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Abstract 

Gamification is a global phenomenon that has garnered much excitement across 

industry and academia.  Powered in part by digital technology and online games, it has sparked 

a rapid fusing of utilitarian and hedonic systems prompting businesses to adopt, experiment 

with, and commit to gamified applications. 

It is evident from the rapidly evolving multi-disciplinary gamification literature that the 

ultimate goal of all gamification is to motivate positive human behaviours and foster user 

engagement, outcomes that are increasingly being seen as strategic imperatives across a range 

of domains.  However, mixed results and a widely acknowledged lack of high-quality empirical 

research grounded in theory underscore the need for continued research in the field.  This is 

even more apparent in research on gamification in marketing. 

From the marketing perspective, gamification is defined as a design approach that 

enhances systems, services, and operations through the application of gameful affordances 

(game design and game elements) that induce experiences supporting and motivating the user 

to behave in ways that deliver psychological effects leading to behavioural outcomes.  The 

promise of bringing the excitement, entertainment, engagement, and persuasive power of 

games to the marketing domain is what inspired this research effort.  A thorough review of the 

literature highlights the need for quality empirical research that can further illuminate and 

nuance the understanding of how gamification works from the customer’s perspective.  

Addressing this gap requires a focus on the effect of gameful affordances on both the 

psychological mediator and the behavioural outcomes.  

Anchored in the marketing domain, this empirical research focuses on a key gameful 

affordance (rewards) and explores both the psychological mediator (intrinsic motivation) as 

well as the behavioural outcome (formation of self-brand connections leading to positive 

marketing behaviours like increased purchase intent, positive word of mouth, and positive 

attitude towards the brand).  It also identifies two novel boundary conditions (mastery versus 

performance goals and high versus low achievement orientation) that can provide rich insights 

to marketers on how the user’s achievement goals (cognitions and beliefs) and achievement 

orientation (personality traits) may influence the effect of rewards in gamified marketing 

implementations. 
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Grounded in Cognitive Evaluation Theory (CET), a sub-theory of Self Determination 

Theory (SDT) and drawing from Achievement Goal Theory, Achievement Orientation, 

Rewards literature, Self-Brand Connection literature, Self-Esteem Theory, Motivation 

Crowding Theory, Theory of Reasoned Action, and extant gamification literature, this research 

proposes a parsimonious model that can improve the understanding of how, when and for 

whom gamification works. Through three studies, a classification study and two experiments, 

the research then empirically tests this model.  

Results suggest that gamification rewards do not directly influence the intrinsic 

motivation of users.  Rather, this influence varies, based on their achievement goals 

(cognitions).  This is further accentuated by their achievement orientation (personality).  

Achievement orientation heightens but does not alter the direction of the interactive influence 

of reward type and achievement goals.  The joint effect of reward type and achievement goal 

on their intrinsic motivation influences the forming of self-brand connections which in turn 

influences their downstream marketing behaviours and actions. 

This research uses a fresh theoretical lens to shine a light on gamification from the 

consumer’s perspective, making some important theoretical contributions.  First, it responds to 

the call for effective empirical research on gamification in marketing that specifically advances 

the understanding of how gamification works from the user’s perspective.  Secondly, the 

research presents and tests a novel gamification rewards taxonomy grounded in SDT that 

makes a very important theoretical contribution to gamification and rewards literature, as well 

as to CET.  The Tangible Verbal Symbolic Scheme (TVSS) for gamification rewards 

classification provides a unique and valuable method of explicating all possible gamification 

rewards and extricating them from other gameful affordances so that they may be isolated and 

studied.  This dramatically expands the canon of rewards that may now be meaningfully 

studied.  Third, by studying the interactive relationship between reward type, achievement 

goals, achievement orientation and intrinsic motivation it extends rewards, motivation, and 

goals literature.  This interaction does not appear to have been interrogated in the extant 

literature.  Fourth, it extends recent work on gamification and self-brand connection by 

focusing on the customer rather than the focal organisation.  Finally, by extending the model 

beyond the behavioural outcome (self-brand connection) to downstream consumer behaviours 

(purchase intention, word of mouth and attitude towards the brand), it delivers new insights 

into gamification. 
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This research also makes some important practical contributions that may assist 

practitioners to deliver better, more engaging, more persuasive and more effective gamified 

marketing implementations.  The proposed TVSS for gamification rewards is a simple but 

powerful tool for practitioners to build reward inventories, test, iterate and select novel, optimal 

rewards for their gamified marketing implementations.  It provides new insights that may allow 

on-demand activation of personalised and tailored rewards that tap into and support the goals 

and personality of their users.  Armed with this framework, gamification designers, developers 

and implementations can (and should) consider innovative and exciting new rewards that may 

deliver better and more positive marketing outcomes. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

1.1  Focus and context of the study 

The convergence of internet technology, digital media and online games with business 

has led to the emergence of new industry practices.  One of these has been the use of game 

design elements (like levels, points, leaderboards and badges) to engage users (Bitrián, Buil, & 

Catalán, 2021; Robson, Plangger, Kietzmann, McCarthy, & Pitt, 2016), motivate user activity 

(Bravo, Catalán, & Pina, 2021; Liu, Huang, & Zhang, 2018), improve user experience (Müller-

Stewens, Schlager, Häubl, & Herrmann, 2017) and influence or change user-behaviours 

(Turan, Avinc, Kara, & Goktas, 2016).  This practice has been called gamification. 

At its very core, gamification is about human motivation.  The origins of gamification 

lie in games.  Games are known to engage and excite participants through the experience of 

mastery, competence, enjoyment, immersion or flow – all of which are characteristic of 

intrinsically motivated human behaviour (Agarwal & Karahanna, 2000; Csikszentmihalyi, 

1991; Csíkszentmiháyli, 1975; Deci & Ryan, 2002; Huotari & Hamari, 2017; Ryan, Rigby, & 

Przybylski, 2006).  Gamification tries to invoke the same psychological experiences that games 

usually do (Hamari, Koivisto, & Sarsa, 2014).  It “promises to translate the engaging aspects 

of games into other domains of life to create positive experiences and drive desired behaviours” 

(Deterding, 2018, p. 1); and to convert enjoyment, involvement and the resulting motivations 

endemic to games into activities and contexts other than games (Alfaqiri, Mat Noor, & Sahari, 

2022; Hsu, 2022). 
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Since the mid-2000s, there has been robust and continuing interest in gamification 

(Chen, Baird, & Straub, 2022; Hassan, Dias, & Hamari, 2019; Huotari & Hamari, 2017; Moro, 

Ramos, Esmerado, & Jalali, 2019).  A robust body of research has focused on its description 

(Wu, Li, & Kee Wei, 2016), exploration (Mulcahy, Russell-Bennett, Zainuddin, & Kuhn, 

2018), and effect elaboration (Liu, Santhanam, & Webster, 2017; Poncin, Garnier, Ben 

Mimoun, & Leclercq, 2017). 

It is an evolving multi-disciplinary field of research spread across education (Kiesler, 

Kraut, Koedinger, Aleven, & Mclaren, 2011); management (Deterding, 2018); human resource 

management (Stock, Oliveira, & Hippel, 2015); marketing (Hofacker, De Ruyter, Lurie, 

Manchanda, & Donaldson, 2016); government (Wirtz, Weyerer, & Rösch, 2018); and social 

cause (Morschheuser, Hamari, Koivisto, & Maedche, 2017) – to name just a few.  Because of 

its multi-domain nature, the literature on gamification tends to be largely fragmented.  

However, despite this, there is general consensus among scholars that the ultimate goal of 

gamification is to motivate positive human behaviours and foster user engagement (Blohm & 

Leimeister, 2013; Höllig, Tumasjan, & Welpe, 2020; Jang, Kitchen, & Kim, 2018).  These are 

outcomes that are increasingly being seen as strategic imperatives (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 

2004).  How well it works is still a matter of debate (Alsawaier, 2018; Xi & Hamari, 2019a).  

Various reviews of gamification suggest that gamification does work, with studies 

reporting at least neutral if not positive effects (Hamari, Koivisto, & Pakkanen, 2014; Hamari, 

Koivisto, & Sarsa, 2014; Koivisto & Hamari, 2019; Seaborn & Fels, 2015).  However, not all 

estimates have been positive.  Scholars have questioned its effectiveness (Santhanam, Liu, & 

Shen, 2016) and adequacy (Poncin et al., 2017).  It has been criticised for resulting from novelty 

and lacking long-term benefit (Hamari, 2013) and has even been called detrimental to 

consumer behaviour (Vesa, Hamari, Harviainen, & Warmelink, 2017) as well as employee 

well-being (Hammedi, Leclercq, Poncin, & Alkire, 2021). 

These mixed findings indicate a clear need for continued research in the field.  While 

there is substantial excitement in popular media about gamification and its effects (both 

positive and negative), there is a consistent theme in the extant literature identifying 

gamification research as anecdotal and based largely upon intuition and presumption (Seaborn 

& Fels, 2015).  Hamari, Koivisto, and Sarsa (2014) argue that this places empirical research on 

gamification in high demand.  Encouraging advances in scholarly research into gamification 

have been made in the past few years.  However, this is still a relatively under-researched area 
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and worthy of exploration.  This is further accentuated in the case of research on gamification 

in marketing. 

From a marketing perspective, gamification has been conceptualised as a design 

approach that improves systems, services and operations through the application of ‘gameful 

affordances’ that induce experiences that support and motivate the user to behave in ways that 

deliver positive ‘psychological outcomes’ and ‘behavioural outcomes’ (Huotari & Hamari, 

2012, 2017) (Figure 1). 

Figure 1:  Gamification defined from a marketing perspective (Huotari & Hamari, 2017) 

 

“Gameful affordances” refer to the game design elements (such as points, badges, 

leaderboards, challenge, rewards and avatars, just to name a few) that induce gameful 

experiences in users (Eppmann, Bekk, & Klein, 2018).  Gameful experiences are the 

psychological experiences of fun and enjoyment that games usually elicit (Deterding, 2015).  

These gameful experiences motivate and support the user to behave in ways that deliver 

positive psychological outcomes such as enhanced feelings of competence, autonomy and 

relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2008).  These, in turn, drive behavioural outcomes – the 

activities and behaviours that gamification motivates such as increased brand engagement 

(Hollebeek, 2011) and self-brand connection (Escalas & Bettman, 2003). 

Marketing-focused gamification research suggests that the goal of gamified marketing 

implementations is to motivate consumers to behave in a manner leading to positive marketing 

outcomes such as increased purchase intentions (Bittner & Schipper, 2014), faster product 

innovation adoption (Müller-Stewens et al., 2017), increased brand engagement (Berger, 
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Schlager, Sprott, & Herrmann, 2018; Nobre & Ferreira, 2017) and better consumer attitudes 

(Bennett & Vijaygopal, 2018). 

However, in their recent comprehensive review of gamification research, Koivisto and 

Hamari (2019) assert that only 33.6% of the papers reviewed were empirical in nature.  And of 

those, only 2.6% were focused on marketing/consumer behaviour.  This clearly underscores 

the need for more empirical studies, grounded in theory and focused on consumer behaviour 

and marketing (Berger et al., 2018; Deterding, Dixon, Khaled, & Nacke, 2011; Hamari, 

Koivisto, & Sarsa, 2014; Huotari & Hamari, 2017; Insley & Nunan, 2014; Seaborn & Fels, 

2015; Sigala, 2015). 

Gamification research has been focused largely on what gamification is (or is not), 

when it works (or does not) and what the outcomes of gamification are (Nacke & Deterding, 

2017).  It generally addresses gamification from the point of view of the designer or 

implementer – the focal organisation (see for instance, Whittaker, Russel-Bennett, & Mulcahy, 

2021, for their work on designing gamification mechanics to promote sustainable consumption; 

Höllig, Tumasjan, and Welpe, 2020, for their work on leaderboard systems design and 

Aydınlıyurt, Taşkın, Scahill, and Toker, 2021, for their study of continuance intention to inform 

gamified mobile application design).  This is both valuable and illuminating.  However, to 

develop a deeper understanding of gamification, research must also focus on the user of 

gamified implementations (Nacke & Deterding, 2017).  Some scholars have recently 

contributed to the gamification literature with high-quality empirical research focused on the 

user of gamified systems.  For instance, Yu and Huang (2022) studied the effect of gamification 

on users in gamified commerce platforms; Mishra and Malhotra (2021) examined the 

psychological ownership of users in gamified advertising; and Shi, Leung, and Munelli (2022) 

identified what gamification interventions tourists valued in online travel agency experiences.  

However, much remains to still be done. 

There is a continuing call for empirical research that specifically advances our 

understanding of ‘how’ gamification works (Högberg, Shams, & Wästlund, 2018; Koivisto & 

Hamari, 2019; Seaborn & Fels, 2015).  Addressing this gap in the literature requires research 

to examine the effect of gameful affordances on both the psychological mediator and the 

behavioural outcome of gamified interactions (Koivisto & Hamari, 2019) and to do so from 

the user’s perspective (Xi & Hamari, 2019a). 

This is the focus of this research effort. 
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1.2  Research aim and questions 

The aim of this research is to improve our understanding of how gamification works.  

Anchored in the marketing domain, this empirical research examines a key gameful affordance 

– rewards; it explores the psychological mediator – intrinsic motivation; it also looks at the 

behavioural outcome, the formation of self-brand connection leading to positive marketing 

behaviours such as increased purchase intent, brand advocacy via positive word of mouth and 

a positive attitude towards the brand. 

It also identifies two novel boundary conditions – the achievement goals (mastery 

versus performance) and achievement orientation (high versus low) of users.  These can 

provide rich insights to marketers on how the user’s cognitions and beliefs encapsulated in their 

achievement goals and their personality traits represented by their achievement orientation may 

affect gamified marketing implementations.  Figure 2 presents a conceptual model of this 

research. 

