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Abstract

The present study investigates the existence leé@ etical link between individuals' general
level of playfulness and their “academic playfubieghat is their learning motivational
orientation in higher education. A non-experimefitedd design was followed which
involved an online questionnaire adapted from gneviinstruments as well as online semi-
structured interviews in order to quantify thaklend to try to identify mechanisms helping
to explain it. Seventy undergraduate and Mastevisl Istudents enrolled in one British and
several French universities answered the questi@aad 5 students were interviewed. A
small correlation between playfulness and intrimsativation to learn was found. This
correlation was stronger for males and learnerslledrin more qualitative courses, even
though the latter result is not statistically sfgraint. Evidence suggests that playfulness is
not related to either gender or age and that sitriand extrinsic motivation could be best
understood as two separate but related constiiikédy mechanisms playing a role in the
influence of playfulness on intrinsic motivationl&arn include the need for social
relationships, creativity, active engagement ardeaement. Evidence suggests that
playfulness influences people's studies and ocmrsaand that the reverse effect sometimes
also occurs. As a result, educators should consigiesuraging playful approaches to
learning for highly playful students because tlis be seen as potentially supportive to their
intrinsic motivation. This suggestion could be attarly relevant for male learners and
students enrolled in qualitative courses, evendhauore research is needed to support this
results.
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1. Introduction

Adults often view playing and studying or workingtavo distinct activities. This conceptual
opposition is strengthened by the way people osgaifiese activities in terms of time and
space: for instance, many young adults work from & 5pm in their office before they
meet with people with whom they share a specifrs@eal interest in a distinct location later

in the day or during weekends.

Yet, based on \Wgotsky's work, Barab et al remiadhat playing and learning are all one

during our childhood:

“Learning is one of the most natural acts in whacthild can engage. Developmentally,
young children are born with a propensity to deeiphe world around them, make sense of
sights and sounds, and learn complex language $kifgotsky, 1978). As children progress
to more formal skills, such as recognizing leteand reading, they typically do not view
learning these arbitrary symbols as work, but raipproach it as play. In elementary
school, a different attitude towards learning ragylemerges; school-based learning is often
something that must be done before a child is &tb# go out and play - an activity distinct
from play and explicitly labelled ‘work™ (2005, p5).

This differentiation between playing and learnia@tcompanied by a distinction between
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation: it is very coromfor adults to be much more motivated

by their pastimes than their studies or work.

Observing this discrepancy, some educators anchisaregularly blame leisure activities
such as television, internet or video games fdratiting students from the business of
academic learning. But recently, researchers hagarbto look at these media, especially
video games, in a different way and have conseturdd to harness their motivating

power for educational purposes. For instance, Bgttire has experimented with the use of a
commercial video game to support History learningciool (2005). Importantly, Gee has
investigated successful video games and discodGepbod learning principles which need
not only apply to video games but can greatly enbaraditional course designs as well
(2003).

With regards to these attempts to reconcile plagimgdjlearning, it appears that people have
“their own way of learning, ‘a learning style” (URenter for Legal Education 2008). At a

broad and basic level, such preferences might derstood in terms of the technological



divide between “digital natives” and “digital immmants” (Prensky 2001), referring to the
difference between people who grow up with techgyland those who try to learn how to it
later in life. Another important learning prefererzan be understood as the distinction
between the traditional approach to course desigh® one hand where teachers aim to
transmit a broad knowledge base and the persoleajarece approach to course design on
the other where learners are more involved in #ggih of the curriculum such that they
may explore topic of personal interest (Toohey 199Be latter, thanks to the deep
involvement and the exploratory, “playful” behavisit promotes, lead to increased learning
(e.g. Miller 1973 cited in Webster and Martocch#i®2, p. 207).

Therefore, it becomes interesting to evaluate hodents' personality relates to the
distinction between traditional and playful appioes to teaching and learning. In particular,
how does general playfulness relates to behavithasacteristic of what might be called

“academic playfulness” in higher education?

To my knowledge, there has been very little redeabmut that hypothetical link and none of
them seems to have taken an exploratory qualitatigée into the mechanisms that could

help understand it.

As a result, the present study aims to assess ahitire is a link between a student's
general level of playfulness and their level ofddemic playfulness” in higher education: in
fact, that notion was later reconceptualised iatoing motivational orientation. Provided
such a link exists, it will also attempt to ideptd few mechanisms that can help explain it.
To explore the suggested theory, a non-experiméréal design was followed that mainly
involved a student survey as well as 5 interviehisdividuals selected from the same
population. Volunteers were informed that thereasans would remain confidential and that
findings would be reported anonymously. Due todimall scale of the study and the limited
resources available, there a few limitations tdintdings in terms of validity and

generalizability that must be taken into account.



2. Review of the literature

Due to the relatively recent interest in studiesutlplay and learning, this literature review
ranges broadly across the four foci which are pi@ooper's Taxonomy of Literature
Reviews (1988 cited in Randolph 2009, pp. 2-4)dgdiby the aforementioned research
questions, it was as much focused on findings hedries about playfulness and its
component parts as it was on methods to measur¢hié appropriate contexts.

Its goal was to critically evaluate the literattwgustify the usefulness of the study. Most
importantly, it also aimed to help revise the reskea@uestions by operationalizing “general
playfulness” and “academic playfulness” and ledrow any existing instruments that could
have been re-used or adapted to measure thersolamhed to identify intervening variables

in the possible link that is considered so as fda®e them in further details.

Given the time available, the literature was cogtdyg adopting a purposive sampling
approach in which central articles were selectegth@n their match with the research
guestions and their influence in the field. Theesgbn of articles about computer
playfulness as well as subsequent references tirat suggested by my supervisor helped
expand the search: in particular, the referencetsosewithin each article was very valuable
in assessing the value of other key materials acttlthg whether to include them in the
review. Based on this data, the two playfulnesstrants that are part of the research

questions were refined and operationalized.

Finally, the review is organised around a concdciaeme, starting from generalities about
play, games and learning, followed by general amrsitions about playfulness, “applied”

playfulness and, eventually, social desirabiliguiss.

2.1. Play, games and learning

In our everyday conceptions, we regard play asgigimething associated with children
while adults are believed to be primarily concermétth work and “serious” endeavours. As
such, we generally oppose these two notions armbttebelieve that they are parasitic upon
one another. However, we all feel that certain $ypleoccupations do not fit very well in the
“work” category: that seems to be the case whecamsider professional sports or artistic

jobs such as musician, etc.



Many researchers have questioned that appareritdioly as well. For instance, Kane
(2005, p. 44) makes mention of Sutton-Smith’s oles@wn, also cited Marano (1999), that
the opposite of play isn't work but depression.rGhand Mack's argue that “the capacity to
treat work as play characterizes successful agaihkers and problem solvers” (1984 cited in
Webster and Martocchio 1992, p. 201). Similarlyr@l and Webster indicate that “serious”
activities such as work might be accomplished yayfully at times (1992, p. 83).

It appears that, far from being polar oppositesy pind work can sometimes overlap.

We all play and therefore, we all know what plagiédike, yet it is very difficult to define

what it exactly is.

Aware of the “ambiguity of play”, Sutton-Smith ks& number of playful activities and
experiences under several headings: mind or siNggalay; solitary play; playful
behaviours; informal social play; vicarious audeiptay; performance play; celebrations
and festivals; contests (games and sports); risklieep play (1997, pp. 4-5). In the
following pages, “play” or “playful” generally refe to activities and experiences as varied

as those mentioned by this theorist.

Discussing videogames and outlining the challerigiefining concepts as elusive as play
and games, Newman starts by defining them usingéfative form: a video game is not
simply a bunch of cool features, fancy graphicshallenging puzzles (Rollings and Morris
2000 cited in Newmann 2004, pp. 15-16). Next, hesters past research in an attempt to
distinguish play from game: Huizinga believes thlal is free whereas a game is
constrained by a set of rules (1950 cited in New2@04, pp. 18-22). Likewise, Caillois
proposes that “ludus” can have complex rules wisefigaidea” is not or little regulated
(2001). Vidart, in agreement with VWgotsky (193&diin Casas 2003, p. 10), objects that
apparently free play does in fact have complexsruds part of any playful actions, some
behaviours and actions are accepted and otheroteven though the underlying rules
often remain implicit (1995 cited in Newman 2008dllowing Frasca's modification of
Caillois' terminology, one may consider play todiféerent than a game, in that play has no
immediate objective other than the player's pleaél®99 cited in Newman 2004, pp. 19-
20). Considering the variety of play and gamesll@saifurther distinguishes them based on
their primary characteritic (2001, p. 36): competit(agdn); chance (alea); simulation

(mimicry); and vertigo (ilinx).



2.1.1. Learning and playing as becoming

If, as Newman contends, play's “only reason tcsld#ased on the pleasure experienced by
the player” (2004, pp. 19-20), the lay person metyds understand the term as “hobby” or
“pastime”: indeed, Sutton-Smith notes that “almarsything can allow play to occur within

its boundaries” (1997, p. 3).

Supporting this view, a number of theories assegidy and learning, especially with

regards to the simulation category (mimicry) présérabove.

Gee's seminal book which relates videogame playearding (2003) is of particular

interest here: he observes that whereas schoal fafits to have students involved in its
activities, other pastimes such as videogames b#iga the reverse effect. He also notes that
one of the characteristics of successful videogdsmtimt they are very challenging: in order
to succeed, players therefore need to learn dtmitahe domain of the game to move
through the levels, from beginner to expert plalfeom these initial observations, he studied
successful videogames to discover 36 learning iples and shows how schools would
benefit from implementing them in traditional ceorrda: far from being opposite constructs,
play and learning appear very close, includingdalnood. One of the core mechanisms
that make people learn is illustrated by the IdgmRrinciple (pp. 54-66). The author shows
that learning (including in most games) happenstuthin a tripartite play of identities:

« the player's real-world identityhe player as the character
« the player's virtual identity: the playerthe character
- the player's projective identity: the playethe character

The real-world identity represents the player'sadentity (itself composed of multiple
identities) in the real world. Their virtual idetytis their representation in the game and is
illustrated by their character's actions. Evenyudtieir projective identity is the interaction
between their real-world identity and their virtidéntity: it represents the player's values,
beliefs and desires for their character. It mighthought of as their ideal character in the
game, i.e. what they want their character to be. 8tistence of that identity often becomes
manifest, for example, when “players redo a givghtfscene because they feel they have

'let their character down™ (p. 58).

Likewise, Lave and Wenger's concept of “legitimaéeipheral participation” explains how a
person is gradually enculturated in the “ways afking and practising” of a given

discipline or community of practice (1991).



These ideas show the existence of a very closébtlkeen playing and learning: in effect,
Kane argues that "the core function of play anduation [...] is to give us higher mammals

a chance to exert our virtual mastery over a skicenario" (2005 p. 64).

Using the categories of play described above, iegmmay be ideally viewed as a mimicry
paidea, that is, an endless process primarily basesimulation (even though extrinsically
motivated learners may regard it as a mimicry ludhih goal is to reach a given grade and
other assessors' expectations): for instance cteace classroom is simply a simulation of
the natural science community where students glagiag scientists and gradually become
so thanks to the projective identity described leg G003).

As he reminds us:

“People cannot learn in a deep way within a semmdimain if they are not willing to
commit themselves fully to the learning in termgiofe, effort, and active engagement”
(2003, p. 59).

But active engagement at school, which is centréthé view of “learning as becoming”, can
take multiple forms depending on the student'slJ¢lieir motivation to learn and the
freedom they are given: some learners are moreusyrself-regulated and take a more
active role in their education than others, soqeakcharacteristics may play a central part

in the process.

The present research focuses on these dispositidfeaknces and investigates the possible
association between a student's general playfubressheir academic playfulness in the

context of higher education.

As Sutton-Smith points out, studies about playefthe diversity of play forms: they
depend on the discipline of interest (1997, pA@urther difficulty is that the literature of
adult play is less plentiful than that of childr@lynn and Webster 1992, p. 83), probably

because of the reasons that were discussed above.



2.2. General playfulness

2.2.1 Trait and state

From a grammatical point of view, playfulness reprgs a disposition to be playful, that is,

“a behavioural tendency to act in a playful waypposed to another” (Casas 2003, p. 24).

