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Gamified learning environments interact with individuals as part of games through the
components, mechanics, and dynamics they involve. These environments are also expected
to provide effective and productive learning experiences that the learning environments are
trusted to do so. In this regard, it is required to design environments where players/learnes
will not drop out of the gamification environments and can learn effectively. In other words,
gamified learning environments should adapt to the personal characteristics within the
framework of game and learning. At this point, common grounds and characteristics should
be researched and discovered in the context of games and learning. In this study, it is aimed
to define the learning features of a player type. With the survey study carried out for this
reason, the relationship, and differences between certain personal characteristics (such as
gender, placement score type for a higher education program and the dominant learning
style (Kolb)) of a player type (Bartle) composed of mainly 326 higher education students
were analysed. According to the result of the research, it was found out that there is a
significant relationship between the gender and the distribution of player types. It is seen
that male students are inclined to the Explorer and Killer player types while the female
students are inclined to Socialiser and Achiever player types. Female students show a greater
distribution in Socialisers. On the other hand, it is observed that the students’ placement
score for a higher education program and learning styles do not have a significant effect on
the distribution of player types. However, the explorers seem to have a positive relationship
with the Abstract Conceptualisation aspect in the correlation analysis.
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Opyunlastirilmis 6grenme ortamlar1 igerdigi bilesen, mekanik ve dinamikler araciligi ile oyun
baglaminda bireyler ile etkilesim halindedir. Aym zamanda bu ortamlardan &grenme
ortamindan beklenen etkili ve verimli 6grenme deneyimlerini sunmas1 da beklenmektedir. Bu
baglamda oyuncu/6grenenlerin oyunlagtirma ortamindan kopmayacagt ayn: zamanda da etkili
bir sekilde Ogrenebilecekleri ortamlarin tasarlanmasi gerekmektedir. Diger bir deyisle
oyunlastirilmis 6grenme ortamlar: bireysel 6zelliklere hem oyun hem de 6grenme cercevesinde
uyum saglamalidir. Bu noktada oyun ve &grenme baglaminda ortak paydalarin ve 6zelliklerin
arastirilarak ortaya ¢ikarilmasi gerekmektedir. Bu ¢alismada oyuncu tipinin 6grenme 6zellikleri
belirlenmeye c¢alisilmistir. Bu amagla yiiriitiilen tarama calismas: ile 326 yiiksekdgretim
ogrencisinin baskin oldugu oyuncu tipinin (Bartle); cinsiyet, yiiksekdgretim programina
yerlesme puan tiirii ve baskin 6grenme stili (Kolb) gibi baz1 bireysel 6zellikleri arasindaki iligki
ve farkliliklar incelenmistir. Arastirmanin sonucuna gore oyuncu tiplerinin dagiliminda cinsiyet
ile anlamli iligkisi oldugu ortaya cikmustir. Erkek dgrencilerin kasif ve avcl oyuncu tipine, kadin
ogrencilerin ise sosyallesen ve basaran oyuncu tipine daha yatkin oldugu goriilmektedir. Kadm
ogrenciler sosyallesenlerde biiyiik dagiim gostermektedir. Diger taraftan oyuncu tiplerinin
ogrencilerin yiiksekogretim programina yerlesme puan tiirii ve 6grenme stilleri dagiliminda
anlamli bir fark olusmadigi goriilmektedir. Ancak korelasyon analizinde kasiflerin, Soyut
Kavramsallastirma boyutu ile pozitif iliskiye sahip oldugu goriilmektedir.
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Giris
Oyunlagtirma son yillarda neredeyse biitiin sektorlerde kendine yer etmeye baslamistir. Oyun
ile 6gretim veya oyun tabanli 6grenme daha eski bir gegmise dayanmasina ragmen ($Sahin ve Samur,
2017; Yilmaz, 2017); etkilesim, anlik ve cesitli geribildirim secenegi, 6z degerlendirme (Sahin ve
Yurdugiil, 2020) gibi iistiin yonlerinin kesfedilmesi; motivasyon, baglilik ve akademik basariya olan

pozitif katkilarinin ortaya ¢ikmast ile egitimde popiilerligini kazanmaya baslamistir (Martin, Dennen

ve Bonk, 2020)

Barindirdig etkilesim unsurlari ile Oyunlastirilmig Ogrenme Ortamlari (OOO) motivasyon ve
baghligi biiyitk oranda desteklemektedir. Ancak bireysel farkliliklarin varligr tim Ogrenme
ortamlarinda oldugu gibi OOO’larin da bir problemi olarak karsimizda durmaktadir. Hanus ve Fox
(2015) ve Mekler, Brithlmann, Opwis ve Tuch (2013) gibi baz1 arastirmacilar rozet, lider tablosu ve
puan gibi en yaygin kullanilan oyunlastirma bilesenlerinin bazi katilimcilarin motivasyonlarim
etkilemedigi bazilarinin ise negatif yonde etkiledigine yonelik bulgular elde etmislerdir. Benzer
sekilde Chapman ve Rich (2018), Klock, Gasparini, Pimenta ve de Oliveira (2015) ve Kocadere ve
Caglar (2018) gibi bir¢ok arastirmaci ise oyunlastirma bilesenlerinin bireyler iizerinde ayni mekanigi
tetiklemedigini daha basit bir ifade ile aym etkiyi gostermedigini belirtmislerdir. Bu nedenle bir¢ok
arastirmaci oyunun bireysel hazzi 6n plana ¢ikaran hedonistik temellere dayanmas1 gerektigini (Fitz-
Walter, 2015) belirterek tasarim unsurlarinda bireylerin haz ve motivasyon tetikleyicilerinin merkeze
alinmas1 gerektigini savunmuslardir (Mora, Riera, Gonzalez ve Arnedo-Moreno, 2017; Whitton ve
Langan, 2019). Diger bir deyisle oyunlastirilmis sistemlerin tasariminda bireysel 6zelliklerin goz ardi
edilmemesi gerekmektedir. Ancak bireysel Ozellikler ve farkliliklar oyunlastirilmis sistemlerin
tasarimini biraz daha karmasik hale getirmektedir. Bu nedenle bazi arastirmacilar siireci sistematik
hale getirmek amac ile uyarlanabilir oyunlagtirma tasarim modelleri (Orn. Klock ve digerleri, 2015) ve
sistemleri (Orn. Hassan, Habiba, Majeed ve Shoaib, 2019; Jagust, Boticki ve So, 2018; Lavoue,
Monterrat, Desmarais ve George, 2019) gelistirmislerdir. Ayrica 6grenen merkezliligi baglaminda,
o0grenme ortamlariin bireysel 6zelliklere gore tasarlanmasini saglamak ic¢in oyuncu tipleri (Ferro,
Walz ve Greuter, 2013; Marczewski, 2015), karakter tipleri (Halvarsson ve Winther, 2009; van Meurs,
2007), motivasyon (Dichev, Dicheva ve Irwin, 2020), baglilik (Rivera ve Garden, 2021) gibi bireysel
ozellikleri merkeze alan tasarim modelleri ortaya koyulmustur. Bu baglamda 6grenen merkezli OOO

tasarimlarda farkli yaklasimlarin s6z konusu oldugu soylenebilir.

OO0’ larda kullanilan bireysel 6zellikleri bireye bigilen role gore oyun ve 6grenme baglamlari
iki kategoride siniflayabiliriz. Sekil 1’ de OOO’ lar da dikkate alinan bazi bireysel 6zellikler yer

almaktadir.
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Sekil 1. Ogrenen merkezli oyunlastirma tasarimlarinda kullanilan baz1 bireysel dzellikler

OOO tasarimlarinda bireylerin oyuncu ve &grenen rolii baglamlarinda ele alindig
gozlemlenmektedir. Oyuncu rolii baglaminda; bireyin oyunu oynama davranigi ve kisilik 6zellikleri
oyunlastirilmis ortam tasariminda en eskiden beri arastirilan oyuncu simiflama kriterleridir (Bartle,
1996; Myers, McCaulley, Quenk ve Hammer, 1998). Bireylerin oyuncu roliine vurgu yapilan
tasarimlarda genellikle oyuncu tipleri ve oyuncu kisiliklerinin simiflandirilmas: yer almaktadir. Bu
smiflandirmalar 6grenme amacindan daha ¢ok oyuncunun oyun kurgusuna baghhgin siirdiirme
amac giitmektedir. Ornegin; Bartle (1996) oncelikle oyuncularin oynama davranislarina gore, ilgi
yogunlugunun oyun ortami (World) ile mi yoksa oyuncular (Player) ile mi oldugu sorusuna gore bir
smiflama yapmis daha sonra ise bu ilgi yogunlugunun niteligine gore karsilikli etkilesim veya tek
tarafli eylem olmasi durumuna gore smiflandirmistir. Buna karsin Myers, McCaulley, Quenk ve
Hammer (1998) oyuncu tiplemelerini kisilik ozelliklerine gore simiflandirma yoluna gitmistir.
Boylelikle Jung'un kigilik teorisine dayandirdigi bir siiflama metodunu kullanarak kisisel
deneyimleri siniflayabildigi bazi metrikler ortaya koymuslardir. Bu smiflamalar oyun tasarimlarinda
kullanilmak {izere gelistirilmistir. Nacke, Bateman ve Mandryk (2011) simiflandirmanin insan
motivasyon ve norobiyolojik 6zelliklere dayali yapilmasi gerekliligini ortaya koyup BrainHex adim
verdikleri oyuncu tiplemesini Onermistir. Diger taraftan Ferro ve digerleri (2013) da oyuncu

tiplemelerini kisilik tiirlerine gore siniflamistir.

Oyun ortamlari ile benzer sekilde OO0’ lar da bireylerin motivasyon ve baghliklarini saglama
amac1 giitmektedir. Bu noktada Marczewski (2015) kullanict motivasyonuna yogunlasarak
kullanicinin  oyun ortamina baghligini saglamak hedefi ile oyuncu tiplerini olusturmustur.

Marczewski'ye gore kullanicilar igsel motivasyonunu saglamis dort tipe (yardimsever, basaran,
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sosyallesen ve 6zgiir ruhlu) ayrilmaktadir. Ayrica “Oyuncu” adin1 verdigi tip ise dissal motivasyonu
saglamis dort tipe (cikarcy, tiiketici, ortamci ve somiiriicii) ayrilir. “Oyun Bozan” adini verdigi tip ise
dort tipe (diizen bozucu, yikic, etkileyici ve gelistirici) ayrilirlar. Bu baglamda bazi calismalarin
Oyuncu tiplerine uyarlanmas: amaci ile oyuncunun motivasyon ve bagliligini tetikleyen elementlerin
belirlenmesine yonelik oldugu goriilmektedir (Orn. Kocadere ve Caglar, 2018; Andrzej Marczewski,

2017; Toda ve digerleri, 2019).

Baz1 arastirmacilar ise oyuncu roliinii ilgilendiren simiflandirmalarin oyun tasarimi
baglaminda incelenmesi gerektigini savunmuslardir. OOO’ larda ise grenme baglaminda yer alan
bireysel 6zelliklere dikkat edilmesi gerektigi vurgulanmaktadir. Bu nedenle bireyin 6grenen roliinii
merkeze alan OOO tasarimlarina énem vermiglerdir. Bu baglamda motivasyon ve baglilik en yaygin
incelenen degiskenler olarak goze carpmaktadir. Dichev ve digerleri (2020), OOO tasariminda bireysel
farkliliklar1 i¢ motivasyonu saglama noktasinda siniflandirilmasinin daha dogru olacagini
belirtmislerdir. Diger taraftan Huang ve Hew (2018), OO0’ nun bireylerin motivasyonel ihtiyaglarini
gozeterek tasarlanmasi gerektigini savunarak bir tasarim modeli gelistirmislerdir. Bu modelde bes
farkli motivasyon kuramini temel alarak motivasyonel ihtiyaglar1 oyunlastirma bilegsenleri ile
baglamistir. Rivera ve Garden (2021) ise 6grenmenin 6nemli unsurlarindan birisi olan baghlig1 temele
alarak Landers' imn (2014) oyunlastirilmis 6grenme ortami gercevesini ve Kahu' nun (2013) 6grenci

bagliligina yonelik dort bakis agisini temele alan bir ¢ergeve ortaya atmuistir.

