teachers think that increasing responsibility lead to decreasing playfulness.
They pointed out that school is the first step of inclining playfulness.
Personality might be the reason of low playfulness.

If children are unhappy, that days they do not want to participate to play.

Playing with tablet and telephone always can be caused to kill playfulness of
children.

Protective and uninvolved parenting style damage children’s play skills.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

In this chapter, the results gathered from mixed method included quantitative
and qualitative data were discussed accompanied by the field literature and based on
these results suggestions and implications for the future research were presented. The
main purpose of the current study was to investigate in-service teachers’ playfulness
traits in relation to their professional experience, age, educational background,
attended play course, the type of school that they work, the number of children in
their classroom, professional development activities they participated, and
volunteered activities they engaged in and their views about playfulness. For this
purpose, 485 early childhood teachers were filled the APTS scale which was
developed by Shen, Chick and Zinn (2014), and the researcher conducted semi-
structured interviews with 20 teachers. The study results present that the teachers’
playfulness score mean is average. Their playfulness score is not differentiated
regarding to their years of experience in the teaching profession. On the other hand,
educational background, type of school, attending play course, and participating
volunteer activity influence on the teachers’ playfulness score.

The study results present that the teachers’ playfulness score mean is average.
Their playfulness score is not differentiated regarding to their years of experience in
the teaching profession. On the other hand, educational background, type of school,
attending play course, and participating volunteer activity influence on the teachers’
playfulness score.

Lieberman explained playfulness with personality characteristics. According
to Lieberman, playfulness includes physical, social, cognitive spontaneity, manifest

joy, and having a sense of humor (Lieberman, 1977).

97



Teacher stated that their mostly liked characteristic as being easy-going,
calm, and positive dispositions when their mostly liked characteristics were asked to
themselves in order to define the teachers’ personality in terms of playfulness.
Barnett who follows Lieberman’s studies categorized that friendly, happy, cheerful,
sociable, active, and energetic characteristics are elements of a playful person. There
is a positive relationship between these characteristics and playfulness. On the
contrary, there is a negative relationship between seriousness and playfulness (2007).

The result based on teachers’ playfulness score is supported with their leisure
time activity while it is asserted as personality in the literature. For instance,
although a person who is impatient, and competitive choose different leisure
activities, another person who has different personality characteristics like easy
going select varied leisure time activity (Tang, 1986). However, Barnett suggests
that individual leisure time perspectives and leisure time motivation are related to
playfulness, but type of activities is not impacted from their playfulness (2011b). In
the current study, most of the teachers (n=17) stated that they have leisure time and
again most of them revealed that they do something enjoy at their leisure time. The
result can be clue of the teachers’ playful characteristic because they stated that they
have leisure time and perceive the time for doing something good for them.

Age is thought to be an effective factor on playfulness. Generally, studies
show that being young is related to highly playfulness (Proyer, 2012a, b). However,
Proyer (2013b) claims that elderly people playfulness is not less than younger
people. The results of the current study support the claim and according to the
guantitative data of the study there is no relation between total playfulness score with
teachers’ age. In addition, except fun-seeking motivation, uninhibitedness and
spontaneity sub-categories are not related with age. There is a negative correlation
between age and fun-seeking motivation so young adults more tend to have fun with
their activities. There is a study in the literature, early childhood teachers’ emotional
exhausting and depersonalization is related to age. 20-26 years old and 41+ years old
teachers’ emotional exhausting and depersonalization is higher than other age groups

(Ozgelik, & Deniz, 2008). The teacher (T1) of the qualitative part of the study
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pointed out that age has negatively effect on playfulness. She stated that “Maybe age
is another factor of decreasing playfulness.”

The analysis of the quantitative data findings, there is no relation between
years of experience in the profession with a playfulness score except fun-seeking
motivation sub categories of Adult Playfulness Trait Scale. 0-5 professional
experience year fun-seeking motivation is higher than 21-25 years experiences. The
teachers who have less years of experience in the teaching profession are more fun
believer, initiative and re-active than more years of experienced teachers. Although
literature is supporting that in the first years of teaching profession, teachers face
with burnout syndrome because they have not improved coping method with
problems and more experienced teachers can easily solve problems (Ozgelik, &
Deniz, 2008), the qualitative study of our research supports the quantitative result as
well. The highest and lowest scores belong to the same year of experienced teachers
at the qualitative part’s teachers. For this reason, the findings predict that some
different reasons can cause the playfulness score difference in the same year of
experience.

Working at private or public school can be a possible factor effecting of
playfulness. The variable was investigated by the researcher. According to the
quantitative data analysis, type of school affects the teachers’ playfulness score.
There is a significant difference between public and private school teachers’ total
playfulness scores. The teachers who are working in private score have a higher total
playfulness score than teachers who are working in public school. Furthermore, fun-
seeking motivation, spontaneity and uninhibitedness score of the teachers who are
working in private school is higher than the teachers who are working in public
school. The result can be explained by teachers’ who are working in public school
job satisfaction and level is low and stress level is high while teachers’ whose are
working at private high school job satisfaction is high and stress level is low (Ozdayz,
1990). As such, stress can be a factor of low playfulness for the teachers.

Play and playfulness cannot be separated from each other. Lieberman
mentioned playfulness as a quintessence part of play (1977); Bundy defined

playfulness as play attitude (1997); and Cooper (2000) described playfulness as
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individual play style. For this reason, the teachers play behaviors were investigated
in the current study. Teachers’ previous experience of play has an effect on their play
and playfulness. The quantitative result of the study shows that the teachers who
were attending play course at their educational life, are less playful than teachers
who did not attend play course in their educational life. According to undergraduate
programs, pre-service teachers learn about the historical development of play, play
theories, play in different and Turkish culture, etc. (YOK, 2006). This situation can
be caused by the fact that teachers perceive play more serious instead of having fun,
they may focus on the educational benefits of play. The qualitative data support the
findings as well. Most of the teachers (n=7) report that they choose educational type
of play at free play time because they are focusing on children’s intellectual
development, as stated T6 “To improve children’s attention, brain-boosting, and
table games are played in our class.”

Professional development activities are a way of improving teachers’
necessary academic knowledge. Participating professional development activities
about play seems directly related to teachers’ interest to play but the result of the
quantitative part of the study is presented that the teachers who attended professional
development activities about the play have almost same playfulness score teachers
who did not attend professional development about play. The finding supports
theoretical approach to play affect playfulness negatively or not affect playfulness.
The relation was found only between professional development and fun-seeking sub
categorize of playfulness. The fun-seeking motivation score of teachers who
participated in professional activities about play is lower than the score of those who
did not participated in such activities. One can assume that the professional
development activity does not include fun since the teachers who have higher fun-
seeking score do not prefer attending professional activities. As Shulman (1987)
mentioned, professional development focuses on improving teachers’ knowledge in
terms of content, pedagogical and pedagogical content knowledge. For this reason,
these activities may be serious and playful individuals may not prefer attending this

kind of activities. Therefore, educational part of play does not impact on teachers’
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playfulness or we cannot say that teachers who tend to attend courses, or some
professional development activities are more playful than others.

On the other hand, when analyzing participating volunteer activities, the
SPSS results reveal that teachers who have participated volunteer activities, their
total playfulness mean score is higher than teachers who have not participated
volunteer activities. In addition, fun-seeking motivation and uninhibitedness
qualities are higher of the teachers’ who participated in volunteer activities. Similar
to a previous study, playful people are intrinsically motivated, they concentrate on
process of activities. Playful people are totally in activities and they cannot be limited
from other people’s rules (Barnett, 1992). In the light of these results, instead of
intense theoretical play course and professional development, volunteer activities are
more suitable spirit of playfulness.

Number of children in the classroom were investigated as a factor of effect
teachers’ playfulness. Regarding to results of quantitative part of the study, there is
no relation between number of student and teachers’ total playfulness score.
Moreover, teachers’ fun-seeking motivation, spontaneity and uninhibitedness are not
affected from the number of students in the classroom. As in the study of early
childhood teachers do not have a chance to interact with children in crowded groups,
so they are mostly demonstrated uninvolved play roles (Howes, Guerrab, Fuligni,
Zucker, Lee, Obregon, & Spivak, 2011). In addition, another study stated that
crowded groups cause depersonalization, emotional exhausting, and burnout with
time for teachers (Cemaologlu, & Sahin, 2007). One of the teachers (T15) stated that
“There are 25 children in class, so I cannot get enough time for myself. Therefore, |
prepare my activities at free play time.” Although the teacher (T15) have 90
playfulness score, she does not participate in children’s play at free play time. This
finding makes us think about number of children effect on teachers play preferences
but not playfulness.

The result of the current study shows that most of the teachers participate in
children’s play at activity time. The teachers generally prefer co-player role because
children are happy if the teacher join in children’s play. Besides children, the

teachers are happy because of the participating children’s play. The teachers revealed
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that they play because play is fun for them. In addition, the teachers usually choose
the type of motor play because children like these games. Shortly, children’s desires
shape teachers’ play behaviors at activity time. The results are consistent with
Sandberg and Pramling-Samuelson’s (2005) study where they found that playful
teachers mostly preferred motor play compared to less playful teachers whose
preferences were the types of play that is calm and quite.