Lieberman, a pioneer researcher in the field, tisrbght on the common child-play vs adult-
work misconception: she states that while play begxtinguished as the child matures,
playfulness survives in adulthood and “has majglications for childrearing practices,
educational planning, career choices and leisursufis.” (Casas 2003, p. 11). This assertion

very strongly supports the link that is investigbltere.

Tan and McWilliam regard playfulness as “a learrdigposition that mobilises productive
engagement with new learning innovations” (2008,)pTo measure it, they consider factors
such as learning and performance goals (e.g. Bgwtial 1999, p. 139), cognitive
playfulness and personal innovativeness. Cogniagfulness is defined as “the learner's
dexterity and agility in terms of intellectual cosity and imagination/creativity” (Tan and
McWilliam 2008, p. 2) and “one’s willingness to cige, an openness to new experiences
and the propensity to go out of one’s way to expere different and novel stimuli
particularly of the meaningful sort” (p. 3). Thdyosv that, unlike performance-oriented
learners, intrinsically motivated students arellike experiment with innovative learning
tools (p. 6), which may then lead to increasediegr Therefore, cognitive playfulness is an

important component of “academic playfulness”.

Kane states that “play is an attitude before @ngthing else” (2005, p. 48).

At this point, it is important to distinguish the&dit” of playfulness as “a motivational
characteristic of individuals” from the “state” playfulness as “a subjective characteristic of
an experience” (Glynn and Webster 1992, p. 85; Yéelznd Martocchio 1992, p. 203). In
other words, a trait is a general characteristt ihpart of an individual's personality and is
relatively stable over time and across situati@sthe other hand, a state is a cognitive and
affective episode that is experienced in the stusriand fluctuates over time and across
situations (p. 203). To complicate matters, théarsg report that more and more studies are

interested in situation-specific traits which “anere likely to operate in specific situations



than in all situations” (Day and Silverman 198%ditn Webster and Martocchio 1992, pp.
203-204).

Finally, considering the definition of playfulneadopted by Casas (2003) and by Tan and
McWilliam (2008), a disposition may be viewed asetavioural consequence of an

individual's trait.

It becomes possible to say that the present studgricerned with the possible link between
a student's general trait of playfulness and @iaiation-specific trait of playfulness when

learning, specifically in higher education.

2.2.2. Toward a definition of general playfulness

Glynn and Webster explain that playfulness at wiank alleviate boredom, release tension,
prevent aggression and symbolise workgroup memigeasia solidarity. It often results in
learning, adaptation, creativity, community builgligreater attention to quality and better
performance overall (1992, p. 84). Clearly, thesdihgs indicate that the situation-specific

trait of playfulness in the workplace is a majoseds

Dewey describes playfulness as “the capacity tw diatisfaction from the immediate
intellectual development of a topic, irrespectiveoy ulterior motive” (1913 cited in
Webster and Martocchio 1992, p. 204). This expéisgociation between playfulness and
intrinsic motivation is very consistently undersedin the literature. For example, Barnett
argues that “Individuals with playful dispositioase said to be guided by internal
motivation, an orientation toward process with-smjposed goals, a tendency to attribute
their own meanings to objects or behaviors (thabisiot be dominated by a stimulus), a
focus on pretense and nonliterality, a freedom festernally imposed rules, and active
involvement” (1991, cited in Webster and Martocch#®2). This general definition, in
agreement with that given by Rubin and colleagd683 cited in Casas 2003, p. 2) is

relevant to both forms of playfulness of interesthie present research.

Lieberman specifically designed a Playfulness Skcaleise with children that consists of 2

items for each of the following playfulness factgrbysical spontaneity; social spontaneity;



cognitive spontaneity; manifest joy; and senseurshdur (1977 cited in Barnett 1984, p.
156).

Starbuck and Webster describe playfulness as éspisition to extract immediate pleasure
from and and become involved in activities (199&ain Glynn and Webster 1992). This is
consistent with Csikszentmihalyi who states th#yful interactions are enjoyable,

engaging, and not dependent on external needs5(di®d in Glynn and Webster 1992).

Further, Glynn and Webster show that playfulnessbeameasured: they conceptualize it as:

“an individual trait, a propensity to define (odegine) an activity in an imaginative,
nonserious or metaphoric manner so as to enhatrgesio enjoyment, involvement, and
satisfaction. Playfulness is a multidimensionalstarct, encompassing cognitive, affective,
and behavioural components, which together comstéwcontinuum along which individuals
range from low to high” (1992, p. 85).

Indeed, Sandelands and Buckner contend that smifteeare the most appropriate methods

for measuring this construct (1989 cited in Webatet Martocchio, p. 217).

Glynn and Webster developed the Adult Playfulnesdes a theory-based measure of adult's
playfulness suitable for the workplace, incorpargtihe factors of spontaneity,
expressiveness, fun, creativity and silliness, tisicows good reliabilities and validities
(2992). In their study involving over 300 partians, playful individuals scored high on
cognitive spontaneity (supporting that factor afypulness) and creativity. Playfulness was
inversely related to organizational rank and quatme functional orientation (for instance,
economics and finance are deemed more quantitaiveliberal arts and management).
More playful individuals also showed higher tasklestions, involvement, and

performance, as well as more playful perception9gp.

Taken as is, their instrument is not fully suitalge because it was tested on participants
having considerable work experience, which doesaoéssarily match the scope of the
present study. Most importantly, it was designesebaon the opposition between play and
work, which is refuted by several theoreticians amgpiricists (Barnett 2007, p. 950) and
goes against the theoretical stance adopted heeetually, Kruger reports problems with
the content and construct validity of the instrutn@®95 cited in Barnett 2007, p. 950)

Nonetheless, further work on the scale (Glynn amthdter 1993) showed interesting results
with regards to this study: the authors extendechttmological network (Cronbach and
Meehl 1995 cited in Trochim 2006) of their 1992 AdRlayfulness Scale by providing



further evidence of its concurrent validity: theydied a sample of highly intelligent adults
to relate playfulness with innovative attitudegrimsic motivational orientation and personal
orderliness, which was defined by trait adjectisesh as disciplined, scheduled, planful,
unvarying and deliberate (Jackson 1984 cited imGBnd Webster, p.1024). They also
measured participants on social desirability, @melency of individuals to present
themselves in a favourable light (Crowne and Madd®60, p. 350). As expected by the
researchers, playfulness was found to correlatativedy with personal orderliness and
positively with both innovative attitudes and ingic motivational orientation (Glynn and
Webster 1993, p. 1025).

That result, although focused on the workplacdirectly relevant to the present study since
it appears to support the link between generalfplagss and academic playfulness: in

effect, the latter is very closely tied to the ogpicof intrinsic motivational orientation.

The proposed study will extend existing researchdsessing that link and its underlying

mechanisms in the specific context of higher edanat

Noting some of the limitations of the Adult Playfaks Scale (Glynn and Webster 1992,
1993), Barnett attempted to define and provide yatwaneasure playfulness in young adults
(2007). She asked six hundred and forty-nine usityestudents from social and behavioural
science classes what they felt characterized dlaydividuals. These were also asked about
both playful and non-playful people whom they kn@articipants then rated themselves as
well as people they regarded as playful and noyfplan the resulting list of 42

descriptors. Following a series of analysis, orlyol these descriptors were retained and
grouped into four factors: Gregarious (cheerfuppha friendly, outgoing, sociable);
Uninhibited (spontaneous, impulsive, unpredictadtijenturous); Comedic (clowns around,
jokes/teases, funny, humorous); and Dynamic (acéimergetic). Contrary to previous
findings (e.g. Glynn and Webster 1992, p. 92), tovitg was not found to be a meaningful

part of the construct.

Consequently, the author defines playfulness as:

“the predisposition to frame (or reframe) a sitoiatin such a way as to provide oneself (and
possibly others) with amusement, humor, and/omreitenent. Individuals who have such a
heightened predisposition are typically funny, huvows, spontaneous, unpredictable,
impulsive, active, energetic, adventurous, socjatalégoing, cheerful, and happy, and are
likely to manifest playful behaviour by joking, s#ag, clowning, and acting silly.” (p. 955).

10



Barnett states that her study “presents a cogepimahich to define and measure
playfulness in young adults, thereby serving asrgoortant starting point for future
research”. Despite the fact her instrument doesppéar to have been widely used and
tested as of yet, it does seem to fit the neetlseopresent study and was therefore chosen
for measuring the “general playfulness” constrirderestingly, the Uninhibited and
Dynamic scales and, more specifically, the Advesuarand Active adjectives can help
assess whether people who seek new challengesoaeephayful in an academic context

than those who do not.

Studying children’s play, Rubin and colleagues fbgix aspects of play dispositions that are
also relevant to adults: an intrinsically motivateghaviour; a focus on the process over the
product; play rather than exploratory behaviousiliterality; freedom from external rules;
and active engagement (1983 cited in Casas 20@3, phe Child Behaviours Inventory,
created based on these six criteria (Moore 1985gRoet al 1988, 1998 cited in Casas 2003,
pp. 19-20) was shown to be both reliable and \atid has been used in various studies on
children playfulness. Following the same dispoaticcriteria of play, Graham adapted the
Child Behaviours Inventory to create an adult v@rsialled the Adult Behaviours Inventory
(1987 cited in Casas 2003).

A study of older adolescents college students bséuthe Adult Playfulness Scale (Glynn
and Webster 1992, 1993) and the Adult Behaviowrsrtory (Rogers et al 2000): both
instruments measure a disposition called playf@ies two criteria from the Adult
Playfulness Scale, “fun” and “silly”, correlatecetheast with results from the Adult
Behaviours Inventory (Casas 2003, p. 24). Play&sreorrelated significantly with the
temperament aspects of persistence, low distrditgabexibility, positive mood and
approachability (p. 24). Using the tool with unisiéy students and teachers, Graham found
that only the former scored higher on divergerniking and creativity if they had higher
scores on playfulness and elaborate responses ¢it@87n Cases 2003, p. 26), thereby
supplementing past literature which has proven guthis about that aspect (Barnett 2007,
p. 956; Glynn and Webster 1992, p. 92).

Despite the Adult Behaviours Inventory having bekawn valid and reliable as a means of
measuring playfulness in older adolescents andyeadnults (Rogers et al 2000 cited in
Casas 2003, p. 37), it uses a different definitibthe construct to that of Barnett's (2007).
The latter was preferred in the present study tscdus more suitable to the view of

playfulness as a personality trait (Glynn and Web$992, p. 85; Webster and Martocchio
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1992, p. 20) and because it makes it possiblevidalthe construct into its factors, thereby

making it easier to answer the research questions.

2.2.3. Operational definition of general playfulnes s

“Playfulness is the predisposition to frame (oragfe) a situation in such a way as to
provide oneself (and possibly others) with amusdnptemnmor, and/or entertainment.
Individuals who have such a heightened predispusiie typically funny, humorous,
spontaneous, unpredictable, impulsive, active,gatiey;, adventurous, sociable, outgoing,
cheerful, and happy, and are likely to manifesyfpliebehaviour by joking, teasing,
clowning, and acting silly.” (Barnett 2007)

Participants are asked to rate themselves on ddbkse 15 descriptors, utilizing a 10-point

scale ranging from “very little” to “a lot”.

The person's general level of playfulness is time slitheir scores on each of the 15

descriptors adapted from Barnett (2007).

2.3. Microcomputer playfulness

A significant body of literature has focused on tbie of playfulness in relation to
microcomputers. Therefore, this is an interestirggdo learn about what one might call
“applied playfulness” or the situation-specificitraf playfulness: it will help inform the idea

of “academic playfulness” which is of specific irgst in this study.

2.3.1. Studies of microcomputer playfulness

Webster and Martocchio were the first to develog rovide an initial assessment of the
validity of “an individual measure of playfulnessrezsponding specifically to
microcomputers” (1992, p. 2003). They describe agomputer playfulness as a situation-
specific motivational individual characteristic aadype of intellectual or cognitive
playfulness: “It describes an individual's tendeteinteract spontaneously, inventively, and

imaginatively with microcomputers” (p. 202).
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As previously mentioned, research suggests thgttermm outcomes such as learning result

from playfulness:

“those who are higher in playfulness will interamtre playfully with activities such that
they will exercise and develop skills through exatory behaviors, resulting in enhanced
task performance.” (Miller 1973 cited in Websted dartocchio 1992, p. 207).