Figure 2:  Conceptual model of this research adapted from Huotari & Hamari (2017): 

 

Gamification implementations have typically been researched as overall systems that 

deploy multiple game design elements in different combinations.  According to Nacke and 

Deterding (2017), research needs to advance to teasing out effects, moderators and mediators 

of individual elements that make up a gamification implementation so that these may be 

properly studied.  This research isolates a cornerstone of gamified interactions – rewards.  First, 

building on prevailing gamification frameworks (Mora, Riera, González, & Arnedo-Moreno, 

2017), key gamification rewards are isolated and distinguished from other gameful affordances.  

Then, grounded in Cognitive Evaluation Theory (CET) (Deci & Ryan, 1985b, 2002; Ryan et 

al., 2006), a sub-theory of Self Determination Theory (SDT) (Deci & Ryan, 2008), this research 

proposes a novel rewards taxonomy – the Tangible, Verbal, Symbolic Scheme (TVSS) for 
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gamification reward classification.  Isolating, by classifying rewards and extricating them from 

other gameful affordances, provides the opportunity to develop a deeper understanding of the 

relationship between rewards and intrinsic motivation. 

The focus on intrinsic motivation as the psychological mediator is important and 

necessary to add value to gamification literature in general but specifically to gamification in 

marketing.  This research responds to a recent call from Xi and Hamari (2019a) that only a few 

studies properly investigate the relationship between gamification and intrinsic motivation. 

In an endeavour to illuminate the way gamification works, this research begins by 

asking: 

Research Question (RQ1): How do gamification rewards influence the intrinsic 

motivation of users? 

 

A wealth of motivation literature confirms that rewards do indeed influence intrinsic 

motivation (Deci, 1971; Deci, Koester & Ryan, 1999; Ryan, 1982; Ryan & Deci, 2000a) but 

this effect is moderated by a range of contextual, contingency, and individual difference factors 

(Cameron, Banko & Pierce, 2001; Deci, Koestner & Ryan, 2001; Harackiewicz & Manderlink, 

1984; Lepper, Henderlong & Gingras, 1999; Ryan, Mims & Koestner, 1983). 

In answering RQ1, this research surfaces a novel boundary condition that moderates 

the relationship between gamification rewards and intrinsic motivation – the achievement goals 

of users.  Indeed, as the literature suggests, it would be naive to assume that gamification 

rewards influence human motivation in an unmoderated form.  A theory that has rarely been 

used in gamification, but that can illuminate the relationship between rewards and motivation, 

is Achievement Goal Theory (AGT).  AGT has been one of the most prominent motivation 

theories for more than three decades (Senko, Hulleman, & Harackiewicz, 2011).  It is a 

psychological theory of intrinsic motivation that considers how beliefs and cognitions orient 

people towards achievement of success, especially in relation to mastery, focused on the 

development of competence and task mastery; and performance, focused on the demonstration 

of competence relative to others (Dweck & Elliot, 2005; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1994).  

In a survey of the literature on gamification, Seaborn and Fels (2015) identified that 

among the theoretical foundations on which gamification frameworks were built, goal theories 

were a glaring omission.  There has been limited research in gamification, and even less within 



 

 

 

7 

 

Internal use only 

gamification in marketing, that has focused on the achievement goals of users.  This research 

therefore asks: 

Research Question 2 (RQ2):  How do the individual goals of the users influence the 

effect of gamification rewards on their intrinsic motivation? 

 

This research then extends beyond the psychological mediator and examines the 

behavioural outcomes of gamification.  To do this, it responds to a call by Vivek, Beatty, and 

Morgan (2012) for research on consumer engagement and valuable engagement outcomes.  

One such outcome is the establishment of self-brand connections (Escalas & Bettman, 2003) – 

the degree to which consumers have incorporated the brand into their self-concept.  Consumers 

will frequently integrate brands into their self-concept (Cheng, White, & Chaplin, 2012).  

Whether by chance or choice, this contributes to consumers’ sense of self (Belk, 2013).  Self-

brand connection is formed when consumers integrate a brand into their self-concept and this 

constructs the consumer’s own concept of self (Escalas & Bettman, 2003).  How strong these 

will be is determined by how much the brands present symbolic and communicative value to 

the consumer (Escalas & Bettman, 2005).  Conceptually different from brand engagement with 

self-concept (Dwivedi, Johnson, & McDonald, 2015) which deals with a consumer’s general 

propensity towards a particular brand, self-brand connection is a connection of the brand to the 

consumer’s self-concept.  It has been established in the literature that self-brand connection has 

a positive relationship with downstream consumer behaviours (Escalas, 2004), making it an 

excellent behavioural outcome to explore. 

In a recent study, Berger et al. (2018) have identified that there is insufficient evidence 

of whether, if and how gamified interactions boost self-brand connections.  They established 

that gamification facilitates self-brand connections but only via highly interactive and 

optimally challenging gamified interactions.  Their research has valuable implications for the 

design and presentation of gamified interactions from the perspective of the focal organization.  

This research builds on their work but probes the effect of gamification on self-brand 

connections from the perspective of the customer by examining the effect of intrinsic 

motivation on self-brand connections in gamified marketing implementations.  The research 

therefore asks: 

Research Question (RQ3): How do gamification rewards influence the formation of 

self-brand connections? 
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Self-brand connection is a valuable behavioural outcome of gamification.  It has been 

shown to indicate positive customer intentions (Escalas, 2004; Ferraro, Kirmani, & Matherly, 

2013).  However, to really understand how gamification works, it is important to confirm the 

effect of self-brand connection on users’ downstream marketing behaviours like purchase 

intent, word of mouth and attitudes toward the brand (all established outcomes of self-brand 

connection).  This research therefore asks: 

Research Question (RQ4): How does self-brand connection influence positive 

marketing outcomes like purchase intention, word of mouth and attitude toward the brand? 

 

The underlying objective of this research is to enrich the understanding of how 

gamification works and do so from the user’s perspective.  A user’s beliefs and cognitions, as 

encapsulated in their achievement goals, provide valuable insight into how rewards might 

affect their motivation in gamified marketing implementations.  However, research has shown 

that the beliefs and cognitions of people will affect their behaviours in different ways (Senko 

& Harackiewicz, 2002).  It is quite intuitive that all classes of people will not have the same 

achievement behaviours.  Scholars have pointed out that adding a second moderator can 

provide deeper insights into how a person’s achievement goals might affect their motivation.  

Individual personality has been identified as an important moderator of the effect of goals on 

intrinsic motivation (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1994). 

To further nuance the understanding of how, when and for whom gamification works, 

this research turns to Achievement Orientation (AO), a moderator of achievement goals 

(Harackiewicz & Manderlink, 1984; Sansone, 1986).  Achievement orientation (AO) is a 

cognitive-perceptual framework that can influence the achievement activities of individuals 

(Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996).  People with a high achievement 

orientation are likely to be competitive and engage in challenging activities while people with 

low achievement orientation dislike and avoid assessment and competition.  Consequently, this 

research asks: 

Research Question (RQ5): How do achievement orientation and achievement goals 

influence the effect of rewards on intrinsic motivation? 
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As outlined in Figure 2, this research aims to enhance the understanding of how 

gamification works by examining the influence of a key gameful affordance on an important 

psychological mediator and a valuable downstream behavioural outcome of gamification.  

Grounded in Cognitive Evaluation Theory (CET), a sub-theory of Self Determination Theory 

(SDT); Achievement Goal Theory (AGT); Achievement Orientation (AO); Rewards literature 

and Self-Brand Connection (SBC) literature, this research proposes a parsimonious model that 

aims to explain the relationship between rewards, achievement goals, achievement orientation, 

intrinsic motivation, self-brand connections and its associated downstream marketing 

outcomes. 

Through three studies (a classification study and two experiments), the research then 

empirically tests this model. 

1.3  Structure and content 

This dissertation is organised and presented as follows. 

Chapter 1 sets the scene, providing the context of this research.  It expounds the research 

aim by drawing out the key research questions and identifies the expected contributions. 

Chapter 2 provides a detailed literature review.  The concept of gamification is 

introduced and its multi-domain appeal as a phenomenon is examined.  Formal definitions and 

clarifications of what is and what is not gamification are provided.  Grounded in the marketing 

definition of gamification, the underlying focus of this research is: to enhance the 

understanding of how gamification works in a marketing context.  This requires a focus on the 

influence of a gameful affordance on both the psychological mediator as well as the 

behavioural outcome.  To achieve this objective, the extant gamification literature on key 

concepts of rewards (the focal gameful affordance), intrinsic motivation (the psychological 

mediator), self-brand connection (the behavioural outcome) as well as purchase intention, word 

of mouth and attitude towards the brand (the downstream marketing actions that they drive) is 

reviewed.  The need to isolate rewards (established via the literature review as a cornerstone of 

gamification) from other gamification elements is established as a necessary first step in order 

to progress this research. 

Chapter 3 presents the challenges of isolating rewards from other gameful affordances 

within which they typically exist.  In order to address this challenge, grounded in theory, a 

formal definition of gamification rewards is proposed, and a novel rewards taxonomy 
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presented.  A demonstration of how this new rewards classification scheme may be applied is 

provided and its benefits expounded. 

Chapter 4 then presents the conceptual framework for this research, and hypotheses are 

developed leading to the proposal of a parsimonious model intended to nuance the 

understanding of how gamification works – the underlying objective of this research.  This 

model is then empirically tested via a classification study and two experiments in the following 

chapters 5, 6 and 7. 

Chapter 5 presents Study 1, a classification study that tests the newly proposed rewards 

taxonomy.  The experimental stimuli for Studies 1 and 2 are derived from this study. 

Chapter 6 details Study 2, a 3 x 2 between-subjects experimental study designed to test 

the proposed model and hypotheses.  Tests of hypotheses and discussion are presented. 

Chapter 7 first replicates Study 2 and then extends the research model using a 3 x 2 x 2 

experimental design.  The extended model, tests of hypotheses and discussion are presented. 

Chapter 8 presents a detailed discussion, revisiting and assimilating the research 

questions, hypotheses and findings. 

Finally, Chapter 9 presents conclusions along with the theoretical and practical 

contributions of this research effort.  Limitations and future research directions are also 

presented. 
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Chapter 2 Literature Review 

2.1  Gamification 

Gamification is a design approach that enhances a wide range of activities with the use 

of design elements commonly found in games (Huotari & Hamari, 2012).  By doing so, it 

promises to translate the enjoyment, involvement and motivations that traditionally come from 

playing games to activities outside games.  In part because of this promise, gamification has 

generated considerable excitement across both industry and academia. 

The explosive growth in technology, the rise of online games and the continuing 

ludification (playful behaviour) of culture (Raessens, 2006) is creating the perfect storm for the 

unabated growth in interest, development, deployment and research into gamification.  There 

are now 4.95 billion worldwide internet users and 3.24 billion gamers.  The digital gaming 

industry is tipped to exceed US$200 billion by 2023 (Reuters, 2020).  Entertainment is ever-

present and increasingly becoming part of everyday life (at work and at play).  The global 

pandemic has further propelled digital gaming with users spending an incredible 39% more 

time playing video games that before the pandemic, powering the global video game market to 

US$155.89 billion (Clement, 2021).  This proliferation of digital game players and 

entertainment-seekers is driving a convergence of utilitarian and hedonic systems where one is 

permeating into and enhancing the other.  People are increasingly seeking tasks and activities 

being imbued with game design and game elements to enhance them.  This contributes to the 

growing interest in the practice and research of gamification.  Several researchers have 

identified it as a promising concept with wide-ranging applications and value (de Almeida, 

Scaraboto, dos Santos Fleck, & Dalmoro, 2018; Leclercq, Poncin, & Hammedi, 2017; Shi et 

al., 2017; Werbach & Hunter, 2015; Zichermann & Linder, 2013). 
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2.1.1 Gamification defined 

The concept of gamification has been around since the early 2000s (Marczewski, 2013).  

The term is believed to have been coined by programmer, designer and inventor Nick Pelling 

in 2002 (Engineering Growth, 2017).  In 2007, even before the term was formally used in any 

meaningful way, the first gamified application Bunchball Nitro, a platform that integrated game 

mechanics into websites and other non-game digital experiences, was launched (Bunchball, 

2019).  It was not until the next year that the term ‘gamification’ started to be used.  Terrill 

(2008) used the term in a blog post to describe the application of game mechanics “to other 

web properties to increase user engagement”.  The term, therefore, clearly owes its origins to 

the digital media industry.  From an industry perspective, Gabe Zichermann presented a very 

broad but application-driven interpretation when he presented gamification as ‘funware’ and 

called it “the art and science of turning your customer’s everyday interactions into games that 

serve your business purposes” (Zichermann & Linder, 2010, p. 20).  Jane McGonigal expanded 

its scope even further when she presented it as ‘alternate reality games’ and defined it as “a 

game you play in your real life” (McGonigal, 2011, p. 120). 

The first peer-reviewed definition of gamification was proposed by Deterding et al. 

(2011) who defined it as “the use of game design elements in non-game contexts.” (p. 9).  This 

presents gamification in a very broad context and has arguably been one of the most widely 

used definitions of gamification.  Werbach (2014) took an even more general approach, 

identifying gamification as a process by calling it, “the process of making activities more game-

like.” (p. 271). 

From a marketing perspective, Huotari and Hamari (2012, 2017) defined it as a process 

of enhancing systems, services and operations with affordances for gameful experiences in 

order to support users’ overall value creation.  Affordances are actionable properties between 

an object and an actor (Greeno, 1994).  They do not force the user to act upon them; rather, 

they provide the possibility for the occurrence of experiences and behaviours (Huotari & 

Hamari, 2017).  Gamefulness is the experiential quality characteristic of gameplay (Deterding, 

2015).  It triggers the same psychological experiences that games usually trigger (McGonigal, 

2011).  This definition consequently makes customers the creators of value while the company 

is the provider of an “affordance” for the customer to experience “gamefulness.”  