The teachers play role and type of play selection is different. The teachers
prefer to observing children at free play time because they think that children reflect
their emotional state at that play. Playful teachers produce an invitational play signal
to connect children by play, after producing signal, the teacher waits for the
responses of children in order to sustain play connection. At the final section,
teachers build both children’s and their own play actions (Pursi, &Lupponen, 2018).
However, some of the teachers (n=5) are in uninvolved role at free play time.

The teachers’ views on playfulness was analyzed in this study. The teachers
defined a playful person as a person who likes playing with children. The teachers
have some playful people around them or they follow some playful people from
social media. The common trait of these playful people is that liking play with
children. In addition, there is a surprising result, the teachers’ example of playful
people is not young. However, these people even older, they have energy and like
play with children. As mentioned before in the current study, there is no correlation
between age and playfulness. The teachers identified themselves as playful because
they like playing as well. Therefore, it can be said that playful person is perceived as
love play. The teachers mentioned positive effect of play on both children and adults.
As Piaget’s stated that one of the necessary components of play is being enjoyable
(1950, 1962), the teachers believe that play has having fun positive effect on people
too. Furthermore, the play is a tool of strong adult-child relation. Teachers use play
when they require supposed to motivate children and themselves. They enjoy and
throw away their surplus energy while playing, for this reason, the teachers prefer
play.

Some factors cause decreased playfulness in adulthood period. Most of the

teachers believe that responsibility cause to decreasing playfulness. Especially
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school and lessons lead to a decrease in playfulness while increasing responsibility.
When you are grown up, playfulness level goes down because the play is not
accepted by society in adulthood. For this reason, adults avoid play so adults’ play
is observed limited, not seen (Lieberman, 1977). The result of high school graduated
teachers’ and Open University association program graduated teachers’ mean scores
are higher than undergraduate program can be related with the increasing
responsibility as well. A study in the literature stated that under graduate program
required more hours spend than association program per week (Sumral, Scott-Little,
Paro, Pianta, Burchinal, Hamre, Dawner & Howes, 2016). In addition, fun-seeking
motivation and spontaneity scores are impacted from educational background. Play
activity is perceived as irresponsible, meaningless, and permissive and play is
wasting time and not related productivity (Sutton-Smith, 2008). In addition, the
teachers stated that they do not prefer play at their private life because of their
personality. Moreover, family attitude to children’s play impact on playfulness of
their childhood. Parents negative responses to play, or if there is any playful adult
around a child, the child loses his/her playfulness.

As regards to the playfulness of children, Lieberman pointed out that
playfulness can direct children’s play in different ways (Lieberman, 1967). Like
adults, some children do not involve in play at play time according to teachers’
observation. The teachers explain the possible reason of the situation. According to
the teachers, personality is the main reason of non-playful children. Every child does
not want to participate play, they can draw or do individual activities by themselves.
As Barnett mentioned home environment has effect on children’s playfulness
(Barnett & Kleiber, 1982, 1984), besides personality, family issues like child rearing
attitudes, stressful situations at home or technology usage at home factors impact on
children’s playfulness. The teachers in the current study stated that children do not
play with other children because of parents’ protective attitudes. In addition, parents
are not interested in their children, they give technological devices and the children
become technology addiction at a young age. All these kinds of children have
difficulties about participating or built up play. These reasons impact children built

to play and getting pleasure from play. That the study result is similar to Proyer’s
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study enhances the result, concluding that the children’s mood is important for their
playfulness, bad mood, such as sadness impacts playfulness negatively (Proyer,
2012a). If children are exposed to something negative at home, the children reflect
it in their play behavior at school. Moreover, physical environment should encourage
children to play, accessible toys, taking children’s attention activities and peer
relations impact children’s playfulness according to teachers’ report. In addition, one
can assume that digital games could change children’s play perception and habits,
because it impacts on children’s playfulness.

In the current study, in-service teachers’ playfulness and their views about
playfulness were investigated. Under the teaching profession, early childhood
teachers’ age, educational background, attending play course, type of school, number
of children at class, professional development activities and volunteer activities were
searched as a variable which effect on the playfulness of teachers. In addition, early
childhood teachers view about playfulness and factors which might have impact on
playfulness were gathered information during the study. The result of this research
shows that the teachers’ years of experience in the teaching profession does not
impact on the teachers’ total playfulness score. Only, fun-seeking motivation is
influence of teaching experience in the profession. The factor of age impact on
spontaneity and uninhibitedness sub categories of playfulness, but there is no relation
between total playfulness and fun-seeking motivation. Educational background
influences total playfulness score, fun-seeking motivation and spontaneity.
Attending play course has a negative effect on the playfulness of the teachers.

Type of school has an impact on the teachers’ playfulness. The result of the
study reveals that the total playfulness score of private school teachers is higher than
the score of public school teachers, and fun-seeking motivation and spontaneity
qualities are affected from type of school. Being in crowded or uncrowded classroom
group does not have any impact on teachers’ playfulness and any sub categories.
Attending professional development about play is not related to the teachers’ total
playfulness score or any sub categories of playfulness. On the contrary, volunteer
activities are impacted by the total playfulness score positively, in addition, fun-
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seeking motivation and uninhibitedness also is related to participating volunteer

activities.

5.2 Implications

The current study are expected to be beneficial to give ideas to teachers who
work with children and teacher educators about the importance of playfulness. The
results of the study explain certain factors which may impact early childhood in-
service teachers’ playfulness negatively and positively. Furthermore, teachers’ views
about playfulness were described in the current study.

The results of the study contribute to the literature because early childhood
educators have not been the subjects of playfulness studies adequately. In addition,
some variables which have influence on preschool teachers’ playfulness were
investigated. Through the variables, some issues can be considered. For example,
play course could be more enjoyable and less theoretical and by this way teachers do
not only focus on the educational part of play and they do not usually choose
educational play in their classroom. Undergraduate program might result in a
decrease in playfulness because of educational intensity of the program, therefore,
the content of the course could be revised. Instead, the course can focus on the
increase of playfulness of student teachers. In addition, in-service trainings and
various kinds of professional development activities could be designed to increase
entertainment side. According to literature, public school has higher stress level than
private school. Therefore, some precautions may be taken in public schools to
increase teachers’ playfulness and they may try to promote job satisfaction of the
teachers.

Child rearing attitudes, stressful situations at home, and technology might
negatively affect children’s playfulness so children’s using technological devices
time could be limited, and children’s play might be supported in a home
environment. Parents might prepare environment for children-peer matching.

Moreover, they can play together to improve children’s play skills and playfulness.
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In order to have more playful people in a society, the society might support play in
adulthood period too. To maintain children’s playfulness into adulthood period, play
may be supported in all platforms both schools, home and social life. Playfulness can
be influenced negatively because of parental attitudes toward play and their child
rearing attitudes. For this reason, parents could be educated about the role of play in
children’s whole development, and playfulness is the most important component of
play. The disposition should be maintained. Accordingly, the result of the study

could be evaluated by teachers and other educational experts.

5.3 Limitations

Just as all research studies, there are some limitations of the current study.
The number of participating teachers is adequate for the study, but the distribution
of their teaching experience in the profession is not equal even when an online survey
tool was used. Additionally, reaching teachers all around Turkey, the distribution
age and experience years are not equal. Using internet survey may be causing the
problem because it has some limitations, too. For example, subjects who are accessed
via internet could be younger and highly educated in the internet survey (Vaske,
2011). The other limitation is that a pilot study was not conducted. In addition, the
interview was also conducted with the teachers who are a teacher at public school,
private school teachers should be added in the sample.

5.4. Recommendations

This study provided an explanation of one more component of playfulness.
Early childhood teachers were participants of the study. Different scales can be used
to investigate teachers’ playfulness regarding to their teaching experience in the
profession and the results might be compared. In addition, an interview was
conducted with teachers and their play habits were analyzed according to their

expression. Observation methods can be added, teachers can be observed in their
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classroom. By this way further information about their play preferences and the role
can be gathered. There is a gap in the playfulness of early childhood educators play
preferences and playfulness relations, so these topics should be investigated by a
quantitative study to make generalizations. The researcher found differences
between teachers who work in public schools and teachers who work in private
schools. The main reason of the result should be investigated more deeply. In
addition, qualitative study is very limited in the literature so that playfulness topic
has not been deeply understood. In Turkish studies, the word of playfulness could be
used differently from “play lover” because the phrase may lead to teachers’
definition of playfulness in the study. Additionally, teachers’ playfulness could be
investigated by longitudinal study.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: QUESTIONNAIRE

Okul Oncesi Ogretmenleri Oyunseverlik Anketi

Merhaba ben Begiim Canaslan, Ortadogu Teknik Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi yiiksek
lisans 6grencisiyim. <’Okul Oncesi Ogretmen ve Ogretmen Adaylarinin Oyunseverlik
Ozelliklerinin Mesleki Tecriibelerine gére Karsilastirilmas1®’ iizerine bir arastirma
yaplyorum.

Amacim: Okul 6ncesi 6gretmen adaylarinin ve 6gretmenlerinin mesleki

deneyimlerine gére oyunseverlik 6zelliklerinin tespit edilmesidir.