OOO tasarimlarinda bireyi, oyundan ziyade 6grenen ozellikleri (yas, cinsiyet ve konu)
baglaminda merkeze alan ¢alismalar yer almaktadir. Baz1 arastirmacilar oyunlastirma elementlerinin
yas ve cinsiyet gibi degiskenlere gore bireylerde farkli etkiler biraktigini bu nedenle OOO
tasarimlarinda bu degiskenlere dikkat edilmesi gerektigini belirtmislerdir (Klock, Gasparini, Pimenta
ve de Oliveira, 2015, Oyibo, Orji ve Vassileva, 2017). Ornegin, oyunlastirma elementlerinin
bircogunun 30 yas ve alt1 bireylerde daha etkili oldugu belirtilmektedir (Klock, Gasparini, Pimenta ve
Hamari, 2020; Oyibo ve digerleri, 2017, Tondello, Orji ve Nacke, 2017). Bu bakimdan 000’ lar
genellikle ilk, orta ve yiiksekogretim diizeyindeki bireylere yonelik tasarimlanmaktadir (Attali ve
Arieli-Attali, 2015). Ancak mesleki yeterliklerin saglanmasi agisindan hizmet i¢i egitimlerde 30 yas ve
{istii yetiskin bireylere yonelik de OOO goriilmektedir (Tamis, 2021). Cinsiyet ise OO0’ larda dikkat
edilen diger bir degiskendir. Bireylerin oyun elementleri algis1 cinsiyete gore farklilik
gosterebilmektedir (Codish ve Ravid, 2017; Denden ve digerleri, 2021). Baz1 arastirmacilara gore
oyunlastirllmis 6grenme ortam tasarimlarinda, tasarim Ogelerinden kaynakli cinsiyete bagh kaygi
durumlar1 olusabilmektedir (Albuquerque, Bittencourt, Coelho ve Silva, 2017). Bu bakimdan bazi
arastirmacilar oyunlastirma elementlerini cinsiyete gore siniflandirmislardir (Klock ve digerleri, 2020).
Ornegin rozet bileseni, erkeklerde negatif etki olusturdugu belirtilirken (Codish ve Ravid, 2017),

rekabet mekanigi kadinlarda negatif yonlii etki biraktig1 belirtilmektedir (Oyibo ve digerleri, 2017).
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OO0’ lar, oyun tabanli 6grenme ortamlarindan farkli olarak genellikle belirli bir icerigi
Ogretmek yerine motivasyon ve baghlik gibi 6grenme davranislarini pekistirmek amaci giitmektedir
(Zaric, Roepke, Lukarov ve Schroeder, 2021). Bu bakimdan 000’ larda konu baglamini merkeze alan
tasarimlara pek rastlanilmamaktadir. Ancak 6grenme baglaminda Ogretim yontem ve stratejileri
kazanim ve davranis tiirii ve igerige gore farklilasmaktadir. Bunun yerine miihendislik, tip, is
glvenligi gibi mesleki egitime Ozellesmis oyunlastirilmis Ogrenme ortam: tasarimlarina yer
almaktadir (Tanis, 2021; Kulhanek, Butler ve Bodnar, 2019; Nah, Telaprolu, Rallapalli ve Venkata,
2013). OOQ’ larin tasarim siirecleri ve bu ortamlarin 6grenci motivasyonuna, baghligina ve farkli
meslek gruplarina ait konu baglamindaki akademik basariya etkisi siklikla arastirilmistir (Alanne,
2016; Kim, Song, Lockee ve Burton, 2018; Song, Tavares, Pinto ve Xu, 2017). C)zgiir, Cuhadar ve
Akgiin (2018) calismasinda, yiiksekogretim boyutunda en fazla miihendislik egitimine yonelik
ortamlarin arastirilldigini belirtmektedir. Daha sonra sirasi ile Saglik, Bilgi ve ﬂetigim Teknolojileri,
Yabanci Dil ve Fen Bilgisi alaninda calismalar gelmektedir. Ancak her bir mesleki egitime yonelik
OO0 cercevesinin ¢izildigi ¢ok az aragtirmaya rastlanilmigtir. Tiirk yiiksekogretim sisteminde
Ogrenciler programlara puan tiirlerine gore yerlesmektedir. Tercihe dayali olan bu sistemde dgrenciler
Miihendislik ve Tip gibi programlar icin Sayisal, Ilahiyat ve Gazetecilik gibi programlar Sozel, Hukuk
ve Kamu Yénetimi gibi programlar Esit Agirlik konu alani puanina gére yerlesmektedir. Ogrenenlerin
mesleki egitimlerine ve konu alanlarina uygun tasarlanmis oyunlastirma kurgusu ile etkili ve verimli

00O tasarlanabilmektedir.

Bireyin 6grenen rolii baglaminda dikkate alinan diger bir degisken ise 6grenme stilleridir. Her
bireyin kendine ozgii 6grenme Ozellikleri oldugu goriisii modern 6grenme anlayisinin temelini
olusturmaktadir (Watson ve Reigeluth, 2008). Bu baglamda OOQO’ lar bireyin grenme yolculugunda
kisisel ~ogrenme ozelliklerine uygun olarak tasarlanabilmesi OOO’larin  verimliligini
arttirabilmektedir. Bazi aragtirmacilar bireysellestirilmis OOO tasarimlarinda 6grenme stillerinin goz
ard1 edilmemesi gerektigini savunmaktadir (Zaric ve digerleri, 2021). Bu kapsamda Ogrenme
stillerinin; oyuncu tipi (Abdollahzade ve Jafari, 2018; Hamdaoui, Khalidi Idrissi ve Bennani, 2018)
veya oyunlastirma elementleri (Hassan, Habiba, Majeed ve Shoaib, 2019) ile iligkisini arastiran
calismalarin yani sira grenme stillerine uygun hazirlanmis OOO tasarimlarinin motivasyon ve
baghiliga etkisini arastiran bazi ¢alismalar yiiriitiilmistiir (Buckley ve Doyle, 2017). Coffield, Moseley,
Hall ve Ecclestone (2004) alanyazinda 13 tanesi major olmak iizere 71 6grenme stili modeli oldugunu
belirtmektedir. Major 6grenme stillerinden en yaygin kullanilanlardan birisi de Kolb” un 1983 yilinda

ortaya atti§1 6grenme stilleridir.

Kolb” un deneyimsel 6grenme kuramina goére 6grenme bireyin deneyimlerinin sonucu olarak
bireye 6zgii bir sekilde gerceklesmektedir (Kolb, 2015). Kolb’a gore 6grenme, iki bagimsiz boyutun

(Dontistiirme ve Kavrama) bir dongii halinde birbirini desteklemesi ile siirdiiriilmektedir.
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Buna gore Kavrama boyutu 6grenmeyi bireyin edindigi Somut Deneyimlerden (hissederek)
veya cevresinde olanlari Soyut Kavramsallastirmasindan (diisiinerek) olusmaktadir. Diger taraftan
Doniistiirme boyutunda ise bireyler bilgileri edinme ve doniistiirme tercihlerine bagli olarak Aktif

Yasantilar1 (yaparak) veya yansitict gozlemleri (izleyerek) yer almaktadir (Can, 2011; Gencel, 2007).

Somut Deneyim

FK
Yerlestiren iV Degistiren
ir
fa
i
ia
. . Donlstirme .
Aktif Deneyim L e - Yansitici Gozlem
K Déniistirme
a
V .
Ayristiran rt Oziimseyen
5
m
a

Soyut Kavramsallastirma

Sekil 2. Kolb 6grenme stilleri

Sekil 2 de Kolb” un deneyimsel 6grenme koordinat: goriilmektedir. Bu koordinat sistemine
gore her iki boyutun kesistigi alan bir 6grenme stili tanimlamaktadir. Buna gore Aktif Deneyim ve
Soyut Kavramsallastirma alanm1 Ayristiran (Converger) 6grenme stilini olusturmaktadir. Bu alanda yer
alan bireyler yaparak ve diisiinerek Ogrenmeyi tercih ederler. Yansitict gozlem ve Soyut
kavramsallagtirma alani ise Oziimseyen (Assimilator) dgrenme stilini olusturmaktadir. Bu alanda
bireyler izleyerek ve diisiinerek 6grenmeyi tercih ederler. Aktif Deneyim ve Somut Deneyim alan
Yerlestirme (Accomodator) 6grenme stilini olustururlar. Bu alanda bireyler yaparak ve hissederek
ogrenmeyi tercih ederler. Yansitic1 Gozlem ve Somut deneyim alani ise Degistiren (Diverger) 6grenme

stilini olusturmaktadir. Bu alanda bireyler izleyerek ve hissederek 6grenmeyi tercih ederler.

Oyuncu tipleri ise oyun ve 6grenen baglaminda en yaygin kullanilan taksonomilerin basinda
gelmektedir. Oyuncu tiplemelerinde en temel smmiflandirmay:r Bartle (1996) da oyuncularin
davranuslarina gore gerceklestirmistir. Buna gore Bartle, oyuncular1 ortam ya da kisiler ile etkilesim
kurmasi veya tek tarafli eyleme gecmesi baglaminda 4 ayri karakterde incelemektedir. Bartle’ in

oyuncu tiplerini incelemek gerekirse:

Availar; en az rastlanilan oyuncu tipleridir. Bartle’ in taksonomisine gore yogunlugunu ve

dikkatini oyun ortamindan daha ¢ok diger oyuncular {izerine veren tek tarafli eylem karakterdir.
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Avalar verilen gorevleri yerine getirmekten ¢ok karsisindaki diger oyunculari alt etmek igin
ugrasirlar. Cevresinde baskin karakter olarak sadece kendisi olmalidir. Bu oyuncular oyun ortaminda
maglup edecek oyuncular ararlar. Bazen karsisindaki yenebilmek icin kurallar1 da hige saydig:
goriiliir. Rekabet ortami avcilar igin bigilmis kaftandir. Bu nedenle rekabet ortamimu tetikleyecek
elementler kullanilmas1 avcilar:t motive eder. Diizeylendirme, seviye atlama olumlu yonde etkileyen
oyunlastirma elementlerdir. Diger taraftan avcilar bir takim oyuncusu degildir ve onun icin 6diil
kargisindakini alt etmektedir. Bu nedenle OOO tasarimlarinda meydan okumaya dayali kurgular

tercih edilmelidir.

Basaranlar; verilen gorevler icin bicilmis kaftandir. Onlar icin gorevleri yerine getirmekten
baska basar1 gostergesi yoktur. Bu nedenle diger oyuncular ile pek etkilesime ge¢mez. Ortam ile
iletisim kurarlar ve yerine getirecek gorev ararlar. Sonu¢ odakli olduklari séylenebilir. Rekabet edecek
kisi kendisidir. Bu baglamda oyunlastirilmis ortamlarda basaranlar icin ilerleme durumlarinm
(Progress Bar) takip etmek durumlarimi (Status) gormek kendisi icin bir referans noktasidir. Lider

Tablolarinda ise iist siralara ¢ikmak onun hedefidir.

Kasifler de basaranlar gibi oyunculardan daha ¢ok oyun ortamu ilgilenmektedir. Ortamda yer
alan gizlenmis objeleri bulmayi, yeni bolgeler kesfetmeyi severler. Diger oyuncular ile etkilesime
girmezler. Onlar i¢in bilinmezlige yapilan yolculuk ¢ok daha heyecanlidir. Oyunlastirilmis ortamlarda

define avi, kagis odalar1 kasiflere goredir.

Sosyallesenler; oyun ortaminda diger bireyler ile etkilesim amaci ile yer almaktadir. Oyun
diinyasinda yeni bireyler ile tanismak onlar ile hareket etmek 6ncelikli tercihleridir. Bu bakimdan
takim oyunlar1 ya da ¢ok kullanicili oyunlar sosyallesenler igin daha uygundur. Bu baglamda
sosyallesenlerin birlik (guilds) halinde isbirlikli 6grenme ortamlarda bulunmalar1 &grenmelerini

tetiklemesi beklenmektedir (Kocadere ve Caglar, 2018).

OO0’ lar igerdigi bilesen, mekanik ve dinamikler aracilig1 ile oyun baglaminda bireyler ile
etkilesim halindedir. Ayn1 zamanda bu ortamlardan 6grenme ortaminin gerektirdigi etkili ve verimli
ogrenme deneyimlerini sunmas: beklenmektedir. Bu baglamda oyuncu/6grenenlerin oyunlastirma
ortamindan kopmayacagi ayni zamanda da etkili bir sekilde 6grenebilecekleri ortamlarin tasarlanmasi
gerekmektedir. Diger bir deyisle OOO’ lar bireysel oOzelliklere hem oyun hem de &grenme
cercevesinde uyum saglamalidir. Bu noktada oyun ve ogrenme baglaminda ortak paydalarin ve
ozelliklerin arastirilarak ortaya gikarilmasi OOO tasarimcilarina yol gosterecektir. Ogrenme
ortamlarinin bireysellestirilmesinde siklikla kullanilan kriterlerden birisi 6grenme stilleridir. Bu
yoniiyle OO0’ larin bireysellestirilmesi baglaminda oyuncu tipinin &grenme stilleri ile iligkisini
arastiran ¢alismalara az da olsa rastlanmaktadir (Abdollahzade ve Jafari, 2018; Hamdaoui ve digerleri,
2018; Zaric ve digerleri, 2021). Bu g¢alismada oyuncu tipinin 6grenme Ozellikleri belirlenmeye

calistlmistir. Bu amagla yiiksekogretim Ogrencilerinin baskin oldugu oyuncu tipinin; cinsiyet,
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yliksekdgretim programina yerlesme puan tiirii ve baskin 6grenme stili gibi baz1 bireysel 6zellikler
arasindaki iliski ve farkliliklar belirlenmeye calisilmistir. Bu amag dogrultusunda calismada asagidaki

sorulara cevap aranmaktadir.
1. Katilimcilarin baskin oyuncu tipleri dagiliminda;
a. Cinsiyete gore anlaml bir iliski var midir?
b. Yiiksekogretim programlarina yerlesme puan tiirlerine gore anlamli bir iliski var midir?
2. Katilimcilarin baskin olan oyuncu tipine gore 6grenme stilleri dagilimi nasildir?