Conceptualised in this way, gamification is a design approach applying “gameful affordances” 

that support and motivate the user to behave in ways that deliver positive outcomes. 
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Using this lens, Huotari and Hamari (2017) summarise gamification to comprise three 

main elements (Figure 1): 

1. gameful affordances – game design elements and mechanics including but not limited to points, 

badges, leaderboards, challenge, rewards, avatars, clear goals, etc that induce gameful 

experiences; which when applied to a system or service lead to 

2. psychological outcomes – experiences such as competence, autonomy and relatedness (Deci & 

Ryan, 2000, 2008) causing enjoyment and engagement (Ryan et al., 2006); and 

3. behavioural outcomes – the activities and behaviours that gamification motivates, drives or 

supports including brand engagement (Hollebeek, 2011), brand value co-creation (Grönroos & 

Voima, 2013), self-brand connections (Escalas, 2004) and other positive brand engagement 

behaviours (Jaakkola & Alexander, 2014). 

This is the most detailed and widely accepted conceptualisation of gamification used in 

marketing literature and is the one this research ascribes to the term gamification. 

2.1.2 The rise and rise of gamification 

With roots in game studies (Juul, 2003) drawn from foundations of game theory, digital 

media, and human computer interaction (Blythe & Monk, 2018; Jordan, 2002), the foundations 

of gamification lie first in games and then more precisely in the leisure information systems 

mostly found in video games.  Games have been at the heart of humankind’s development and 

culture as articulated in Huizinga’s (1949) homo ludens (man the player).  They are seen as 

enjoyable activities that players choose to engage in voluntarily, in order to escape from the 

regular or ordinary routines or tasks of everyday life (Huizinga, 1949; McGonigal, 2011).  

Games have tremendous appeal and players are highly motivated to engage in them (Ryan et 

al., 2006).  They promote feelings of autonomy, competence and relatedness, the key 

characteristics of intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2002).  They also excite and involve users 

through feelings of mastery, enjoyment and flow (Agarwal & Karahanna, 2000; 

Csikszentmihalyi, 1991; Csíkszentmiháyli, 1975; Huotari & Hamari, 2017; Ryan et al., 2006).  

Gamification aims to capture, enhance and magnify this core nature of gameplay (Epstein & 

Harackiewicz, 1992; Malone, 1981; Reeve & Deci, 1996). 

It is important to understand the distinction between “games” and “gamification” 

(Deterding et al., 2011).  Gamification is not a product in itself.  It is not a game, nor is it 

created in the way an actual game is created.  It essentially adds game elements to a process 

that already exists with the goal of enhancing or changing it in some way that delivers positive 
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outcomes (Landers, Auer, Collmus, & Armstrong, 2018).  This is an important distinction and 

has been the focus of how gamification has been defined in the literature. 

Since the mid-2000s, gamification has generated increasing interest in both industry 

(Deterding, 2011; Zichermann & Cunningham, 2011) and academia (Vesa & Harviainen, 

2018).  On 27 February 2014, Google Scholar returned 6,120 results for the term 

“gamification” (Werbach, 2014).  This research discovered that on 10 March 2019, the same 

term delivered 75,800 results and this ballooned to 180,000 results by 10 February 2022.  This 

simply demonstrates the currency and fast-growing interest in the topic. 

As a topic of research, it has gained a firm foothold with applications and study in areas 

as diverse as education (Filsecker & Hickey, 2014; Kapp, 2012), health (Boulos et al., 2015; 

Jones, Madden, & Wengreen, 2014), fitness (Hamari & Koivisto, 2015b), government services 

(Bista, Nepal, Paris, & Colineau, 2014), enterprise (Suh & Wagner, 2017), production and 

logistics (Warmelink, Koivisto, Mayer, Vesa, & Hamari, 2018), retail (Insley & Nunan, 2014), 

web and mobile (Baptista & Oliveira, 2017), environmental consciousness (Lee, Ceyhan, 

Jordan-Cooley, & Sung, 2013), energy sustainability (Oppong-Tawiah et al., 2018), workplace 

(Suh, Cheung, Ahuja, & Wagner, 2017), training (Baxter, Holderness Jr, & Wood, 2016, 2017) 

and marketing (Bittner & Schipper, 2014; Terlutter & Capella, 2013; Yang, Asaad, & Dwivedi, 

2017). 

The concept has been hailed (Dibbel, 2007) as playing a real and positive role in 

engaging users (Robson et al., 2016).  From motivating positive health behaviours (Turan et 

al., 2016) to finding innovative ways to engage students in learning and teaching (Kapp, 2012); 

from developing meaningful enterprise strategies (Ruhi, 2015) to assisting organisations to 

transform into advanced-service providers (Shi et al., 2017), and from driving electronic-

commerce (Wu et al., 2016) to driving innovative user co-creation (Stock et al., 2015), the 

adoption of and interest in gamification has been pervasive and sustained. 

However, not all results have been positive with Gartner (2012) claiming that almost 

80% of gamification efforts would fail to meet business objectives, and that many businesses 

have unrealistic expectations in implementing gamification without assessing fitness for 

purpose (Burke, 2013).  Liu et al. (2017) identify several failed examples of gamification.  The 

concept has been derided (Bogost, 2011) and identified as possibly having a negative effect on 

the shareholder value of large businesses (Beckers, Jenny van, & Verhoef, 2018). 
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It is widely acknowledged in the literature that despite all the interest and increasing 

academic attention, unanswered questions abound – from a lack of conceptual understanding 

of what gamification is (Huotari & Hamari, 2017) to a need to understand and manage its 

design, techniques and mechanics (Morschheuser & Hamari, 2018; Werbach & Hunter, 2015); 

from how gamification design can be made effective for its intended purpose (Armstrong, 

Ferrell, Collmus, & Landers, 2016; Landers, 2018) to gamified system testing to help 

understand the effect of moderators and mediators on individual elements (Deterding, 2015); 

and from why people use gamification services (Hamari & Koivisto, 2015a) to the effect of 

player type and player personality on use and impact of gamification (Nobre & Ferreira, 2017; 

Robson et al., 2016), to name but a few. 

While there is substantial excitement in popular media about gamification and its 

effects (both positive and negative), there is a consistent theme in the extant literature 

identifying a lot of it as anecdotal or lacking rigour.  Hamari, Koivisto, and Sarsa (2014) argue 

that this places in high demand, empirical research on the effectiveness of gamification.  

Gamification research is evolving quickly.  Scholars are responding positively to the need for 

sound theory-grounded empirical research (Abou-Shouk & Soliman, 2021; Du, Ke, & Wagner, 

2020; Rodrigues, Costa, & Oliveira, 2017; Weretecki, Greve, Bates, & Henseler, 2021).  

However, much remains to be done.  As a relatively young concept, gamification presents a 

great opportunity for exploration as an “object of study, an approach to design and a computer-

mediated phenomenon” (Seaborn & Fels, 2015, p. 15).  We still lack a “concrete and 

comparative understanding” (Hassan et al., 2019, p. 152) of how gamification engages users.  

This research seeks to address this gap in the literature. 

2.1.3 Meaningful gamification 

Gamification is highly experiential, and context driven (Nobre & Ferreira, 2017; Sailer, 

Hense, Mayr, & Mandl, 2017; Zimmerling, Höllig, Sandner, & Welpe, 2019).  How a person 

perceives a gamified implementation depends on what the activity is, the specific context the 

engagement occurs within, and the person’s personal characteristics as well as extraneous 

factors (Deterding, 2015).  This has implications that all gamification practice as well as current 

and future research must take into account. 

With gleeful abandon, practitioners have been using gamification as a panacea.  

However, we must distinguish between what Landers (2018) calls rhetorical gamification – the 

arbitrary addition of typical game elements like points and badges to existing systems with no 
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theoretical grounding, methodological rigour or clearly defined outcomes – and , on the other 

hand, legitimate gamification – that is grounded in and draws from research in psychology and 

game design.  Ruhi (2015) makes similar references when referring to meaningful gamification 

that is based on game thinking and game-based tools deployed in a strategic manner to drive 

positive outcomes.  Nicholson (2015) underscores this concept by providing a recipe for 

meaningful gamification.  

At the heart of meaningful gamification lies the thoughtful and evidence-based 

application of gameful affordances to motivate users and achieve desirable outcomes.  In a 

systematic review of the literature on gamification, Hamari, Koivisto, and Pakkanen (2014) 

identified these outcomes as engagement, encouragement and motivation.  Gamification can 

change customer or stakeholder behaviour by tapping into the motivational drivers of human 

behaviour via reinforcement (Robson, Plangger, Kietzmann, McCarthy, & Pitt, 2015) for 

instance, with rewards. 

This research focuses on advancing research in meaningful gamification through 

providing a better understanding of both the experiential and the contextual nature of 

gamification underpinned by its theoretical grounding in human motivation.  It addresses the 

experiential nature of gamification by focusing on the customer (rather than the gamification 

designer – the focal organisation) and on the contextual nature of gamification by developing 

a model that, while initially focused on the marketing domain, has the potential to be tested 

and applied across a variety of domains, adding to the understanding of how gamification 

works. 

2.2  Rewards and gamification: 

This research focuses on one of the key gamification affordances and a cornerstone of 

gamification: rewards. 

2.2.1 Gameful affordances: where rewards fit 

Whatever the gamification implementation, by its very conceptualisation and 

definition, gamification requires “gameful affordances.”  The term gameful was originally 

coined by McGonigal (2011) in her book Reality is Broken:  How Games Make Us Better and 

How They Can Change The World.  It has been defined as, “…experiences and systems that 

effectively integrate some of the key structural and aesthetic elements of games” (McGonigal, 
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2015, p. 655).  Put another way, gameful experiences and systems are the experiential and 

behavioural qualities of playing games applied to non-game contexts (Landers, Tondello, et 

al., 2018).  The term affordance was originally coined by Gibson (1979) to mean what 

something offers, provides or furnishes.  This was popularized in design and human-computer 

interaction by Norman (1988) as the design aspect of an object.  Taken together, “gameful 

affordances” reflect those aspects of the design of gamified systems that lead to gameful 

experiences.  These are the game design elements, mechanics and components that aim to 

induce the same experience that games normally induce. 

There has been substantial work in gamification literature on these affordances.  

Drawing on games and video game literature, several researchers have attempted to identify, 

organize and categorise gameful affordances.  Hunicke, LeBlanc, and Zubek (2004) introduced 

a high-level framework of mechanics, dynamics and aesthetics (MDA) to allow game (and 

indeed gamification) designers to work on granular integrations in a systematic manner.  This 

has been the cornerstone of a lot of research into gameful affordances.  Several researchers 

have built on this foundation and developed frameworks aimed at assisting gamification 

designers to recognize available game elements and choose which one to engage in a gamified 

implementation. 

Blohm and Leimeister (2013) presented a mechanics, dynamics and motives (MDM) 

framework for incorporating several game design elements to create service-oriented gamified 

offerings that met differing user objectives.  Sailer, Hense, Mandl, and Klevers (2014) 

consolidated several game elements (describing them to be the same as game components) and 

framed them in the context of their respective motivational appeals.  Robson et al. (2015) 

adapted the MDA framework to incorporate emotional engagement as a key driver of gameful 

affordances to create the game mechanics, dynamics and emotions (MDE) framework.  Ruhi 

(2015) also adapted the MDA framework, this time to suit enterprise gamification design. 

Werbach and Hunter (2015) classified gameful affordances into a gamification toolkit 

comprising game dynamics, game mechanics and game components (MDC).  Game dynamics 

drive feelings and emotions and deal with the big picture aspects of gamified implementations.  

Typical game dynamics include relationships, the narrative of the game, emotions that it 

engages, artificially induced constraints and game progression (elements that have to be 

managed but that never actually enter into the game).  Game mechanics add value to the content 

and augment a gamified system.  They contribute to reward systems and frequently use points, 
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badges, avatars and leaderboards.  Game components are the specific mechanics and dynamics 

in a game and directly affect game engagement [points, badges, leaderboards, levels, rewards 

(benefits or in-game assets)].  Rewards feature both as game mechanics as well as game 

components within their classification of gameful affordances.  And as Tobon, Ruiz-Alba, and 

García-Madariaga (2020) point out, concepts like mechanics and elements are used 

interchangeably and are not properly distinguished from each other in the literature. 

Much of the research on gameful affordances has focused on building gamification 

system design frameworks.  Only a few researchers have grounded their proposed frameworks 

in theory with the most popular being SDT (Francisco-Aparicio, Gutiérrez-Vela, Isla-Montes, 

& Sanchez, 2013; Kappen & Nacke, 2013; Nicholson, 2015; Sakamoto, Nakajima, & 

Alexandrova, 2012).  The majority of researchers have focused on the design process and 

proposed applied frameworks.  Werbach and Hunter (2012) introduced the popular 6D 

gamification framework incorporating definition of business objectives; description of players; 

designing the activities and loops with a focus on fun; and deployment of a comprehensive 

gamified system with appropriate tools.  Kumar (2013) proposed an eight-step user-centered 

design process featuring understanding, mission, motivation, game mechanics, setting game 

rules, defining engagement loops, managing monitoring and measurement and considering 

legal and ethical issues.  Raftopoulos (2014) suggested a sustainable design process that yields 

a minimum viable design.  Hofacker et al. (2016) presented an adaptation of Schell’s (2014) 

Elemental Game Tetrad Model to surface a range of game elements. 