Calismanin Onemi: Bu ¢alisma ile okul 6ncesi 6gretmenlerinin oyunseverlik 6zelliklerinde
mesleki deneyim yillarina gore bir degisim olup olmadiginin analiz edilmesi
amaglanmaktadir.

Bu anketin sonuglari yukarida belirtilen amaglar dogrultusunda yiiksek lisans tezi
kapsaminda Begiim Canaslan tarafindan kullanilacaktir. Toplanan veriler yalnizca
arastirmalar kapsaminda kullanilacak ve baska higbir kurum ve kurulusa verilmeyecektir.
Asagidaki sorulara sizi en iyi ifade ettigini diisiindiigiiniiz siklar1 isaretleyerek cevap
vermenizirica eder, katkilarinizdan dolay1 tesekkiir ederim.

= Gerekli

1. Yasimz: *

2. Cinsiyetiniz: *Yalnizca bir sikki igsaretleyin.

Kadin
Erkek

125



3. Mezun oldugunuz lise tiirii: * Yalnizca bir sikkiisaretleyin.
Anadolu Lisesi
Anadolu Ogretmen Lisesi
Diiz Lise
Fen Lisesi

Meslek Lisesi

Diger:

4. Egitim durumunuz: * Yalnizca bir sikki isaretleyin.
Lise Mezunu
Acik Ogretim Universitesi Onlisans Mezunu
Onlisans Mezunu
Acik Ogretim Universitesi Lisans Mezunu
Lisans Mezunu
YiiksekLisans

Doktora

Diger:
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5. Calismanin ilerleyen asamalarinda sizinle iletisime gecmemizi ister
Misiniz? * Yalnizca bir sikki isaretleyin.
Evet

Hayir

6. Yukaridaki soruya yamitimz "'Evet' ise liitfen e-mail adresini yaziniz.

7. Cahstigimiz kurum tiirii: * Yalnizca bir sikki isaretleyin.

Devlet Anaokulu
Devlet Anasinifi
Ozel Anaokulu
Ozel Anasmifi
Kurum Anaokulu

Diger:
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8. Kag yillik mesleki deneyime sahipsiniz? * Yalnizca bir sikki isaretleyin.
0-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
26 ve lizeri
9. Simifimzda kag 6grenci var? * Yalnizca bir sikki isaretleyin.
10-15
16-20
21-25
26-30

31 ve uzeri
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10. Daha 6nce oyun dersi aldimiz m1? * Yalnizca bir sikki isaretleyin.
Evet

Hayir

11. Oyun konusunda profesyonel gelisiminize dair asagidaki etkinliklerden
bir ya da birkacina katildiniz ma? *Uygun olanlarin tiimiinii isaretleyin.
Seminer
Kongre
Konferans
Sertifika Programi
Higbiri

Diger:

12. Yukaridaki se¢enekler arasinda katildiginiz etkinlikler toplamda
kac saat siirmiistiir? Yalnizca bir sikki isaretleyin.

0-3 saat
4-7 saat
8-10 saat
Diger:

13. Goniillii olarak katildigimiz etkinlikler var m? Yalnizca bir sikki

isaretleyin.

Evet  15. soruya gegin.
Hayir  25. soruyagecin.
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14. Goniillii olarak katildigimiz etkinlikler oyun ile ilgili miydi? Yalnizca bir
sikki igaretleyin.

Evet

Hayir

15. Yukaridaki soruya cevabimiz ""evet™ ise liitfen ka¢ saat katildiginizi
belirtiniz. Yalnizca bir sikki igsaretleyin.

0-3 saat

4-7 saat
8-10 saat

Diger:

16. Goniillii olarak katildigimiz etkinlikler "oyun'' ile ilgili degil ise hangi
konuda oldugunu kisaca belirtiniz.
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YETISKIN EGLENCE EGILIMI OZELIGI OLCEGI (YEEOO)

Kesin likle Katllmvorum

Kanlmimvorum

Ne Katilvorum Ne Katillmyvorum

Katlyorum

Kesin likle Katiliwvorum

1 Kurallara uymadigim zamanlar olur.

2 Br baskas: eglenceli bir ey baghthgmda, ben de katlmaktan muthihk
duyarm.

3 Bazen sonuglan hakkmda endigeye diismeden bir seyler yapabilirim.

4 TYaptifim ne ohrsa obun, eglenmeyi denerim.

5 Skhkla planlanmammg seyler yaparm.

i Breeok duumdan eflence gikarabilirim.

7 Bagka msanlar tarafindan baglatilan eglenceli seyleri takdirle kargilarom.

8 Sklkla bazn seyleri annda, herbang bir 6n hazwhk yapmadan yaparm.

[ Eger bir seyt yapmak 1stryorsam, genellikle diger insanlarn
diziinebilecek krmm bem durdurnmsma izin vermem

10 | Iy vakit gegirilebilece gme manmm.

11 | Skbkla dirtilerime gére hareket ederim

12 | Sosyalkwrallara anlayiy gosteririm fakat cogu zaman onlarla kisthnmam

3 | Sklkla herhang bir duwumdakie glenceh sevlen baghtan kisiymdir.

14 | Bagka msanlarm baslathif eglenceli seylerden keyif ahrim.

15 | Skbkla anhk DUSUNCELERIMIN pesinden giderim

16 | Sklbkla anhk HIST.ERIMI takip ederim.

17 | Eglencenm hayatm ok Sneml br pargas: oldugimu diiginirim

18 | Aptalhk ederek bir seyleri kaybetmekten korkmam.

19 | Neredeyse ker ethinhgi benim i¢in yapmasi eglenceli hale getrirmm
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APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW FORM

Merhaba ben Begiim Canaslan, Ortadogu Teknik Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi
yiiksek lisans 6grencisiyim. <’Okul Oncesi Ogretmen ve Ogretmen Adaylarinin
Oyunseverlik Ozelliklerinin Mesleki Tecriibelerine gore Karsilastirilmas1® iizerine
bir arastirma yapryorum.

Amacim: Okul oncesi 6gretmen adaylarinin ve ogretmenlerinin mesleki
deneyimlerine gore oyunseverlik 6zelliklerinin tespit edilmesidir.

Calismanin Onemi: Bu g¢alisma ile okul &ncesi dgretmenlerinin oyunseverlik

ozelliklerinde mesleki deneyim yillarina gore bir degisim olup olmadiginin analiz
edilmesi amag¢lanmaktadir.
Bu anketin sonuglar1 yukarida belirtilen amaglar dogrultusunda yiiksek lisans tezi
kapsaminda Begiim Canaslan tarafindan kullanilacaktir. Toplanan veriler yalnizca
aragtirmalar kapsaminda kullanilacak ve baska hi¢bir kurum ve kurulusa
verilmeyecektir. Asagidaki sorulara sizi en iyi ifade ettigini distindiigliniiz siklari
isaretleyerek cevap vermenizi rica eder, katkilarinizdan dolay1 tesekkiir ederim.

1- Biraz kendinizden bahseder misiniz? En sevdiginiz yonleriniz nelerdir?

2- Mesleginizi nasil sectiniz?

3- Mesleginizin en ¢ok sevdiginiz yonii nedir?

4- Sizce bu meslegi yapan insanlarin sahip olmasi gereken nitelikler nelerdir?

5- Bos zamanlarinizda neler yaparsiniz?

6- Oyun oynamay1 sever misiniz? Neden? Sinifta ne tarz oyunlar oynarsiniz?
Cocuklarin oyununa katilir misiniz? Bu oyunlarda roliiniiz ne olur?

7- Cocuklarin serbest oyun zamaninda siz neler yaparsiniz? Serbest oyunlarda
en ¢ok hangi tip oyun oynamalarini destekliyorsunuz? Hangi materyalleri
kullantyorsunuz?

8- Smifta ¢cocuklarin oyunsever olduklarini nasil belirlersiniz, oyuncu olup
olmamalarini ne gibi degiskenler etkiler? Veya destekler?

9- Cocuklarin oyuncu birey olmalarin1  destekliyor musunuz? Ne zamana
kadar oyun oynamalar1 gerekir?  Evet ise;
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e Cocuklarin oyuncu bireyler olarak kalmalari i¢in neler yapilmalidir?
Bu konuda 6gretmenlere, ebeveynlere ve okula- topluma ne gibi
gorevler diiser?

10- Cevrenizde oyunsever olarak tanimlayabileceginiz bir yetiskin var m1?
Hangi davranislarindan dolay1 oyunsever oldugunu diisiiniiyorsunuz?
11- Peki siz kendinizi oyunsever olarak tanimlar misiniz? Biraz agiklar misiniz?
e Hayir ise; peki sizce ¢gocuklugunuzdan sonra hangi etkenler oyuncu
olma 6zelliginizi kaybetmenize neden olmustur?
12- Benim sorularim bu kadar sizin eklemek istedigin ya da keske sunuda

sorsaydiniz dediginiz baska bir soru var m1?