On the other hand, it would appear that it sometitead to over-involvement, which can be
understood in terms of Csikszentmihalyi's theor$floiv”: that notion refers to a form of
transe (Norman 1993, p. 31), a state of completeftion and focused concentration in an
activity such that people often lose the sensevaf@ness and time. Webster and Martocchio
explain that because of that, playfulness cantaswasted time (1992, p. 202).
Nevertheless, this concern is arguably less retemdrigher education as there is much to be
said about the learning benefits resulting fronesdipity on such occasions (e.g. Deci and
Ryan 1985 cited in Pauli et al 2003, p. 412). fedf Gritton believes that serendipitous
learning often precipitates exploratory and infdrtearning, which learning goals tend to be
more personal than in objective-driven approachss result, knowledge retention tends to
be high, because learning is guided by intrinsitivation (2007). Bahrick et al underline

the link between intrinsic motivation and the gtyatif incidental learning (1952 cited in
Amabile et al 1994, p. 951).

Of the five factors of playfulness identified byebierman (1977 cited in Barnett 1984, p.
156), Webster and Martocchio highlight cognitivesianeity as the most relevant one in the

context of human-computer interactions (1992, @) 20hey report Lieberman stating that

“overt manifestations of cognitive spontaneity aneiosity and inventiveness... [the student]
will be testing hypotheses in the the proportidifidhen’ manner, will go over his thinking,
and the reservoir of factual knowledge throughgieeess of reversibility of operations, and
may come out with unique solutions as a resuli®fhaying with ideas™ (p. 204).

After reviewing the literature on general playfudaethe authors created a self-rating scale
for adults: it is based on Lieberman's cognitiverganeity construct but was made situation-
specific to microcomputers. The scale was themeefias a result of the ensuing pre-test and
pilot stages. Five studies involving over 400 mgpants revealed that it showed good
validity and reliability and that the seven adjees of cognitive spontaneity they identified,

namely spontaneous; unimaginative (r); flexibleative; playful; unoriginal (r); and
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uninventive (r) (Webster and Martocchio 1992 cite@auli et al 2003, p. 414) could be
grouped into four factors. The researchers fouatidbmputer playfulness is positively
related to computer attitudes, computer competararaputer efficacy, involvement,
positive mood, satisfaction, learning and inverselgted with computer anxiety. (1992, pp.
216-217).

Like most studies on general playfulness, they flonm relationship between computer
playfulness and either gender or age. Importatitey found that playfulness “may represent
a more efficient predictor of involvement, positiveod, satisfaction, and learning than

either computer attitudes or anxiety”.

Potosky explored the relationship between compulgsifulness, computer knowledge and
experience, performance during training, and p@sting self-efficacy on 56 newly hired
computer programmers (2002). Each participantsmeessured on these constructs before
and after they took part in a SQL-Oracle traininggeam. Specifically, computer
playfulness was measured using Webster and Maitwschstrument (1992). Results show
that it was the more playful individuals, thosehnat tendency to explore how a program
works and who also performed well during trainingosad higher efficacy judgements,
that is, who were more confident in their postrnag programming capabilities (Potosky
2002, p. 253). Diamond explains that this is beeaxgloration reduces uncertainty in novel
situations, which is why it is central to learnifig96 cited in Price et al 2003, p. 270). That
is an interesting finding: according to Banduralf-efficacy is a judgement of one's ability
to perform a task within a specific domain” (199téd in Bruning et al 1999, p. 112). Self-
efficacy is positively associated with task engageinstrategy use, persistence, resistance to
negative feedback, help seeking and performangar@al996 cited in Bruning et al 1999,
pp. 113-114). Given the exploratory behaviourgdnmotes, high self-efficacy is related to
perceived control of one's environment (Bandura\Wodd 1989 cited in Bruning et al 1999,
p. 114). Taken together, these results indicate itha given domain, more playful
individuals who perform well have higher self-efity which, in turn, positively influences
future learning in that domain. Further, the notobiself-efficacy applies to successful task
engagement and performance in any domain (Brurtiag¥99, p. 113) and, despite being
domain-specific at the level of the individualmaly sometimes generalize from one domain
to another (e.g. Shell et al 1995 cited in Brurehgl 1999, p. 113): for instance, a student

whose self-efficacy in Mathematics increases thamkkeir hard work and who shows
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internal attributional responses (Bruning et al49%. 121-122) may, some time later,

exhibit an increase in their self-efficacy in arethelated discipline, such as Physics.

Not synonymous with self-efficacy but related tdBarab et al found that achievement was a

key motivational element in the educational ganey treated for children (2005, p. 20).

For these reasons, self-efficacy and achievemem se represent prominent mechanism in
the possible effect of general playfulness on aréciplayfulness. The present study will

provide additional data that will help inform thergeralizability of self-efficacy.

2.3.2. Experiential learning

The similarities between general playfulness amdmder playfulness that appear here
support the legitimacy of the present study antljks cognitive spontaneity is utmost in
the study of computer playfulness, it is equallgtca to the construct of academic
playfulness. For example, in an assignment givgraatsof a course following an
experiential/personal-relevance approach (Tooh&p18p. 59-63), a student may choose a
topic of personal interest as an opportunity td@epunfamiliar content, possibly related to
a theory they may held. In so doing, they may $tanreviewing the literature to learn more
about that subject-matter and subsequently seeititel theory supported, altered or
enriched. In a nutshell, and in agreement with €Rebing Principle (2003, pp. 90-96), just
like people can play with microcomputers, studeats play with ideas while enrolled on a

formal academic course.

Price and colleagues investigated children's intenas with tangibles, that is, physical
devices that are electronically augmented to triggeious digital events in order to find out
innovative ways of learning (2003). These inteadihave the potential to bring
playfulness back into learning, from which it begame compartmentalized in primary
school (Barab et al 2005, p. 15). They designeddsenture game where pairs of children
have to discover as much as they can about a Miateature called the Snark, by
collaboratively experimenting with a suite of tasigs. The authors argue that in addition to
fun, playful learning should encompass the follayvininter-related activities: exploration
through interaction; engagement; reflection; imagon, creativity and thinking at different

levels of abstraction; and collaboration (Pricale2003, p. 170): these elements together
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with their visible manifestations (pp. 178-182)aslg point to the process of experiential
learning (Kolb 1993).

As part of a similar design-based project aimetgathing more “academic” content, Barab
and colleagues created Quest Atlantis (2005), whitped them to a new theoretical

framework called Learning Engagement Theory:

“This framework is based on a simple premise: iftieat school activity in terms of
learning, playing and helping, then we can moredhghly engage children in the learning
process” (p. 16) and further, “It is at the intetgen of these three that motivation is
situated” (p. 19).

In addition to the four elements of intrinsic matiion identified by Malone and Lepper
(1987 cited in Barab et al 2005, p. 20), intervieexealed the importance of ten additional
elements: identity presentation; social relatiguiaying; learning; achievement; helping;

rewards; immersion; uniqueness; and creativity2()).

The quality of Quest Atlantis is evidenced by thetfthat children enjoyed it more than they
enjoyed school but they did not rate the lattesigsificantly higher than the former on the
learning dimensions (p. 18). Through Quest Atlamiayer-learners showed significant

learning gains in sciences, social studies, langaaty and metacognitive skills (p. 19).

In both aforementioned designs, experiential leaiiiKolb 1993) is the obvious process by
which children learn (e.g. Price et al 2003, p8-182). At this point, it is worth drawing a
parallel between, on the one side, the physicdbexiion of the world that enables children
to learn, and on the other, the more cognitive @gpion of an abstract world that enables
adults to learn effectively: the mental manipulatad concepts which constitutes the action
in symbolic systems (Csikszentmihalyi cited in Websnd Martocchio 1992, p. 202) is at

the core of what is meant by academic playfulneske present study.

Likewise, experiential approaches to course desaged on Knowles' concept of andragogy
aim at increasing students' motivation by embedthieg personal goals into the courses'
academic goals (Knowles 1984 cited in Smith 2002¢ffect, one of the fundamental
assumptions of andragogy is that, “as a personremtthe motivation to learn is internal”.
Consistent with that view, “many of the new devehgnts in education put a heavy

responsibility on the learners to take a good déalitiative in their own learning”, that is,
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to become self-directed (Knowles 1984 cited in 8r8002). Successful exploration of the
academic world accessible to students thereforertkspon the degree to which they
embrace the relative freedom that they are offdredo doing, they often face a difficult
dilemma in the sensitive context of assignments:aiticome of the conflict between
“getting the grade” and “really learning somethir{Beaty et al 2005, p. 74) depends on
students' motivational orientation, which, as dssad above, might be mediated by their
self-efficacy (Bandura 1997 cited in Bruning efl@b9, p. 112). This association is
supported by the ever-present link between motimadind both the general trait and the
situation-specific trait of playfulness in the ta¢ure: indeed, as outlined above, Dewey
describes playfulness as “the capacity to dravefeatiion from the immediate intellectual
development of a topic, irrespective of any ultenwtive” (1913 cited in Webster and
Martocchio 1992, p. 204).

2.3.3. Motivation as a conceptual lens for “academi ¢ playfulness”

Motivation to move from one state to another camiderstood through the prism of the
theory of Cognitive Dissonance: it posits that dige dissonance in one's mental structures
is a powerful motivator for re-structuring. Withilden, “play begins, then, with the first
dissociation between assimilation and accommodaf®iaget 1950/62 cited in Casas 2003,
p. 9) which occurs in dissonance. Good teachers learnt to take advantage of that

mechanism:

“They stimulate the recall of inert knowledge saedeints can discuss it, and then introduce
students to a new situation that produces cogndtisgonance. Once students can explain the
phenomenon using a more critical and mature reagpttie new information is linked to the
prior knowledge structure and replaces it” (Shé997).

Ideally then, educators must try to arrange legrexperiences as an appropriate sequence
of challenges to keep students motivated: Geetsatemgument (2003) is that this is what

games, especially video games, excel at.

The tension between “getting the grade” and “relaiarning something” which was

previously discussed illustrates the two essediiaknsions of a student's learning
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orientation: this latter concept is defined by Tagt al as “all those attitudes and aims
which express the student’s individual relationshith a course of study and the university”
(cited in Beaty et al 2005, p. 76). Beaty et anlttaogues identify four main orientations to
learning (academic orientation, vocational origotgtpersonal orientation and social
orientation), the first three of which can be daddnto intrinsic and extrinsic interests (2005
p. 76). Thus, students with an intrinsic academienation are mainly interested in studying
a topic “for its own sake” and to follow their owmtellectual interests whereas students with
an extrinsic academic interest are primarily irgézd in progression through the educational
system, which often means passing the course atdgyhe degree. The authors note that
the latter category tend to be much more competdivd to want clearer guidelines than the
former (pp. 78-79).

From a sample of 1,363 undergraduates and 1,05&ngoadults, Amabile et al specifically
designed the Work Preference Inventory (WPI) assaarch tool for assessing individual
differences in intrinsic and extrinsic motivatiomaientations (1994). They created two very
close versions of the instrument for both studantsworkers, each taking account of the
specificities of the person's context. In effe@aB/ and colleagues argue that in describing a
learner's learning orientation, one should tak@aetof both institutional and personal
contexts for study (2005, p. 73). Consistent whik {p. 959), Amabile believes that learning
orientations may exist as relatively stable inditdifferences, thereby emphasizing the
importance of the latter context (1988 cited in Aitaet al 1994, p. 951). Likewise, Harter
developed a scale of intrinsic and extrinsic mdidrafor elementary school children
composed of five sub-scales: preference for chgdlers. preference for easy work;
curiosity/interest vs. pleasing the teacher/gettjogd grades; independent mastery vs.
dependence on the teacher; independent judgmerelizsice on the teacher's judgment; and
internal criteria for evaluation vs. external anefor evaluation (1981 cited in Amabile et al
1994, p. 951). Opposite to traditional views imglley research on intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation, some researchers, including the creaibthe WPI, have found that they can

sometimes co-occur and are therefore best unddragbowno unipolar constructs (p. 959).

The authors developed the Work Preference Inveriooyder to assess the extent to which
individuals perceive themselves to be intrinsicalyg extrinsically motivated towards what
they do. The elements of intrinsic motivation meadby the WPI include self-
determination (preference for choice and autonoeyimpetence (mastery orientation and

preference for challenge); task involvement (tdstogption and flow); curiosity (preference
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for complexity); and interest (enjoyment and fuf)r extrinsic motivation, these elements
include evaluation concerns; recognition concecogjpetition concerns; a focus on money

or other tangible incentives; and a focus on tleéatis of others (p. 952).