Bu c¢alismanin oyuncu/0grenenlerin oynama, Ogrenme, cinsiyet ve mesleki yonelim gibi
bireysel 6zelliklerine duyarl 000’ larin bireysel farkliliklara duyarl: bir sekilde gelistirilmesine katk1

saglamas1 beklenmektedir.
Yontem

Bu calismanin amac OO0’ da Ogrenenlerin bireysel Ozelliklerinden birisi olan oyuncu
tiplerinin; cinsiyet, iiniversiteye giris puan tiiri ve 6grenme stili degiskenlerine gore incelenmesidir.
Tarama calismalar1 belirli bir kitlenin goriislerinin veya 0zelliklerinin betimlenmesine yonelik
calismalar olmasimmin yansira Olglilen degiskenler arasindaki iligskiler de incelenebilmektedir
(Buyiikoztiirk, Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz ve Demirel, 2015). Bu bakimdan bu ¢alismada tarama
modeli kullanilmistir. Calisma kapsaminda bireysel 6zellikler Bartle’ in oyuncu tiplemelerine gore
incelenmistir. Bartle’ in oyuncu tiplemeleri bu alanda yapilan en temel siniflandirma olmasi, birgok

arastirmacinin tiplemelerine dayanak olusturmasi nedeni ile tercih edilmistir.
Orneklem

Arastirmaya bir yiiksekogretim kurumunda oOgrenim goren 326 O&grenci katilmustir.

Aragtirmaya katilan 6grencilere yonelik baz1 bilgiler Tablo 1’ de verilmistir.

Tablo 1. Katilimcilarin cinsiyet ve 6grenim durumlarina gore dagilim

Ogrenim Diizeyi

Lisans On Lisans Lisanstistii Toplam
n 58 55 1 114
Erkek % Cinsiyet 50,9% 48,2% 0,9% 100,0%
Cinsiyet % Genel 17,8% 16,9% 0,3% 35,0%
n 118 90 4 212
Kadin % Cinsiyet 55,7% 42,5% 1,9% 100,0%
% Genel 36,2% 27,6% 1,2% 65,0%
Toplam n 176 145 5 326
% Genel 54,0% 44,5% 1,5% 100,0%

Tablo 1’ de goriildiigli tizere arastirmaya katilan 6grencilerin %35 i (n=114) erkek, %65 i
(n=212) kadindir. Arastirmaya katilan 114 erkek 6grencinin; %50,9” u lisans (n=58), %48,2’ si onlisans

(n=55), %0,9" u lisansiistii 6grencisidir (n=1). Arastirmaya katilan 212 kadin 6grencilerin ise %55,7" si
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lisans (n=118), %42,5" i 6nlisans, %1,9" u lisansiistii 6grencisidir (n=4). Aragtirmaya katilan 6grencilerin

%54’ 11 lisans (n=176), %45’ i 6nlisans (n=145), %1,5’ i lisansiistii 6grencisidir (n=5).

Arastirmaya katilan Ogrencilerin %741 (n=243) yliksekogretim kurumundaki ilk yili
oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Diger bir deyisle kurumun sundugu uzaktan 6gretim faaliyetlerine yonelik

ilk deneyimi oldugu sOylenebilir.
Veri Toplama Araci

Calisma kapsaminda 3 boliimden olusan veri toplama envanteri kullamilmistir. Birinci
boliimde 6grencilerin cinsiyet, yiiksekogretim kurumuna yerlestigi puan tiirii ve siif diizeyi ile ilgili
demografik veriler toplanmaktadir. Tkinci boliimde &grencilerin baskin olduklari oyuncu tiirlerini
belirlemek amaci ile Oyuncu Tipi dlgegi kullamlmistir. Ugiincii béliimde ise &grencilerin baskin
olduklar1 6grenme stilini belirlemek amaci ile “Kolb Ogrenme Stilleri Envanteri-III” kullanilmugtir.

Olgeklere ait detayh bilgiler asagida agiklanmistir.

Oyuncu tipi 6l¢egi: Katilimcilarin baskin oldugu oyuncu tipini belirlemek i¢in Arkun Kocadere ve
Caglar'in (2018) gelistirdikleri “Oyuncu Tipi Belirleme Olgegi” kullamilmistir. Olgek, Bartle'in (1996)
oyuncularin etkilesimde bulundugu unsura gore (ortam-birey) ya da davranmis cesidine gore
(etkilesim-eylem) olarak siniflamasina belirledigi oyuncu tiplemelerine uygun gelistirilmistir. Olgek 12
madde ve oyuncu tipini (kasifler, basaranlar, sosyallesenler ve avcilar) belirten 4 faktorden
olusmaktadir. Her bir faktor 3 maddeden olusmaktadir. Arastirmacilar Olgegin gecerligi ve
glivenirligini 197 lisans 6grencisi tizerinde saglamislardir. Buna gore Tablo 2’ te oyuncu tipi belirleme

Olcegi giivenirlik katsayilar1 goriilmektedir.

Tablo 2. Oyuncu tiirleri belirleme 6lcegi giivenirlik katsayilar:

Faktor Cronbach Maddeler Aciklama
Alfa (o)

Kasifler 0,91 10,11, 12 Ortami kesfetmek, gizli yerleri bulmak onlarin
esas amacidir.
Gorevleri yerine getirmek onlarin oncelikli

Basaranlar 0,81 7,8,9 hedefidir. Kendisi ile yarisir ve basarili olmak
onun en biiyiik odiiliidiir.
Oyun siirecinde rakiplerini yenmek onlarin

Avclar 0,84 1,2,3 birincil hedefidir. Basarmaktan ¢ok yenmek icin
oyun oynar

Sosyallesenler 0,80 456 Oyun oynarken birincil amaci yeni kisiler ile

tanismak onlarla iletisim kurmaktir.

Olgek 5'1i likert yapida “Kesinlikle Katiliyorum (5)” ile “Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum (1)” ifadeleri
arasinda yer almaktadir. Olgekte ters madde bulunmamaktadir. Olgekte yer alan 12 maddeden en
fazla 60 en diigiik 12 puan almabilir. Bireyler birden fazla oyuncu tipinin 6zelliklerini gosterebilir
(Bartle, 1996; Ferro ve digerleri, 2013; Kocadere ve Caglar, 2018). Bu nedenle dlgekten en yiiksek puan

alan faktor bireyin baskin oldugu oyuncu tipini gostermektedir. Tablo 2’ de gorildigii gibi
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faktorlerin gilivenirlik katsayilart a>0.80 oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu deger faktorlerin 6zelligi oldukgca

giivenilir derecede ayirt edebildigini gostermektedir.

Kolb 6grenme stilleri envanteri -IIl: Ogrencilerin baskin oldugu Ogrenme stilini belirleyebilmek
amaci ile 2007 yilinda Gencel (2007) tarafindan Tiirkce ‘ye uyarlanan “Kolb Ogrenme Stilleri
Envanteri-III” kullanmilmistir. Bu envanterin ilk versiyonu Kolb tarafindan 1971 yilinda gelistirilmis
daha sonra 1981 yilinda yenilenerek ikinci versiyonu olusturulmustur (Gencel, 2007). Envanterin
ikinci versiyonu Askar ve Akkoyunlu (1993) tarafindan Tiirkge’ ye uyarlanmistir. Envanterin tiglincii
versiyonu ise 1999 yilinda giincellenmistir. Ugiincii versiyonunu ise Gencel (2007) Tiirkge’ ye
uyarlamistir. Kolb ve Kolb (2013) Ogrenme stilleri envanterinin dordiincii versiyonlarinm
glincellemislerdir. Bu versiyonda Aktif yasanti -Yansitict Gozlem ve Somut Deneyim-Soyut
Kavramsallastirma diizleminde yer alan ara 6grenme stilleri oldugu kanaatine varmislardir. Buna
gore diger dordiincii versiyon dokuz ogrenme stilinden olusmaktadir. Bu envanterin Tiirkce’ ye
uyarlama calismasi heniiz ger¢eklesmemistir. Bu nedenle bu ¢alismada Tiirkge” ye uyarlanmis en son

versiyon olan “Kolb Ogrenme Stilleri Envanteri-II1"” kullanilmstur.

Ogrenme stili envanterinde 12 madde yer almaktadir. Bu maddeler altinda 4 farkli 6grenme
yoluna (Aktif Yasanti-AY, Yansitict Gozlem-YG, Somut Deneyim-SD, Soyut Kavramsallastirma-SK)
iliskin ifadeler yer almaktadir. Ogrencilerden bu dért ifadeyi kendilerine uygunluk diizeyine gore
siralamasi istenmektedir. Buna gore ilk siraya koydugu ifadeden 4, son siraya koydugu ifadeden 1
puan almaktadir. Daha sonra ilgili 6grenme metodu ifadelerine verilen puanlar toplanir. Bu ifadelerde
en diisiik 12 en yiiksek 48 puan alinmaktadir. Ogrenme yollar1 Kolb’ un deneyimsel &grenme
kuramini olusturan doniistiirme (AD-YG) ve kavrama (SK-SD) boyutlarina doniistiiriiliir. Burada yer
alan deger -36 ile +36 arasindadir. Kavrama boyutundan alinan negatif puan 6grenmenin soyut pozitif
puan ise somut oldugunu gostermektedir. Ayn1 sekilde Doniistiirme boyutundan alinan pozitif puan

O0grenmenin aktif negatif puan ise yansitici oldugunu gostermektedir (Gencel, 2007).

Tablo 3. Kolb 6grenme stilleri envanteri II giivenirlik katsayilar:

Ogrenme Yollar Cronbach-alpha
Somut Deneyim 0,76
Yansitcr Gozlem 0,71
Soyut Kavramsallastirma 0,80
Aktif Deneyim 0,75
Soyut Kavramsallastirma-Somut Deneyim 0,84
Aktif Deneyim-Yansitict Gozlem 0,79

Envanterin Tiirkge ve Ingilizce formlari arasindaki korelasyon Kkatsayist 0,77 olarak
belirtilmektedir. Ayrica uyarlanan formun giivenirlik katsayilar1 da Tablo 3’ te verilmistir. Buna gore
envanter 0grenme stillerinin belirlenmesinde kullanilabilecek gecerli ve giivenilir bir 6l¢gme araci

oldugu goriilmektedir.
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Veri Toplama Siireci

Veri toplama aract gevrimigi ortamda hazirlanmistir. COVID 19 pandemisi déneminde
Ogrencilerin tamaminin ¢evrimi¢i ders almasi nedeni ile g¢evrimici ortam tercih edilmistir. Veri
toplama aracit 6grencilerin halihazirda derslerini yiiriittiigii platformdan dagitilmistir. Boylelikle
Ogrenciler olagan siireci terk etmeden veri toplama aracini doldurmuslardir. Arastirmaya katihim
goniilliilitk esasina dayanmaktadir. Boylelikle giivenilir verilerin toplanmasi amaglanmistir. Buna
gore ilk asamada veri toplama aracin1 1197 6grenci doldurmustur. Arastirmanin amaci dogrultusunda
veri setinin giivenirligini saglamak agisindan bazi veriler analiz digina ¢ikartilmistir. Bu baglamda iki

asamali bir yontem yiiriitiilmiistiir. Bu asamalar Sekil 3’ de gosterilmektedir.

Ik Veri .
(1197) *Veri toplama aracam dolduran katihma

1LA
(833[;161 ¢ Giivenilir olmayan katthmalarm elenmesi

2.Asama | *Baskmoyuncu tipive§grenmestili
(326) olanlarm belirlenmesi

Sekil 3. Veri toplama siireci ve katilimci sayilari

Oncelikle tiim seceneklerin aynt oldugu veriler analizden c¢ikartilmigtir. Ikinci asamada,
arastirmanin amacina uygun olarak oyuncu tipi-6grenme stili farklilasmasini inceleyebilmek igin
baskin oyuncu tipi ve baskin 6grenme stili olusan katilimcilarin verileri analiz edilmistir. Bu nedenle
iki veya daha fazla oyuncu tipi puani birbirine esit olan katilimcinin verisi analizden ¢ikartilmisgtir.
Ayni sekilde iki veya daha fazla 6grenme stili puam esit olan katilimcimin verisi analizden
cikartilmistir. Boylelikle sadece belirli Oyuncu Tipi ve 6grenme stili 6n plana ¢ikan katilimcilarin

verileri analize alinmigtir. Bu agsamalarin sonunda 326 katilimcinin verisi analiz edilmistir.
Verilerin Analizi

Veri analizi slirecinde genel cercevenin incelenmesi acgisindan betimsel istatistikler
kullanilmistir. Veriler SPSS 22.0 programinda analiz edilmistir. Diger taraftan kullanilan iki 6lgek
agisindan oncelikle oyuncu tiirlerinin belirlenmesi ve Ogrenme stilinin belirlenmesi siireci yer
almaktadir. Arastirma sorularina uygun olarak kategorik degiskenlerin dagilimlarini incelemek amaci
ile Ki-Kare testi ve karsilastirma tablolar: kullanilmistir. Oyuncu tiplerinin Kolb ‘un 6grenme evreleri

ile olan iliskilerinin analizi i¢in korelasyon analizi gergeklestirilmistir.