Katildiginiz i¢in tesekkiir ederim.
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APPENDIX D: TURKISH SUMMARY/TURKCE OZET

Oyun insanlik tarihinin baglangicindan beri pek ¢ok sosyal disipline konu
olmustur. Oyun cocuklarin igten gelen bir motivasyon ile, 6zglir se¢imlerinin
sonunda zevk almak i¢in yaptiklar1 anlamli bir etkinliktir (Johnson, Christie, ve
Wardle, 2005; Isabel ve Raines, 2007). Oyun ¢ocuklarin fiziksel gelisimlerinden
zihinsel gelisimlerine, kisilik gelisimlerinden duygusal gelisimlerine kadar pek ¢ok
alanlarma hitap etmektedir (Goncii ve Gaskins, 2012). Biitiinciil gelisim alanlarina
olan olumlu etkisinin yaninda, oyunun gocuklarin psikolojik durumlar tizerinde de
olumlu etkilerinin oldugu saptanmustir ¢linkii cocuklar stresli durumlarla basa ¢ikma
yolu olarak oyunu kullanmaktadir (Johnson, Christie, ve Wardle, 2005). Oyun
cocuklarin nesnelerle etkilesime gecerek diger insanlar1 ve kendilerini tanidiklari,
cevrelerini kontrol etmeyi 6grendikleri en birincil yoldur (Sutton-Smith, 2003).

Cocuklarin yaptiklart her etkinlik oyun olarak adlandirilmamaktadir. Bir
etkinligin oyun olarak adlandirilabilmesi i¢in bazi 6zellikleri tasimasi gerektigi
belirtilmistir (Skard ve Bundy, 2008). Bir etkinligin oyun olmasi i¢in dncelikle onun
i¢sel bir motivasyonla yapilmasi gerekmektedir. Odiil karsiliginda yapilan seyler
oyun olarak adlandirilmamaktadir ¢iinkii 6diil digsal motivasyon kaynagidir (Rubin,
Fein, & Vandenberg, 1983). Diger 6zelligin serbest secim ile yapilmasi oldugu
belirtilmektedir. Oyunun o6zelliklerine oyuncunun kendi serbest se¢imi ile karar
verilmelidir, bir yetiskin tarafindan zorlanarak yaptirilan etkinlikler oyun olarak
degerlendirilmez (Johnson, Christie, ve Yawkey, 1999). Eglence ya da zevk alma
oyunun olumlu etkileri arasindadir fakat bazen oyunlar korku ve kaygt igerebilir bu
ylizden her zaman olumlu bir etkisinin olmasi oyunun bir 6zelligi yapilan
calismalarla ortaya koyulmustur (Clark ve Miller, 1998; Sutton-Smith, 2003;
Burghardt 2005).
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Biitin bu sayilan Ozelliklerinin yani1 sira bir etkinli§in oyun olarak
degerlendirilebilmesi icin oynama egiliminin de olmas1 gerekmektedir.
Oyunseverlik oyunun igsel motivasyonu olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Pek cok
akademik calismada oyunseverligin ¢ocuklarin gelisimi ve oyunun faydali sonuglar
saglayabilmesi i¢cin mutlaka olmasi gereken bir ozellik olduguna deginmistir
(Garvey, 1977; Sutton-Smith, 1979; Vygotsky, 1978). Bir etkinligin oyun olarak
degerlendirebilmesi i¢in oyunseverligin olmasi1 gerekmektedir, ¢linkii bu oyunun
temeli ve 6ziidiir (Bundy, 1993; Chandler, 1997; Liebermann, 1966). Oyunseverlik
tic onemli unsurdan olugmaktadir. Bunlar i¢sel motivasyon, i¢ kontrol ve 6zgiirliiktiir
(Bundy, 1991, 1993; Kooij, 1989). i¢gsel motivasyon, oyuncularin kendi istekleri ile
oynamas1 anlamina gelmektedir. Oyuncular i¢in siire¢ sonuctan daha Onemlidir
(Rubin, Fein, & Vandenberg, 1983). Skard ve Bundy oyuncularin oyunda
kazanmaktan zevk aldiklarim1 belirtmistir ama kazanmak oyunun birincil amaci
degildir (2008). Oyuncular oyunda kiminle oynayacaklarina, ne oynayacaklarina,
nasil oynayacaklarina ve hangi kurallar1 koyacaklarina kendileri karar verirler.
Ozgiirlik ise oyuncularm gergegi nasil manipiile edip materyalleri nasil
kullanacaklarina karar vermeleri anlamina gelmektedir. Nesneler oyuncularin
istekleri dogrultusunda farkli amaclarda kullanilabilirler. Cocuklar oyunlarinda
gercek hayatta olan seyleri degistirip kendi istekleri dogrultusunda oynayabilirler
(Skard ve Bundy, 2008).

Oyunseverligin kisilik 6zellikleri tizerine etkisi vardir. Kisilik 6zelliklerinin
oyunseverlik 6zelliginden etkilendigi gibi oynama egilimi de kisilik 6zelliklerinden
etkilenmektedir. Alan yazinindaki ¢alismalar oyunseverligin kisilik 6zellikleri, yas,
cinsiyet, yaraticilik ve aile 6zellikleri ile iliskili oldugunu gdstermektedir (Barnett,
1991, 1998, Cooper, 2000; Sanderson, 2010; Zachopoulou, Trevlas, & Tsikriki,
2004). Kisisel ozelliklerin ve degiskenlerin bireylerin oyunseverlik iizerinde etkili
oldugu saptanmistir (Trevlas, Grammatikopoulos, Tsigilis, & Zachopoulou, 2003).
Barnett’in yaptig1 bir ¢alisma kiz ve erkek cocuklari arasinda oyunseverlik

bakimindan farkliliklar oldugu ortaya ¢ikmustir. Erkek ¢ocuklarin fiziksel
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kendiligindenlik ve eglencenin disavurumu boyutlarinda daha yiiksek puan alirken,
kiz cocuklarin bilissel kendiligindenlik boyutunda daha yiiksek puanlara sahip
oldugu ortaya ¢cikmustir (1991). Bir bagka ¢alismada ise yasca kiigiik olan ¢ocuklarin
yasca bliylik olan ¢ocuklara gore oyunseverlik dlgeginden yiiksek puan aldiklar
goriilmektedir (Saunders, Sayer, ve Goodale, 1999). Oyunun ¢ocuklarin gelisimleri
iizerindeki olumlu ozellikleri oldugu gibi oyunseverlik 6zelliginin de cocuklar
iizerinde olumlu etkileri vardir. Bu ylizden c¢ocuklarin oyun ve oyunseverlik
ozellikleri bakimindan desteklenmeleri gerekmektedir (Sanderson, 2010).
Jenkinson’a gore oynama egilimi olan ¢ocuklar olmayan ¢ocuklara gore biiyiiklerle
ve diger cocuklarla iletisim kurabilme agisindan daha basarilidirlar (2001).

Oyunseverlik 6zellikleri yaraticilikla ilgisi vardir, diinyaca taninan sanatgilar,
artistler ve besteciler yaratici olmalarinin yaninda ayni zamanda oyunseverlik
ozellikleri ile de dikkat cekmektedirler. Ornegin diinyaca bilinen miizisyen
Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart yaraticilik ve oyunseverlik 6zellikleri ile en ¢ok taninan
sanat¢ilardan birisidir (Bateson, 2015). Yaraticilik ile baglantili olarak oyunsever
olan ¢ocuklar ayn1 zamanda yeni ¢éziimler iiretme konusunda da basarili olduklari
icin probler karsisinda kolaylikla ¢oziim yolu bulmaktadirlar. oyunseverlik
kapasitesi olmadan yaratic1 problem ¢o6zme becerilerinin de gelistirilmesi pek
miimkiin degildir (Meador, 1992).

Yetiskinler de ¢ocuklar gibi oyun oynamaktadirlar. Ama yetiskinlerin oyun
tirleri ve oyunlarimin ozellikleri degismektedir. Oyunseverlik 6zelligi oyunun
oziidir bu ylizden oyunseverlik 6zelligi oyunun kalitesini belirleyen bir 6zelliktir.
Oyunseverlik yetiskinlerde kisilik ozelligi olarak degisim gostermektedir
(Lieberman, 1967a). Oyunseverlik yetiskinlik doneminde de devam etmektedir ve
erken ¢cocukluk donemi ile sinirli kalmamaktadir (Shen, 2010). Yetiskinler biiylirken
pek ¢ok davranigini birakmaktadirlar ama Oyunseverlik 6zellikleri siiregelmektedir.
Yetiskinler disiinceleri ile oynarken ve yaratict fikirler gelistirirken
oyunseverliliklerini kullanmaktadirlar (Solnit, 1998). Baz1 ¢alismalar oyunseverlik

ozelliklerinin  insanlarin ~ bos  zamanlarinda  yaptiklari  aktivitelerden
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gdzlemlenebilecegini ortaya koymaktadir ( Barnett, 2012). Ornegin disa doniik
insanlar bos zamanlarinda sosyal, harekete gecirici ve riskli etkinlikleri tercih
etmektedirler (Brandstatter, 1994; Diener, Sandvik, Pavat, & Fujita, 1992). Ote
yandan norotik insanlarin sosyal etkinliklere katilma konusunda daha direngli
oldular1 goriilmiistiir (Kirkcaldy, 1989).