From these frameworks, and various reviews of gamification research, different lists of 

game elements have emerged (Kapp, 2012; Morschheuser, Hamari, Koivisto, et al., 2017; 

Werbach & Hunter, 2012; Zichermann & Cunningham, 2011).  In answering the question of 

what items belong in the set of game elements, Deterding et al. (2011) presented a taxonomy 

of game elements detailed by level of abstraction, but acknowledged that such a classification 

is highly subjective.  Their original classification, extended to incorporate the key business-

focused frameworks and taxonomies developed in the literature is presented in Table 1. 
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Table 1:  Game design elements listed by level of abstraction (Deterding et al., 2011) assimilating key 

business-focused frameworks, classifications and taxonomies drawn from the literature: 

Level Description Examples Implementation 

References 

Game interface 

design patterns 

Common, successful 

interaction design 

components and design 

solutions for a known 

problem in a context, 

including prototypical 

implementations 

Badges, leaderboards, levels, 

progress bars, feedback, trophies, 

etc 

(Brito, Vieira, & Duran, 

2015; Marczewski, 

2013; Neeli, 2015; 

Sailer et al., 2014) 

Game design 

patterns and 

mechanics 

Commonly reoccurring 

parts of the design of a 

game that concern 

gameplay 

Time constraint, limited 

resources, turns, progression, etc 

(Kappen & Nacke, 

2013; Kumar, 2013; 

Ruhi, 2015) 

Game design 

principles and 

heuristics 

Evaluative guidelines 

to approach a design 

problem or analyse a 

given design solution 

Enduring play, clear goals, variety 

of game styles, etc 

(Raftopoulos, 2014; 

Robson et al., 2015; 

Werbach & Hunter, 

2012) 

Game models Conceptual models of 

the components of 

games or game 

experience 

Mechanics – Dynamics – 

Aesthetics (MDA); Mechanics – 

Dynamics – Motives (MDM); 

challenge, fantasy, curiosity; 

elements of games (game design 

atoms); Core Elements of the 

Gaming Experience (CEGE); etc 

(AlMarshedi, Wanick 

Vieira, & Ranchhod, 

2015; Blohm & 

Leimeister, 2013; Gears 

& Braun, 2013; Hunicke 

et al., 2004) 

Game design 

methods 

Game design-specific 

practices and processes 

Playtesting, playcentric design, 

value conscious game design 

(Burke, 2016; Chou, 

2019; Liu et al., 2017) 

 

 Many of the elements in these lists overlap but also tend to vary.  Despite all the 

attention, there is no definitive list of game elements that could lead to gameful affordances.  

And in the absence of a naming convention there is widespread use of synonyms to describe 

the same, or extremely similar, game elements. 

Insley and Nunan (2014) point out that despite their proliferation in implementation, it 

is still unclear how gamification elements actually work.  These have, in general, been poorly 
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investigated in the literature (Nobre & Ferreira, 2017).  According to Hwang and Choi (2019), 

“gamification typically involves point systems, levels, or badges that show each individual’s 

progress in participating in the specific task” (p. 2), confirming them as the poster-child of 

gamification (Zichermann & Cunningham, 2011).  A number of abstractions and additions 

have added progress bars, performance graphs, quests, virtual avatars, stories and profile 

development to name a few.  Whatever the list of gameful affordances they almost always 

feature rewards, making them a cornerstone of gamification. 

2.2.2 Rewards:  a cornerstone of gamification 

Games create an “engagement economy” (McGonigal, 2011, p. 243) through 

motivating users with intrinsic rewards.  Rewards have consistently been a central part of 

gamification implementations.  Whether it is a new bingo game launched by Starbucks as part 

of their My Starbucks Rewards programme; the annual Monopoly game used by global fast 

food behemoth, McDonald’s as a clever sales promotion since 1987; the Unlock the 007 

Challenge from Coca Cola; the augmented reality Domino’s Pizza Chef pizza ordering game; 

or the ubiquitous digital points, badges, leaderboards and associated rewards offered by retail 

(e.g. Amazon, eBay, Booking.com) and social platforms (e.g. Twitter, Facebook, LinkedIn), 

gamification rewards are everywhere.  And with good reason.  Rewards can change customer 

or stakeholder behaviour by tapping into the motivational drivers of human behaviour via 

reinforcement (Robson et al., 2015).  They motivate players, create loyalty and demonstrate 

social status of players (Hofacker et al., 2016).  According to Nobre and Ferreira (2017), in 

order to achieve engagement, brands should use gamified experiences to offer status, 

customisation, goals and challenges to their customers which should be accentuated with 

continuous rewards.  Almost all research into implementations of gamification explicitly or 

implicitly lists rewards, either as a key gameful affordance or indeed as part of gamification 

itself. 

Despite this profile and proliferation, there does not currently appear to be good 

elucidation or articulation of rewards as an isolated affordance of gamified systems nor of their 

relationship with motivation in gamified implementations (see Sailer et al. (2017), for an 

attempt to match game elements with motivational mechanisms).  In fact, as Kim and Ahn 

(2017) point out, the effect of rewards on motivation has rarely been examined in the consumer 

context within the gamification literature. 
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All gamification frameworks articulate or at least reference rewards.  However, none 

of them provide a focused explication of the various rewards and classify them from a 

motivational-outcomes perspective.  This is desirable as the ultimate goal of the gamified 

system (and its inherent rewards mechanism) is to motivate positive behavioural outcomes. 

One reason for this could be that the conceptualization of rewards in gamification is not 

clear.  A demonstration of this mixed conceptualization can be found in Seaborn & Fel’s (2015) 

survey of gamification literature.  In a summary of gamification terminology, they define 

rewards as “Tangible, desirable items” (p. 20).  Of course, it is well known that gamification 

rewards can be both tangible (physical items like money) as well as intangible (rewards like 

feedback, social status, digital badges, medals, virtual trophies, avatars and territories, to name 

just a few). 

Many game elements are intertwined with rewards.  While badges, points and 

leaderboard levels are regarded among the most widely used game interface design patterns 

(Deterding et al., 2011; Hamari & Eranti, 2011; Hwang & Choi, 2019; Koivisto & Hamari, 

2019), they are also described as feedback (Mekler, Brühlmann, Opwis, & Tuch, 2013; 

Zimmerling et al., 2019) and simultaneously used as incentives or rewards. 

Nicholson (2015) describes gamification as being synonymous with rewards.  In being 

used as a clever business promotion tool, it can attract customers through allowing them to earn 

points, badges, rankings and even discounts and other real-world rewards (Richter, Raban, & 

Rafaeli, 2015), all of which are actually treated as game design components.  Because of the 

very nature of gamified systems, rewards are constantly combined with a range of other 

gameful affordances that conflate their effects in a variety of complex ways.  So, if rewards are 

to be studied as a gameful affordance, they must first be classified. 

2.2.3 The need to classify gamification rewards 

Gamification implementations have typically been researched as overall systems that 

engage multiple game design elements.  According to Nacke and Deterding (2017), research 

needs to advance to teasing out individual elements so that their effects, moderators and 

mediators may be properly studied.  Given the importance of rewards to gamification, it would 

be illuminating (even necessary) to separate gamification rewards from game dynamics, 

mechanics and components and organise them into a meaningful, theory-based classification 

so that they may then be isolated (from other gameful affordances) and studied. 
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While there are many attempts to classify gameful affordances, to the best knowledge of this 

research there is no robust, theoretically-grounded classification scheme for gamification 

rewards in the literature (please see Robinson and Bellotti, 2013, for a broad incentive-focused 

classification attempt; Rapp, 2017, for a three-group classification based upon reward systems 

in World of Warcraft; and Schöbel, Janson, and Söllner, 2020 for an allocation of game 

elements that also feature as possible rewards into a game logic versus game design taxonomy).  

Classifications, if any, have used video game rewards taxonomies.  For instance, Hallford, 

Hallford, and LaMothe (2001) developed a classification system drawn from role-playing 

games that was identified for broader use by Salen and Zimmerman (2004); Rigby (2009) 

presented a four-way classification based on reward contingency; Wang and Sun (2011) 

described eight reward types drawn from reward usage and mechanics involved; and Phillips, 

Johnson, and Wyeth (2013) added to the Hallford et al. (2001) taxonomy to broaden its appeal 

and applicability.  A summary of the attempts to classify rewards used by or referred to in 

gamification literature is presented in Table 2 below. 

Table 2:  Rewards classifications reviewed and reported in gamification literature: 

Reference Classification 

Basis 

Method 

Hallford et al. 

(2001) 

Video Game 

Rewards 

Four types of game rewards focused on role-playing video games: 

rewards of glory, sustenance, facility and access. 

Salen & 

Zimmerman (2004) 

Video Game 

Rewards 

Expanded utilization of rewards beyond role playing games 

building on Hallford et al. (2001). 

Rigby (2009) Video Game 

Rewards 

Four-way classification of Hallford et al’s (2001) taxonomy based 

on reward contingency. 

Wang & Son 

(2011) 

Video Game 

Rewards 

Video game rewards classified by instance:  scoring, item granting, 

and achievement systems, experience points, resources, feedback, 

plot animations and unlocks. 

Phillips et al. 

(2013) 

Video Game 

Rewards 

Added positive and sensory feedback to the original Hallford et al 

(2001) taxonomy to enhance its use, appeal and applicability 

Robinson & Bellotti 

(2013) 

Gamification 

Elements 

Broad framing of gamification elements based on incentives 

Rapp (2017) Gamification 

Rewards 

Classification of rewards used in gamification based on reward 

systems used in the game World of Warcraft. 
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Schöbel, et al. 

(2020) 

Gamification 

Elements 

Classification of game elements that also feature as rewards using 

game design and game logic parameters. 

The current 

research (2022) 

Gamification 

Rewards 

The proposed Tangible, Verbal, Symbolic Scheme (TVSS) is a novel 

taxonomy for gamification rewards based on reward type and 

expected salience.  Grounded in SDT, it allows all possible rewards 

to be extricated from other gameful affordances so that they may be 

properly isolated and studied.   

Please to refer Chapter 3 for full details. 

 

None of the previous rewards classification attempts specifically address gamification 

rewards, nor the underlying challenges of classifying them.  In order to meaningfully do this, 

gamification rewards must be separated from other gameful affordances so that they may be 

studied in isolation.  However, as explained above, there is little to suggest what is and what is 

not a gamification reward in the literature.  This could in in part due to there being no formal 

definition or taxonomy of gamification rewards that may allow them to be extricated from other 

gameful affordances.  To achieve this, a definition for gamification rewards, grounded in 

Skinner’s (1964) rewards conceptualisation is proposed (please see Chapter 3).  Next, a novel 

rewards classification scheme, Tangible Verbal Symbolic Scheme (TVSS), is developed and 

tested (please see Study 1) that contributes to both rewards and gamification literature.  By 

doing so it provides a vital starting point for studying the effect of an isolated gameful 

affordance on the psychological mediator and the behavioural outcome from the consumer’s 

perspective. 

“Gamification has enormous potential in marketing” (Sigala, 2015, p. 189). 

This research is anchored in the marketing domain.  Marketers engage with consumers 

to stimulate relational exchanges to shape consumer behaviour (Grönroos, 1997).  Marketing 

implementations, in one way or another, aim to influence and raise customer engagement 

(Pansari & Kumar, 2017) – a behaviour manifestation that goes beyond the mere act of making 

a purchase (Van Doorn et al., 2010).  Brodie, Ilic, Juric, and Hollebeek (2013) describe 

customer engagement as a motivational state driven by the strength of the interaction between 

customers and their experiences with the brand.  Research has demonstrated that engaged and 

motivated customers could increase sales and reduce cost (Hollebeek, Glynn, & Brodie, 2014); 

increase word of mouth and virality in marketing efforts (Goh, Heng, & Lin, 2013); 

demonstrate greater brand loyalty (Jaakkola & Alexander, 2014) and brand engagement 
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(Berger et al., 2018); as well as improve service innovations (Kumar et al., 2010).  Increasing 

and sustaining consumer motivation in various contexts is therefore at the heart of marketing 

(Siemens, Smith, Fisher, Thyroff, & Killian, 2015) and the overwhelming focus and goal of 

gamified marketing initiatives. 

Holbrook, Chestnut, Oliva, and Greenleaf (1984) introduced games into the realm of 

marketing.  Because of its explosive adoption as an industry practice, gamification has been 

hailed as the next generation tool for marketing, customer motivation and engagement 

(Zichermann & Cunningham, 2011).  Motivated in part by its widespread adoption and use by 

industry (e.g. the enterprise gamification techniques employed by Microsoft via its 

Communicate Hope initiative; Yammer's integration of Badgevill; SAP’s Roadwarrior sales 

application or Siemen’s Plantville social media game implementation), a growing body of 

marketing-focused gamification research corroborates that the goal of gamified marketing 

implementations is, in fact, to motivate consumers to behave in a manner that leads to positive 

marketing outcomes (Berger et al., 2018; Bittner & Schipper, 2014; Müller-Stewens et al., 

2017; Nobre & Ferreira, 2017; Wu et al., 2016).  Gamification has been seen as an innovative 

marketing tool to promote customer interaction, participation, attitudes, activation, co-creation, 

innovation and brand or product identification (Bennett & Vijaygopal, 2018; Deterding et al., 

2011; Harwood & Garry, 2015; Nobre & Ferreira, 2017; Rauch, 2013; Yang et al., 2017).  

There have been reputable studies on customer engagement and loyalty (Hammedi, Leclercq, 

& Poncin, 2019; Hofacker et al., 2016; Hwang & Choi, 2019; Poncin et al., 2017), brand 

engagement (Wu, Lee, & Liao, 2018), brand love (Hsu & Chen, 2018), purchase decisions 

(Bittner & Schipper, 2014), adoption of servitization (Shi et al., 2017), innovation and product 

development (Stock et al., 2015), tourism (Xu, Tian, Buhalis, Weber, & Zhang, 2016) and even 

crowdsourcing (Morschheuser & Hamari, 2018). 

However, in a review of gamification research Seaborn & Fels (2015) pointed out that 

only a few studies have been quantitative, empirically-based and grounded in theory.  Indeed 

as Wolf, Weiger, and Hammerschmidt (2019, p. 1) emphasise, “Quantitative research 

examining the impact of gamified services on firm-beneficial outcomes remains scarce.”  This 

has been echoed by several researchers identifying the prevailing lack of, and therefore need 

for, empirical studies grounded in theory and focused on marketing (Deterding et al., 2011; 

Hamari, Koivisto, & Sarsa, 2014; Huotari & Hamari, 2017; Insley & Nunan, 2014; Seaborn & 

Fels, 2015; Sigala, 2015).  Recent research is starting to address this call with some excellent 

studies on gamification in marketing (see work on consumer purchase behaviour by Ghosh, 
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Sreejesh, and Dwivedi, 2021; customer engagement by Eisingerich, Marchand, Fritze, and 

Dong, 2019; and brand loyalty by Torres, Augusto, and Neves, 2022).  However, Singh, 

Kumar, and Jain (2021) point out that despite the “tremendous enthusiasm around the 

phenomenon, (marketing) gamification is still in the exploratory phase of its trajectory” (p. 1).  