Kirmaci, O. & Kili¢ Cakmak, E.
Arastirmanin Etik izinleri

Yapilan bu c¢alismada “Yiiksekogretim Kurumlar: Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yaymn Etigi
Yonergesi” kapsaminda uyulmas: belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur. Yonergenin ikinci boliimii
olan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigine Aykir1 Eylemler” bashig: altinda belirtilen eylemlerden

higbiri gerceklestirilmemistir.

Etik kurul izin bilgileri:

Etik degerlendirmeyi yapan kurul ad1 = Gazi Universitesi Etik Kurul Komisyonu

Etik degerlendirme kararinin tarihi= 03.08.2021

Etik degerlendirme belgesi say1 numarasi= E-77082166-302.08.01-142962
Bulgular

Bu boliimde katilimeilarina oyuncu tiirlerinin cinsiyet, program yerlesme puan tiirleri ve
ogrenme stillerine gore dagilimi sonuglarina yer verilmistir. Oyuncu tiplerinin dagilimina bakildig:
zaman katilimcilarin kasifler (%38, n=124) ve sosyallesenler (%30,4, n=99) oyuncu tiplerinde
yogunlastig1 goriilmektedir. Ogrenme stillerinin dagilimi incelendiginde ise katilimcilarin 6ziimseyen

(%36,8, n=120) ve Degistiren (%36,5, n=119) 6grenme stillerinde yogunlastig1 goriilmektedir.
Katilimcilarin oyuncu tiirlerinin dagiliminda cinsiyete gore anlamli bir fark var midir?
Katilimeilarin oyuncu tipi ve cinsiyetlere gore dagilimlar: Tablo 4’ te goriildiigi gibidir.

Tablo 4. Katilimcilarin oyuncu tipleri ve cinsiyete gore dagilimi tablosu

Oyuncu Tipi
Avclar Sosyallesenler Basaranlar Kasifler Toplam
Erkek 19 31 18 46 114
Cinsiyet % Cinsiyet 16,7% 27,2% 15,8% 40,4% 35%
Kadm D 15 68 51 78 212
% Cinsiyet 7,1% 32,1% 24,1% 36,8% 65%
Toplam n 34 99 69 124 326
% Genel 10,4% 30,4% 21,2% 38,0%  100,0%
X?2=9,76 sd=3 p=0,021

Ki-kare testi sonuglarina gore oyuncu tiirleri ile cinsiyet dagilimlari arasinda anlamli bir
degisim s6z konusu oldugu soylenebilir (p<0,05). Dagilimlar incelendiginde kadin 6grencilerin
kasifler (%36,8, n=78) ve sosyallesenler (%32,1, n=68) de yogunlastii goriilmektedir. Kadin
ogrencilerin en az dagilim gosterdigi oyuncu tipi ise avalar (%7,1, n=15) olarak goriilmektedir. Erkek
ogrencilerin ise genellikle kagiflerde toplandig1 sOylenebilir (%40,4, n=46). Kadin ve erkek 6grenci
dagilimlarii karsilastirdigimizda kadin o6grencilerin dagilim oraninin basaranlarda (%24,1) ve
sosyallesenlerde (%32,1) erkek 6grencilerden daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmektedir. Erkek dgrencilerin

ise kasiflerde (%40,4) ve avcilarda (%16,7) kadin 6grencilerden daha yiiksek orana sahip oldugu
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goriilmektedir. Bu durumda erkek 6grencilerin kadin 6grencilere gore Kasif ve Avct oyuncu tipine,
kadin 6grencilerin ise erkek 6grencilere gore sosyallesen ve basaran oyuncu tipine daha yatkin oldugu

sOylenebilir.

Katilimcilarin oyuncu tiirleri dagiliminda programlara yerlesme puan tiirlerine gore

anlaml bir iligki var midir?

Katilimcilarin yiiksekdgretim programlarina yerlesme puan tiirlerine gore dagilimlar: Tablo 5

te gortilmektedir.

Tablo 5. Katilimcilarin oyuncu tipleri ve yiiksekogretim programina yerlesme puanlarima gore dagilum tablosu

Oyuncu Tipi Toplam

Avcilar Sosyallesenler Basaranlar Kasifler
Sayisal n 15 34 36 52 137
%PuanTari 4 go 24,8% 263%  380%  42%
Puan Turi  Sozel n 8 15 16 22 61
% Puan Tiiri 13,1% 24,6% 26,2% 36,1% 19%
Esit Agirhik n 11 50 17 50 128
% Puan Tira 8,6% 39,1% 13,3% 39,1% 39%
Toplam n 34 99 69 124 326
% Genel 10,4% 30,4% 21,2% 38,0% 100,0%

X?=12,40 sd=6 p=0,054

Tablo 5 te goriildiigli gibi oyuncu tiirlerinin katiimcilarin yerlestigi puan tiirlerine gore
dagilimlar1 arasinda anlamli bir farklilik olmadigi goriilmektedir (p>0,05). Sayisal &grencilerinin
cogunlugu kasifler Oyuncu Tipinde toplandig1 goriilmektedir (%38, n=52). Esit agirlik 6grencilerinin
ise kagifler (%39,1, n=50) ve sosyallesenler (%39,1, n=50) oyuncu tiplemesinde toplandig:
goriilmektedir. Sozel Ogrencilerin ise kasiflerde yogunlastigt (%36,1, n=22) goriilmektedir.
Katilimcilarin oyuncu tipleri ile puan tiirlerini karsilastirdigimizda ise; avcilarin sdzel puan tiiriinde
(%13,1), sosyallesenlerin (%39,1) ve kasiflerin (%39,1) ise esit agirlik puan tiiriinde, basaranlarin ise

sayisal puan tiiriinde (%26,3) daha yiiksek oranda dagildig: goriilmektedir.
Katilimcilarin baskin olan Oyuncu Tipine gore 6grenme stilleri dagilimi nasildir?

Katilimcilarin baskin olduklar1 oyuncu tiplemelerinin baskin olduklarin 6grenme stillerine

gore dagilimlar1 Tablo 6’ da goriilmektedir.
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Tablo 6. Katilimcilarin oyuncu tipleri ve 6renme stillerine gore dagilim

Oyuncu Tipi

Avcilar Sosyallesenler Basaranlar Kasifler Toplam

Degistiren n 14 38 27 40 119

% Ogrenme Stili 11,8% 31,9% 22,7%  33,6%  36,5%

Oziimseyen n 10 34 28 48 120

Ogrenme % Ogrenme Stili 8,3% 28,3% 23,3%  40,0%  36,8%
Stili Aynigtiran  n 6 16 9 25 56
% Ogrenme Stili 10,7% 28,6% 16,1%  44,6%  17,2%

Yerlestiren n 4 11 5 11 31

% Ogrenme Stili 12,9% 35,5% 16,1%  35,5% 9,5%

Toplam n 34 99 69 124 326
% of Total 10,4% 30,4% 21,2%  38,0% 100,0%

X?=4,36 sd=9 p=0,886

Ki-kare testinin kullanilabilmesi ic¢in beklenen degerin 5 ten kii¢iik oldugu hiicrelerin
sayisinin tiim hiicrelere orani en fazla %20 olmas: gerekmektedir (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2014). Tablo 6" ya
gore bu kurala uymayan bir hiicre (avcilar x Yerlestiren) goriilmekle birlikte %20 sinirini asmadigi igin
veri tablolarinda birlestirmeye gereksinim duyulmamistir. Analiz sonuglarina gore oyuncu tiirleri ve
O0grenme stilleri dagilimlarinda anlamli bir farklilik goriilmemektedir (p>0,05). Tablo 6’ da goriildiigii
gibi katihmcilarin, Ozﬁmseyen (%36,8, n=120) ve Degistiren (%36,5, n=119) 6grenme stillerinde
yogunlastig1 goriilmektedir. Oyuncu tiplerinin ise kasifler (%38, n=124) ile sosyallesenlerde (%30,4, n=
99) yogunlastigr gortilmektedir. Oyuncu tipleri ile 6grenme stilleri dagilimini karsilastirdigimizda;
Yerlestiren 0grenme stilinin avcilar (%12,9) ve sosyallesenler oyuncu tipinde daha yiiksek oranda
toplandig1 goriilmektedir. Oziimseyen 6grenme stilinin ise basaran (%23,3) oyuncu tipine diger
ogrenme stillerinden daha yatkin oldugu goriilmektedir. Ayristiran 6grenme stilinin ise kasiflerde

(%44,6) diger 6grenme stillerine gore daha yiiksek oranda dagildig: goriilmektedir.

Oyuncu tiplerinin 6grenme egilimleri ile iliskisini ortaya koyabilmek agisindan Kolb’un
o0grenme evreleri (SD, SK, AD, YG) ile oyuncu tipleri (avcilar, kasifler, basaranlar, sosyallesenler)
iliskisi incelenmistir. Bu gergevede katilimcilarin oyuncu tipleri puanlari ile 6grenme evreleri puanlari
arasinda korelasyon analizi yapilmistir. Tablo 7’ de goriildiigii tizere kasifler oyuncu tipi Kolb’un
Soyut Kavramsallastirma (SK) evresi ile pozitif yonde diisiik diizeyde anlaml iligkili oldugu
goriilmektedir (r= 0,122, p<0,05). Diger oyuncu tipleri ve 6grenme stilleri arasinda anlamh bir iliski

goriilmemektedir.
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SD SK AD YG Avcilar  Sosyallesenler Basaranlar Kasifler
SD Pearson Korelasyon 1
Sig. (2-tailed)
SK Pearson Correlation - 440%% 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000
AD Pearson Correlation - 525%* -,135*% 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,015
YG Pearson Correlation ,005 -,371%* -,514** 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,935 ,000 ,000
Pearson Correlation ,011 -,073 ,009 ,051 1
Avalar ) )
Sig. (2-tailed) ,846 ,190 ,871 ,357
Sosyallegenler Pearson Correlation -014 -,039 ,097 -,065 ,006 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,804 ,485 ,079 ,244 916
Basaranlar Pearson Correlation ,073 -,046 -,053 ,033 -, 151** ,134* 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,189 ,403 ,340 ,555 ,006 ,015
Kasifler Pearson Correlation -041 ,122% ,016 -,099 ,176%* ,229%* ,278%* 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 463 ,028 ,778 ,076 ,001 ,000 ,000

**_ Korelasyon 0.01 (2-tailed) diizeyinde anlaml:.

SD: Somut Deneyim

SK: Soyut Kavramsallagtirma

*. Korelasyon 0.05 (2-tailed) diizeyinde anlaml.
AD: Aktif Deneyim

YG: Yansitica Gozlem
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Tartisma ve Sonug

Bu ¢alismanin amaci oyun baglaminda yer alan oyuncu tiplerinin; 6grenme stili, cinsiyet ve
yliksekogretime yerlesme puan tiirii gibi 6grenme ve kisisel ozellikler ile iliskisini arastirmaktir. Bu
amagla yiriitiilen tarama ¢alismasinda 326 yiiksekogretim 6grencisine Kocadere ve Caglar (2018)" in
gelistirdigi oyuncu tipi belirleme Olcegi ile Kolb’ un gelistirdigi ve Gencel'in (2007) Tiirkceye

kazandirdig1 dlgegi iceren veri toplama envanteri uygulanmistir.