Yetiskinlerin oyunseverlik 6zelliklerine karar vermek i¢in dikkatli gézlemler
yapilmalidir. Barnett’in yaptigi ¢alismanin sonuglarina goére oyunseverlik 6zellikleri
yiiksek olan yetiskinlerin sempatik, baskilanmamis, eglenceli ve dinamik olduklar
ortaya ¢ikmistir. Ornegin, kadmlarm pozitif 6zellikleri ile ¢evrelerini kendileri igin
eglenceli hale getirme konusunda erkeklere oranla daha basarili olduklar
goriilmiistiir (2012).

Cocuklarin oyunsever olmasinin 6nemli oldugu kadar cevrelerindeki
yetiskinlerin de oyunsever olmalar1 6nem tasimaktadir. Bu ylizden 6gretmenlerin ve
ebeveynlerin oyunseverlik ile ilgili ¢alismalar yapmak gereklidir. Fakat bu konuda
ki calismalar smirhdir (Yurt & Keles, 2016). Lieberman Ogretmenlerin
oyunseverlikleri c¢ocuklarin oyunlari, oyunseverlikleri ve yaratict diisiinme
ozellikleri tizerinde etkili oldugunu savunmaktadir. Eger bir 6gretmen oyunseverlik
ozelligine sahipse bu 6gretmenler ¢ocuklarin eglenecekleri, yaratict olacaklari ve
esnek olan Ogrenme ortamlar1  yaratabilirler (1977).  Ogretmenlerin
oyunseverliliklerinin 6gretmen-¢ocuk iliskisi ve iletisimleri {izerinde olumlu
etkilerinin oldugu alan yazininda yer alan ¢aligmalarla ortaya konulmustur (Graham,
Sawyer, & Deboard, 1989; Tegona, Groves, & Catron, 1999; McMillian, 2017).
Boylamsal yiiriitiilen bir ¢aligmanin sonucuna goére, oyunsever olan g¢ocuklarin
ilkokula basladiklarinda 6gretmenleri tarafindan sinifin saklabanlik yapan ¢ocugu
olarak degerlendirdikleri ortaya ¢ikarilmistir. Ogretmenlerin bu tutumlar1 smiftaki
diger ¢ocuklarin da algilarin1 degistirerek bu ¢cocuga olan davranislarini etkiledigi
goriilmiistiir (Barnett, 2018). Diger yandan eger bir Ogretmenin, kendisi
oyunseverlik  davramiglar1  gosteriyorsa  ¢ocuklarin  da  bu  Ozellikleri

desteklenmektedir (Singer, 2013).

138



Ogretmenlerin oyunseverlik dzellikleri mesleki deneyimlerinden etkilenmektedir,
Libermann yaptig1 ¢alismasinda yirmili, otuzlu yaslarin basinda olan 6gretmenlerin
ve yaklasik olarak bes yi1l mesleki deneyime sahip olan 6gretmenlerin daha esnek ve
oynama egilimi davramislar1 karsisinda daha 1limli olduklarmi belirtmistir. Ote
yandan mesleki deneyimi fazla olan 6gretmenlerin ise oynama egilimi davranislar
karsisinda daha direngli olduklar1 goriilmistiir (1972).
Arastirma sorulari
Bu ¢alismanin amaci okul dncesi 6gretmenlerinin oyunseverlik 6zellikleri ve
oyunsverlik ile ilgili goriiglerinin analiz edilmesidir. Bunun yani sira mesleki
deneyimlerinin oyunseverlik &zellikleri iizerine bir etkisinin olup olmadiginin
arastirilmasi ¢alismanin bir diger amacidir.
Yukarida belirtilen amaclar dogrultusunda, asagida verilen arastirma sorular1 bu
caligmanin 6ziinii olusturmaktadir :
1)Yas, cinsiyet, mesleki deneyim, ¢alisilan okul tiirii, siniftaki ¢ocuk sayisi, egitim
geemisi, oyun dersi alip almamak, oyun ile ilgili egitime katilip katilmamis olmak,
ve gonilli etkinliklere katilip katilmamis olmak degiskenlerinin 6gretmenlerin
oyunseverlik 6zellikleri lizerinde etkisi var midir?
a) Yas, cinsiyet, mesleki deneyim, ¢alisilan okul tiirii, simiftaki ¢ocuk
say1s1, egitim ge¢misi, oyun dersi alip almamak, oyun ile ilgili egitime
katilip katilmamis olmak, ve goniillii etkinliklere katilip katilmamis
olmak degiskenlerinin Ggretmenlerin eglence motivasyonu arayisi
iizerinde bir etkisi var midir?
b) Yas, cinsiyet, mesleki deneyim, calisilan okul tiirii, siiftaki ¢ocuk
say1s1, egitim ge¢misi, oyun dersi alip almamak, oyun ile ilgili egitime
katilip katilmamis olmak, ve goniillii etkinliklere katilip katilmamis
olmak degiskenlerinin Ogretmenlerin  baskilanmamighik 6zellikleri
tizerinde etkisi var midir?
c) Yas, cinsiyet, mesleki deneyim, calisilan okul tiirii, siniftaki ¢ocuk

sayis1, egitim gecmisi, oyun dersi alip almamak, oyun ile ilgili egitime
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katilip katilmamig olmak, ve goniillii etkinliklere katilip katilmamis
olmak degiskenlerinin Ogretmenlerin  kendiligindenlik  6zellikleri
tizerinde bir etkisi var midir?
2)Okul dncesi 6gretmenlerinin oyunseverlik ile ilgili goriisleri nelerdir?
3)Oyunseverlik 06zelliginin okul Oncesi Ogretmenlerin kendi aktardiklart oyun
davranislari iizerinde etkisi var midir?
Ounseverlik ¢ocuklarin kisilik 6zelliklerini anlama konusunda ¢ok faydali oldugu
halde bu konuda yapilan ¢alismalar ¢ok kisith kalmistir (Rentzou, 2012). Yapilan
giincel oyunseverlik ile ilgili olan ¢alismalar daha ¢ok oyunseverligin psikolojik
boyutlart ya da oyunsever insanlarin kisilik 6zellikleri iizerinde yogunlagmistir
(Christian, 2012).

Egitim alanindaki ¢alismalarin yetersiz oldugu gibi oyunsever yetigkinlerle
ilgili yapilan caligmalar da kisithdir. Giincel oyunsever yetiskin caligmalari,
oyunsever yetiskinlerin eglenceli, psikolojik yonden saglikli, mutlu ve yiiksek
Ozglivene sahip bireyler olduklari ile ilgilidir (Proyer, 2013, 2014; Bateson, Bateson,
& Martin, 2013, Proyer & Jehle, 2013). Ayrica yetiskinlerde oyunseverlik
0zelliginin is memnuniyeti ve performansle iliskili oldugu belirtilmektedir (Yu, Wu,
Chen, & Lin, 2007). Fakat bu konu egitim alaninda yeteri kadar arastirilmamstir
(Pinchover, 2017).

Oyunsever  yetigskinlerin  karakteristik  Ozellikleri  literatiirde  yeterince
belirtilmemistir. Daha Oncede bahsedildigi gibi okul Oncesi Ogretmenlerin bu
Ozellige sahip olmalar1 c¢ocuklar acisindan Onem tasimakadir. Lieberman
caligmasinda ogretmenlerin  kisilik Ozelliklerinin ve ogretim yontemlerinin
cocuklarin oyunseverlik ozellikleri {izerinde etkisinin oldugunu belirtmektedir
(1972). Ciinkii eger bir ogretmen oyunseverlik 6zelligine sahip ise 6gretmenler
cocuk iliskisi ve iletisiminin merkezine koyabilirler. Ogretmenler sadece serbest
oyun zamaninda degil, etkinlik zamanlarin1 da oyun temellerini {izerine kurabilirler.

Oyunsever 6gretmenlerin yetistirdikleri ¢ocuklarin farkli diisiinme 6zelliklerinin
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gelismis oldugu yapilan calisma ile ortaya konulmustur (Lieberman, 1972).
Oyunseverlik 6zelliginin dogustan gelen bir kisilik 6zelligi oldugu kabul edilse bile,
bazi yonlerinin egitim ile nasil gelistirebilecegi konusnda tartisma yapabilmek,
oyunseverlik 6zelliginin azalmasina neden olan faktorleri ortaya cikarabilmek
acisindan bu ¢alisma literatiire katkida bulunacaktir.

Ogretmenlerin  oyunseverlik  &zelliklerinin  gocuklarin ~ oyunseverlik
ozellikleri tizerindeki etkisi diistintildiiginde 6gretmenlerin mesleki deneyimlerinin
oyunseverlik 6zellikleri tizerindeki etkilerini arastirmak onem tagimaktadir. Bu
caligma literatiire okul 6ncesi 6gretmenlerinin oyunseverlik 6zelliklerini konu almasi
ve mesleki deneyimleri ile olan iligkisini incelemesi agisindan katkida bulunmasi
beklenmektedir. Daha 6nce de belirtildigi gibi oyunseverlik 6zelliklerinin 6geleri ile
ilgili heniiz yeteri kadar calisma bulunmamaktadir. Bu calismanin okul oncesi
ogretmeni yetistiren kurumlara oyunseverlik 6zelliginin 6nemi ile ilgili fikir vermesi
beklenmektedir. Bu ¢alismanin sonucuna goére ise bu kurumlarda bazi degisikliklerin
yapilmasi yoniinde Onerilere yer verilecektir.