It needs to take an evolutionary trajectory and answer profound questions such as how it can 

drive customer engagement and how it works for different personality types – the very focus 

of this research effort. 

Anchored in the marketing domain, this research seeks to add to the growing body of 

reliable literature on gamification in marketing by addressing both the psychological mediator 

as well as the marketing outcomes of gamification to bolster the understanding of how 

marketing gamification works.  Huotari and Hamari (2017) conclude that one of the defining 

requirements of gamification is that the gameful experience derived from gameful affordances 

is voluntary, autotelic and intrinsically motivated.  Consequently, to illuminate how 

gamification increases customer engagement, attention must be first focused on understanding 

how gameful affordances, such as rewards, raise motivation.  A theory that helps understand 

how gamification influences motivation is Self Determination Theory (SDT) (Deci & Ryan, 

2012). 

2.3  Motivation and gamification:  Self Determination Theory (SDT) 

SDT is an empirically-based theory of human motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2008) and the 

most frequently used grounding theory in gamification literature (Huotari & Hamari, 2017; 

Koivisto & Hamari, 2019; Seaborn & Fels, 2015; Tobon et al., 2020).  It differentiates between 

types of motivation (as opposed to just the amount of motivation) based on the goals that cause 

or direct action (Ryan & Deci, 2000b).  It addresses “factors that either facilitate or undermine 

motivation, both intrinsic and extrinsic.” (Ryan et al., 2006, p. 349). 

Intrinsic motivation, grounded in a person’s internal perceived locus of causality 

(deCharms, 1968), is “the inherent tendency to seek out novelty and challenges, to extend and 

exercise one's capacities, to explore, and to learn” (Ryan & Deci, 2000b, p. 70).  It describes 

people’s natural inclination towards mastery and tendency to do something because it is 

inherently interesting or enjoyable (Csikszentmihalyi & Rathunde, 1993).  When intrinsically 

motivated, a person undertakes an activity for the inherent fun/challenge of the activity rather 

than some external pressure, threat or even reward (Ryan & Deci, 2000a). 
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Extrinsic Motivation on the other hand refers to doing something to achieve a separable 

outcome (Deci & Ryan, 2008) and can vary greatly in its relative autonomy (Ryan & Connell, 

1989) thereby reflecting external control or self-regulation (Ryan & Deci, 2000a).  It is driven 

by the contingency between a behaviour and a desired consequence and is therefore considered 

to be externally regulated.  This includes factors other than enjoyment of the task itself (such 

as internal feelings of guilt or shame, obligation, fear, greed, or compliance with some external 

regulation).  Extrinsic motivation represents intentional behaviour and can vary greatly across 

a continuum (Ryan & Connell, 1989) depending on the degree of autonomy (Heider, 2013). 

As presented in Figure 3, SDT presents motivation on a continuum of self-determination and 

identifies the perceived locus of causality that each stage is driven by. 

Figure 3:  Continuum of self-determination identifying the type of motivation, type of regulation and 

perceived locus of causality (Ryan & Deci, 2000a) 

 

 

At one end is ‘amotivation’, the absolute lack of interest to act, driven by a person’s 

belief that they are incompetent to do it (Deci, 1975), the activity has no value (Ryan, 1995), 

or that it will not deliver a desired outcome (Seligman, 1975).  ‘External regulation’ is triggered 

when behaviour is performed to satisfy an external demand, reward, or need to comply, and 

triggers an external perceived locus of causality.  This causes people to feel “controlled or 

alienated” (Ryan & Deci, 2000a, p. 61).  ‘Introjected regulation’ is triggered when behaviours 

are performed to reduce or avoid guilt or anxiety, or indeed to enhance or maintain self-esteem 

or ego (a concept Nicholls, 1984, identified as ego involvement).  Interestingly, while this 

regulation is internal to the individual, the controlling nature of such behaviours trigger an 

internalized external locus of causality.  ‘Identification’ is a more self-determined form of 

extrinsic motivation where a person considers a behaviour to be important or valuable enough 
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that they accept its regulation as their own.  Consequently, identification regulation behaviours 

are more autonomous thereby triggering a somewhat internalized external perceived locus of 

causality.  ‘Integration’ is the most autonomous form, and most complete internalization, of 

extrinsic motivation.  When people not only identify with the importance of a behaviour but 

completely integrate these with their goals, values, and identity of self (Pelletier, Tuson, & 

Haddad, 1997), what was initially externally regulated is fully transformed into “self-

determined extrinsic motivation.” (Deci & Ryan, 2000). 

At the far right of the continuum is ‘intrinsic motivation’ – “the prototype of self-

determined activity” (Ryan & Deci, 2000a, p. 62).  Intrinsic motivation behaviours are autotelic 

(Csikszentmihalyi, 2000).  People engage in these behaviours for their inherent satisfaction and 

trigger a fully internal perceived locus of causality making them the standard against which 

extrinsically motivated behaviours may be compared for their degree of self-determination.  

“Perhaps no single phenomenon reflects the positive potential of human nature as much as 

intrinsic motivation,” (Ryan & Deci, 2000b, p. 70). 

Since intrinsic motivation is an innate propensity, it is a highly desirable psychological 

outcome for the gameful affordances of gamified marketing implementations and a necessary 

condition for user engagement.  For gamification to promote positive user activity (Sreejesh, 

Dwivedi, & Ghosh, 2021), drive beneficial user behaviours (Kittelberger, Westermann, & 

Biesdorf, 2017), and increase consumer engagement (Shankar, 2016), intrinsic motivation is a 

powerful psychological mediator. 

Intrinsic motivation exists within individuals as well as in the relationship between 

individuals and the activities they perform (Ryan & Deci, 2000a).  Individual differences are 

important.  What may be intrinsically motivating for one person may not be for another.  A 

sub-theory of SDT that is focused on, and explains, variability in intrinsically motivated 

behaviours is Cognitive Evaluation Theory (CET) which provides firm grounding for this 

research. 

2.4  Intrinsic Motivation and gamification: Cognitive Evaluation Theory 

(CET) 

CET identifies factors that produce variations in intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 

1985a).  It deals with conditions that facilitate or increase intrinsic motivation and those that 

might undermine it.  CET posits that: 
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1. Social or contextual factors or actions (such as feedback or rewards) that induce or 

contribute feelings of ‘competence’ can increase intrinsic motivation.  Optimal 

challenge, positive reinforcement, effectance-promoting feedback (White, 1959) and 

freedom from demeaning evaluations all raise intrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 

2000a). 

2. Competence will not, however, increase intrinsic motivation unless accompanied by a 

sense of autonomy or by an internal perceived locus of causality (deCharms, 1968).  

For intrinsic motivation to occur or be raised, people must not only experience 

competence, they must also experience their behaviour as self-determined (Deci, 1971).  

Threats, deadlines, directives, pressured evaluations, and imposed goals could all 

diminish intrinsic motivation (Rummel & Feinberg, 1988).  This is because they 

conduce toward an external perceived locus of causality.  Against this, acknowledging 

people’s feelings, providing opportunities for self-regulation and free choice were all 

found to increase intrinsic motivation because they allow people a greater sense of 

autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 1985b).   

3. Intrinsic motivation is more likely to flourish in contexts characterized by a sense of 

security and relatedness.  This typically plays a more distal role but a secure 

environment where people feel a sense of belonging and social connection or 

interaction is important for enhancing intrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2002). 

A very rich and robust body of research has explored SDT and CET (Frederick & Ryan, 

1993; Gagné & Deci, 2005; Rummel & Feinberg, 1988; Ryan, 1982).  Research has suggested 

that external rewards, that are contingent on performance of a task or activity or where people 

feel controlled or forced, could undermine intrinsic motivation (Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999), 

while those that satisfy a core need or promote competence via positive feedback may boost it 

(Rosenfield, Folger, & Adelman, 1980). 

As Ryan and Deci (2000b) point out, people will be intrinsically motivated only for 

activities that hold intrinsic interest for them (activities that might appeal to their quest for 

challenge, aesthetics or novelty).  This is the very premise of gamification.  Bartle (2004) 

identified that people play games because they are fun.  The concept of gamification originates 

from games, and SDT posits that the underlying motivation for games and play is intrinsic 

motivation (Frederick & Ryan, 1993).  CET states that competence, autonomy, and relatedness 

can lead to increased intrinsic motivation leading to positive behaviours.  Engagement itself is 
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the expression of intrinsic motivation (Rigby, 2015).  Customers experience enjoyment and 

energized involvement when they are intrinsically motivated (Chandler & Chen, 2015). 

Thus, an important way for gamification to deliver on the promise of engagement is for 

the gameful affordances to stimulate and enhance intrinsic motivation leading to marketing 

outcomes demonstrative of high levels of engagement (such as increased self-brand connection 

and its associated downstream effects). 

However, as Xi and Hamari (2019a) point out, only a few studies in the extant literature 

investigate the relationship between gamification and intrinsic motivation.  Where they do 

engage this important concept, studies tend to be highly contextual, with many of them focused 

on education (Hanus & Fox, 2015); with limited generalisability (Feng, Ye, Yu, Yang, & Cui, 

2018); limited consideration of the outcomes of the relationship (Chan, Nah, Liu, & Lu, 2018; 

Mekler et al., 2013); or studied as a subset of an overall model (Behl, Jayawardena, Ishizaka, 

Gupta, & Shankar, 2022).  As called for by Koivisto and Hamari (2019), this research therefore 

adds value to the extant literature by assessing the effects of an isolated gamification affordance 

on intrinsic motivation. 

2.5  Goals and gamification 

A key interest of human motivation researchers has been the study of goals (Eccles & 

Wigfield, 2002).  Being goal-directed is “a cardinal attribute of the behaviour of living 

organisms” (Locke, 1969, p. 991).  There is a wealth of scholarly literature on goals and goal-

directed behaviour (Gollwitzer & Moskowitz, 1996).  Through a variety of frameworks (Ames, 

1984; Dweck, 1986; Elliot, 1999), approaches (Bandura, 1997; Nicholls, 1984) and inductions 

(Locke & Latham, 1990), goal theories have advanced the understanding of how goals motivate 

and their relationship to outcomes. 

Building on deCharm’s (1968) conceptualisation, Nicholls (1984) highlighted two 

motivationally relevant goal orientations – ego-involved and task-involved goals – each of 

which affect what people seek to achieve and how this affects their motivations.  People with 

task-involved goals are concerned with assessing personal mastery over current or past tasks 

while people with ego-involved goals are focused on demonstrating their ability or masking 

their lack thereof.  Elliott and Dweck (1988) provided a complementary distinction between 

mastery and performance goals grounded in a person’s implicit theory about ability.  Locke 

and Latham (1990) proposed that specific, proximal and moderately challenging goals promote 
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improved performance and greater self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997).  Gollwitzer (1990) explicated 

that “mind-set” has an important effect on how people choose goals and that only feasible and 

attractive wishes are turned into goals.  Deci and Ryan (1991) postulated that goals serve the 

need for self-determination by promoting autonomy, competence, and relatedness leading to 

greater creativity, higher cognitive flexibility, deeper information processing and better ability 

to cope with failure.  Bagozzi (1992) identified that commitment and effort are critical for 

converting goal intentions to action.  

Goals are a fundamental element of games and by extension gamification.  In fact, with 

roots in interaction design and games, gamification is inherently a goal-oriented activity 

(Deterding et al., 2011).  Goals define what people are trying to attain (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 

1994) and consequently guide the design of the motivational systems endemic to the gamified 

implementation.  Yet, despite the rich tapestry of available goal literature, there is an articulated 

gap in the gamification literature in relation to goals (Seaborn & Fels, 2015; Tondello, 

Premsukh, & Nacke, 2018). 

Goals tend to feature as game design elements that make up gamified systems 

(Deterding et al., 2011; Huotari & Hamari, 2017).  Consequently, much of the research has 

focused on using goals for supporting, explaining or helping to design some gamification 

feature or element (Tondello et al., 2018).  They take the form of either specific goals for users 

to follow or flexible goals that users can self-set.  Most gamification design frameworks include 

goals at the organisational level, individual level, or both (Mora et al., 2017).  However, as 

evidenced in various reviews of gameful design frameworks (Deterding, 2015; Morschheuser, 

Hamari, Werder, & Abe, 2017), many of these are not theoretically grounded. 

The most commonly used theory in gamification literature is goal-setting theory (Locke 

& Latham, 1990, 2002), a theory of motivation that tries to explain the causes of user 

performance in work-related tasks.  Goal-setting theory posits that optimal work performance 

is attained when goals are specific (have a clear objective) and difficult (require considerable 

effort to achieve).  Gamification scholars have used goal-setting theory to explain the role of 

specific gamification elements such as badges and leaderboards (Hamari, 2013; Landers, 

Bauer, & Callan, 2017); as a theoretical base for incentives in gamification (Richter et al., 

2015); as a mechanism to implement goal-setting and feedback (Hamari, 2017; Liu, Schuckert, 

& Law, 2016); as an effort to explain how gamification systems may be improved using the 

lens of goal-setting theory (Tondello et al., 2018), and how goal difficulty affects successful 
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goal achievement and future effort in a hierarchical goal system (Gutt, von Rechenberg, & 

Kundisch, 2020). 

A theory that has rarely been used in gamification research is Achievement Goal Theory 

(AGT) – a psychological conceptualisation that delves into user goals, outcomes, and rewards.  