Arastirmanin sonuglarina gore katihimcilar genel olarak kasifler (%38) oyuncu tipinde
yogunlastig1 goriilmektedir. Bu oran Zichermann ve Cunningham (2011)" in bahsettigi dagihm ile
uyusmadigl sOylenebilir. Zichermann ve Cunningham’ a gore toplumun biiyiik bir kismi
sosyallesenlerde dagilmaktadir. Oyuncu tipleri dagilimini cinsiyete gore inceledigimizde ise erkek
Ogrencilerin kasif yoOniiniin daha yiiksek oldugunu sdyleyebiliriz. Kadin 0Ogrencilerin ise
sosyallesenlerde yiiksek dagilim gosterdigini soOyleyebiliriz. Kadin Ogrenciler sosyallesenlerde
yogunlasmasi Hamdaoui ve digerlerinin (2018) calismasi ile benzerlik gostermektedir. Benzer sekilde
Barrett ve Lally (1999) calismasinda, ¢evrimici 6grenme ortamlarinda kadin 6grencilerin erkeklere
gore etkilesimsel davramislara daha fazla egilim gosterdigini belirtmistir. Bu durum kadinlarin
sosyallesenler yoniinii desteklemektedir. Hamdaoui ve digerlerinin ¢alismasinda avcilar erkeklerde
en yiiksek kadinlarda ise en disiik dagilimi gostermektedir. Bu calismada en diisiik dagilim
kadinlarda avcilar, erkeklerde ise basaranlar goriilmektedir. Sonu¢ olarak avcilarin en sevdigi
mekanik olan rekabet kadin oyuncular tarafindan pek tercih edilmedigi sdylenebilir. Bu durum Oyibo
ve digerleri (2017)" nin calismasi ile benzerlik gostermektedir. Ancak Oyibo ve digerleri, rekabet ve
0diil mekanigini erkeklerin tercih ettigini belirtmektedir. Bu durum ise Hamdaoui ve digerlerinin
calismasi ile tutarlilik gostermektedir. Sonug olarak; Bartle'in oyuncu tiplemesine gore her iki
cinsiyetteki 0grencilerin etkilesim kurma egilimi gosterdigi soylenebilir. Ancak erkek ogrencilerin
yogunlukta oldugu kasifler ile kadin 6grencilerin yogunluk gosterdigi sosyallesenlerin etkilesim
anlayisinda farklilik oldugu bilinmektedir. Kasifler ortam ile etkilesim halinde iken sosyallesenler
bireyler ile etkilesim kurarlar. Kasifler oyun ortamini kesfetmek sosyallesenler ise ortamda yeni
oyuncular ile tarusarak birliktelikler (guild) kurmak istemektedirler. Oyun ortaminda yer alan sakl
nesneler Kkasiflerin kegfetme diirtiistinii tetiklemektedir. Rekabet kadin oyuncularin pek tercih
etmedigi bir unsur olarak dikkat ¢cekmektedir. Kadin 6grencilerin basaran yoniiniin erkeklerden daha

fazla olmasi ancak kendisi ile rekabet halinde oldugunu isaret etmektedir.

Alanyazinda herhangi meslek grubunun oyuncu tipleri ile iligkisini arastiran bir ¢alismaya
rastlanilmamustir. Bu calismada oyuncu tiplerinin konu alanlari ile olan iligkisini belirlemek amaci ile
oyuncu tiplerinin meslek alanlarini temsil eden yiiksekdgretim programina yerlesme puan tiirlerine
gore dagilimlar1 incelenmistir. Sonug¢ olarak oyuncu tiplerinin alan puani tiirlerine dagilim

istatistiksel olarak anlam ifade etmedigi goriilmektedir (p>0,05). Puan tiirii ve oyuncu tipleri
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dagilimlar1 incelendiginde, esit agirlik 6grencilerinin sosyallesenler ile kasiflerin en yiiksek oram
paylastiklar1 goriilmektedir. Shceck ve digerleri (2015) calismasinda sosyallesen bireyleri disa doniik
ve gevresi ile uyumlu olarak nitelemistir. Bu profile gore sosyallesenlerden yeni ortamlara girmekten
¢ekinmeyen, iletisim yonii kuvvetli bir davranis profili ¢cizmesi beklenir. Esit agirlik puan tiiriinde yer
alan Kamu Yonetimi ve Hukuk gibi programlar hitabet yetenegi ve sosyallesme yonii ile 6n plana
ciktigi soylenebilir. Bu gibi programlarin sosyallesen yoOnlerinin olmasi avantaj olarak
degerlendirilebilir. Bu bakimdan esit agirlik programlara yénelik OOO tasarimlarinda sosyallesen ve
kasiflerin uyum sagladig etkilesim unsuru goz ardi edilmemelidir. Diger taraftan basaranlarin sayisal
alanda diger alanlara daha yatkin oldugu goriilmiistiir. Basaranlarin 6z disiplini yiiksek olmasi (van
Meurs, 2007) basari odakli ¢alismasi (Shceck ve digerleri, 2015) sayisal alanda yer alan tip ve
mithendislik gibi zorlu egitim siireclerinde avantaj saglayabilir. Basaranlarin bireysel ¢calismaya olan
yatkilig1 ve sahip oldugu 6z disiplin 6zellikleri bireysel seriivene ve goreve dayali ilerleyen bir OOO

yapisi basarili olabilir.

Bartle, simiflandirmasini  oyun evreni kapsaminda gergeklestirmistir. Bu yOniiyle
siniflandirma, bireylerin karakterleri ve oyun oynama davramslar1 baglaminda (Halvarsson ve
Winther, 2009; van Meurs, 2007) incelenmistir. Ancak 000 tasarimlarinda (Ferro ve digerleri, 2013;
Iacono, Vallarino ve Vercelli, 2020; Kocadere ve Caglar, 2018) veya bu ortamlarin bireysellestirilmesi
baglaminda da bu siniflandirma kullanilmistir. Ornegin Hamdaoui, Khalidi Idrissi ve Bennani (2018)
Bartle smiflandirmasi ile Kolb” un Ogrenme stilleri arasindaki iliskiyi arastirarak 000’larinin
bireysellestirilmesi siirecine katki saglamaktadir. Hamdaoui ve digerleri’ nin ¢alismasinda dagilim
istatistiki olarak anlamli ve her bir oyuncu tipinin ayr1 6grenme stilinde yogunlastig1 goriilmektedir.
Buna gore avcilar Oziimseyen Ogrenme stiline, basaranlarin ise yerlestiren Ogrenme stiline,
sosyallesenlerin ise degistiren, kasiflerin ayristiran 6grenme stiline yatkin oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu
calismada ise oyuncu tipleri, Ogrenme stillerine gore anlamli bir dagilim gostermemistir.
Katilimcilarin 6grenme stili ve oyuncu tipi dagilimlar: incelendigi zaman Yerlestiren 6grenme stilinin
avcilarda ve sosyallesenlerde digerlerine gore yiiksek oranda dagildigr goriilmektedir. Yerlestiren
ogrenme stili 6grenmeyi somut yasantilar ve etkin deneyimler ile saglarlar. Bu bakimdan bilgileri
kitaplar ya da derslerden ¢ok bireylerden ve birebir deneyimlerden elde etme egilimindedirler
(Gencel, 2007). Isbirligi ve proje tabanli gruplar yerlestirenleri tatmin edecek olan somut ve aktif
deneyimi karsilamaktadir (Karadeniz, 2008). Bu durum sosyallesen oyuncu tipinde yer alan takim
olmasi istegi yeni bireyler ile tamisma, dayanisma ve birlik olma gibi davrarslar1 destekledigi
goriilmektedir. Avclarin giindeminde her ne kadar birey yer alsa da bireyleri ({istiinliik
saglayabilecegi bir rakip olarak gormektedir. Ancak Yerlestiren Ogrenme, stilinin lider ozelligi
(Gencel, 2007) ile avcilarin bulundugu grupta lider pozisyonunda olmasi istegi bir araya getirildiginde
OOO’da etkin bir 6grenme deneyimi saglanabilir. Bir bagka sonug ise dziimseyen 6grenme stili

dagiliminin bagaranlarda daha yiiksek oranda oldugudur. Oziimseyen bireylerin diisiinme ve izleme
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ozellikleri 6grenme siireglerinde planlama yapma ve karsisina ¢ikan sorunlarin ¢oziimiine yonelik
modeller olusturma gibi 6zellikler olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir (Gencel, 2007; Karadeniz, 2008). Bu
bakimdan basaran oyuncu tipinin kurallara ve yonergelere bagli olmasi (van Meurs, 2007) 6grenme
siire¢lerinde ziimseyenler ile ortak yonii oldugu soylenebilir. Diger taraftan sabirli olmasi ve insanlar
yerine diisiinceler ve soyut kavramlar iizerine durmasi da (Karadeniz, 2008) basaranlarin ortam ile tek
tarafli eylem halinde bulunma (Bartle, 1996) verilen gorevleri tamamlayana kadar ayrilmama (Yilmaz,
2017) ozelliklerini desteklemektedir. Bu bakimdan OOO tasarimlarinda &ziimseyen Ogrenme
ortamlarindan beklenen soyut diisiinmeyi ve problemler iizerine mantiksal ¢oziimler {iretmeyi
destekleyen aktiviteleri basaranlar: tesvik edici bir sekilde bireysel gorevlere dayali ilerleyen bir kurgu

ile verilmesi etkili olabilir.

Kolb” un 6grenme evreleri baglaminda kasiflerin Soyut Kavramsallastirma ile pozitif yonde
iligkili oldugu goriilmektedir. Soyut Kavramsallagstirma (SK) evresi; Aktif Deneyim (AD) evresi ile
Ayristiran, Yansitict Gozlem (YG) evresi ile Oziimseyen ogrenme stilini olusturmaktadir. Bu
baglamda kasiflerin ayristiran 6grenme stilinde yogunlasmasi Soyut Kavramsallastirmay: destekleyici
bir bulgudur. Hamdaoui ve digerlerinin ¢alismasinda, kasiflerin Aktif Deneyim ile pozitif, Somut
Deneyim ile negatif iliskili oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu baglamda kasiflerin ayristiran 6grenme stiline
sahip olmasi dogal bir sonuctur. Anlaml iliskiler baglaminda kasiflerin Soyut Kavramsallastirma
evresi ile tutarli sonuglar gosterdigi goriilmektedir. Soyle ki; Soyut Kavramsallastirmada duygularin
aksine mantik, diisiinme ve kavramlara odaklanma s6z konusudur (Kolb, 2015). Kasifler ise, bireysel
seriiven pesinde bir oyuncu olarak taninirlar. Kesfetmek ve heyecan onlar i¢in birebirdir. Bu nedenle
O0grenme ortamlarinda merak onlar i¢in olmazsa olmazdir. Bu 6zelliklere gore kasiflerin diisiinme ve
mantik gercevesi baglaminda hareket etmesi yalnizca kesfetme siirecinde ipuglarini birlestirme ve
kolaylastirici kisayollar: bulma siirecinde meydana gelebilir (Kocadere ve Caglar, 2018). Bu ydnleri ile
Kasifleri daha ¢ok merak ve kesfetme arzusu harekete ge¢melerini tetikler. Diger taraftan kasifler plan
yapmaktan pek hoslandig1 soylenemez (Ferro ve digerleri, 2013). Ayristiranlarin ise problemlerin
¢ozlimiinde akil yiiriitme ve deneme - yanilma yolunu tercih etmeleri (Karadeniz, 2008) kasiflerin
problem ¢6ztimii davranislari ile tutarli oldugu goriilmektedir. Nitekim kasifler icin en uyumlu oyun
kurgulariin basinda kagis odalari, define adas: gibi karsilagtiklar1 problemleri ipuglar: ile ¢oziime
ulastiklart oyunlar gelmektedir. Bu gibi kurgularin eklendigi oyunlastirilmis kurgulara akil

yliritmeye iten ipuglarinin eklenmesi kasiflerin motivasyonunu arttirabilir.

000’ larin bireysellestirilmesi baglaminda pek ¢ok calisma yer almaktadir. Oyun baglaminda
en yaygin tercih edilen bireysel &zelliklerin baginda oyuncu tipleri gelmektedir. Bu ¢alisma OOO larin
bireysellestirilmesi baglaminda her bir oyuncu tipinin 6grenme karakteristigini ya da egilimini ortaya
koymaya calismistir. Alanyazinda oyuncu tiplerinin kisiligi ve karakteristigini belirleme calismalarina
rastlanmaktadir. Ancak oyuncu tiplerinin 6grenme egilimleri ve cinsiyet, konu baglami gibi 6grenen

Ozelliklerine yonelik ¢aligmalar alanyazinda smirli sayida yer almaktadir. Arastirmacilarin
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karsilastirma yaparak sonuglari inceleyebilmeleri agisindan bu gibi c¢alismalarin artmasi
gerekmektedir. OOO'lar her ne kadar oyun tabanli 6grenme ortamlarindan farkli olsa da oyunlarin
ruhunu temsil eden dinamikleri ile akis hissini uyandirmasi beklenmektedir. Bu bakimdan oyuncu
davranislarina uygun OO0’ larmin tasarimlanmas, oyun ve 0grenme baglamlarinin iligkilerinin ve
etkilesimlerinin ortaya c¢ikarilmasi gerekmektedir. Bu bakimdan oyuncu tiplerine duyarli OOO’ lar
gelistirilerek Ogrenen Ozellikleri baglaminda etkilerini arastiran deneysel ¢alismalar bu baglamda
daha etkili sonuglar elde edebilir. Diger taraftan veri toplama aracini dolduran 558 katihimcinin verisi
birden fazla oyuncu tipi ya da 6grenme stiline sahip oldugu i¢in arastirma kriterlerini karsilamadig:
gerekgesi ile analiz dis1 birakilmistir. Bu bakimdan verisi alinan katilimcilarinin biiyiik ¢cogunlugunun

birden fazla oyuncu tipi ve 6grenme stiline sahip oldugu goz 6niinde bulundurulmalidar.
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Introduction

Gamification has started to gain a seat in almost every sector in the recent years. Although the
teaching through games or game-based learning has a long standing history (Sahin and Samur, 2017;
Yilmaz, 2017), it has started to gain popularity in education with the discovery of its outstanding
aspects such as interaction, instant and various feedback options, self-evaluation (Sahin and
Yurdugiil, 2020); and of its positive contributions to the motivation, engagement and academic

achievement (Martin, Dennen and Bonk, 2020).