Bu calisma karma yontem kullanilarak yiiriitiilmiistiir. {lk olarak nicel sonra
nitel ¢aligma siras1 takip edildigi i¢in karma yontemin agiklayict desenine uygun
olarak dizayn edilmistir (Yildirm ve Simsek, 2005). Nicel kismi nedensel
karsilastirma modelinde bir ¢alisma iken nicel kismi1 fenomenolojik modelde bir
caligmadir. Nitel ¢alisma kismina farkli meslkei deneyim yillarina sahip 485 okul
oncesi 6gretmeni katilmistir. Nicel kismi ise 20 okul dncesi 6gretmeninin katilimi
ile stirdiirilmustiir. Bu 6gretmenlerin mesleki deneyimleri 0-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20,
21-25 ve 26+ olarak gruplandirilmistir. Anketler 6gretmenlere online form seklinde
ulagtirilmistir. Bu sayede Tiirkiye’nin tiim bolgelerinden katilimceiya ulasilabilmistir.
Miilakat goriismeleri de yine ulagilabilir Orneklem methodu kullanilarak,
erisilebilirligi kolay olan 6gretmenler ¢alismaya dahil edilerek yiiriitilmiistiir.

Nitel verileri toplayabilmek i¢in Shen, Chick ve Zinn tarafindan 2014 yilinda
gelistirilen ve 2016 yilinda Keles, Kogar ve Yurt tarafindan Tiirk¢ceye uyarlanan
“Yetiskin Eglence Egilimi Ozelligi Olgegi” kullanilmistir. Bu &lgegin basina
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katilimc1 6gretmenlerin yas, cinsiyet, egitim durumlari, mezun olduklari lise tiirleri,
oyun dersi alma durumlari, oyun ile ilgili profesyonel egitime katilma durumlari,
gontlli etkinliklere katilma durumlari, calistiklar1 okul tiirleri ve siniflarindaki
cocuk sayilar1 gibi bilgiler sorulmustur.

Miilakat ¢alismasi i¢in yari-yapilandirilmig goriisme formu hazirlanmistir.
Bu formun son haline ulagsmasi i¢in iki uzmandan goriis alinmistir. 12 sorudan olusan
form ogretmenlerin kisilik Ozellikleri, oyunseverlik ile ilgili goriisleri ve oyun

davraniglari ile ilgili sorular1 igermektedir.

BULGULAR

Nicel Veri Bulgular:

Anketlerin sonuglarina gore 6gretmenlerin oyunseverlik puanlarinin ortalamasi 74.2
olarak bulunmustur. Bu 6lgekten alinabilecek en diisiik puan 19 en yiiksek puan ise
95 puandir. SPSS programi kullanilarak yapisan nicel veri bulgulari okul &ncesi
Ogretmenlerinin yas, egitim durumlari, oyun dersi alma durumlari, gonilli
etkinliklere katilmalari, ¢alistiklart egitim kurum tiirii, siniflarindaki ¢ocuk sayilari
ve mesleki deneyim yillarina gére analizleri yapilmistir.

Bu analizler sonucunda 6gretmenlerin yaslari ile oyunseverlik 6zellikleri arasinda
anlaml bir fark bulunmamugtir. Ayrica baskilanmislik ve kendiligindenlik 6zellikleri
de yas faktoriinden etkilenmemektedir. Sadece eglence arayis1 motivasyonunda 0-5
yil mesleki tecriibeye sahip Ogretmenler ile 21-25 yil mesleki tecriibeye sahip
Ogretmenler arasinda anlamli bir farka ulasilabilmistir.

Ogretmenlerin egitim durumlari ve oyunseverlikleri arasindaki iligkinin
analiz sonuglarina gore, meslek lisesi ve Agik Ogretim Fakiiltesi meslek yiiksek
okulundan mezun olan 6gretmenlerin oyunseverlik puanlarinin tiniversitelerin dort
yillik okul 6ncesi 6gretmenligi programindan mezun olan dgretmenlerden daha
yiiksek oldugu bulunmustur. Kendiligindelik boyutu alt kategorisi analiz sonuglari
da oyunseverlik analiz sonucu ile aynidir. Eglence arayis1 motivasyonu alt

kategorisinde Acik Ogretim Fakiiltesi meslek yiiksek okulu ile dért yillik program
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arasinda fark bulunmustur. A¢ik Ogretim Fakiiltesi meslek yiiksek okulundan mezun
ogretmenlerin toplam puanlarinin ortalamasi daha yiiksektir. Baskilanmamislik alt
boyutunda anlamli farklilik bulunmamustir.

Ogretmenlerin mesleki tecriibe yillari ile oyunseverlik 6zellikleri arasindaki
iliski analiz edildiginde oyunseverlik, baskilanmamislik ve kendiligindenlik
ozelliklerinde anlamli  farkliilk  bulunmamistir.  Fakat eglence arayisi
motivasyonunda 0-5 yil ve 21-25 yil gruplari arasinda anlamli farklilik bulunmustur.
0-5 y1l mesleki tecriibeye sahip 6gretmenlerin oyunseverlik puanlarinin daha yiiksek
oldugu goriilmiistiir.

Ogretmenlerin calistiklar1 okul tiirleri 6zel ve devlet okullar1 olarak ikiye
ayrilmigtir. Yapilan nicel analiz sonuglarina gore 6zel okulda calisan 6gretmenlerin
oyunseverlik ve kendiligindenlik puanlarinin devlet okullarinda ¢alisan
ogretmenlere gore daha yiiksek oldugu ortaya konulmustur. Bunun yaninda eglence
arayis1 motivasyonu ile baskilanmamislik 6zellikleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik
bulunmamustir.

Ogretmenlerin egitim hayatlarinda oyun dersi alip almadiklar1 ile oyunseverlik
ozellikleri iligkilendirildiginde, yapilan SPSS sonuglarina gore, oyun dersine
katilmayan Ogretmenlerin oyunseverlik puanlarinin katilanlara gore daha yiiksek
oldugu ortaya c¢ikmistir. Alt kategorilerin higbirinde anlamli bir farkliliga
rastlanmamugtir. Ogretmenlerin oyun ile ilgili egitimlere katilmalarinin oyunseverlik
iizerinde bir etkisi olmadig1 saptanmistir. Yalnizca eglence arayis1 motivasyonu alt
boyunda anlamli bir farklilia rastlanmistir. Katilmayan ogretmenlerin katilan
ogretmennlere gore eglence arayisi motivasyonu puanlarmin daha yiiksek oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Bunun yaninda goniillii etkinliklere katilan 6gretmenlerin katilmayan
ogretmenlere gore oyunseverlik 6zelligi puanlar1 daha yiiksek oldugu saptanmistir.
Ayrica eglence arayis1i motivasyonu ile baskilanmamislik alt boyutlarinda da ayni

sekilde anlamli farkliliklar bulunmustur.
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Ogretmenlerin siniflarinda bulunan gocuk sayilart oyunseverlik, eglence arayist
motivasyonu, baskilanmamishik ve kendiligindenlik Ozellikleri arasinda anlamli
farkliliklara rastlanmamuistir.
Nitel Veri Bulgular

Ogretmenlerle yapilan goriismelerde oncelikli olarak Ogretmenlere en
sevdikleri yonleri sorulmustur. Bu soru karsisinda 6gretmenlerin 6’s1 kendilerini
gecimli kisiler olarak tanimlamistir. Bunun yani1 sira 5 6gretmen kendisini pozitif ve
sakin olarak tanimlamislardir. Ogretmenler arasinda kendisini sorumluluk sahibi ve
merakli olarak tanimlayanlar da vardir. Ogretmenlere bos zamanlarinda hangi
etkinlikleri yaptiklar1 da sorulmustur. Verdikleri cevaplar arasinda en ¢ok verilen
cevap 15 dgretmen tarafindan soylenen eglenceli seyler yaparim cevabi olmustur.
Ogretmenlerin en gok verdikleri diger cevap ise 13 dgretmen tarafindan tekrar edilen
ailemle vakit geciririm olmustur. Ogretmenler bos zamanlarinda alanlar ile ilgili
arastirma yapmaktan da hoslanmaktadirlar. Nitekim 9 6gretmen alanimla ilgili bir
seyler arastiririm cevabini vermistir. Alt1 6gretmen de bos zamanlarinda arkadaslart
ile vakit ge¢irmeyi tercih etmektedir.
Ogretmenlerin oyun davramslarini analiz edebilmek icin etkinlik zamanlarinda
hangi oyunlar tercih ettikleri sorulmustur. Ogretmenlerden 11 tanesi motor oyunlari
tercih ettiklerini belirtmislerdir. Gerekge olarak ise cocuklarin bu tarz oyunlar1 daha
cok sevdiklerini aktarmiglardir. Motor oyundan sonra 7 6gretmenin tercih ettigi
sosyal oyunlar gelmektedir. Ciinkii sosyal oyunlar tim sinifin dahil oldugu hep
birlikte oynanan oyunlardir diye belirtmislerdir. 6 O6gretmen ise en c¢ok egitici
oyunlart oynadiklarini séylemislerdir. Bu oyunlarda 6gretmenlerin rolleri ise 18
dgretmenin yardime1 oyuncu roliinde oynadiklarini belirtmislerdir. Ogretmenlerden
14’4 ise sahne yoneticisi olarak ¢ocuklarin oyunlarinda rol almaktadir.
Ogretmenlerden 3 tanesi gézlemci roliinde olduklarimi bildirmislerdir.