Exploratory factor analyses were used to identify tevels of motivation: the Intrinsic
Motivation primary scale is made up of the Chalkeagd Enjoyment secondary scales
whereas the Extrinsic Motivation primary scaleasnposed of the Compensation and

Outward (orientation toward the recognition andatees of others) secondary scales.

A likely weakness of the WP lies in the placemeiithe items on those various secondary
scales. For instance, “I want to find out how gboellly can be at my work.” belongs to the
Enjoyment scale whereas it would arguably fit bettethe Challenge scale. As a result, care

must be taken before interpreting the scores asetBecondary scales.

The literature on the situation-specific trait tdyfulness has enabled the idea of learning
motivational orientation to emerge as a better ephcovering the behaviours characteristic
of playfulness in an academic setting. As a resattademic playfulness” is to be understood
in terms of learning orientation in this study.i#dugh “academic playfulness” seems much
closer to intrinsic than extrinsic motivation, botbeds to be considered since extrinsic
motivators can sometimes lead to playful learniagdviours. For instance, when grades are
constructively aligned (Biggs 2003) with such aseemnt criteria as exploration of
unfamiliar content or creativity, even students vaine mainly extrinsically motivated are
likely to exhibit some “playful” academic behavisuMoreover, reward, especially social
reward, can increase intrinsic motivation (Cameand Pierce 1994). Overall, these
researchers only found a small negative effect waegible rewards were given without
consideration of performance. Contrary to othedifigs, this supports Amabile et al's belief

that extrinsic and intrinsic motivation are not als negatively correlated (1994, p. 959).

The student version of the WPI (in its seventh ieeswas chosen because it shows good

validity and reliability and matches the needshid study:

“The WPI should be useful for research on intrimaimtivation, extrinsic motivation, and
motivation in generall....] It may also be usefuintegrating concepts of motivational
orientation into more general personality theorigs™66).
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2.3.4. Operational definition of academic playfulne  ss

Based on Amabile et al's Work Preference Inven{d®@4), a student's academic playfulness
is, in the proposed study, understood in term$@f tevels of Intrinsic and Extrinsic
Motivation. Intrinsic Motivation is itself made wgd the Challenge and Enjoyment sub-scales
whereas Extrinsic Motivation is composed of the @ensation and Outward sub-scales.
Participants are asked to indicate the extent iclwéach item describes them on a 5-point

Likert-scale.

A student's levels of intrinsic and extrinsic matien are the sum of their scores on each of
the primary scales adapted from the WPI (Amabilal 4994).

2.4. Social desirability

As underscored by many researchers (Crowne andiarl 960, p. 350; Robson 2002, p.
233), personality and attitudes test scores aen@ftfected by non-test-relevant factors. One
such factor, known as social desirability, représadividuals' tendency to “present
themselves in a favourable light “(Crowne and Maddl960, p. 350). For instance, in the
proposed study, some participants may be inclinedjtee with the sentence “Curiosity is
the driving force behind much of what | do” eveiit is not the case because they know that
is valued by our society. The varying degree tocWwimdividuals exhibit social desirability
can diminish the validity of most studies, incluglithe present one. It would therefore have
been helpful to measure respondents social dediyadm as to be able to assess the

trustworthiness of the findings of this study.

Crowne and Marlowe developed and assessed suetea($860): it contains 33 items

which are culturally approved and are unlikely tocwr at the same time. Importantly, these
items have “minimal pathological or abnormal imations if responded to in either the
socially desirable or undesirable directions” (pOB The development of the instrument was
focused on the student population (p. 350) andngitgegood reliability, it seems appropriate
to the present study. However, with 33 items, wiigctonsiderable as compared to the main
questionnaire, this scale is not really usablé@&dontext of the present study because it

could be detrimental to the response rate.
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Some researchers have created short forms of Cramth&larlowe's instrument (1960) but
these do not necessarily fit the population of shigly: Ray states that such scales “may
have satisfactory alphas with general populationmas” (1984, p. 134) such as army
conscripts. Nevertheless, he notes that univestityents are less representative of the
general population intellectually, educationallylasocioeconomically. (p. 133). Mandell
(n.d.) recommends Strehan and Gerbasi's M-C 1 hwhkileast affected by age and
socioeconomic status, in cases where practicalgmrabsuch as respondent burden are
likely. Assessing the factorial validity of bothdvne and Marlowe's tool and theirs, Leite

and Beretvas warn about social desirability scatea whole (2005).

Consequently and given the scope of the presedy,stuvas chosen not to administer any

formal social desirability questionnaire.

But since social desirability represents a fornextfinsic motivation, the adapted version of
the WPI (Amabile et al 1994), and more particulats/Outward secondary scale, will be
used to try to predict, to a certain extent, wtdekea is more likely to be biased in a social

desirable direction.
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3. Research design and methods

3.1. Research questions

The research questions were refined based ongfghta that were gained while reviewing
the literature about playfulness. In particulag totion of “academic playfulness” was re-
conceptualised into learning motivational oriematiAs a result, the present study aims to
assess whether there is any link between an ind&lgeneral trait of playfulness and their
learning motivational orientation in higher eduoatilt also aims to identify possible

intervening mechanisms in that hypothetical link.

3.2. Epistemology and theoretical perspective

Crotty highlights the importance of making explitie epistemology and theoretical
perspective which inform the methodology and meshaskd to answer the research
guestions (1998).

The present study is based on a constructivisteap@ogy: | believe that knowledge is
created in and out of our interactions with theldiancluding others (Crook 1994; Gee

2003). Therefore, different people may construcamngy in different ways.

Related to this epistemological stance, a phenologital perspective is adopted in trying

to identify potential mechanisms which could lirleyfulness to learning orientation.

3.3. Methodology and methods

The present study follows a non-experimental fidedign. According to Robson (2002, pp.
154-159), such a methodology is commonly used éscdptive purposes as it makes it
possible to identify patterns within the data, sashhe link under consideration. Those can,

in turn, inform the theory refined based on theréiture review and which is reflected here in
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the first research question. In addition to thathsa strategy allows the collection of
qualitative data: indeed, both types of data cdpflidy supplement one another and provide
a richer understanding of the topic of interestl{am 2002): in this study, an online
questionnaire and 5 interviews were respectivelintyaised to inform the “what” and the
“how” of the link between playfulness and learnorgentation. In other words, the
guantitative data mainly informed the first reséagaestion while the qualitative data

helped answer the second one.

The implementation of the questionnaire instruméntslved the adaptation of existing
scales (Amabile et al 1994; Barnett 2007), theinstation to the French language, a short
pre-test, a formal pilot and, eventually, the dgpient of the final online version. People

taking part in these various stages are describ#teifollowing section.

3.3.1. Participants

Main study

The population of interest is higher education etis, especially those within Western

countries.

Accessing a sampling frame for all Western studesais obviously not possible and
therefore, convenience sampling was chosen: based/@ontacts, one group of Masters
students in Education from the University of Edirdiuas well as 10 groups of
undergraduate (Level 3) and Masters students framows fields (Fine Arts, Education,
Humanitarian Management, Management, Urbanism, HUR&sources, Information and
Communication, Physics and Chemistry, Computing@mciology) enrolled in French
universities were approached by email: a total3sf 2udents were asked to volunteer to

answer the online questionnaire over a periodwédks.

A minimum number of 50 participants was desiredriable a meaningful analysis: 70

people took part, resulting in a response ratedof%.
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Additionally, 5 interviews were conducted to exgldne possible mechanisms by which
playfulness can impact a student’s motivation &rle The criteria which guided

participants' recruitment are described below.

Pre-test and pilot

Although most of the questionnaire was derived fAamabile et al's proven WPI (1994), the
quality of the questions based on Barnett's playss scale (2007) as well as those which
were added to record demographic and personahmafiton was not known. Further, the
validity of my translation of the questionnairenite from English to French needed to be
evaluated by specialists. As a result, a validabibtine translation followed by both a pre-

test and a formal pilot stage were scheduled.

Given my level in both English and French and sime&anings can be easily clarified during

an interview, no such stages were planned forrtasiiew guide.

For convenience of access, all 6 translators asdgsters were friends and relatives (3
females and 3 males) who were neither familiar withUniversity of Edinburgh nor with

the goal of the study.

First, a French teacher in a British school andeséh bilingual worker were involved in

validating the English-French translation.

Next, one worker pre-tested the English versiothefquestionnaire while three people,
including one student, pre-tested the French ver&iven that the French version was new,

this distribution, despite involving small numbeseems satisfactory.

A formal pilot was then conducted to improve bdtb fuestionnaire and the covering letter:
10 people from the population of interest were aotgd. Half of them were British students
in Education, the other half being French studéots other fields, including Arts and
Social Research. 3 British students did not resovtl7 formal testers filled out the

questionnaire and provided comments on both tHeatwbthe covering email.

Despite follow-up emails being the most producta&tors to increase response rate in

surveys (Robson 2002, p. 250) and therefore, tease the generalizability of the results, it
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was decided not to send any: first, the numbeegponses for this small study was
respectable and above my target of 50 and as &goesce, follow-up emails may only
have had a slightly positive effect. Next, | knénattstudents were very busy at that period
and used to be approached for other studies asAgedl result, | decided not to overload
them, which was also hoped to enable them to takepstudies that really lacked

participants.

3.3.2. Online questionnaire

The online self-report questionnaire representedrihin data collection method and was
primarily intended to statistically assess thetexise of the potential link between a
student's playfulness and their learning orientafidhe adaptation of the instrument is

detailed below:

The first page in the main part of the questiorm@radapted from the measure of
playfulness created by Barnett (2007) whereasehersl page is adapted from Amabile et
al's Work Preference Inventory (1994). In additiorthat, informants provided some

demographical and personal information.

This method of data collection is supported by Robsho believes that questionnaires are

appropriate to the study of attitudes (2002, p.) 28l by Glynn and Webster who say that:

“playfulness is a multidimensional construct, enpassing cognitive, affective, and
behavioural components, which together constitutersinuum along which individuals
range from low to high”. (1992, p. 85)

Sandelands and Buckner concur: “self-reports arerthst appropriate methods for
measuring playfulness” (1989 cited in Webster aratbtchio 1992, p. 217). Indeed, it
would be difficult to rate participants' trait aagfulness by observational techniques alone,
for people's behaviours in a research setting rsayraflect other constructs than
playfulness (e.g. Webster 1989 cited in WebsterMadocchio 1992, p . 217). Moreover,
online self-report instruments are very appropriateeach, over a relatively short period of

time, participants spread across a wide geogralpdmiea. Knowing the relatively short time
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available here, the last major reason to use atigaiire instrument as the main data

collection technique is that it decreases the tieogiired for data analysis.

With regards to the epistemology underlying thespne study, Crotty states that it does not
rule out quantification, for human beings almoststantly measure aspects of life that are
usually regarded as subjective (1998, p. 15): tjindhe constructivist lens, individuals may
be thought to generate a quantitative judgemesbwfe of their own characteristics out of
the interactions they have with themselves andempecifically, with their past experiences

and reflections.

Barnett states that her instrument:

“presents a cogent way in which to define and mmesglayfulness in young adults, thereby
serving as an important starting point for futuesaarch”. (2007, p. 957)

Her view of playfulness as a trait, the match wiith population of interest in the present
study and the anticipated helpfulness of the plagss sub-scales in answering the research
questions are the main practical reasons whickol¢tde choice of that specific instrument.
On a conceptual level, this is further supportedheryview that play and work are

sometimes compatible.

Secondly, the seventh version of the WPI (Amaltilal 4994) was chosen to measure
motivation because it shows good validity and bélity and because it matches the need of

the present study:

“The WPI should be useful for research on intrimamtivation, extrinsic motivation, and
motivation in general[....] It may also be usefulntegrating concepts of motivational
orientation into more general personality theorigs™66).

Next, since relevant instruments were previousietiged (Amabile et al 1994; Barnett
2007; Glynn and Webster 1992-1993) and that sontieeoh were validated, they can also
considerably simplify the study and partially safegl against threats to internal validity
resulting from my lack of experience as a resear¢t@vever, the main downside of

guestionnaires is that they usually impede gereadaility, for they often generate a low
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response rate. However, an intriguing coveringltdtiat highlighted a personal benefit

helped overcome this barrier as it encouraged fiatgrarticipants to take part.