Gamified Learning Environments (GLE) reinforce the motivation and engagement
considerably through the interaction components they contain. However, the presence of the
individual differences manifests itself as a problem of GLEs as is the case with all learning
environments. Some researchers such as Hanus and Fox (2015) and Mekler, Brithlmann, Opwis and
Tuch (2013) found that the most commonly used gamification elements such as badges, leaderboards
and points did not affect the motivation of certain participants while having a negative effect on
others’ motivation. Accordingly, many researchers such as Chapman and Rich (2018), Klock,
Gasparini, Pimenta and Oliveira (2015) and Kocadere and Caglar (2018) stated that the gamification
components do not stimulate the same mechanics on individuals, in simpler terms; they do not have
the same effect. Therefore, many researchers remarked that the game should be based on the
hedonistic grounds featuring the individual pleasure (Fitz-Walter, 2015) and argued that pleasure and
motivation stimulus of individuals should be the focal point in the design elements (Mora, Riera,
Gonzalez and Arnedo-Moreno, 2017; Whitton and Langan, 2019). In other words, personal
characteristics should not be ignored in the design of gamified systems. However, personal
characteristics and differences make the design of gamified systems a little more complicated. For this
reason, some researchers developed adaptable gamification design models (i.e. Klock et al., 2015)and
systems i in order to systematize the process (i.e. Hassan, Habiba, Majeed and Shoaib, 2019; Jagust,
Boticki and So, 2018; Lavoue, Monterrat, Desmarais and George, 2019). In the context of learner-
centeredness, design models that pivot around personal characteristics such as player types (Ferro,

Walz and Greuter, 2013; Marczewski, 2015), character types (Halvarsson and Winther, 2009; van
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Meurs, 2007), motivation (Dichev, Dicheva and Irwin, 2020), and engagement (Rivera and Garden,
2021) in order to design the learning environments according to the personal characteristics. As part of

this, it can be said that there are various approaches in the design of learner centred GLEs.

Personal characteristics used in GLEs can be classified in two categories such as the game and
learning contexts according to the role provided for an individual. Certain personal characteristics

considered in GLEs are given in Figurel.

Game Context

Player
Player Behaviors-

v

Player Role

Characteristic Bartle

Player
Behaviors -
Marczewski

Engagement
Learning Style
Subject Context @ > Learner Role

v

Player-Learner Role

Learning Context

Figure 1. Certain personal characteristics used in the design of learner-centered gamification designs

In GLE designs, it is observed that individuals are considered within the contexts of player
and learner. Within the player role context, the game playing behaviour and personality
characteristics of an individual have been the player classification criteria in a gamified environment
design for a long time now (Bartle, 1996; Myers, McCaulley, Quenk and Hammer, 1998). Designs with
an emphasis on the player role of individuals usually include the classification of player types and
player characteristics. These classifications aim to maintain the engagement of player’s to the fiction of
a game, rather than the learning objective. For example; Bartle (1996) first made a classification
according to the playing behaviours of the players regarding the question of whether it is the game
world or the players that draw heavy interest, and then classified by the nature of such of interest,
whether it is mutual interaction or unilateral action. However, Myers, McCaulley, Quenck and
Hammer (1998) classified the player typologies by their personality characteristics and thus,
introduced certain metrics to classify the personal experiences by using a classification method, which
was attributed to Jung’'s theory of personality. These classifications were developed to be used in
game design. Nacke, Bateman and Mandryk (2011) proved that the classification should be based on

human motivation and neurobiological features and suggested the player typology named as
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BrainHex by them. On the other hand, Ferro et al. (2013) also classified the player typologies by their

personality types.

Similar to the game’s virtual worlds, GLEs also aim to ensure the motivation and engagement
of individuals. At this point, Marczewski (2015) focused on the user motivation and created the player
types with an eye to ensure engagement of users to game’s virtual world. According to Marczewski,
users are broken down into four types (philanthropist, achiever, socialiser, and free spirit) with
intrinsic motivation. The “Player” user type is broken down into four types (self-seeker, consumer,
networker, and exploiter) with extrinsic motivation. The “Disrupter” user type is broken down into
four types (griefer, destroyer, influencer, and improver). In this sense, it is seen that certain studies are
conducted for determining the elements that stimulate the motivation and engagement of a player
with an aim to adapt those studies to Player types (i.e. Kocadere and Caglar, 2018; Andrzej
Marzewski, 2017; Toda et al., 2019).

Other researchers argued that the classifications regarding the player role should be analysed
as part of the game design. In GLEs, it is emphasized that attention should be paid to personal
characteristics in learning context. Therefore, they took notice of the GLE designs that focus on the
learner role of an individual. In this regard, motivation and engagement stand out as the most
commonly analysed variables. Dichev et al. (2020) stated that it would be more accurate to classify
personal differences in relation to ensure intrinsic motivation in GLE design. On the other hand,
Huang and Hew (2018) developed a design model by arguing that GLE should be designed
considering the motivational needs of individuals. In this model, motivational needs are connected
with gamification elements based on five different motivation theories. Rivera and Garden (2021)
predicated on the engagement, one of the most important components of learning, and proposed a
framework that is based on the gamified learning environment framework of Landers (2014) and

Kahu's (2013) four perspectives on student engagement.

Studies focus on individuals regarding their learner characteristics (age, gender, and subject)
rather than the game in GLE designs. Some of the researchers stated that gamification elements have
different effects on individuals according to the variables such as age and gender and that these
variables should be taken into consideration in GLE designs (Klock, Gasparini, Pimenta and de
Oliveira, 2015; Oyibo, Orji and Vassileva, 2017). For example, it is defined that most of the
gamification elements are effective on individuals aged 30 and below (Klock, Gasparini, Pimenta and
Hamari, 2020; Oyiboet al., 2017; Tondello, Orji and Nacke, 2017). In this respect, GLE are usually
designed for individuals at primary, elementary and higher education levels (Attali and Arieli-Attali,
2015). However, there are GLEs for adults aged 30 and above during in-service training to equip them
with professional competence (Tamis, 2021). Another important variable in GLEs is gender.

Individuals’ perceptions on game elements vary by genders (Codish and Ravid, 2017; Dendenet al.,
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2021). According to some researchers, gender-based concerns can occur due to design elements in the
design process of gamified learning environments (Albuquerque, Bittencourt, Coelho and Silva, 2017).
Therefore, some researchers classified the gamification elements by gender (Klocket al., 2020). For
example, it is stated that the badge element causes a negative effect on males (Codish and Ravid, 2017)

while the competition mechanic affects women negatively (Oyibo et al., 2017).

Differently from the game-based learning environments, GLEs usually aim to reinforce the
learning behaviours such as motivation and engagement instead of teaching a certain content (Zaric,
Roepke, Lukarov and Schroeder, 2021). In this respect, there is scarcely any design that pivot around
the state of subject in GLEs. However, teaching methods and strategies vary by learning outcome,
behaviour type and content as part of learning. There are gamified learning environment designs
special to vocational education such as engineering, medicine and occupational safety (Tarus, 2021;
Kulhanek, Butler and Bodnar, 2019; Nah, Telaprolu, Rallapalli and Venkata, 2013). Design processes of
GLEs and the impact of these environments on student motivation, engagement and academic
achievement regarding the subjects in different occupational groups have been frequently researched
(Alanne, 2016; Kim, Song, Lockee and Burton, 2018; Song, Tavares, Pinto and Xu, 2017). Ozgt’ir,
Cuhadar and Akgiin (2018) stated in their study that the environments of engineering education have
been researched the most in the higher education level. It is followed by the studies in the areas of
Health, Information and Communication Technologies, Foreign Language and Science. There are a
few research that form the framework of GLE for occupational education, though. In Turkish higher
education system, students are placed to the programs according to their score types. In this choice-
based system, students are placed to programs such as Engineering and Medicine based on their
scores in Numeric subject area; for Theology and Journalism, based on scores in Verbal subject area;
and for Law and Public Administration, based on scores in Equal Weight subject area. An effective
and productive GLE can be designed with a gamification fiction which is designed according to the

learners’ occupational education and subject areas.

Another variable that is considered within the learner role of an individual is learning style.
The opinion that each individual has distinctive learning features forms the basis of modern learning
understanding (Watson and Reigeluth, 2008). Designing the GLEs according to personal learning
features in the journey of learning may increase the effectiveness of GLEs. Some researchers argue that
learning styles should not be ignored in the designing process of personalized GLEs (Zaric et al.,
2021). In this regard, studies that research the relationship between player type (Abdollahzade and
Jafari, 2018; Hamdaoui, Khalidi Idrissi and Bennani, 2018) or gamification elements (Hassan, Habiba,
Majeed and Shoaib, 2019) were carried out apart from certain studies that looked into the impact of
GLE designs prepared according to the learning styles on motivation and engagement(Buckley and

Doyle, 2017). Coffield, Moseley, Hall and Ecclestone (2004) state that there are 71 learning styles, 13 of
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which are major in the literature. The learning styles that were suggested by Kolb in 1983 are among

the most commonly used major learning styles.

According to the experiential learning theory of Kolb, learning should be intrinsic to the
individuals as a result of their experiences (Kolb, 2015). In Kolb’s understanding, learning is pursued
through two independent extents (Transforming and Grasping) supporting each other in a cyclical

way.

According to this, the Grasping extent of learning is composed of the Concrete Experiences
(feeling) of an individual or his/her Abstract Conceptualisation (thinking) of the things around
him/her. In the Transformation extent, there are the Active Experiences (doing) or Reflective
Observation (watching) of individuals based on their options to acquire and transform the

information (Can, 2011; Gencel, 2007).

Concrete Experience
P o
Accommodator | LEL Diverger
g
pU
Active Transforming ; Reflective
Experimentation T Apservation
i Transforming
Assimilator BO | Converger
g
oo
i
U
Abstract Conceptualisation

Figure 2. Kolb’s learning styles

Kolb’s experiential learning coordinate is given in Figure 2. According to this coordinate
system, every junction point of two extents defines a learning style. Active Experience and Abstract
Conceptualisation areas form the Converger learning style. Individuals in this area prefer to learn by
doing and thinking. Reflective Observation and Abstract Conceptualisation areas form the Assimilator
learning style. Individuals in this area prefer to learn by watching and thinking. Active Experience

and Concrete Experience areas form the Accommodator learning style. Individuals in this area prefer
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to learn by doing and feeling. Reflective Observation and Concrete Experience areas form the

Diverger learning style. Individuals in this area prefer to learn by watching and feeling.

Player types are at the top of the most commonly used taxonomies in the context of game and
learner. Bartle (1996) also developed the most basic classification in player typologies according to the
player behaviours. Bartle examines the players in 4 different characters considering that they interact
with the environment or individuals or go into action unilaterally. Bartle’s player types can be

analysed as follows:

Killers are the least common type of player. According to the Bartle’s taxonomy, they are
single-acting characters that focus on other players rather than the game’s virtual world. Killers try to
defeat other players instead of fulfilling their own duty and they want to be the only dominant
character in their environment. These players look for players to beat down in the game’s virtual
world. Sometimes they may break through the rules to defeat their rival. Competitive atmosphere is
perfectly suited for the Killers, and therefore, using elements to stimulate a competition environment
will motivate them. Levelling and levelling-up are the gamification elements that have positive
effects. Since the Killers are not a team player and the award is to defeat their rivals/enemies,

challenging fictions should be preferred in GLE designs.

Achievers are uniquely suited to tasks given to them. There is no other success indicator for
them to fulfil their tasks and therefore, the do not interact with other players. They are in
communication with the world and in search of tasks to take on. It can be said that they are result-
oriented. They are in competition with themselves. For this reason, following the Progress Bar and
Status in the gamified worlds constitute a reference point for the Achievers. Reaching to the top in

Leaderboards is the aim of an Achiever.

Similar to the Achievers, Explorers are also interested in the game world itself rather than the
players. They like searching for hidden objects and discovering new places in the game world. They
do not interact with other players. The journey to the obscurity is much more exciting for them.

Treasure hunt and escape rooms in gamified environments fit for them.