Ogretmenlere serbest oyun zamanlarinda hangi oyunlari tercih ettikleri
soruldugunda ise dgretmenlerin tercihleri ii¢ oyunda esit sayidadir. 7 6gretmen

egitici oyunlari, 7 6gretmen serbest oyunlar1 ve 7 6gretmen ise sembolik oyunun
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oynanamasini desteklediklerini soylemiglerdir. Bunlarin disinda materyalli oyunlar
ve motor oyunlarma da yer vermislerdir. Ogretmenler serbest oyun zamanini
genellikle gozlem yaparak gecirmektedirler. Ogretmenlerin 17’si serbest oyun
zamaninda gozlem yaptiklarini, 6 tanesi g¢ocuklarla yardimci oyuncu roliinde
oynadiklarint 5 tanesi ise dahil olmamis rolde kendi islerini yaptiklarini
bildirmislerdir. Ogretmenler oyun oynadiklarin1 ¢iinkii oyunun olumlu etkileri
oldugundan bahsetmislerdir. Ogretmenlerin 10 tanesi oyunun zevk verdigi icin
oynadiklarini sdylerken, 2 tanesi yetiskin ve ¢ocuk arasindaki iligkiyi giiglendirdigini
belirtmislerdir.
Ogretmenlerin  oyunseverlik denilince ne diisiindiiklerini anlayabilmek icin
cevrelerinde tanidiklar1 oyunsever yetiskinler olup olmadigi sorulmustur.
Ogretmenlerin 17 tanesi etraflarinda oyunsever yetiskinlerin oldugunu sdylemistir.
Hangi 6zelliklerinden dolay1 dyle oldugunu diisiindiiklerini sorunca 14 6gretmen
oyun oynamayt ¢ok sevdikleri i¢in cevabin1 vermistir. Bunun disinda 3 6gretmen
enerjilerinin yiiksek oldugunu 3 6gretmen de hayata olumlu yénlerinden bakan
insanlar olduklar i¢in bdyle diislindiiklerini yoniinde goriis bildirmislerdir.
Ogretmenlere kendilerini oyunsever olarak tanimlar musimz diye
sordugumuzda 15 Ogretmen oyunsever oldugunu 5 Ogretmen ise oyunsever
olmadigini sdylemistir. Kendilerinin hangi 6zelliklerinden dolay1 boyle olduklarini
sordugumuzda ise yine ayni cevabi vermislerdir. Ogretmenlerin 9 tanesi oynamay:
cok sevdikleri i¢in oyunsever olduklarmi belirtirken, 2 6gretmen mutlu olmay:
sevdigini, 2 6gretmen yaratict oldugunu ve oyun yaratmayi sevdigini, 2 6gretmen
ise hayata olumlu yénlerinden baktiklar: i¢in oyunsever olduklarini belirtmislerdir.
Oyunsever olmadigini sdyleyen Ogretmenlere de sizce neden oyunsever
degilsiniz diye soruldugunda 4 6gretmen sorumluluklarin artmasimin oyunseverlik
ozelligini azalttigim soylemistir. Ozellikle okula basladiktan sonra oyunun daha geri
planda kaldigint belirtmislerdir. Ayrica 2 6gretmen kisilik 6zelligi oldugunu bu
yiizden oyun oynamaktan hoslanmadiklarini, 2 6gretmen ise aile tutumlarinin

olumsuz etkisinin oldugunu soOylemislerdir. Ailelerinin kiiclikken onlarla
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oynamamast ya da belirli bir yasa geldikten sonra oyun oynamalarini elestirmeleri
bu d6gretmenlerin yetiskin olduklarinda oynama egilimi 6zelliklerinin ¢ocukluklarina
kiyasla azaldigimi aktarmiglardir. Cocuklarin oynama egilimlerinin olmama
nedenleri soruldugunda ise 9 6gretmen kisilik ozelliklerinin etken oldugunu, her
¢ocugun oyun oynamaylt sevmek zorunda olmadigini  aktarmiglardir.
Ogretmenlerden 6 tanesi ailelerin cocuk yetistirme tutumlarimn etkili oldugunu
belirtmislerdir. Ciinkii bazi aileler asir1 korumaci tutumlarindan dolay1 cocuklar evde
yalniz biiyiimektedir, diger cocuklarla nasil oyun oynayacagini bilmemektedir ya da
cok ilgisiz olan aileler evde ¢ocukla oyun oynamayip tablet, telefon gibi teknolojik
aletlerle vakit gecirmesine neden olmaktadir. Evde yasanan olumsuz olaylarin okula
yansimasindan dolayr cocuklarin oynama egilimlerinin baz1 gilinler azaldigim
belirten bes 6gretmen vardir. Cocuk evde yasadigi mutsuzluklardan dolayr okula
geldiginde oyun oynamak istememektedir. Arkadas iliskileri ve teknoloji kullanimi1
da cocuklarin oynama egilimlerini diisiiren faktdrler arasindadir. Ogretmenlerden
4’li arkadaglariyla sosyal iliski kurmakta zorlanan ¢ocuklarin oyun oynama
isteklerinin daha az oldugunu, sinifta oyun oynamaktansa resim yapma, hamurla
oynama gibi daha bireysel aktiviteleri tercih ettiklerini sdylemislerdir. Ayrica 3
ogretmen ¢ok fazla tablet, telefon gibi araclarla oynanan digital oyunlardan dolay:
cocuklarin oyun kurmakta zorlandiklari ve oyundan zevk almadiklarim

aktarmislardir.

TARTISMA VE ONERILER

Ogretmenlerin Yetiskin Eglence Egilimi Ozelligi 6lgeginden aldiklari
ortalama puan 74.2 olarak bulunmustur. Bu puan ortalama bir puandir.
Ogretmenlerin en ¢ok sevdikleri dzellikleri sorusuna verdikleri cevaplar ile nicel veri
analizi sonucu ortiismektedir. Barnett oyunsever yetiskinlerin 6zelliklerini arkadas
canlisi, mutlu, neseli, sosyal, aktif ve enerjisi yiiksek insanlar olarak tanimlamistir
(2007). Nitel ¢alismaya katilan 6gretmenler de kendilerini gec¢imli, pozitif, sakin,

sorumluluk sahibi ve enerjileri yiiksek insanlar olarak tanimlamislardir. Ayrica
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ogretmenlerin bos zaman aktiviteleri de bu 6zellik ile drtiismektedir. Ogretmenlerin
biiyiik bir ¢ogunlugu kendilerine bos zaman ayirmakta ve bu zamanlarini verimli bir
sekilde gecirmektedirler. Bos zaman aktivitelerinin kisilik 6zellikleri ile alakasi
oldugu literatlirde yer almaktadir (Melamed, Meir, ve Samson, 1995). Calismanin
kisilik 6zelligi ve bos zaman aktivitelerinin analiz edilmesi kismi nitel ve nicel
verilerin birbirleri ile paralellik gosterip goOstermedigini analiz etmek igin
yapilmistir. Sonug olarak iki verinin birbirini destekledigi goriilmektedir.
Calismadan elde edilen bulgulara gore yas ile oyunseverlik 6zelligi arasinda bir iligki
yoktur. Sadece eglence arayisi motivasyonu ilerleyen yaslarda azalma
gostermektedir. Bu sonug literatiirde yer alan bagka bir calisma tarafindan da
desteklenmektedir. Proyer (2013) ileri yastaki insanlarin geng¢ yastaki insanlardan
daha az oyunsever oldugunu sdyleyemeyiz demistir. Calismanin asil amaci mesleki
deneyimin oyunseverlik 6zellikleri iizerine olan etkisi incelendiginde mesleki
deneyimin oyunseverlik 6zelligi ilizerinde etkisinin olmadig1 goriilmustiir. Sadece
yas degiskeninde oldugu gibi ilerleyen mesleki yillarda oyunseverlik 6zelliginin
azaldig1 bulgular sonucunda elde edilmistir. Nitel calismaya katilan 6gretmenlerin
mesleki deneyim yillari ile 6lgekten aldiklari puanlara bakildiginda en yiiksek ve en
diisiik puanin ayn1 mesleki deneyim yilinda alindig1 goriilmiistiir.

Ogretmenlerin calistiklart okul tiirlerinin oyunseverlik dzellikleri iizerinde
etkisinin oldugu ¢aligmanmin bugular1 arasindadir. Ozel okulda gorev yapan
ogretmenlerin devlet okullarinda gorev yapan Ogretmenlere gore daha yiiksek
oyunseverlik puanina sahip olduklar1 goriilmiistiir. Bu durum daha 6nce yapilan bir
calisgmanin sonuglarindan faydalanilarak soyle agiklanabilir devlet okullarinda
caligsan 6gretmenlerin mesleki doyumlari diisiik ve stress seviyeleri yiiksek iken 6zel
egitim kurumlarinda calisan Ogretmenlerin is doyumlar1 yiiksek ve stress
seviyelerinin daha az oldugu ortaya koyulmustur (Ozday1, 1990).