In order to reduce the risk of getting social dadie responses, participants could choose to
either complete the questionnaire anonymously praeide their email address: they were
told that it might be used to contact them forlertquestions (interviews) as well as to send
them the results of the findings if they were wjito know them. Since | provided my

email address on the questionnaire, results cdsdde requested directly, without filling

out the relevant field.

On the Data Protection page at the beginning o$tineey, participants were informed that
data would be reported anonymously, in an aggreddaten and that results would only be
shared with relevant University of Edinburgh stafsing informed consent, they were
explained that their progression to the page tifived would mean their acceptance of the

stated terms.

The covering letter for the questionnaire, in bBtiylish and French is shown in Appendix
A.

The English and French final versions of the qoestaire adapted from Barnett (2007) and
Amabile et al (1994) are shown in Appendix B.

Initial changes

Robson advocates that questions about subjectweesits such as feelings or self-
judgements like those that are part of Barnetsgument (2007), be written on the first-
person mode (2002, p. 246) so as to facilitategotimn and, eventually, identification or
rejection. Nevertheless, it appeared difficultéaord them without detracting from the
validity of the scale and therefore, they were seeldirectly from the original instrument
(Barnett 2007). Secondly, the wording of the questiin that tool are a little ambiguous
since it can either refer to general traits oragitin-specific ones. As a result, a note was

added to inform participants to consider the former
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She also outlines the importance of leaving a “Nimien/Not sure” possibility rather than
“creating opinions” (2002, p. 246). Therefore, liseof possible answers to Amabile et al's

WPI was added such a possibility.

Dawes examined how using Likert-scales with eithBrpoint, 7-point or 10-point format
affects the resultant data in terms of mean scaresmeasures of dispersion and shape
(2008). He found that, after re-scaling, the 5- @qbint versions resulted in the same mean
score as each other. However, the 10-point vetsiotied to produce slightly lower relative
means than either the 5- or 7-point formats. Tearcher used a scale about price-
consciousness that looks at consumers attitud&¥ Jpwhich is similar, in nature, to the
items in the WPI (Amabile et al 1994).

In the present study, it was hypothetized thatd B-point scales would produce similar

results.

In a randomized comparison of a 4- and 5-point itikeale version of the Norwegian
Function Assessment Scale (NFAS), @steras andaguiks (2008) found that “the five-point
scale version had better data quality in termsieéimg data, end effects at the item and
scale level, as well as higher levels of intermadsistency”. Even though the NFAS asks
situation-specific questions, these findings maged to the WPI (Amabile et al 1994):
enabling participants to provide a neutral answay result in more faithful and valid
answer than forcing them into a false assertiometfteless, that change slightly diminishes

the ability to compare results from this study witiat of Amabile et al (1994).

Information about the goal of the study, data pride issues and informed consent were
added at the beginning of the questionnaire wheyeastions about participant's age, sex,

field of study, level of study and email addregsti@nal field) were added at the end.

Translation validation and informal pre-test

When my translation of the instrument from Englistirrench was ready, one French teacher
in an English school as well as one young Frenatkevovho had studied in the UK a few
years ago were approached to improve the papeldtam: they were asked to provide
suggestions on how to make the wording more nat&n@] most importantly, how to make

the French version as faithful as possible to thgligh one. This is fundamental to make it
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possible to compare the answers to both versioti$caanalyse them together, as if they

came from the same tool.

Based on the feedback from these two people, threchrversion was revised and a few

minor changes were also done to the English one:

Typographical errors and spelling mistakes wereetted.

A few translation mistakes were also fixed: thae, driginal translation of

“Adventurous” to “Aventureux” was changed to “Téraige”.

The wording of some items from the original versieas changed: for instance
“fools around” and “studies” were used instead@bins around” and “work”
respectively. However, the initial wording was séimes kept so as to facilitate the
participants' projection: for example, “I am corresnt about how other people are
going to react to my ideas” was kept instead oftthelator’'s proposed “l am

concerned about how other people react to my ideas”

Pre-testers were then approached by email andaahdagine they had to answer the

questionnaire: one was an employee in the UK, twrevirrench young employees and

another one was a French student. They were adhethar they found everything simple,

clear and unambiguous. They were also asked tada@emments and suggestions which

they thought would improve the questionnaire.

Based on that feedback, a number of further imprmrés were made:

More typographical errors, missing punctuation spelling mistakes were

corrected.

On the French instrument, female alternatives tieadjectives were added on the

page where | had omitted them
A section which had not been translated was triedk® French

A few sentences such as “All results will be repdrin aggregate form” and “results

will be reviewed within this institution” were clfied

The electronic version of the questionnaire waatextto reflect these improvements: the

BOS tool (Bristol Online Surveys n.d.) was chosenause | was familiar with it and
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because it made it relatively easy to create aifliudfual questionnaire. Due to a translation
mistake for the “More Info” button noticed in “Bdihg” mode, the note about the trait/state

distinction was implemented differently on the Femjuestionnaire than on the English one.

Formal pilot

For the formal pilot stage, 10 people from the papon (3rd year undergraduates and
Masters students) of interest were approachedpoowve both the questionnaire and the
covering letter: as for the pre-test, they wereedskhether they found everything simple,
clear and unambiguous. In addition to that, theyevasked how long it took them to answer
the survey, to mention any particular thoughts ttaurred to them while answering it and
any suggestions they would make to improve it. Ijindney were asked whether they found
the covering letter intriguing enough to encourtgem to take part and how it could be

improved.

Interestingly, and in opposition with Robson (2QaBg Social Research student who took
part in this pilot explained me that while she wasplacement in France's leading statistical
institute, she had been advised to avoid includimgutral possibility, for it often results in a
phenomenon she called “l'attraction du centretdation to the center). Answers given at
the pilot stage were looked at to check whethetltegophenomenon was very influential:
since it was not, the “Not sure/Don't know” choieas kept. This decision is consistent with

Robson's suggestion (2002) and with the above sison on Likert-scales.

This formal pilot further helped improve the questiaire and the covering letter:
- A few more spelling mistakes were corrected.

« The readability of the questionnaire was improvedlisplaying the questions in
bold.

« The content of the introductory pages of the qoestire was clarified
« The wording of one question in the English versi@s improved

- To highlight the possibility to answer the questiaine anonymously, the word

“Optional” was displayed for the email field.
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«  While making those changes, | noticed that | haéttechone question for the

French version and | therefore added it.

- The wording and the content of the covering lettas improved (some content was

removed and a word on anonymity and confidentiali#g added).

- The initial suggested completion time was change® to 10 minutes”.

Since no major changes were required and sincled¢iaback on the covering letter was very

encouraging, it was decided that the instrumentready for the main data collection stage.

3.3.3. Online semi-structured interviews

The online interviews were helpful to supplemerdmfitative data to further inform the first
research question. They were mostly used to fihiélsecond goal of this project by
identifying the mechanisms underlying the subjéebterest and which are hypothesized
based on the review of the literature (see beltdverefore, following an inductive approach,
they can help explain or clarify any link betweemgral playfulness and motivation
(Robson 2002, p. 271).

In the constructivist view of knowledge, differggeople can create meanings in different
ways: making explicit and reflecting on both thassanings and the processes by which
they are constructed is fundamental in trying tdarstand as best as possible the

mechanisms under scrutiny.

Semi-structured interviews were chosen as the gestgpplement to the quantitative
approach so as to allow for more flexibility in thecess: prepared questions may be asked
in a different order to that planned so as to giage freedom to the respondent and to

explore unanticipated paths.

A mix of convenience and purposive sampling waslusepproach potential interviewee.
First, they were selected and approached so asrtod representative group in terms of
gender and field of study: One interviewee wasne Rirts student, one was a Music student,
two were Education students, and another one wagiagy Information and Communication
Sciences. There were three males and two femalasweEre students from the University of

Edinburgh and three studied in France. Second, medple | knew and whom | considered
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to be highly playful, both in general and in th&tndies, were asked to take part: this choice
was led by the second research question which sedstablish the mechanisms by which

general playfulness can impact a student's leamioiivational orientation.

They were contacted by email to arrange the daytieredfor an interview that was expected

to last about 30 minutes.

These text-based conversations were recordedistamce via an asynchronous discussion
tool (Skype 2009): even though voice- or video-bagiscussions were possible, text
conversations were chosen for ease of analysiendhe resources at my disposal. Such
media might also enable more elaborate responaegiirect voice chats since people can

reflect on and edit their answers before submittiregm.

Interviewees consent was asked for after introduttiem to my background, the purpose of
the study, the way data was to be handle and tgdingdings were to be reported (the same

policy as that used for quantitative data applied).

The development of the interview guide is briefgsdribed in the following section.

Interview guide

The main mechanisms in the hypothetical link betwgeneral playfulness and learning

orientation which can be drawn from the literatare:
- active engagement (e.g. Gee 2003, p. 59)

- personal interest, pleasure, happiness (e.g. GlgdriWebster 1992, p. 85;
Newmann 2004, p. 19-20)

« innovation and creativity (e.g. Price et al 20031 10)

» new experiences, challenge, achievement, selfaeffi¢e.g. Barab et al 2005, p. 20;
Shell et al 1995 cited in Bruning et al 1999, p3;ITan and McWilliam 2008, p. 3)

Based on a constructionist perspective and consiatiéh the more exploratory approach
that it allows, qualitative analysis can be seea psocess of interplay between data and

theory: as Charmaz puts it:
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“sensitizing concepts and disciplinary perspectpewide a place to start, not to end.
Grounded theorists use sensitizing concepts aatiemntools for developing their ideas
about processes that they define in their dat®062p. 31).

Since the second and fourth interviews made soglaiionships and reflection respectively
emerge as additional potential mechanism, the\ii@erguide was added those mechanisms

for subsequent interviews: this was done so ay ti fprovide for more complete findings.

Interestingly, the latter was underscored by Peical (2003) but since it was not prevalent in

the literature, it had not been included from tkgibning.

It is worth noting that these mechanisms are varghhrelated to one another and that the

way they were classified in this study could prdbdde improved by future works.

Even though participants were explicitly askedai@ themselves on playfulness, the term
can be ambiguous. Therefore, and in agreementSutton-Smith's categories of play, the
terms “pastimes” and “hobbies” were used inste&e. dssumption is that individuals can
only be said to be playful if they manifest thigitvia any combinations of the following:
mind or subjective play; solitary play; playful @fours; informal social play; vicarious
audience play; performance play; celebrations astivials; contests (games and sports);
risky or deep play (1997, pp. 4-5).

The final version of the interview guide in bothdliesh and French is shown in Appendix C.
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4. Results

4.1. Survey results

A number of simple manipulations was done to preplae data exported by the BOS tool
(Bristol Online Surveys n.d.) to be imported andlgsed in SPSSStatistical Package for
the Social Sciences 2006

4.1.1. Data coding

Before combining the outputs from both questioresithe records were added a variable

corresponding to the participant's country of st(ldi or France).

Given the small number of participants from somerses and in order to facilitate
comparison of the results with other studies, sitglexact field of study was replaced by

their functional orientation based on Glynn and ®telds definitions:

“we differentiate between relatively more qualitatfields (e.qg., liberal arts, management)
which typically encourage greater social interactmd relatively more quantitative fields
(e.g., economics, finance), which typically encgéranore solitary action” (1992, p. 86).

Thus, fields such as Education, Communicationshadagement were translated into a
qualitative functional orientation whereas Compgtamd Demographics were translated into

a quantitative functional orientation.

Next, relevant items from the adapted version obAite et al's WPI (1994) were reverse-

coded.

The second coding stage involved the computatiga)ahe playfulness scale and its sub-
scales (Barnett 2007, p. 953) and (b) the intriasid extrinsic motivation scales and their
sub-scales (Amabile et al 1994, p. 956) based ®wplerational definitions of the constructs

provided earlier.
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4.1.2. Descriptive statistics

There were 49 female (70%) and 21 male (30%) redgads, corresponding to 30.4% of the
people approached. The 70 respondents were eglintigd between British (35) and
French universities (35).

Sixty-six (94.3%) studied at Master's level andrgm@aining 4 were Level 3 students.

Fifty-two students (74.3%) had a more qualitatiedtional orientation and 18 (25.7%) had
a more quantitative one.

To calculate the average age of the respondemtsnétdian was chosen as the data was not

normally distributed: the median age was 30.