Socialisers have the intention to interact with other individuals in the game. Making
acquaintance with new people and acting together with them in the game world is their major
preference. Therefore, team games or games with multi-players are preferable by the Socialisers. It is
expected that involving in cooperative game worlds in guilds will stimulate Socialisers’ learning

(Kocadere and Caglar, 2018).

GLEs interact with individuals as part of games through the components, mechanics, and
dynamics they involve. These environments are expected to provide effective and productive learning

experiences that the learning environments are required to do so. In this regard, it is required to
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design environments where players/learnes will not drop out of the gamification environments and
can learn effectively. In other words, GLEs should adapt to the personal characteristics within the
framework of game and learning. At this point, research and discovery of common grounds and
characteristics in the context of games and learning will lead the way for GLE designers. Learning
styles are among the criteria that are frequently used for the individualisation of learning
environments. On that sense, studies that research the relationship between learner type and learning
styles regarding the individualisation of GLEs present themselves every now and then (Abdollahzade
and Jafari, 2018; Hamdaouiet al., 2018; Zaricet al., 2021). In this study, it is aimed to define the learning
features of a player type. For this reason, an effort was made to determine the relationship and
differences between certain personal characteristics (such as gender, placement score type for a higher
education program and the dominant learning style) of a player type composed of mainly higher

education students. In line with this purpose, this study seeks the answers to the following questions:
1. In the distribution of dominant player types of the participants;
a. Is there a significant relationship by gender?

b. Is there significant relationship by the placement score types for higher education

programs?
2. What is the distribution of learning styles by dominant player types of the participants?

This study is expected to contribute to development of GLEs -which are sensitive to personal
characteristics of players/learners such as playing, learning, gender, and occupational orientation- as

sensible to personal differences.
Method

The aim of this study is to analyse the player types -one of the personal characteristics of
learners in GLE- by gender, university entrance score type and learning style variables. In addition to
the fact that survey studies are intended to describe the opinions or features of a certain population,
they make it possible to analyse the relationship between the measured variables (Biiyiikoztiirk,
Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz and Demirel, 2015). For this reason, scanning model was used in this

study.
Sampling

326 students studying at a higher education institution participated in the research. Some

information on the participating students are given in Table 1.
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Table 1. Distribution of participants by gender and educational background

Educational Level

Bachelor’'s  Associate Master’s Total
Degree Degree Degree
n 58 55 1 114
Male  Gender % 50.9% 48.2% 0.9% 100.0%
Gender General % 17.8% 16.9% 0.3% 35.0%
n 118 90 4 212
Female Gender % 55.7% 42.5% 1.9% 100.0%
General % 36.2% 27.6% 1.2% 65.0%
n 176 145 5 326
Total
General % 54.0% 44.5% 1.5% 100.0%

As can be seen in Tablo 1, 35% (n_114) of the students participating in the research were male
and 65% (n=212) were female. Of 114 male students participating in the research; 50.9% (n=58) were
bachelor’s degree, 48.2% (n=55) were associate degree, 0.9% (n=1) were master’s degree students. Of
212 female students participating in the research; 55.7% (n=118) were bachelor’s degree, 42.5% were
associate degree, 1.9% (n=4) were master’'s degree students. 54% (n=176) of female students
participating in the research were bachelor’s degree, 45% (n=145) were associate degree, 1.5% (n=5)

were master’s degree students.

74% (n=243) of the students participating in the research stated that they were in the first year
at the higher education institution. In other words, it can be said that this was their first experience

regarding the distance education activities provided by the institution.
Data Collection Tool

A tripartite data collection inventory was used as part of the study. In the first part,
demographic information such as gender, higher education placement score type and class level of
students were collected. In the second part, Player Type scale was used in order to determine the
dominant player type of students. Within the scope of the study, personal characteristics were
analysed according to the Bartle's Taxonomy of Player Types. Bartle’s Taxonomy of Player Types was
chosen since it is the most fundamental classification in this area and forms basis to the types of many
researchers. In the third part of the inventory, “Kolb’s Learning Styles Inventory-III” was used in

order to determine the dominant learning styles of students. Details on the scales are explained below.

Player type scale: “Learning Styles Inventory-III” of Arkun Kocadere and Caglar (2018) was used in
order to determine the dominant learning styles of the participants. The scale was developed based on
the player types classified by Bartle (1996) according to the element (environment-individual) the
players interact with or the behaviour type (interaction-action). It is composed of 4 factors defining 12
articles and player types (explorers, achievers, socialisers and killers). Each factor consists of 3 articles.
The researchers ensured the validity and reliability on 197 students. According to this, reliability

coefficients of player type determination scale can be seen in Table2.
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Table 2. Reliability coefficients of player type determination scale

Factor Cronbach Items Explanation
Alpha (o)
Their aim i 1 h 1
Explorers 0.91 10,11, 12 eir aim is to explore the game world and

search for places that might be unrecognized.

Completing the tasks is their major goal. They
Achievers 0.81 7,8,9 compete with themselves, and the greatest
award is being successful.

Their major aim is to defeat rivals during the
Killers 0.84 1,23 game. They play for conquering rather than
succeeding.

Thei . 1 . th
Socialisers 0.80 456 eir primary goal is to meet and interact wit
new people.

A 5-Point Likert Scale with statements ranging between “I Strongly Agree (5)” and “I strongly
Disagree (1)” was used. There is no reversed items in the scale. The highest score can be 60 and the
lowest score can be 12 from the 12 items in the scale. Individuals can demonstrate the characteristics of
more than one player type(Bartle, 1996; Ferroet al., 2013; Kocadere and Caglar, 2018). For this reason,
the factor with the highest score in the scale will show the dominant player type of the individual. As
can been seen in Tablo 2, the reliability coefficient of factors is a>0.80. This value is an indicator that

the factor can differentiate characteristics at a quite reliable level.

Kolb learning styles inventory-III: In order to determine the dominant learning style of students,
“Kolb Learning Styles Inventory-III” which was adapted to Turkish by Gencel (2007) was used in
2007. The first version of this inventory was developed by Kolb in 1971 and revised in 1981 to create
its second version (Gencel, 2007). The second version of the inventory was adapted to Turkish by
Askar and Akkoyunlu (1993). The third version was updated in 1999 and was adapted to Turkish by
Gencel (2007). Kolb and Kolb (2013) updated the fourth version of learning styles. In this version, they
concluded that there are intermediate learning styles on the Active Experimentation-Reflective
Observation and Concrete Experience-Abstract Conceptualisation levels. According to this, the other
fourth version is composed of nine learning styles. Since the adaptation of this inventory to Turkish
has not been completed yet, “Kolb Learning Styles Inventory-IIl”, the latest version adapted to

Turkish, was used in this study.

There are 12 items in the learning style inventory. Under these items, statements regarding the
4 different learning paths (Active Experimentation-AE, Reflective Observation-RO, Concrete
Experience-CE, and Abstract Conceptualisation-AC) are presented. Students are asked to order these
four statements according to the level of suitability for them. They will get 4 points from the statement
ranking first and 1 point from the statement ranking last. The points given to the relevant statement of
learning method are summed. The minimum point is 12 and the maximum point is 48 for these

statements. Learning paths are turned into transformation (AE-RO) and grasping (AC-CE) extents
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which constitute Kolb’s experiential learning theory. The value is between -36 and +36 here. A
negative score from the grasping extent indicates that learning is abstract, while a positive score
indicates that it is concrete. Similarly, the positive score from the transformation extent indicates that

learning is active, and the negative score indicates that it is reflective (Gencel, 2007).

Table 3. Kolb learning styles inventory II reliability coefficients

Learning Paths Cronbach-alpha
Concrete Experience 0.76
Reflective Observation 0.71
Abstract Conceptualisation 0.80
Active Experimentation 0.75
Abstract Conceptualisation-Concrete Experience 0.84
Active Experimentation-Reflective Observation 0.79

The correlation coefficient between the Turkish and English forms of the inventory is stated as
0.77. Reliability coefficients of the adapted form is given in Tablo 3. In this respect, the inventory is

considered as a valid and reliable assessment tool that can be used to determine learning styles.
Data Collection Process

Data collection tool was prepared online. An online platform was preferred since all the
students receive online education during COVID-19 pandemic. Data collection tool was distributed
through the platform which was used for online education by the students. In this way, students fill in
the data collection tool without getting out of their routine process. Participation to the research is
voluntary so that reliable data can be collected. At this point, 1197 students filled in the data collection
tool. Some data was excluded from the analysis in order to ensure the reliability of data set in line
with the purpose of study. Concordantly, a two-stage method was conducted, and the stages are

shown in Figure 3.

First Data o o '
(1197) e Participant filling in the data collection tool
=N 1. Stage o _ N
' (884) eElimination of unreliable participants

“ R 2. Stage eDetermination of individuals with dominant
(326) player type and learner style

Figure 3. Data collection process and the number of participants
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Firstly, the data presenting the same options was excluded. Secondly, data of the participants

with dominant player type and learning style was analysed in order to review the differentiation of
player type-learning style in line with the purpose of research. Therefore, data of the participant with
equal points in two or more player types was excluded from the analysis. Data of the participant with
equal points in two or more learning styles was also excluded from the analysis. By this means, only
the data of certain participants with featured player types and learning styles was analysed. At the

end of these stages, an analysis of 326 participants’ data was performed.
Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics were used in the review of general framework during the data analysis.
Data was analysed in SPSS 22.0 program. On the other hand, in terms of the two scales used, first of
all, the process of determining the types of players and determining the learning style is involved. In
order to examine the distributions of categorical variables in accordance with the research questions,
Chi-Square test and comparison tables were used. Chi-Square test is widely used to determine
whether there is a difference between the variables at the categorical level. In this context, one-sample
Chi-Square test was used to determine the difference between the dominant player type and the
dominant learning styles of the students. The correlation coefficient was considered to analyse the

relationships of player types with Kolb’s learning stages.
Ethical Permissions of the Research

In this study, all the rules stated to be followed within the scope of the “Higher Education
Institutions Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Directive” were complied with. None of the
actions specified in the second part of the Directive, entitled “Actions Contrary to the Ethics of

Scientific Research and Publication”, have been carried out.
Ethics committee permission information:

Name of the board that conducts the ethics assessment = Gazi University Ethics Committee

Commission

Date of the ethical evaluation decision= 03.08.2021

Ethics evaluation certificate number number= E-77082166-302.08.01-142962
Findings

In this section, the results of the distribution of player types according to gender, program
placement score types and learning styles were given to the participants. When the distribution of
player types is examined, it is seen that the participants are centred around Explorer (38%, n=124) and

Socialiser (30.4%, n=99) player types. When the distribution of learning styles was examined, it was
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observed that the participants centred around Assimilator (36.8%, n=120) and Diverger (36.5%, n=119)

learning styles.
Is there a significant difference in the distribution of participants' player types by gender?
Distribution of participants by player type and gender is as seen in Table 4.

Table 4. Table of distribution of participants by player types and gender

Player Type
Killers Socialisers ~ Achievers Explorers Total
Male O 19 31 18 46 114
Gender Gender % 16.7% 27.2% 15.8% 40.4% 35%
Female ™ 15 68 51 78 212
Gender % 7.1% 32.1% 24.1% 36.8% 65%
Total n 34 99 69 124 326
General % 10.4% 30.4% 21.2% 38.0%  100.0%
X?=9.76 sd=3 p=0.021

According to the results of the Chi-Square test, it can be said that there is a significant change
between the types of players and their gender distribution (p<0.05). When the distributions are
examined, it is seen that female students are centred around Explorers (36.8%, n=78) and Socialisers
(32.1%, n=68). The player type with the least distribution of female students seems as the Killers (7.1%,
n=15). It can be said that male students usually fall under the Explorers (40.4%, n=46). When we
compare the distribution of male and female students, it is seen that the distribution rate of female
students is higher in the Achievers (24.1%) and the Socialisers (32.1%) than male students. It is
observed that male students have a higher proportion in Explorers (40.4%) and Killers (16.7%)
categories than female students. In this case, it can be said that male students are more inclined to the
Explorer and Killer player types compared to female students while female students are more inclined

to Socialiser and Achiever player types compared to male students.

Is there a significant relationship in the distribution of participants” player types according

to the types of placement scores for the programs?

Distribution of participants according to the score types for placement in higher education

programs is given in Tablo 5.