Gamification scholars who have used AGT have done so in a limited way.  They include 

Hakulinen and Auvinen (2014) who studied the effect of badges on student responses in a 

learning environment; Hassan et al. (2019) who studied how different goal foci, orientation and 

attributes are associated with the perceived importance of gamification features in the design 

of gamification systems; Tang, Jia, and Zhang (2020) whose conceptual paper focused on how 

gamification design might be able to support users’ goals; Hassan, Rantalainen, Xi, 

Pirkkalainen, and Hamari (2020) who investigated how the gaming preferences of users relate 

to their perception and use intention of different gamification features; and Garcia- Marquez 

and Bauer (2020) who studied the relationship between badges and self-efficacy in gamified 

learning.  All of these studies have focused on gamification system design.  They have used 

AGT to inform gamification techniques, design, features, or implementations.  However, AGT 

can illuminate our understanding of gamification in far deeper and richer ways.  Over two 

decades it has provided considerable headway in understanding motivated behaviour in 

achievement settings (Elliot & Thrash, 2001).  This makes it an important theoretical construct 

to elevate the understanding of how gamification motivates and drives positive consumer 

behaviours. It is introduced below. 

2.5.1 Achievement Goal Theory (AGT) 

AGT is a well-established goal theory (Ames, 1992; Dweck, 1986) that has been 

concerned with the energisation and direction of competence-related behaviour (Elliot, 1997).  

In fact, achievement goals have been defined in terms of engaging in achievement behaviour 

(Elliot & Hulleman, 2017).  It is “a cognitive representation of a competence-based possibility 

that an individual seeks to attain” (Elliot & Thrash, 2001, p. 144).  Competence, autonomy and 

relatedness are fundamental tenets of intrinsic motivation which in turn is a key goal of 

gamification implementations (Deterding et al., 2011; Frederick & Ryan, 1993; Huotari & 

Hamari, 2017).  As McGonigal (2011) identifies, goals and achievement are key traits of games 

– the foundation on which gamification is built.  ‘Achievement’ and ‘goals’ therefore speak to 

the fundamental building blocks of gamification.  Applying the lens of achievement goals to 

gameful affordances and their psychological outcomes can deliver valuable insights into how 
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gamification actually works.  This is particularly important since STD and CET hold that 

intrinsic motivation varies due to individual differences (Ryan & Deci, 2000a).  Indeed, 

drawing on AGT, this research proposes that the achievement goals of the user will moderate 

the effect of gameful affordances (rewards) on the psychological outcomes (intrinsic 

motivation) of gamified implementations. 

The core model of achievement goals is grounded in a dichotomous distinction between 

mastery goals and performance goals (Dweck, 1986; Nicholls, 1984).  As Barron and 

Harackiewicz (2001) point out, a range of labels (task goals or learning goals versus ego goals 

or ability goals) have been used to differentiate between these two goal classes.  However, 

convention has coalesced around the mastery and performance goal distinction as the key labels 

used in the literature. 

These two goals represent different ways of thinking about and pursuing competence 

(Barron & Harackiewicz, 2001).  Mastery goals represent a focus on learning and self-

improvement while performance goals represent a focus on competition, winning or at least 

not appearing worse than others (Harackiewicz, Barron, Pintrich, Elliot, & Thrash, 2002).   

People with a mastery goal are concerned with acquiring and developing competence whereas 

those with a performance goal are focused on demonstrating competence relative to others 

(Senko et al., 2011). 

Consequently, they promote different patterns of cognitions in achievement settings 

(Dweck & Leggett, 1988).  Evidence suggests that mastery and performance goals are 

relatively independent constructs (Ames & Archer, 1988; Nicholls, Patashnick, Cheung, 

Thorkildsen, & Lauer, 1989) and affect intrinsic motivation in the same way as they influence 

achievement behaviours like seeking challenges, task involvement and persistence (Butler, 

1987; Dweck, 1985; Harackiewicz & Sansone, 1991). 

By providing an important boundary condition to better explain how gameful 

affordances influence or magnify the motivational and behavioural outcomes of gamification, 

AGT furthers the understanding of how gamification works.  The insights gained by AGT can 

be further amplified by the addition of Achievement Orientation (AO). 

2.5.2 Achievement Orientation (AO) 

Elliot and Harackiewicz (1994) point out that the influence of goals on intrinsic 

motivation is often treated as if it is an unmoderated effect.  It is not.  It is quite intuitive that 
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all classes of people will not have the same achievement behaviours.  Similarly, it is improbable 

that goals would affect intrinsic motivation in the same way for all people (Kihlstrom, 1987).  

Harackiewicz, Barron, and Elliot (1998) point out that in trying to deepen understanding of the 

relation between achievement goals and intrinsic motivation, a third variable can be of 

considerable benefit.  In fact, a clearer understanding of the effect of goals on intrinsic 

motivation requires careful consideration of individual difference moderators (Elliot & 

Harackiewicz, 1994). 

Individual personality or the “characteristic motivational orientation of individuals” has 

been identified as an important moderator of the effect of goals on performance and intrinsic 

motivation (Elliot, 2005; Harackiewicz & Sansone, 1991, p. 7).  AO is a cognitive-perceptual 

framework that can influence how people interpret, respond to, and approach achievement 

activities (Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996).  Elliot and Harackiewicz 

(1994) found that AO did influence the effect of achievement goals on user motivation.  Little 

research exists on the influence of user traits on the value that gamification seeks to deliver 

(Hassan et al., 2020).  Hence, adding AO as an additional moderator will extend the 

contributions of this research by providing deeper insights into the relationship between reward 

types, achievement goals and intrinsic motivation. 

Next, the literature on a key marketing outcome of gamification is discussed. 

2.6  Marketing outcomes and gamification 

So far, this research has focused on the gameful affordances and the psychological 

outcomes they drive.  As discussed in preceding sections, several gamification researchers have 

called for future research that can provide an understanding of how gamification works both 

from an assessment of the psychological mediators as well as the behavioural outcomes they 

influence.  Wolf et al. (2019) ascertained that firm-beneficial behaviour can be triggered by 

motivational user experiences and called for future studies to “consider motivational 

experiences as a mediator between game elements and business outcomes” (p. 9).  Several 

scholars have called for a better understanding of how gamified marketing implementations 

may benefit and influence marketing outcomes (Hofacker et al., 2016; Jang et al., 2018; 

Mulcahy et al., 2018). 

It is widely recognised that customer brand engagement is a key marketing imperative 

(Brodie et al., 2013; Payne, Storbacka, & Frow, 2008).  Brodie, Hollebeek, Jurić, and Ilić 
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(2011) define consumer brand engagement as “a psychological state that occurs by virtue of 

interactive, co-creative customer experiences with a focal agent/object (e.g., a brand)” (p. 260).  

It is an iterative, dynamic, and multi-dimensional concept with cognitive, emotional, and 

behavioural components.  Organisations are increasingly looking to build engagement 

ecosystems across multiple platforms in order to achieve customer brand engagement 

(Breidbach, Brodie, & Hollebeek, 2014). 

Gamification is seen as a valuable tool that that can potentially generate such 

engagement (Robson, Plangger, Kietzmann, McCarthy, & Pitt, 2014; Zichermann & 

Cunningham, 2011).  However, Harwood and Garry (2015, p. 542) claim that, “there is little 

evidence to suggest that a gamified experience environment generates or reinforces high 

quality brand engagement outcomes” (p.5421), a claim echoed by Sigala (2015).  There is even 

less in the way of empirical research anchored in human motivation (Harwood & Garry, 2015).  

Where there is empirical research in this realm, it is often limited by lack of methodological 

rigour (Hamari, Koivisto, & Pakkanen, 2014) and theoretical grounding (Seaborn & Fels, 

2015). 

A key behavioural outcome of customer brand engagement is self-brand connection.  

Consequently, as highlighted in the conceptual model in Figure 2, it is both appropriate and 

valuable for self-brand connection to be chosen as the behavioural outcome in the proposed 

model. 

2.6.1 Self-Brand Connection (SBC) and gamification 

Over the past few decades an influential marketing research stream pertaining to 

customer and brand relationships has emerged (Hollebeek et al., 2014).  Research has 

suggested that consumers’ self-expression is an important driver of consumer preference and 

choice (Aaker, 1999).  When developing a successful brand strategy, marketers focus on two 

key aspects.  Brand meaning, what the brand actually means to consumers; and brand response, 

how consumers’ prevailing knowledge of the brand affects their response to attempts by the 

brand to influence them (Keller, 1998).  The actual consumer effect of a brand depends on the 

quality of the consumer’s experiences with the brand as well as how these experiences 

succeeded in creating vivid links within their mind (Fournier, 1998). 

Escalas and Bettman (2003) suggest that consumers use brands to meet their “self-needs 

such as self-verification or self-enhancement” (p. 339).  Belk (1988) points out that brands 
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present a range of images that consumers can identify with, and consumers will often use 

brands to express themselves to others.  During this, connections are sometimes formed 

between brands and consumers causing those brands to become incorporated into a consumer’s 

self-concept (Escalas, 2004).  Through their brand experiences such consumers could form 

meaningful, personal connections with a brand such that the brand itself becomes closely 

associated with them (Escalas & Bettman, 2003). 

Self-brand connection (SBC) measures the relationship between a brand and an 

individual’s concept of self (Escalas, 2004).  It is the degree to which a particular brand has 

been incorporated into a consumer’s self-concept (Dwivedi et al., 2015).  In this way, SBCs 

satisfy psychological needs, create social linkages and reinforce identity (Wallendorf & 

Arnould, 1988).  The personal meaning associated with a brand could come from: 

a. the image or personality defined as, “the set of human characteristics associated with a 

brand” (Aaker, 1997, p. 347).  Brand personality develops over time from among other 

things, advertising programs and the prevailing popular culture in society (Keller, 

1998); and 

b. the individual’s personal experiences with that brand (Escalas, 2004). 

Essentially, SBC is the operationalisation of self-congruity – the relationship of the 

consumer’s self-concept and the image of the product or service (Sirgy, 1985).  Self-congruity 

explains why consumers buy products and services for reasons beyond their functional use, 

such as their emotional or symbolic appeal (Roy & Rabbanee, 2015; Sirgy et al., 1997).  It has 

been shown to influence a range of positive consumer behaviours (Aguirre-Rodriguez, 

Bosnjak, & Sirgy, 2012) as well as a range of positive marketing outcomes (Escalas, 2004; 

Ferraro, Escalas, & Bettman, 2011; Moliner, Monferrer-Tirado, & Estrada-Guillén, 2018).  

SBC activates this via strong ties with the brand (Van Doorn et al., 2010). 

As a behavioural outcome of customer brand engagement, SBC also features cognitive 

and affective components.  As a cognitive representation, it is also inherently emotional 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007) involving potentially complex feelings (Thomson, MacInnis, & 

Park, 2005).  Feelings like happiness derived from brand-pride or sadness caused by brand-

separation, demonstrate a connection that consumers feel with a brand.  These connections 

translate to positive consumer behaviour intentions (Park, Macinnis, Priester, Eisingerich, & 

Iacobucci, 2010). 
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Gamification has been identified as an innovative tool for creating brand engagement 

and self-brand connection (Hollebeek, 2011; Nobre & Ferreira, 2017).  However, little is still 

known about the effects of gameplay on brand responses and the formation of these self-brand 

connections (Berger et al., 2018).  This research therefore empirically tests SBC as the 

behavioural outcome of gamified marketing implementations. 

2.6.2 Consequences of Self-Brand Connection 

Self-brand connection engages cognition and emotion that indicate positive customer 

behaviour intentions.  However, it is well established in the marketing literature that intentions 

do not always translate to actionable behaviours (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Sheppard, Hartwick, 

& Warshaw, 1988).  Consequently, to really understand how gamification works, it is important 

to confirm the effect of self-brand connection on downstream customer brand engagement 

outcomes like purchase intent, positive word of mouth and a positive attitude towards the 

brand. 

Brand attitude reflects evaluation and affect based on judgement of a brand (Bettman, 

1979; Cohen & Areni, 1991).  Consumers who are emotionally attached to a brand are also 

likely to have a favourable attitude towards it (Thomson et al., 2005).  Favourable brand 

attitudes may translate to market share increases for the focal brand (Baldinger & Rubinson, 

1996).  These attitudes form and capture an aspect of the meaning consumers attach to the 

brand.  Consequently, consumers should develop more favourable attitudes towards brands that 

are sufficiently important to them, such that they become linked to their self-concept and 

psychological needs (Moore & Homer, 2008).  Consumers with stronger SBCs should 

demonstrate stronger, more robust and more persistent brand attitudes (Escalas, 2004; Escalas 

& Bettman, 2003; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995) leading to desirable engagement behaviours.  In 

fact, some organisations employ gamification techniques exclusively to positively influence 

brand attitude (Xi & Hamari, 2019b).  Given their importance in marketing gamification, this 

research examines attitude towards the brand as one of the downstream effects of self-brand 

connection in gamified marketing implementations. 

Customer word of mouth has been conceptualized as a customer’s belief that they will 

discuss a service or brand encounter with at least one person who is not directly related to the 

encounter (Swanson & Davis, 2003).  For over 60 years, marketers have recognized its value 

(Brooks, 1957) and this has only been invigorated by the formation of complex consumer 

networks and brand communities made possible by the power of the internet (Cova & Cova, 
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2002).  Increasingly this word of mouth is multidirectional and co-created, with potential for 

rapid and viral effect (Kozinets, De Valck, Wojnicki, & Wilner, 2010).  Positive word of mouth 

is a highly desirable marketing outcome (Bijmolt et al., 2010) that may lead to real financial 

advantages for the brand (Wallace, Buil, & de Chernatony, 2012).  It can be extremely 

influential and is often used by customers as a reliable source of information about a brand 

(Herr, Kardes, & Kim, 1991).  When consumers form strong emotional bonds with a brand, 

they actively engage in positive word of mouth about it (Anderson, 1998).  Therefore, self-

brand connection should influence positive word of mouth (Sicilia, Delgado-Ballester, & 

Palazon, 2016) as well as prompt customers to justify, ignore or interpret negative word of 

mouth in a positive way (Wilson, Giebelhausen, & Brady, 2017).  Consequently, this research 

examines word of mouth as one of the downstream effects of self-brand connection in gamified 

marketing implementations. 

It is quite intuitive that purchase intention should be a consequence of self-brand 

connection.  Purchase intention is the possibility that consumers will attempt to purchase a 

product (Dodds, Monroe, & Grewal, 1991).  It is a form of consumer cognitive behaviour that 

can be highly effective predictor of buying behaviour (Laroche, Kim, & Zhou, 1996).  