Figure 1 illustrates the distribution of the datatbe Playfulness, Intrinsic and Extrinsic

Motivation scales, which represent the main scaléke questionnaire:
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PLAYFULNESS

Frequency

I I I
58,00 67,00 73,00 78,00 82,00 87,00 90,00 93,00 99,00 102,00 105,00 109,00 113,00 116,00 124,00 144,00

PLAYFULNESS
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Frequency

INTRINSIC MOTIVATION

N
|

L

28,0030,0033,0035,0036,0037,0038,0039,0040,0041,0042,0043,0044,0045,0046,0047,0048,0049,0050,0051,0052,00 54,00 55,0058,00

INTRINSIC MOTIVATION
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EXTRINSIC MOTIVATION

8—

Frequency
|
|

] YL

0 T T T T T T T T T T T
9,00 16,00 18,00 20,00 22,00 24,00 26,00 28,00 30,00 32,00 34,00 36,00 38,00 40,00 43,00

EXTRINSIC MOTIVATION

Fig. 1: Distribution of the data on the primary sca  les

Overall, the data on these main scales appear Hygmiistributed.

The distribution of the scores on their componebtscales is shown in Appendix D while
the respective average scores are given in boldcteas in table 1. As a safeguard, the
median was used instead of the arithmetic mean whleer (or both) the bar chart or the
alignment between mean, median and mode did ngtokearly reflect the normal

distribution for any given variable.
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N Mean Median Mode

PLAYFULNESS 70 95,4143 96,0000 104,00
GREGARIOUS 70 35,0857 35,5000 33,004
UNINHIBITED 70 22,2429 23,5000 27,00
COMEDIC 70 24,5714 25,5000 29,00
DYNAMIC 70 13,5143 13,5000 12,00a
INTRINSIC

MOTIVATION 70 44,8000 45,0000 43,004
EXTRINSIC

MOTIVATION 70 29,4571 30,5000 32,00
ENJOYMENT 70 30,6000 31,0000 29,004
CHALLENGE 70 14,2000 14,0000 15,00
OUTWARD 70 24,6857 25,5000 19,00
COMPENSATION 70 4,7714 5,0000 6,00
Valid N (listwise) 70

a Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown

Note: The preferred measure of central tendency (mean or median) is highlighted in bold

Table 1: measure of central tendency for the variou s scales

4.1.3. Confirmatory analysis

Independent t-tests were run to see if there wasttistically significant group differences
in the scores on the Playfulness, Intrinsic Motivatand Extrinsic Motivation scales: no
statistically significant differences was found tbe various genders, functional orientations,

level of study or country of study.

In particular, the very small gender differencetlom Playfulness scale (mean=95,6735 for

females and mean=94,8095 for males) is not stalhtisignificant (p=0.853).

A Kendall's rank correlation coefficient shows tliag¢re is no age differences in individuals’
level of playfulness either (r=0.012; p=0.888).

These data support past findings which, for thetmpag, indicate that playfulness is not

related to either gender or age (e.g. Glynn andsteéeld 992).
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It is worth noting that the mean playfulness sdorestudents associated with a qualitative
functional orientation (97.0192) is higher thantloose having a more quantitative
functional orientation (90.7778) but this differens not statistically significant (p=0.198).
Although the present study does not enable di@tiparison with that of Glynn and
Webster who found that playfulness correlated negigtwith quantitative functional

orientations (1992), this result appears to suggashilar relationship.

Playfulness and learning orientations

The following scattergrams show the relationshipvieen playfulness and both learning
orientations:
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Fig. 2: scattergrams of the relationship between pl

extrinsic and intrinsic learning orientations
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ayfulness and both

As shown in the above graphs and in table 2, afthquayfulness is not related to extrinsic

motivation, there is a small statistically sigréfnt linear correlation between playfulness and

intrinsic motivation (r=0.324; p=0.006).

INTRINSIC EXTRINSIC

MOTIVATION = MOTIVATION
PLAYFULNESS Pearson Correlatio ,324(*%) ,087
Sig. (2-tailed) ,006 472
N 70 70

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 2: Correlations between playfulness and both

learning orientations

extrinsic and intrinsic
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Further correlation analysis were run to examirmeréationship between intrinsic
motivation and the various factors of playfulnesanitified by Barnett (2007). Since the
scores on these factors do not clearly follow theral distribution, a Kendall’s rank

coefficient was chosen instead of the parametnicvedent. Results are shown in table 3

below:
INTRINSIC
MOTIVATION
Kendall's tau_b GREGARIOUS Correlation
— e ,209(*)
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) ,014
N 70
UNINHIBITED Correlation
Coefficient 197(%)
Sig. (2-tailed) ,021
N 70
COMEDIC Correlation
o ,131
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) ,124
N 70
DYNAMIC Correlation
Coefficient 1740
Sig. (2-tailed) ,044
N 70

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 3: Correlations between intrinsic motivation and the various sub-scales
of playfulness

These findings suggest that the Gregarious andHihited factors are more likely to play a
greater role in the small association between d@esiis’ general level of playfulness and their

intrinsic motivation to learn than the Comedic &yhamic factors.

4.1.4. Exploratory analysis

The previously mentioned small association betwdayfulness and intrinsic learning
orientation was examined with respect to the vargnoups represented in the sample of the
population.
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Interestingly, tables 4 and 5 below show that shigll correlation varies between both
genders: it is higher for males (r=0.384; p=0.08@n it is for females (r=0.304; p=0.034).
Due to the small number of male participants, #lationship is not statistically significant

for that group but this still suggests a possibteriesting variation.

INTRINSIC

MOTIVATION
PLAYFULNESS Pearson Correlatio ,304(%)
Sig. (2-tailed) ,034
N 49

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

Table 4: Correlation between playfulness and intrin ~ sic motivation for females

INTRINSIC

MOTIVATION
PLAYFULNESS Pearson Correlatio ,384
Sig. (2-tailed) ,086
N 21

Table 5: Correlation between playfulness and intrin  sic motivation for males

This suggests that playfulness is slightly assediatith intrinsic motivation and that this

link may predominantly come from males.

Moreover, the link between playfulness and intdmaibtivation could be almost entirely
mediated by the students’ functional orientatiorcsiit is virtually non-existant for
quantitative fields (r=0.068; p=0.789) as opposedualitative fields (r=0.397; p=0.004).

However, the relationship is not statistically sig@ant for the former group (N=18).
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Relationship between intrinsic and extrinsic motiva tion

The scattergram shown on figure 3 highlights thatiaship between intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation
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INTRINSIC MOTIVATION

Fig. 3. Scattergram showing the relationship betwee  n intrinsic motivation and
extrinsic motivation

A Spearman correlation coefficient indicates a weegak negative correlation between

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation but it is notsstically significant (r=-0.074; p=0.543).

Consistent with Amabile et al (1994, p.959), thesent study does not appear to support the
common conception according to which intrinsic arttinsic motivations are polar
opposites of one single construct: indeed, thaexgmam indicates that a given individual
may simulateously exhibit high levels of both foraisnotivations.
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4.2. Interview results

The interviews aimed at clarifying the hypothesiasdociation between general playfulness
and intrinsic motivation to learn, which was, toeatain extent, informed by the quantitative

analysis.

4.2.1. Data categorisation

First, reading the interviews interactively wasaialito enable a good familiarity with them.

During that stage, it was decided to remove thaguee mechanism from the analysis as it is
not a meaningful motivator in this context. Instgiadhay be thought of as one of the main
outcomes and rewards of playfulness which encosrage to carry on their activity. This
decision seems to be supported by the fact thaitalviewees mentioned pleasure as one of

their most important motivations in both their hsband work.

Next, categories and their criteria were createsgtdan the potential mechanisms appearing
in the literature as well as those that the datdenganerge. This iterative process of interplay
between both sources of categories (Dey 1993) aglitdted by the overall alignment
between hypothesized mechanisms and participarsopal perceptions and beliefs. The
interviews were then imported and coded in HypeeBResh 2.8 (2007) based on these

categories.

The resulting categories and their criteria arenshim Appendix E

4.2.2. Interview analysis

To begin with, all interviewees rated themselvebeing very playful in general, thereby
confirming the perceptions | had of them and therepriateness of their selection for
examining the mechanisms by which general playBdr@an impact on students' learning

motivation.
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Link between playfulness and intrinsic learning ori entation

When asked whether there were common motivatiohswtdehe choice of their hobbies and

that of their studies or work, four of the five peipants strongly agreed.

One of the Education students was more ambigu@usxplained that both hobbies and
work were motivated by his need for creativity, lidr@ges and social relationships.
However, he insisted that the latter was importamim as long as he could “manage it
effectively” so that it did not impede his “freeddrom interference”. This can be explained
by taking into account the strong need for crestithat this individual exhibited: he ranked
it as the main reason motivating both his pastiftfessmost important of which included

artwork and singing) and study choices.

As expected, the link between pastimes and stueissvery strong for the Fine Arts and the

Music students:

“...actually, as you must suspect, in Fine Artdllies, education everything blends. Since
my studies are close to my heart, | think aboutntla¢ any time; my work doesn't end during
the weekend or when | go out of school, neithesdbéuring the holidays [....] The interest
| had for learning Fine Arts enabled it to enter leigure life” (own translation)

“Yes absolutely, my study choices have been builiny pastimes. My pastimes became the
subject of my studies.” (own translation)

One of these two students indicated that, initidglé/chose music in part as a personal hobby

“in contrast to school”. His studies at univerdéter turned it into a passion.

He offers a good interpretation of the data preskabove:

“If your leisure area is the same as that of sckmoé can be passionate about Maths) then
your desire to learn will be increased tenfold” (otranslation)
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Conversely, it would appear that some individualsegience a tension between hobbies and
work when the latter cannot accommodate the forméhose cases, hobbies often become

an outlet for their playfulness as opposed to wbdt.one of the Education students:

“... it [pastimes] has to be fun! Some of my woskeally depressing or demoralising so |
need an outlet which is 'unconditionally happy"

Nevertheless, the other Education student showshisadichotomy between hobbies and

work can evolve:

“After this interview i've come to realise thateafining IS a hobby of mine. So my career
choice/education has become a hobby”

Not only does leisure impact studies but the reveezms to happen for some people as
well, which supports the assumption according tectviplay and work can overlap. Very

interestingly, it can happen in fields which are mecessarily highly artistic.

Extrinsic and intrinsic motivation

The previously quoted student initially providedressic reasons to enrol on his course (the
need in his job to know more about educationalphaod getting a qualification which
might help him to get jobs in the future). This e that a primarily extrinsic learning

orientation can later generate an intrinsic one.

Furthermore, the interview of one of the Educastidents shows that a given extrinsic

motivation can sometimes be best understood instefranother intrinsic one:

“It [decision to study] would also put me in quagoowerful position - knowing more than
those with whom I'm discussing a subject [...[jihk it has a lot to do with my creativity
and need to experiment in an uninhibited way kifidw more about a subject than those
around me then they are less likely to curtail myegimentation / expression than if they
were my equals / better than me in my knowledgh@subject”
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The above data supports Amabile et al's findingsititrinsic and extrinsic motivations can

sometimes co-occur and are best understood asryvolar constructs (1994, p. 959).

It is possible to transpose the previous obsemdtica more general level.

People who study topics that fully match their pass tend to be intrinsically motivated.
Others might fall into two broad categories: thagmse leisure and studies/work remain
compartmentalized because they do not match treim components of playfulness (Barnett
2007, p. 955) and those whose studies and worlughigdoecome hobbies. The former are
more extrinsically motivated than the latter: fostance, some of them may regard money as

an opportunity to fulfil the intrinsic motivatiormf their respective pastimes.

Common motivations to play and learn

Table 6 displays the frequency of each of the commotivators of hobbies and studies for
each individual. Participants were probed with ¢hemtivators but it is important to note
that since social relationship was added aftefitbeinterview and reflection was only

added for the final one, their frequency is notywaeaningful.

Common motivator Frequency
Active engagement 3
Challenge / achievement 3
Creativity 4
Social relationships 4
Reflection 1

Table 6: frequency table of the common motivators b etween playing and
learning

Since social relationships was a motivator forfitet student on her free time (“visiting my

friends”), it might also influence her study cortex

Both the Fine Art and the Music students could lo¢ivated by reflection since they
highlighted creativity as one of their key reastmstudy and reflection is an important part
of the creative process. One of the Education siigteobbies (“a lot of artwork”, history,
archaeology) as well as his desire to “know moam ththers” so as to give him the freedom

to be creative seems to point to the same links @ibies not appear to be the case for the
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Communication student: despite citing creativityoas of her primary motivations to play
and study, her favourite pastimes (“time with mgrids and my boyfriend, walks, internet,

shopping : in that order”) do not appear highlyexiie.