KEFAD Cilt 23, Say1 1, Nisan, 2022

Table 5. Table of distribution of participants according to player types and placement scores in the higher
education program

Player Type Total
Killers Socialisers ~ Achievers Explorers

Numeric n 15 34 36 52 137

% ScoreType 1 g9, 24.8% 263%  380%  42%

Score Type Oral n 8 15 16 22 61
% Score Type 13.1% 24.6% 26.2% 36.1% 19%

Equal n 11 50 17 50 128

Weight % Score Type 8.6% 39.1% 13.3% 39.1% 39%

Total n 34 99 69 124 326
General % 10.4% 30.4% 21.2% 38.0% 100.0%

X2=12.40 sd=6 p=0.054

As can be seen in Tablo 5, there is no significant difference between the distribution of player
types by the types of placement scores of the participants (p>0.05). It is seen that the majority of
numerical students are collected in Explorers Player Type (38%, n=52). It is seen that equal weight
students were collected in Explorers (39.1%, n=50) and Socialisers (39.1%, n=50) player types. It is
observed that verbal students are centred around Explorers (36.1%, n=22). When the player types and
score types of the participants are compared, it is seen that Killers are centred around verbal score
type (13.1%), Socializers (39.1%) and Explorers (39.1%) in equal weight score type, and Achievers are

centred around more in numerical point type (26.3%).
What is the distribution of learning styles by dominant player types of the participants?

Distribution of the dominant player types of participants in comparison with their dominant

learning styles is given in Tablo 6.

Table 6. Distribution of participants by the player types and learning styles

Player Type
Explore Total
Killers Socialisers Achievers s

Diverger n 14 38 27 40 119

% Learning Style 11.8% 31.9% 22.7%  33.6%  36.5%

Assimilator n 10 34 28 48 120

Learning % Learning Style 8.3% 28.3% 23.3%  40.0%  36.8%
Style Converger n 6 16 9 25 56
% Learning Style 10.7% 28.6% 16.1%  44.6% 17.2%

Accommoda n 4 11 5 11 31

tor % Learning Style 12.9% 35.5% 16.1%  35.5% 9.5%

Total n 34 99 69 124 326
% of Total 10.4% 30.4% 21.2%  38.0% 100.0%

X?=4.36 sd=9 p=0.886

In order for the Chi-Square test to be used, the ratio of the number of cells where the expected

value is less than 5 to all cells should be no more than 20% (Biiytikoztiirk, 2014). According to Tablo 6,
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there is a cell that does not comply with this rule (Killers x Accommodator), but it does not exceed the
20% limit, so there is no need to combine it in the data tables. According to the results of the analysis,
there is no significant difference in the distribution of player types and learning styles (p>0.05). As
can be seen in Tablo 6, it is observed that the participants centred around Assimilator (36.8%, n=120)
and Diverger (36.5%, n=119) learning styles. It is observed that the types of players are centred around
Explorers (38%, n= 124) and Socialisers (30.4%, n= 99). When we the distribution of learning styles
between player types are compared, it is seen that the Accommodator learning style is centred around
Killer (12.9%) and Socialiser player types at a higher rate. On the other hand, it is seen that the
Assimilator learning style is more inclined to the Achiever (23.3%) player type than other learning
styles. It is observed that the Converger learning style is centred around explorers (44.6%) more

widely than other learning styles.

In order to reveal the relationship of player types with learning tendencies, the relationship
between Kolb’s learning stages (CE, AC, AE, RO ) and player types (hunters, explorers, achievers,
socializers) was examined. In this regard, a correlation analysis was performed between the
participants” player type scores and learning stage scores. As can be seen in Tablo 7, the Explorers
player type appears to be significantly related to Kolb’s Abstract Conceptualisation (AC) stage
positively at a low level (r= 0.122, p<0.05). No significant relationship is found between other player

types and learning styles.



Table 7. Correlation table of player types with Kolb’s learning stages
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CE AC AE RO Killers Socialisers Achievers Explorers
CE Pearson Correlation 1
Sig. (2-tailed)
AC Pearson Correlation - 440%% 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000
AE Pearson Correlation - 525%* -,135*% 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,015
RO Pearson Correlation ,005 -,371%* -,514%* 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,935 ,000 ,000
. Pearson Correlation ,011 -,073 ,009 ,051 1
Killers ) )
Sig. (2-tailed) ,846 ,190 ,871 ,357
Socialisers Pearson Correlation -014 -,039 ,097 -,065 ,006 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,804 ,485 ,079 ,244 916
Achievers Pearson Correlation ,073 -,046 -,053 ,033 -, 151** ,134* 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,189 ,403 ,340 ,555 ,006 ,015
Pearson Correlation -041 ,122% ,016 -,099 ,176%* ,229%* ,278%* 1
Explorers . .
Sig. (2-tailed) 463 ,028 ,778 ,076 ,001 ,000 ,000

**_Correlation is significant at a level of 0.01 (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at a level of 0.05 (2-tailed).

CE: Concrete Experience AC: Abstract Conceptualisation

AE: Active Experimentation

RO: Reflective Observation
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Discussion and Conclusion

The aim of this study is to investigate the relationship of player types in the context of games
with learning and personal characteristics such as learning styles, gender and placement score type for
higher education. In the survey study conducted for this purpose, a learner type determination scale
developed by Kocadere and Caglar (2018) and a data collection inventory developed by Kolb and

adapted to Turkish by Gencel (2007) was performed for 326 higher education students.

According to the results of the research, it is observed that the participants are typically
centred around Explorer (38%) player type. It can be said that this rate is not in line with the
distribution expressed by Zichermann and Cunningham (2011). According to Zichermann and
Cunningham, most of the society is included in the Socialiser player type. When the distribution of
player types by gender is examined, it can be said that the explorer aspect of male students is higher.
It can be said that female students are involved in the Socialiser type of player and this shows
similarities with the study of Hamdaouiet al. (2018). In the study of Barrett and Lally (1999), it was
stated that female students showed a greater tendency to interactive behaviours in online learning
environments than men. This situation supports the Socialiser aspect of women. In the study of
Hamdaoui et al., the distribution of Killers is the highest among men and the lowest among women.
The lowest distribution is observed as Killers among women and as Achievers among men according
to this study. As a result, it can be said that the mechanic competition, which is the favourite of Killers,
is not much preferred by female players. This shows similarities with the study of Oyibo et al. (2017).
However, Oyibo et al. note that men prefer the mechanics of competition and rewards. This is
consistent with the study of Hamdaoui et al. As a result, it can be said that students of both genders
are inclined to interact according to Bartle’s player types. However, it is known that there is a
difference in the understanding of interaction between Explorers (highly populated with male
students) and Socialisers (highly populated with male students). Explorers interact with the
environment, while Socialisers interact with individuals. Explorers want to explore the game world,
and Socialisers want to create a guild by meeting new players in the game world. Hidden objects in
the game world stimulate the Explorers” motive to explore. Competition stands out as an element that
female players do not much prefer. The fact that the Achiever aspect of female students is more
dominant than that of male students only indicates that the female students are in competition with

themselves.

No study is found in the literature investigating the relationship of any occupational group
with player types. In this study, in order to determine the relationship of player types with their
subject areas, it was observed that there was no difference in the distribution of player types by the
placement score types for higher education program representing their area of profession. When the
distribution of score types and player types is examined, it is seen that equal weight students share the

highest proportion of Socialisers and Explorers. In their study, Shceck et al. (2015) characterized the
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Socialiser individuals as extroverted with interpersonal skills. According to this profile, Socialisers are
expected to make an impression of having strong communication skills, not hesitating to enter new
environments. It can be said that programs such as Public Administration and Law in the equal
weight score type come into prominence with a skill of eloquence and sense of socialisation. The fact
that these programs have a sense of socialisation can be considered as an advantage. In this regard, the
concept of interaction that Socialisers and Explorers adapt to should not be ignored in GLE designs for
equal weight programs. On the other hand, it was observed that Achievers are more inclined to other
areas in numeric. The fact that Achievers have a high self-discipline (van Meurs, 2007) and are
success-oriented (Shceck et al., 2015) at work can provide an advantage in difficult educational
processes in numeric fields such as medicine and engineering. A GLE with a progressive nature based
on individual adventure and task can be successful for the Achievers with predisposition to

individual work and self-discipline characteristics.

Bartle completed its classification within the scope of game world. Classification in this aspect
is analysed regarding the characters of individuals and their game-playing behaviour. However, in
GLE designs (Ferro et al., 2013; Iacono, Vallarino and Vercelli, 2020; Kocadere and Caglar, 2018) or in
the context of the individualization of these game worlds, the classification was also used. For
example, Hamdaoui, Khalidi Idrissi and Bennani (2018) contribute to the process of individualization
of GLEs by researching the relationship between Bartle’s classification and Kolb’s learning styles . In
the study of Hamdaoui et al., the distribution is statistically significant, and it is observed that each
type of player is centred around a separate learning style. According to this, it is seen that Killers are
inclined to Assimilator learning style, Achievers are inclined to Accommodator learning style,
Socialisers are inclined to Diverger, and Explorers are inclined to Converger learning style. In this
study, the types of players did not show a significant distribution by their learning styles. When the
participants’ learning style and player type distributions were examined, it was observed that the
Accommodator learning style was highly centred around Killers and Socialisers compared to others.
The Accommodator learning style ensures learning with concrete and effective experiences. In this
regard, they tend to obtain information from individuals and one-on-one experiences rather than
books or lectures (Gencel, 2007). Cooperation- and project-based groups meet the concrete and active
experience that will satisfy the Accommodators(Karadeniz, 2008). It is seen that this situation supports
behaviours such as meeting new individuals, solidarity, and unity with the desire to have a team in
the type of Socialiser player. Although the Killers put individuals within their radar, they see
individuals as a competitor that they can outclass. But the Accommodator learning can provide an
effective learning in GLE when the leading feature of its style (Gencel, 2007)and the desire to be the
leader of a group composed of Killers are joined together. Another result is that the Assimilator
learning style distribution is higher in the Achievers. The thinking and monitoring characteristics of

Assimilator individuals show themselves as features such as planning in the learning process and
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creating models for solving problems that arise (Gencel, 2007; Karadeniz, 2008). In this regard, the fact
that Achiever player type is subject to the rules and guidelines (van Meurs, 2007) can be a common
aspect with the Assimilators in learning processes. On the other hand, the fact that Achievers are
patient and focus on thoughts and abstract concepts instead of people (Karadeniz, 2008)is a
supporting factor for the characteristics of Achievers who take unilateral action with the game world
(Bartle, 1996) and do not leave without completing the tasks assigned to them(Yilmaz, 2017).
Therefore, it may be effective to provide activities that support abstract thinking and logical solutions
to problems expected from the Assimilator learning environments in GLE designs with a progressive

fiction based on individual tasks in a stimulating way for the Achievers.

It is seen that Explorers are positively related to Abstract Conceptualization in the context of
Kolb’s learning stages. Abstract Conceptualization (AC) stage forms the Converger learning style with
Active Experience (AE) stage and the Assimilator learning style with Reflective Observation (RO)
stage. In this context, the fact that Explorers are centred around the Converger learning style is a
supporting finding for Abstract Conceptualization. In the work of Hamdaoui et al., it seems that
Explorers are positively associated with Active Experience, and negatively with Concrete Experience.
It is a natural result that Explorers have the Converger learning style in this context. It is observed that
Explorers show consistent results with the Abstract Conceptualization stage within significant
relationships. The fact is that in Abstract Conceptualization, there is a focus on logic, thinking and
concepts, as opposed to emotions (Kolb, 2015). Explorers, on the other hand, are known to be a player
i the pursuit of an individual adventure. Exploring and excitement is perfectly suited for them.
Therefore, curiosity is indispensable for them in learning environments. According to these
characteristics, the actions of Explorers within the framework of thinking and logic can occur only in
the process of combining clues and finding facilitating shortcuts during the discovery period
(Kocadere and Caglar, 2018). With these aspects, the Explorers are mostly stimulated by the curiosity
and desire to explore but they are not very fond of making plans, though (Ferro et al., 2013). It seems
that Convergers’ preference of reasoning and trial-error in solving problems (Karadeniz, 2008)is
consistent with the problem-solving behaviours of Explorers. Indeed, the most compatible game
fictions for Explorers are the games (such as escape rooms, treasure island) in which they solve the
emerging problems with clues. The addition of clues that necessitate reasoning to the such gamified

fictions can increase the motivation of Explorers.

There are many studies regarding the individualization of GLEs. The most common personal
characteristics preferred in the context of the game are player types. With this study, it is aimed to
reveal the learning characteristic or tendency of each type of player regarding the individualization of
GLEs. In the literature, there are studies on determining the personality and characteristics of player
types. However, there are limited number of studies on learning tendencies of player types and

learning characteristics such as gender and subject context in the literature. Such studies should be
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increased in order for researchers to be able to study the results by making comparisons. Although
GLEs are different from game-based learning environments, they are expected to evoke a sense of
flow with their dynamics representing the spirit of games. In respect to this, it is necessary to design
GLEs in accordance with player behaviour, to reveal the relationships and interactions of game and
learning contexts. Experimental studies investigating the effects of GLEs in terms of learning
characteristics by developing player-type sensitive GLEs may present more effective results at this
point. On the other hand, the data of 558 participants who completed the data collection tool were
excluded from the analysis on the grounds that they did not meet the research criteria since they had
more than one player type or learning style. From this point of view, it should be taken into account
that the vast majority of the participants, whose data were collected, have more than one type of

player and learning style.
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