Customer-brand relationships may have a positive effect on purchase intention (Hollebeek et 

al., 2014; Kim & Chung, 2011).  People with high self-brand connection are likely to 

demonstrate enhanced purchase intention (Chand & Fei, 2021; Chu & Lu, 2007; Fazli-Salehi, 

Torres, Madadi, & Zúñiga, 2022).  Consequently, this research examines purchase intention as 

the one of the key downstream effects of SBC in gamified marketing implementations. 

As shown in the conceptual model in Figure 2, this research presents and tests a 

parsimonious model to help illuminate how gamification works.  It begins with an isolated 

gameful affordance, rewards.  It examines the influence of gamification rewards on both 

intrinsic motivation (a key psychological mediator) as well self-brand connection (an important 

behavioural outcome).  It then extends beyond the behavioural indicator to confirm key 

downstream marketing consequences – attitude towards the brand, word of mouth and purchase 

intention.  It also presents two novel boundary conditions that can further improve the 

understanding of how gamification works. 

As discussed in Chapter 2.2, the first step, and challenge, in understanding how gamification 

works is to isolate rewards from other gameful affordances so that they may be properly 

studied. 
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Chapter 3 Isolating Gamification Rewards: Towards a 

Novel Classification 

This research focuses on rewards as the gameful affordance.  Rewards are a cornerstone 

of gamification.  However, as gamified implementations are complex systems, rewards do not 

occur in isolation and their effects are hard to study.  As is evident from the literature reviewed 

in Chapter 2.2.3, isolating rewards first requires that they be classified in a meaningful way.  

This, however, presents some challenges. 

3.1  The challenges of classifying gamification rewards 

The first challenge with developing a robust and valuable rewards classification is the 

absence of a formal definition of gamification rewards in the literature (Rapp, 2017).  To 

develop a meaningful classification, where individual rewards can be unambiguously 

categorised, it is important to clarify what is, and what is not, a gamification reward. 

Second, for the classification to be valuable and make a contribution to increasing 

knowledge, it must be grounded in a robust theoretical foundation (Van de Ven, 1989). 

The final, but no less vexing, challenge lies in the lack of a comprehensive list of 

gamification rewards (Seaborn & Fels, 2015; Werbach & Hunter 2012).  This challenge is 

exacerbated by the absence of a unified naming convention with widespread use of terms to 

describe similar or identical rewards (Tobon et al., 2020).  As is evidenced from the literature, 

given their sheer variety and volume, it is impossible to create an exhaustive list of all possible 

current and future rewards (Richter et al., 2015).  In fact, any classification not driven by theory 

will be unproductive as this list will change depending on the gamification execution.  What 

would be useful is to develop a theory-based classification for all possible gamification rewards 

(irrespective of whether or not they are combined with other gameful affordances or 

synonymous with similar, closely related or identical rewards under a different name).  In other 
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words, a robust rewards classification scheme must absorb the limitation that there does not 

exist a definitive list of all possible rewards and still present a parsimonious classification 

scheme that can adapt and classify all gamification rewards, past, present and future. 

3.2  Defining gamification rewards 

While the term reward is used extensively throughout the literature, gamification 

scholars do not seem to have defined the term, relying on the reader to use their extant and 

intuitive knowledge of what a gamification reward really is.  As discussed in Chapter 2.2.2, 

this may also be a contributing factor to scholars using the term interchangeably with other 

gamification mechanics, dynamics, and elements.  Addressing the very first challenge of 

building a meaningful reward classification scheme requires a clear grasp of what is versus 

what is not a gamification reward. 

Adapting Skinner’s (1965) classical rewards conceptualization, this research defines 

gamification rewards as:  

any stimulus that is assumed to provide positive reinforcement contingent either upon 

performance or upon engaging in the desired behaviour. 

In line with behavioural psychology scholars, this definition makes an important 

distinction between gamification reward and reinforcement (Carton, 1996).  A reinforcer is a 

stimulus that has been shown to increase the response on which it is contingent whereas a 

reward is simply assumed to have reinforcing properties, but these have not been confirmed or 

proved in practice or via experiments (Lillienfeld et al., 2014).  Consequently, based on the 

proposed definition, gamification rewards are not defined by their effects on behaviour.  They 

are assumed to have positive effects (and this may indeed be the case) but they have not been 

reliably shown to do so.  They can, and do, therefore exist irrespective of their contingency or 

salience.  This encompasses rewards, incentives or achievements that are offered virtually as 

well as in the real world by the gamified implementation.  This definition, as a result, covers 

both digital and atom-based rewards. 

By articulating a clear definition, it now becomes possible to decisively identify what 

is, and what is not, a gamification reward.  A clear definition also deals with the inherent 

limitation of a diverse and non-unified rewards naming convention within gamification 

literature. 
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3.3  Grounding a novel taxonomy in theory:  CET 

The pervasive use and universal application of rewards in gamification suggest that 

there is a positive interaction between rewards and intrinsic motivation leading to positive 

behavioural outcomes (Ryan et al., 2006).  Gamification seeks to engage the intrinsic 

motivations of users to drive these positive behavioural outcomes.  Yet, Deterding (2015) has 

criticized gamification as being focused on external rewards instead of promoting and 

enhancing intrinsic motivations.  A substantial body of research in social psychology has 

documented that while external rewards may induce a desired action, they are short-term and 

are likely to eventually weaken intrinsic motivation (Cerasoli, Nicklin, & Nassrelgrgawi, 2016; 

Deci et al., 1999; Frey & Jegen, 2001; Tang & Hall, 1995). 

CET explains the variability (both increase and decrease) in intrinsic motivation due to 

external rewards.  Deci (1975) identified two key aspects or functions of any reward: 

• The controlling function – rewards that maintain or modify behaviour leading to the 

user justifying that behaviour irrespective of task interest; and 

• the competence information function – rewards that inform and therefore signify 

success increasing feelings of mastery, competence and performance satisfaction. 

In a meta-analysis that covers 40 years of research, Cerasoli, Nicklin, and Ford (2014) 

pointed out that the relationship between rewards and intrinsic motivation is not always 

antagonistic.  ‘Reward salience’ is a key factor in determining whether a reward increases or 

diminishes intrinsic motivation (Ryan, Mims, & Koestner, 1983).   

Ryan et al. (1983) identified three reward contingencies that could influence intrinsic 

motivation.  Task-noncontingent or unexpected rewards are not given for engaging in a specific 

activity but for some other reason.  Because they do not involve doing or completing anything, 

these rewards have been shown not to influence intrinsic motivation (Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 

2001).  Task-contingent rewards require completing or doing the target task while 

performance-contingent rewards require performing a specific activity to a certain level of 

expertise or excellence. 

For instance, if a reward is offered only when a task is completed to a certain level of 

success, the salience of control may cause the person to reattribute his or her performance of a 

previously intrinsically interesting activity to the external reward thereby reducing their 

intrinsic motivation (Ryan et al., 1983).  This draws on the overjustification hypothesis 
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(Lepper, Greene, & Nisbett, 1973) and has been confirmed by several studies (Lepper & 

Greene, 1975; Ross, 1975).  On the other hand, a reward has competence information salience 

if a user feels competent or feels like they have mastery over the task and the reward signals 

task performance (Deci, Cascio, & Krusell, 1975; Enzle & Ross, 1978). 

Rewards like money tend to trigger the controlling function and have been shown to 

reduce intrinsic motivation (Ariely, Gneezy, Loewenstein, & Mazar, 2009).  However, as 

Kruglanski et al. (1975) point out, “when money is intrinsic to a task its presence (versus 

absence) enhances intrinsic motivation,” (p. 748).  Rewards like praise or social approval 

trigger the competence approval function leading to an increase in intrinsic motivation.  Yet, 

even with non-monetary rewards like praise or approval, how they are delivered will determine 

if they are perceived as information-enhancing or controlling. 

Context is important.  If external rewards are given in an autonomy-supported 

environment or for a task undertaken voluntarily, they can increase intrinsic motivation (Gagné 

& Deci, 2005).  For instance, when playing video games of their own volition people engage 

in a context that supports their needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness.  Rewards 

received in such a context may support rather than diminish their intrinsic motivation 

(Przybylski, Rigby, & Ryan, 2010). 

Individual differences are also important.  “The effects of rewards necessitate a 

differentiated analysis of how the rewards are likely to be interpreted by the recipients” (Deci 

et al., 1999, p. 658).  For instance, the undermining effects of rewards vary depending on the 

personal autonomy orientation of the individual (Hagger & Chatzisarantis, 2011).  People with 

a reduced sense of autonomy are less likely to perceive such extrinsic rewards as controlling.  

When the link between behaviour and reward is properly understood by the user, need 

satisfaction becomes less central to their performance (Cerasoli et al., 2016).  Of particular 

importance are individual goal orientations and differences.  As Gollwitzer and Moskowitz 

(1996) point out, goals are the most important influence on the cognitions and actions of all 

people.  Goals and goal attainment determine the specific ways in which people experience 

intrinsically motivating activities (Kruglanski et al., 2018). 

In a follow up to their 2014 meta-analysis, Cerasoli et al. (2016) identified that rewards 

and incentives have little to no omnibus effect on overall need satisfaction.  The effect is 

determined by how salient the rewards are.  They pointed out that rewards are not inherently 

detrimental to intrinsic motivation.  Their effect depends on how they are used.  They 
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concluded by “imploring researchers to avoid the temptation to oversimplify incentives as mere 

presence, and instead look more deeply into incentive salience.” (p. 807). 

In building a novel rewards classification scheme as part of this research effort, this 

advice is carefully heeded. 

“CET analyses the type of reward and type of reward contingency to determine whether 

the reward is likely to be experienced as informational or controlling.” (Deci et al., 2001, p. 3).  

As discussed above, decades of evidence-based research have extended and enriched this 

theory.  Together with its many interpretations, branches and extensions, CET provides strong 

theoretical grounding for analysing the effect of rewards (a key gameful affordance) on the 

outcomes of gamification and, by extension, strong grounding for a robust rewards 

classification scheme. 

3.4  Introducing the Tangible, Verbal, Symbolic Rewards Classification 

Scheme (TVSS) 

Grounded in SDT and drawing on CET this research now proposes a gamification 

rewards classification to isolate rewards as a key gameful affordance, separating them from 

game mechanics, dynamics, aesthetics, elements, components, or any other terminology that 

combine and conflate the analysis of this vital aspect of gamification.  The primary objective 

of this classification scheme is to extricate rewards from other game design elements so that 

individual rewards may be meaningfully studied. 

This classification is operationalised first via the definition of gamification rewards.  As 

a reminder, the definition (grounded in Skinner’s, 1965, seminal conceptualisation) and 

proposed in this research is presented here.  A gamification reward as defined by this research 

is: 

any stimulus that is assumed to provide positive reinforcement contingent either upon 

performance or upon engaging in the desired behaviour. 

This allows a clear distinction to be made between rewards and other game design 

elements.  An affordance qualifies as a reward only if it provides ‘positive reinforcement’ to 

users of the gamified implementation.  And this is restricted to user ‘performance’ in the 

gamified application or ‘upon engaging’ in the behaviour that the application targets.  All other 

elements are excluded from combining with, and conflating, rewards. 
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On the basis of the simple dichotomy of expected reward salience outlined in Chapter 

3.3 above – controlling (thereby thwarting the need for autonomy) and information (providing 

satisfaction for the need for competence) – this research now classifies gamification rewards 

into the three most commonly used reward types in CET (Deci, 1971, 1972, 1975; Deci et al., 

1999; Eisenberger & Cameron, 1996; Harackiewicz & Manderlink, 1984; Lepper et al., 1973): 

• Tangible rewards: defined as monetary or non-monetary rewards that can be assigned 

a financial value (for example:  cash or cash-equivalent rewards). 

• Verbal rewards:  defined as any form of spoken or written, positive feedback, praise, or 

reinforcement (for example:  congratulatory, encouragement or celebratory messages 

at various times in the game). 

• Symbolic rewards:  defined as rewards that symbolise success through social 

recognition, status, or other means with no material benefit in themselves (for example:  

digital badges or trophies received in-game). 

Building a rewards taxonomy based on the three most widely used types of rewards in 

the motivation literature provides a strong theoretical foundation while retaining parsimony for 

the proposed framework.  Using this simple mechanism, all gamification rewards can be 

classified, allowing them to be neatly extricated from other gameful affordances.  With a clear 

definition now in place, rewards can be both identified and categorised.  A gameful affordance 

either is a reward, or it is not.  It either fits one of the three reward types, or it does not.  If items 

do not meet the defined criteria for a gamification reward, they need some other form of 

classification, treatment, consideration, criteria, and research.  They are not treated as a 

gamification reward. 

This is not to be confused with a reward being operationalised as another gameful 

affordance.  Indeed, gamified implementations are complex systems where several gameful 

affordances may be engaged simultaneously and for different purposes.  For instance, under 

the Tangible Verbal Symbolic Scheme (TVSS), points earned in a game would be classified as 

a symbolic reward as they would typically signal status or recognition with no material benefit 

in themselves.  However, this does not preclude points from also being operationalised as a 

means of demonstrating player progression through the game.  The purpose of this 

classification is for rewards to be artificially delineated from other affordances so that they may 

be properly assessed, studied, analysed and improved. 
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The real underlying value of this simple classification scheme is the associated 

‘expected salience’ identification that has been woven into it.  When classifying a reward, a 

researcher first allocates it to one of the trichotomous types (tangible versus verbal versus 

symbolic).  This is functionally important.  The researcher then selects the salience of that 

particular reward – controlling versus informational.  As outlined in Chapter 3.3, this 

dichotomous salience is derived from CET and asks the practitioner to consider reward 

contingency, context, and the individual differences of reward recipients in making a selection. 

• Controlling salience applies to rewards that may tempt, challenge, or force the recipient 

into playing for the reward rather than the joy of playing the game. 

• Information salience applies to rewards that are likely to inform and signify success, 

thereby enhancing the recipient’s feelings of satisfaction in playing the game. 