Overall, the empirical data concerning reflectioritie present study and, on a conceptual
level, its secondary role in the playfulness litera does not make it a strong motivator of

both playing and learning.

Conversely, evidence from the interviews suggémtsgocial relationships, creativity, active
engagement and need for achievement and challepgessent prominent reasons for

people to engage in hobbies and studies. Sincentbsy all found to represent components
of playfulness (Barab et al 2005, p. 20; Gee 20089), they help understand how general

playfulness impacts, to a limited extent, on anvigidial's “academic playfulness”.

The Music student pointed out that the reasonshwiviere common to his desire to play and
to learn contributed to his happiness. This seemssipport the decision to remove pleasure

from the list of motivations and to regard it asoamcome of hobbies, studies and work.

In addition to providing more data on the relatiipsbetween extrinsic and intrinsic
motivation, the analysis of the data has shownallstarrelation between playfulness and

intrinsic motivation to learn in higher education.

Furthermore, this relationship depends on the stistdgender and, possibly, on their
functional orientation as it is stronger for madesl virtually non-existent for students from

more quantitative fields.

It is likely that the small correlation found caa éxplained, in part, by students’ need for
social relationships, creativity, active engagenaamt achievement. Another interesting
finding is that not only playfulness influences pks activity in terms of studies and

occupations but that the reverse effect sometinsescgcurs.
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5. Discussion

5.1. Answers to the research questions

The quantitative and qualitative data collecteghédlunderstand the hypothesized link

between an individual's level of playfulness arsrthearning orientation:

First of all, the trait of playfulness, understasl“the predisposition to frame (or reframe) a
situation in such a way as to provide oneself @w&kibly others) with amusement, humor,
and/or entertainment” (Barnett 2007, p. 955) actedifor a small amount of the variance in
the prediction of intrinsic motivation (r=0.324; @806). This association is slightly stronger
than that found by Glynn and Webster (2003, p. 1028.29; p<0.01.

Secondly, the relationship varied across gendérswgh non-significant, the correlation
was greater for the male group (r=0.384; p=0.088&i tfor the female group (0.304;
p=0.034) which took part in the study.

There is also a strong variation across functionantation since the correlation came
virtually exclusively from the participants studgiqualitative subjects (r=0.397; p=0.004)
as opposed to those in more quantitative field8.(68; p=0.789). This finding is limited
because it is not statistically significant dug¢hite small number of participants from the

latter group (N=18).

No definitive relationship between any of the fplayfulness factors (Gregarious,
Uninhibited, Comedic and Dynamic) identified by Bait (2007) and intrinsic motivation
was found, in spite of the hypothesis accordinghiich the Uninhibited and Dynamic scales
could have shown a strong correlation with intensiotivation. Likewise, Active and
Adventurous did not show a statistically signifitatronger correlation with intrinsic

motivation than other items from the playfulnesslac

Respondent's motivation to play and learn or woalk wsed as a conceptual lens which
helped to illuminate this small association. Bagedhe motivators identified in the
literature, participants identified social relathips, creativity, active engagement and need
for achievement/challenges as their most imporeagons to pursue hobbies and to learn

and/or to work. This was highly relevant for leamef artistic fields for whom studies and
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hobbies were extremely similar. Students from oftedds explained that they were partially
extrinsically motivated by their subject area.dpears that part of those people are
frustrated when their studies or work leave lifice for the expressiveness of their playful
selves but interestingly, some other individual$age to adapt to the demand of their

studies or work and are sometimes even able tgratie them into their hobbies:

Gee's Identity Principle (2003, pp. 54-66) mighprexplain how some individuals move
from being extrinsically to intrinsically motivated an activity: in the present study, the
student who moved from being extrinsically to insically interested in Education did
identify active engagement as one of his commonvaibdns to play and learn.
Nonetheless, more data is clearly needed to agdether active engagement can
consistently enable individuals to develop a gemimterest in activities which they do not

initially enjoy.

5.2. Relationships to earlier findings

In addition to highlighting and helping explainraall relationship between playfulness and
intrinsic motivation to learn in higher educatitime present study adds to the current

literature on playfulness and motivation in a numifevays:

The negligible negative correlation that was fobretiveen intrinsic and extrinsic motivation
supports Amabile et al's findings (1994) that thag be best understood as two unipolar
constructs. In fact, the interviews indicate, alttpo distinct, intrinsic and extrinsic

motivation mutually influence each other.

Consistent with Glynn and Webster (1992), playfetheas not associated with either
gender or age in the present study. It could bergaly related to quantitative functional

orientation but the difference found was not stiatidly significant.

Shell and colleagues argue that self-efficacy canesimes generalise from one domain to

another (1995 cited in Bruning et al 1999, p. 188hough the need for challenges was
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consistently mentioned in the interviews as a naibn to both “play” and learn and seems

to support that idea, more evidence is neededrtbroothis theory.

5.3. Limitations

Given the small scale of this project, several elets lend credit to the approach that was
chosen and the aforementioned findings: positinelside the use of both quantitative and
qualitative data, the number of participants confipg two different countries, the rigour

in the adaptation and the test of the questionmagteuments, the fact many participants
enjoyed taking part and that the study helped saintigem to learn about themselves and to

consider their “work” in a different light.

Nevertheless, a number of limitations need to kertanto account when considering these

results.

To begin with, no information was found concernihg validity and reliability of the
playfulness instrument (Barnett 2007) that was @separt of the survey. Nevertheless, the
similar correlations found between playfulness iidnsic motivation in this study
(r=0.324; p=0.006) on the one hand and in thatlghGand Webster (r=0.29; p<0.01) on
the other (2003, p. 1025) seems to indicate thidt playfulness instruments provided a

similar measure of playfulness.

Further, some respondents may have answered tine guiestionnaire in a social desirable
way, which could detract from the quantitative tessiNo social desirability scale was used
so as to limit the size of the final questionnainel the extent to which participants answered
in a social desirable light can only be approxirdatee median score on the Outward sub-
scale (25.5) might be used to provide a minimurmege showing that this possible source
of bias must not be underestimated (see table doimparison with scores on the other
motivation sub-scales). Conversely, it could bé femple with a tendency toward social
desirability score low on the Outward scale (Amelet al 1994, p. 959) and therefore, it is

also possible that social desirable responses nemésible.
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Another potential participants bias relates tofttoe | know about half of the participants in
this study, either personally or out of my learninigractions with them on this programme
of study. In addition to that, my own lack of exipece as a researcher together with the

phenomenological approach chosen introduce a pessibearcher bias.

Thirdly, since few people were interviewed and sitieey were not all probed on the same
list of common motivators between pastimes ancdhlagr the resulting findings cannot be
generalised: they only represent a broad indicaifdrow playfulness can impact learning

and working.

Finally, even though the present findings are suepdy comparison with the results of

past studies (e.g. Glynn and Webster 2003, p. 1®2&)xonstructivist epistemology adopted
together with the sampling strategy used and tagively low response rate (30.4%) limit
their statistical generalizability to the overalidents population. With regards to the
response rate, there could be important differebeeseen those who volunteered and those
who did not which would have impacted the resu®skison 2002, p. 251): that is especially
relevant to the numerous groups of students indfreniversities since few people from
each group took part. Likewise, very little datasveallected from undergraduate students
(N=4).

5.4. Implications and further research

Taken together with existing theories and findiagd keeping in mind their limitations, the

results of the present study have a number of captins:

Educators should consider encouraging playful aagres and attitudes when teaching
highly playful students because this could be ssepotentially supportive to their intrinsic
motivation. Framed in terms of the various appreadbo course design outlined by Toohey
(1999), educators should consider providing acadesmtent in different forms depending
on the level of playfulness of their students:ifmtance, experiential/personal-relevance
designs (pp. 59-63) may be more effective thanttoaal and performance-based designs

(pp. 49-55) for highly playful students becauseytimeply the concept of choice and a
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stronger personal involvement. As was explainetieeathe stages involved in the process
of experiential learning (Kolb 1993) are also velyse to those built in learning activities
for children which design aim to increase intrinsiotivation (Barab et al 2005; Price et al
2003). Pushing this idea further, high playfulnessld be one of the key differences
between students enjoying and benefiting the mora £ducational video-games and those

preferring more traditional alternatives (Squir®2)

In particular, educators may consider providingy/yaayful students with more
opportunities for active engagement, challenge&€li to self-efficacy), creativity and social

relationships in order to try to increase theiriimgic motivation to study.

This suggestion could be very relevant for learf@tewing more qualitative courses.

When such changes are not possible and when drlgarctivity is not very motivating,
extrinsic rewards taking the student's performantmeaccount (Cameron and Pierce 1994)
could be considered: for some students, they mag espresent a preliminary step toward

intrinsic motivation.

Given the limitations previously mentioned, futuesearch should try to provide more data

to strengthen the empirical results of this stuadg & evaluate the assumptions made.

In particular, it would be helpful to assess thidity and the reliability of the playfulness

instrument created by Barnett (2007), which thes@mé study is based on.

It would also be helpful to investigate the linkween playfulness and learning orientation
using a probability sampling strategy on a widelesbecause that would allow a better
generalization of the findings to the global studgropulation. Additionally, it would make
it possible to clarify the role of gender and fuoieal orientation in the small relationship

between playfulness and intrinsic motivation.

Further, the questionnaire instrument used in &ustiudies should ideally include a social

desirability scale (e.g. Crowne and Marlowe 1960).

More research on the mechanisms which play a pdath playing and learning is also

needed to lead to a better theoretical understgrafithe small relationship found: for
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example, it would be helpful to gather empiricaladabout the motivations to play and learn
in a variety of study contexts as these might laveffect on the relative importance of
these components of intrinsic motivation. Reseasch®y also consider carrying out a

similar study with a more diverse population susi@h-school students.

Related to the assumption made earlier with regar@ee's Identity Principle (2003), future
studies could also focus on evaluating whether éeepactive engagement in an activity can

help individuals with little initial interest in tb develop an intrinsic motivation over time.

There is also a need to further investigate thereaif the playful behaviours (exploration,
experimentation, etc.) that are characteristioisfisic motivation: if future research shows
that “academic playfulness” is a dynamic trait tba slowly change over time, schools and
universities may try and create a learning envireninthat cultivates all students'

playfulness. Reconnecting play and learning, whiehdifferentiated from primary school
onwards (Barab et al 2005, p. 15), would indeedasgmt a major change in today's students’
learning path.
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Appendices

Appendix A

Covering email in English

Object:Play more to improve your grades?

If you'd like to feel better about practising ydavourite hobby, sport, video game or about goiag o
with friends when you should be revisitlgen please read on.

My Dissertation aims to study the link betweenwasht's playfulness and his/her attitude while
learning.

It would be much appreciated if you could take 3@minutes to fill out the following questionnaire
as soon as possible and, ideally, within two weeks:
https://www.survey.ed.ac.uk/yl2009 playfulness en

Your answers will remain confidential and all finds will be reported anonymously.
By the end of August, you mde able to regard play as your new academic tool.

For more information on this study, feel free toa@t me atyouenn_leb@hotmail.com

Thank you in advance for your help,
Youenn Leborgne

Covering email in French

Objet :Jouer plus pour améliorer vos notes ?

Si vous aimeriez arréter de culpabiliser en pratiqwotre loisir, sport, jeu vidéo favori ou entsot
avec vos amis alors que vous devriez réviser, aligui suit va vous intéresser :

Mon mémoire a pour but d'étudier le lien entredeactére joueur d'un étudiant et son attitude dans
l'apprentissage.

J'apprécierais énormément si vous pouviez prendr@®minutes pour répondre au questionnaire
suivant le plus rapidement possible et, idéalensmnits deux semaines :
https://www.survey.ed.ac.uk/yl2009 playfulness fr

Vos réponses resteront confidentielles et tousdesltats seront rapportés de maniére anonyme.
Il est probable que d'ici fin ao(t, vous puissiensidérer le jeu au sens large comme votre nouvel
outil académique.