Ogretmenlerin oyun deneyimlerinin oyunseverlikleri iizerinde etkisi de
analiz edilmistir. Egitim hayatlarinda oyun dersi alan 6gretmenlerin oyunseverlik

ozelliklerinin daha diisiik oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu durum 6gretmenlerin aldiklar
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oyun derslerinin oyunun daha ¢ok teorik, tarihsel gelisimi, kiiltiirel degisimleri gibi
yonlerine odaklandigindan dolay1r oyunu daha ciddi bir is olarak algilamalarina
neden olmasindan dolayr oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin serbest oyun
zamanlarinda egitici oyunlara daha ¢ok yer vermek istemeleri de bu durumu
desteklemektedir. Ayrica oyun ile ilgili egitimlere katilan Ogretmenlerin
katilmayanlar ile aralarinda fark bulunamazken, eglence egilimi alt boyutunda
katilanllarin alehine bir fark bulunmustur. Goniillii olarak katildiklari etkinliklerde
ise katilan 6gretmenlerin oyunseverlik puanlarinin katilmayanlara gore daha yiiksek
oldugu saptanmistir. Shulman’in ¢alismasinda aktardigi gibi, profesyonel gelisim
etkinlikleri daha ¢ok konu ile ilgili bilgi seviyesini arttirmayr hedeflemektedir
(1987). Bu durum ise 6gretmenlerin oyunu ciddiyetle yapilmasi gereken bir is olarak
algilamalarina sebep oldugu diisiiniilmektedir.

Simiftaki ¢ocuk sayisinin 6gretmenlerin oyun rollerini etkiledigi literaiirde
yer almaktadir. Siniftaki ¢ocuk sayisi arttikca, Ogretmenlerin ¢ocuklarla olan
iletisiminin azaldigin1 belirtmektedir (Howes, Guerrab, Fuligni, Zucker, Lee,
Obregon, & Spivak, 2011). Caligmaya katilan 6gretmenlerin cogunlukla ¢ocuklarin
oyunlarina katildiklart sonucuna varilmistir. Bu durumu ¢ocuklarin hosuna gittigi
icin ve kendilerinin de oyun oynamaktan zevk aldiklart gibi nedenlerle
aciklamiglardir. Ayrica Ogretmenler sinifta daha ¢ok motor/hareketli oyunlar
oynamaktadirlar. Bu durum yine ¢ocuklarin bu oyunlardan daha ¢ok zevk aldiklar
icin gerekcesi gosterilerek aciklanmistir. Hareketli olmayan oyunlari oynamayi
tercih etmeyen Ogretmenlerin oyunsever olmadiklarini sdylemek zor olsa da,
oyunsever Ozellige sahip olan Ogretmenlerin hareketli oyunlar1 tercih ettigini
sOyleyebiliriz. Clinkii bu oyunlar1 oynayan dgretmenlerin enerjisi yiiksek ve aktif
olmalar1 gerekmektedir.

Ogretmenler serbest oyun zamanlarinda gézlem yapmayi tercih etmektedirler
clinkii ¢ocuklar bu oyunlarda kendi i¢ diinyalarim1 yansitmaktadirlar. Oyunsever
Ogretmen lieteratiirde cocugu goézlemleyen ve c¢ocuktan oyuna davet isaretini

aldiktan sonra ¢ocugun oyununa onun oyununda degisiklikler yapmadan dahil
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olabilen ogretmendir diye ag¢iklanmistir (Pursi, &Lupponen, 2017). Bazi
ogretmenler de smiftaki ¢ocuk sayisinin kalabalik olmasindan dolay1 serbest oyun
zamaninda hazirlik yaptigini belirtmistir. Bu durumda daha 6nce bahsedilrn siiftaki
cocuk sayisinin 6gretmenin oyunseverlik 6zelligi iizerine degil ama oyun rolleri
tizerinde bir etkisinin oldugu sdylenebilir.

Ogretmenler oyunsever olma kavrammi oyun oynamayl seven, oyun
oynamaktan zevk alan kisi olarak tanimlamistir. Ogretmenlerin oyunsever olarak
tanimladiklar1 kisiler ileri yastaki kisilerdir. Bu durum daha once bahsedilen yasin
oyunseverlik iizerinde etkisi olmadig1 goriisiinii destekler niteliktedir. Ogretmenler
oyun oynamaktan zevk aldiklari i¢in oynadiklarini bildirmislerdir. Yani i¢ten gelen
bir motivasyonla oynadiklari i¢in ¢alismaya katilan ve bu cevab1 veren 6gretmenler
bu yoniiyle oyunsever olarak degerlendirilebilir. Oyunseverlik iizerinde artan
sorumlukluklarin olumsuz yonde etkilerinin oldugunu belirten 6gretmenler, kisiligin
ve aile tutumununda etkili oldugunu soylemislerdir. Kisacasi biiylimenin
oyunseverlik 6zelligi lizerinde olumsuz yonde etkisi oldugu 6gretmenlerin verdikleri
cevaplardan ¢ikartilabilecek bir sonugtur. Yapilan bir ¢alisma bu sonucu su sekilde
desteklemektedir; oyun yetigkinlikte toplum tarafindan kabul edilmedigi i¢in
yetiskinlik doneminde oyun ¢ok kisitl olarak goriilmekte ya da hi¢ goriilmemektedir
(Lieberman, 1977).

Cocuklarin oyunseverlik 6zellikeri tizerinde ise kisilik 6zelliklerinden dolay1
oyunseverlik 6zelliklerinin diger ¢ocuklara gore daha az oldugu ve aile tutumlari,
bildirilmistir. Ozellikle teknolojik aletlerin ¢ocuklarin oyunu algilama ve oyundan
zevk alma aligkanliklarini degistirdigi ve degistirecegi bu cevaplar sonucunda
sOylenebilir.

Bu caligsma ile literatiirde eksikligi hissedilen oyunseverlik 6zelliginin bazi
ogeleri ele alinarak agiklanmistir. Ayrica okul dncesi 0gretmenleri oyunseverlik
caligmalarinda 6rneklem grubunda yer almamaktadirlar. Bu yone ile de bu ¢alisma

literature bir katkida bulunmustur. Oyunseverlige etki ettigi diisiiniilen
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degiskenlerden biri olan oyun dersine katilmis olmanin ¢alisma sonucunda
oyunseverlik tizerinde bir etkisinin olmadig1 goriilmiistiir. Bu durumda oyun dersinin
igeriginin degistirilmesi ve teorik alt yapinin yaninda daha eglenceli yonlerinin de
vurgulanmasi bu caligmanin sonuglarina gore Onerilebilir. Ayrica profesyonel
egitimlerde 6gretmenlerin oyunseverlik 6zelliklerine bir etkisi olmadig1 yapilan bu
calisma ile ortaya cikarilmistir. Yine bu durumda bu egitimlerinin igeriginin de
teorigin yaninda pratik ve uygulama yoOniiyle zenginlestirilmesi gerektigi
sOylenebilir.

Cocuklarin oyunseverlikleri iizerinde aile tutumlarinin etkili oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Ailelerin ¢ocuklara oyun oynayacak alan yaratmalarinin Onemi
konusunda bilinglendirilmeli, ¢ocuklarin diger ¢ocuklar ile bir arada olabilecekleri
ortamlara izin verilmesi gerekmektedir. Aileler ¢ocuklari ile ilgilenmeli, teknolojik
aletler ile gecirdikleri zaman kisitlanmalidir. Oyunsever toplumlarin olusabilmesi
icin yetigkinlerin lizerindeki sorumluluk ve toplum baskist azaltilmalidir.

Gelecekteki calismalar icin oyunseverlik 6zelligini 6l¢en baska Slgekler
kullanilarak okul o©ncesi Ogretmenleri ile c¢alismalar yaparak sonuglarin
kargilastirilmast okul oOncesi Ogretmenlerinin oyunsever &zelliklerinin dogru
saptanmas1 agisindan daha giivenilir sonuglar verecektir. Bu ¢alismanin goriisme
kisminda sadece devlet okullarinda goérev yapan &gretmenler yer almaktadir. Bu
yizden 0Ozel okullarda gorev yapan Ogretmenler ile de goriisme yapilmasi
gelecekteki caligmalara 151k tutacaktir. Ogretmenlerin oyun davranislar ile
oyunseverlikleri arasinda bir iliski kurulmaya ¢alisilmistir bu ¢alisma 6gretmenlerin
smif i¢indeki oyun davranislarinin gozlemlenmesi ile daha dogru sonuglara
ulagtiracaktir. Ayrica oyun tercihleri ve oyunseverlik 6zellikleri arasindaki iliski
nicel yontemler kullanilarak c¢alisilmasi genelleme yapilmas: agisindan dnemlidir.
Ayrica, Ogretmenlerin oyunseverlik Ozellikleri uzun siireli calisma yontemi

kullanilarak da arastirilmalidir.
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