Pour plus d'informations sur cette étude, n'hégiteza me contacter gouenn_leb@hotmail.com

Merci d'avance pour votre aide,
Youenn Leborgne

61



Appendix B

English version of the main parts of the questionna ire instrument

Factor
Ll Gregarious Uninhibited Comedic Dynamic
Cheerful X
Spontaneous X
Fools around X
Active X
Happy X
Impulsive X
Jokes/teases X
Energetic
Friendly X X
Unpredictable X
Funny X
Outgoing X
Adventurous X
Humorous X
Sociable X

Playfulness scale adapted from Barnett (2007)

Notes:

- An X indicates the factor the item belongs to

- Participants were explained the difference between a personality trait and a short
situational state and were asked to rate themselves on each of the 15 playfulness
descriptors from 1 (very little) to 10 (a lot)

Intrinsic Motivation Scale Extrinsic Motivation Scale
FE s Enjoyment Challenge Outward Compensation
| am not that concerned about what other R
people think of my work.
| prefer having clear goals set for me in my X
studies.
The more difficult the problem, the more | X
thrive on solving it.
| am fully aware of the goals | have for X
getting good grades.
| want my studies to provide me with X
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opportunities to increase my knowledge and
skills.

To me, success means doing better than other

people.
| prefer to figure out things for myself.

No matter what the outcome of a project, |
am satisfied if | feel | gained a new
experience.

| enjoy relatively straightforward tasks.

| am fully aware of the GPA (grade point
average) goals that | aim to achieve.

Curiosity is the driving force behind much of
what | do.

| am less concerned with what | study than
what | get for it.

| enjoy tackling problems that are
completely new to me.

| prefer studying subjects | know | can
manage over subjects that stretch my
abilities.

| am concerned about how other people are
going to react to my ideas.

| seldom think about grades and awards.

| am more comfortable when | can set my
own goals.

| believe that there is no point in doing a
good job if nobody else knows about it.

| am strongly motivated by the grades | can
achieve.

It is important for me to be able to do what |
enjoy most.

| prefer working on projects with clearly
specified procedures.

As long as | can do what | enjoy, | am not
that concerned about exactly what grades or
awards | can earn.

| enjoy studying topics that are so absorbing
that | forget about everything else.

| am strongly motivated by the recognition |
can earn from other people.

I must feel that | am rewarded for what | do.
| enjoy trying to solve complex problems.

It is important for me to have an outlet for
self-expression.

| want to find out how good I really can be in
my studies.
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| want other people to find out how good | X
really can be in my studies.

What matters most to me is enjoying what | X
do.

Motivation Scale adapted from Amabile et al's Work Preference Inventory (1994)

Notes:
- An X indicates the primary and secondary scales the item belongs to and a R indicates that

it is reverse-coded

- Participants were explained that the propositions refer to global attitudes in higher
education and were asked to indicate how much they identified with each of them on a 5
point Likert-scale: 1) Strongly disagree; 2) Disagree; 3) Not sure/don't know; 4) Agree; 5)
Strongly agree

French version of the main parts of the questionnai re instrument

Factor
Ll Gregarious Uninhibited Comedic
Gai(e) X
Spontané(e) X
Fait le clown X
Actif(ve)
Heureux(se) X
Impulsif(ve) X
Plaisante/taquine X
Energique
Amical(e) X
Imprévisible X
Drole X
Se lie facilement X
Téméraire X
Plein(e) d’humour X
Sociable X

Playfulness scale adapted from Barnett (2007)

Notes:

- An X indicates the factor the item belongs to

- Participants were explained the difference between a personality trait and a short
situational state and were asked to rate themselves on each of the 15 playfulness
descriptors from 1 (very little) to 10 (a lot)
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Proposition

Je ne me soucie pas tellement de ce que les
autres pensent de mon travail.

Je préfere qu'on me donne des buts clairs
dans mes études.

Plus le probleme est difficile, plus j'aime
essayer de le résoudre.

J'ai pleinement conscience des buts que je
me fixe afin d'obtenir de bonnes notes.

Je veux que mes études me donnent des
opportunités d'améliorer mes connaissances
et mes compétences.

Pour moi, le succes signifie faire mieux que
les autres.

Je préfére comprendre les choses par moi-
méme.

Quelle que soit 'issue d'un projet, je suis
satisfait(e) si je sens que j'ai acquis une
nouvelle expérience.

J'aime les taches relativement simples.

J'ai pleinement conscience de la moyenne
gue je veux obtenir.

La curiosité est a l'origine d'une bonne
partie de ce que j'entreprends.

Je me soucie moins de ce que j'étudie que de
ce que j'en obtiens.

J'aime m'attaquer a des problemes qui sont
complétement nouveaux pour moi.

Je préfere étudier des sujets dont je sais que
je peux les maitriser que des sujets qui
m'obligent & me surpasser.

Je suis soucieux(se) de la facon dont les
autres personnes vont réagir a mes idées.

Je pense rarement aux notes et aux
récompenses.

Je suis plus a l'aise quand je peux fixer mes
propres objectifs.

Je pense que ca ne sert a rien de faire du bon
travail si personne ne le sait.

Je suis trés motivé(e) par les notes que je
peux obtenir.

C'est trés important pour moi de pouvoir
faire ce que j'aime le plus.

Je préfere travailler sur des projets avec des

Intrinsic Motivation Scale

Enjoyment

Challenge Outward

R
X
X
X
X
R
X
X
X
R
X
X
X
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procédures clairement définies.

Tant que je peux faire ce que j'aime, les notes
et récompenses que je peux obtenir ne
m'importent pas tant que ¢a.

J'aime étudier des sujets tellement prenant
gue j'en oublie tout le reste.

Je suis trés motivé(e) par la reconnaissance
gue je peux obtenir des autres.

Je dois sentir que je suis récompensé(e) pour
ce que je fais.

J'aime essayer de résoudre des problemes
complexes.

C'est important pour moi d'avoir un exutoire
pour mon expression personnelle.

Je veux découvrir a quel point je peux étre
bon(ne) dans mes études.

Je veux que les autres découvrent a quel
point je peux étre bon(ne) dans mes études.

Ce qui importe le plus pour moi est d'aimer
ce que je fais.

Motivation Scale adapted from Amabile et al's Work

Notes:

- An X indicates the primary and secondary scdlestem belongs to and a R indicates that

it is reverse-coded

- Participants were explained that the propositiefer to global attitudes in higher

Preference Inventory (1994)

education and were asked to indicate how muchittentified with each of them on a 5
point Likert-scale: 1) Strongly disagree; 2) Disgr3) Not sure/don't know; 4) Agree; 5)

Strongly agree
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Appendix C

English version of the Interview guide

Introduction
- introduce myself
— purpose of the study
- explain reasons why they were selected: high pezdgplayfulness (and therefore,
usefulness), convenience of access
— confidentiality and anonymity assurance
— warn that some questions might sound silly, notrigtd wrong answers
— explain they're free to interrupt, ask questionisictse
— explain that the conversation is saved
- seek consent

What are your pastimes, hobbies? What are youufétecones?
(How about active hobbies, those with a goal?)

How "playful” would you say you are in gener&g®plain the notion

What are the reasons that motivate you to pursesethobbies/pastimes? What do you like
about them? What do they provide you?

What is your field of study?

What are the reasons that motivated you to stuelyVhat do you like about this field ?
What does it provide you?

Do you think there are common motivations in theichs you make about your hobbies and
those you make about your education/career choices?

If so, what are those common motivations?

Probe with (a) active engagement; (b) personalrgdt enjoyment, pleasure, happiness; (c)
experimentation, innovation and creativity; (d) nexperiences, challenge, achievement,
self-efficacy; (e) social relationships; (f) reftem

Is there anything in particular you would like wdain relation to leisure and learning?

Thank you

French version of the Interview guide

Introduction:

- me présenter

- buts de I'étude

- expliquer pourquoi ils ont été sélectionnés: cina joueur pressenti comme prononcé (et
donc utilité), facilité d'acces

- promesse de confidentialité et d'anonymité
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- prévenir que certaines questions peuvent serbBter ni bonne ni de mauvaise réponse
- expliquer gu'ils sont libres d'interrompre, des@odes questions, de critiquer

- expliquer que la conversation est sauvegardée

- demander l'accord

Quels sont tes passe-temps/loisirs ? Lesqueldesoptus importants ?
(Qu'en est-il des passe-temps actif, avec un but ?)

A guel point te consideres-tu comme "“joueur(se)y@néral Expliquer la notion

Quelles sont les raisons qui te motivent a poursuies loisirs ? Qu'est-ce que tu aimes en
eux ? Qu'est-ce qu'ils t'apportent ?

Quel est ton domaine d'étude ?

Quelles sont les raisons qui t'ont motivées a étud? Qu'est-ce que tu aimes dans ce
domaine ? Qu'est-ce qu'il tapporte ?

Est-ce que tu penses qu'il y a des motivations aomesientre les choix que tu fais a propos
de tes loisirs et de ceux que tu fais a proposa@arcours éducatif/tes choix de carriére ?

Si oui, quelles sont ces motivations communes ?

Sonder sur (a) engagement actif; (b) intérét pemsbrplaisir, bonheur; (c) expérimentation,
innovation et créativité; (d) nouvelles expérienadwllenge, réussite, compétence; (e)
relations sociales; (f) réflexion

Y-a-t-il quelque chose en particulier que tu voiglegouter en lien avec tes loisirs et
lapprentissage ?

Merci
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Appendix D

Distribution of the scores on the playfulness secon dary scales

GREGARIOUS

Frequency
.l|>
|

IR

20,0024,0025,0026,0027,0028,0029,0031,0032,00 33,00 34,00 35,00 36,00 37,00 38,00 39,00 40,00 42,00 43,00 44,00 45,00 46,00 48,00 50,00

GREGARIOUS
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Frequency

UNINHIBITED

10

8-

2

A i

9,00 12,00 13,00 14,00 15,00 16,00 17,00 18,00 19,00 20,00 21,00 22,00 23,00 24,00 25,00 26,00 27,00 28,00 29,00 30,00 31,00 34,00

UNINHIBITED
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Frequency

COMEDIC

N
|

8,00 10,0011,0014,0016,0017,0018,0019,0020,0021,0022,0023,0024,0025,0026,0027,0028,0029,0030,0031,0032,0034,0036,0037,0040,00

COMEDIC
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Frequency

DYNAMIC

10

8—

o
|

I
|

2

I
6,00

I
8,00

I I I I I I I I I I I I
9,00 10,00 11,00 12,00 13,00 14,00 1500 16,00 17,00 18,00 19,00 20,00

DYNAMIC
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Distribution of the scores on the intrinsic motivat ion secondary scales

ENJOYMENT

S
|

Frequency

L |

0 I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
21,00 23,00 24,00 25,00 26,00 27,00 28,00 29,00 30,00 31,00 32,00 33,00 34,00 35,00 36,00 38,00 40,00

ENJOYMENT
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Frequency

CHALLENGE

124

10

8-

2

st 18 S S N Tt

5,00 7,00 8,00 9,00 10,00 11,00 12,00 13,00 14,00 15,00 16,00 17,00 18,00 19,00 20,00 22,00 23,00
CHALLENGE
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Distribution of the scores on the extrinsic motivat ion secondary scales

OUTWARD

10

8-

Frequency

4

| 00

14,00 15,00 16,00 17,00 18,00 19,00 20,00 21,00 22,00 23,00 24,00 25,00 26,00 27,00 28,00 29,00 30,00 31,00 32,00 33,00 34,00 36,00

OUTWARD
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Frequency

COMPENSATION

12,54

10,0

0,0

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
-5,00 -4,00 -2,00 -1,00 ,00 1,00 2,00 3,00 4,00 500 6,00 7,00 8,00 9,00 10,00 12,00

COMPENSATION
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Appendix E

Categories used to analyse the interviews

Hobbies Common Studies /
motivation Work

Motivation

Intrinsic Extrinsic

Active
Engagement

Reflection

Social
relationships

Challenge /
achievement

I

Creativity

Criteriafor inclusion in the top-level categories

- Hobbies information about interviewees' pastimes

— Studies / Work information about interviewees' studies and/br jo

— Motivation : information about interviewees' motivation tdheit play or learn/work
(or both)

- Common motivation: motivation that is common to playing and learriogany
given interviewee (added because of the limitatmiridyperResearch'’s code
analysis functions)

Other categories are self-explanatory and theieriai are obvious given the information for
theMotivation category
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