As showcased in Table 3, for each reward type, the classification scheme asks the 

researcher or practitioner to pause and consider what motivational lever they expect a chosen 

reward to engage and whether this is intended.  At the most basic level, this provides an 

opportunity to reflect.  At a more sophisticated level, it provides the development of hypotheses 

to be tested in both laboratory and field settings. 

In this way, CET provides strong theoretical grounding for considering rewards and 

their effect on intrinsic motivation. 

It is important to note that the classification is not intended to signal good or bad game 

reward choices.  The three reward types overlaid with a matching reward salience are intended 

to provide a clear, unambiguous starting point for rewards to be considered and explored.  As 

has been abundantly extolled in the literature on rewards and motivation, the key value of this 

classification scheme is that it focuses rewards on their expected effect on intrinsic motivation. 

3.4.1 TVSS applied 

All gamification rewards can be accurately classified into the categories proposed by 

TVSS.  Presented in Table 3 is an example of the classification scheme in action using a wide 

range of rewards adapted from Aparicio et al.’s (2012) autonomy, competence, relation 

framework; Blohm & Leimeister’s (2013) game elements, dynamics and motives framework; 

Werbach & Hunter’s (2015) dynamics, mechanics and components framework; Seaborn & Fels 

(2015) gamification in theory and action survey; and Sailer et al.’s (2017) motivational 

mechanisms and game elements list: 
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Table 3:  The Tangible Verbal Symbolic Scheme (TVSS) in action: 

# Reward Reward Type Reward 

Salience 

1 Alternative activities (secret levels or game missions that 

become available via progression or surprise) 

Symbolic Information 

2 Alternative activities (secret levels or game missions that can 

only be unlocked by acquiring a certain status or points) 

Symbolic Controlling 

3 Avatars and profile development (customisation of personal 

game avatar based on points purchased with real money) 

Tangible Controlling 

4 Avatars and profile development (customisation of personal 

game avatar based on points from game progression or 

achievement) 

Symbolic Information 

5 Avatars and profile development (management and 

administration) 

X X 

6 Badges (received in the game and displayed digitally to signify 

status, level, or nature of achievement).  Not visible to other 

users/players. 

Symbolic Information 

6 Badges (received in the game and displayed digitally to signify 

status, level, or nature of achievement).  Visible to other 

users/players. 

Symbolic Controlling 

7 Congratulatory messages displayed upon successful completion 

of the game 

Verbal Information 

8 Encouragement messages displayed at times when the player is 

failing repeatedly at a particular level or task 

Verbal Information 

9 Encouragement messages displayed reminding the player of the 

reward at the completion of a particular level or task 

Verbal Controlling 

10 Leaderboards (showing rank of player versus other players).  

Not visible to other users/players. 

Symbolic Information 

11 Leaderboards (showing rank of player versus other players).  

Visible to other users/players. 

Symbolic Controlling 

12 Levels (designed into the game based on progression) X X 

13 Levels (accessed by using game points or equivalent to unlock) Symbolic Controlling 
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14 Levels (accessed by using game points, in-game currency, or 

real money to unlock) 

Tangible Controlling 

15 Loot (in-game items or in-game currency earned from 

successful completion of side missions or quests) 

Tangible Information 

16 Macros, configurable interface X X 

17 Meaningful stories (often wrapped around the core activities of 

the game) 

X X 

18 Motivational messages displayed throughout the game to 

encourage progression 

Verbal Information 

19 Notification control X X 

20 Performance graphs (tracking and graphically reporting player 

performance in the game) 

Symbolic Information 

21 Points (accumulated in the game and usable in the game to buy 

in-game items or new abilities and/or to unlock new levels, etc.) 

Tangible Information 

22 Points (accumulated in the game but usable outside the game to 

derive a monetary or non-monetary material benefit) 

Tangible Controlling 

23 Points (accumulated in the game to demonstrate progression, 

achievement and/or status with no material value or benefit) 

Symbolic Information 

24 Positive feedback and/or performance statistics displayed upon 

successful completion of a level or task 

Verbal Information 

25 Privacy control X X 

26 Progress bars (demonstrating progress through the game) Symbolic Information 

27 Quests (little tasks that continue the game or provide a diversion 

from the main game narrative) 

X X 

28 Scoring system X X 

29 Trophies (received in the game to signify mission 

accomplishment or winning).  Not visible to other users/players. 

Symbolic Information 

30 Trophies (received in the game to signify mission 

accomplishment or winning).  Visible to other users/players. 

Symbolic Controlling 

31 Virtual trade (items and resources in the game acquired by 

playing the game and then traded with game participants) 

Tangible Controlling 

32 Virtual trade (items and resources in the game purchased with 

real money and then traded with game participants) 

Tangible Controlling 
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NOTES:  X denotes – not a gamification reward. 

This classification does not account for gamification design choices or quality of a gamified implementation; 

appropriateness of the rewards to the context such that the intended context is not distorted; alignment with user 

goals and other gamification design skills required for designing meaningful gamification.  See Mora et al. (2017) 

for a systematic review of gamification design frameworks and Deterding (2015) for an interesting method of 

gameful design. 

 

3.4.2. Benefits of TVSS: 

First, the classification is robust.  It allows for evaluation of more than just points, 

badges, and leaderboards.  Gamification research has been criticised for focusing too heavily 

on this ‘triad’ of rewards (Seaborn & Fels, 2015; Vesa & Harviainen, 2018).  Under this 

classification, virtually any kind of reward that can be conceived can be meaningfully 

categorised and tested.  In this way, this research opens the door to a wider and more dynamic 

canon of rewards being studied and consequently, used in gamification. 

Second, the classification works because it is uncomplicated.  It is not cognitively 

demanding and does not require training, special skills or prior experience to operationalise.  It 

is intuitive and easily actioned based on a type-trichotomy and a salience-dichotomy. 

Third, just by allocating gamification rewards into this classification, gamification 

researchers and practitioners are prompted to consider salience and possible effects of their 

chosen rewards.  The importance of rewards in gamified marketing implementations must not 

be understated.  When appropriately used, rewards have a much more positive effect on interest 

and creativity of task performance than is popularly supposed (Eisenberger & Cameron, 1996).  

By isolating each reward into one of these three fundamental categories; doing so at each stage 

of the gamification implementation; for each type of reward contingency (Deci et al., 1999; 

Ryan et al., 1983); and testing their influence, practitioners are able to consider optimal 

combinations of rewards for the most effective psychological and behavioural outcomes at each 

stage of the gamification process. 

Finally, TVSS answers a call from several researchers of the need to isolate and study 

individual gameful affordances (Blohm & Leimeister, 2013; Hwang & Choi, 2019; 

Morschheuser, Hamari, Koivisto, et al., 2017; Seaborn & Fels, 2015) in order to better 

understand how gamification works.  Starting from the isolated rewards classified under TVSS, 
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it is now possible for researchers to explore a wide range of theories, frameworks, applications, 

and domains to enrich gamification rewards research. 

With the ability to isolate specific gamification rewards using the proposed novel rewards 

classification (TVSS), the research framework (along with hypotheses) is now presented. 
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Chapter 4 Conceptual Framework & Hypotheses 

4.1  Conceptual model of how gamification works 

Gamification research is a an exciting and evolving field of research that has great 

currency and is receiving heightened attention due to the rapid proliferation and adoption of 

digital technologies (Krishen, Dwivedi, Bindu, & Kumar, 2021).  There is, however, much for 

us to learn (Koivisto & Hamari, 2019).  The overall aim of this research is to enhance our 

understanding of how gamification works by exploring why, and for whom the relationship 

between gameful affordances and behavioural outcomes varies in a marketing context. 

Anchored in the marketing domain, this empirical research focuses on a key gameful 

affordance (rewards) and explores both the psychological mediator (intrinsic motivation) as 

well as the behavioural outcome (formation of self-brand connection leading to positive 

marketing outcomes).  It also presents two novel boundary conditions – the user’s achievement 

goals (cognitions and beliefs) and their achievement orientation (personality traits) – that can 

provide rich insights to marketers on the effect of rewards in gamified marketing 

implementations.  The conceptual model drawn from gamification literature is presented in 

Figure 2. 

As outlined in Chapter 1.2, this research aims to answer the following questions. 

RQ1: How do gamification rewards influence the intrinsic motivation of users? 

RQ2: How do the individual goals of the users influence the effect of gamification rewards 

on their intrinsic motivation? 

RQ3: How do gamification rewards influence the formation of self-brand connections? 

RQ4: How does self-brand connection influence positive marketing outcomes like purchase 

intention, word of mouth and attitude towards the brand? 
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RQ5: How do achievement orientation and achievement goals influence the effect of rewards 

on intrinsic motivation? 

In answering these questions, this research proposes and empirically tests a 

parsimonious model that explains the relationship between rewards, achievement goals, 

achievement orientation, intrinsic motivation, and self-brand connection along with its 

associated downstream outcomes of purchase intention, word of mouth and attitude towards 

the brand in gamified marketing implementations. 

The first step in this research process is focused on a key gameful affordance and a 

cornerstone of gamification – rewards. 

4.2  The effect of gamification rewards on intrinsic motivation 

As established in Chapter 2.2, rewards are a cornerstone of gamification and a key 

gameful affordance.  However, they are difficult to study in isolation due to being combined 

with other game elements, mechanics, and components.  On the basis of the TVSS taxonomy 

proposed in Chapter 3.4, it is now possible to extricate gamification rewards from other 

gameful affordances so that their effect on intrinsic motivation may be studied. 

TVSS first classifies all gamification rewards using a trichotomous typology grounded 

in CET – Tangible, Verbal or Symbolic.  In addition, the dichotomy of reward salience – 

Controlling versus Informational – provides very effective grounding for assessing the 

expected effect of each type of reward on intrinsic motivation.  Deci and Ryan (1985a) point 

out that any rewards that, “promote a more internal locus of causality will increase intrinsic 

motivation, whereas those that promote a more external locus of causality will decrease it (p. 

62).”  They also identify that rewards that, “promote perceived competence will increase 

intrinsic motivation, whereas those that promote perceived incompetence will decrease 

intrinsic motivation (p. 63).” 

Tangible rewards are monetary or non-monetary rewards that can be assigned a 

financial value.  Deci et al. (2001) posit that when tangible rewards are used to motivate people, 

the controlling aspect of the reward is most salient.  These induce a shift in perceived locus of 

causality from internal to external promoting perceived incompetence thereby reducing 

intrinsic motivation.  However, a rich body of research suggests that the effect of tangible 

rewards on motivation is not inherently negative (Cameron, Banko, & Pierce, 2001; Rummel 

& Feinberg, 1988; Tang & Hall, 1995).  In fact, as Eisenberger and Cameron (1996) point out, 
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the “detrimental effects of reward occur under highly restricted conditions;” (p. 1,153).  

Tangible rewards may have no effect or even a positive effect on intrinsic motivation given 

their contingency (Carton, 1996; Deci et al., 1999), context (Wiersma, 1992) and the 

participants’ individual differences (Meudell & Rodham, 1998; Shah & Kruglanski, 2000).  

Both the positive and negative influence of rewards depend on who the rewards were being 

applied to (Lepper & Greene, 1978).  Morgan (1984) identified that the recipient’s perspective 

was what determined whether an extrinsic tangible reward increased or reduced intrinsic 

motivation.  Of particular importance were the goals of the recipient (Kruglanski et al., 2018). 

Verbal rewards are defined as any form of spoken or written, positive feedback, praise, 

or reinforcement (for example:  congratulatory, encouragement or celebratory messages at 

various times in the game).  When verbal rewards are used to motivate people, the 

informational aspect of the reward is most salient.  These facilitate an increased internal locus 

of causality and perceived competence thereby increasing intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 

1985a; Deci, Nezlek, & Sheinman, 1981; Ryan & Connell, 1989).  However, if rewards are 

delivered in a demeaning or condescending way, they will trigger a significant controlling 

effect causing reduced intrinsic motivation (Ryan et al., 1983).  The extent of this effect will 

depend on several factors including the individual characteristics of the recipient.  If verbal 

rewards are expected, they can reduce intrinsic motivation by causing the potential recipient to 

engage in vigorous effort to gain the praise (Ross, 1975).  Dollinger and Thelen (1978) link 

this to the ‘overjustification’ effect where rewards can create a self-perception of being 

controlled (Lepper & Greene, 1976).  As in the case of tangible rewards, evidence from the 

literature suggests that the individual characteristics of the recipient influence whether, and 

how much, verbal rewards diminish or increase intrinsic motivation. 

Symbolic rewards symbolise success through social recognition, status, or other means 

with no material benefit in themselves (for example:  digital badges or trophies received in-

game).  Because they represent (symbolise) success, rewards that have symbolic properties 

represent competence and satisfaction with performance (Dollinger & Thelen, 1978).  This can 

lead to people caring about doing well and relishing the competence feedback endemic to these 

rewards (Harackiewicz & Manderlink, 1984).  They are, by their very nature, more 

informational and less controlling even with performance-contingent tasks (Harackiewicz & 

Sansone, 2000).  However, their relative salience very much depends on the way in which they 

are administered and who is receiving them.  For instance, a badge awarded for simply 

performing a task (Hamari, 2017) may have more information salience than money won from 
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doing the same task as they more directly symbolise competence.  However, depending on the 

individual goals of participants, this might be reversed.  For some people, symbolic rewards 

like a leaderboard position (Landers et al., 2017) may become desired as ends in themselves, 

over and above their competence-signifying characteristics.  They may therefore be more 

controlling and diminish intrinsic motivation. 

As Eccles and Wigfield (2002) suggest, intrinsic motivation is not just influenced by 

“conditions, components and consequences.”(p. 115).  Several researchers have explored the 

effects of individual differences on intrinsic motivation (Amabile, Hill, Hennessey, & Tighe, 

1994; Gottfried, 1990; Nicholls, 1984).  A wealth of motivation literature suggests that the 

influence of rewards on intrinsic motivation varies for different people i.e., it is not an 

unmoderated effect (Barron & Harackiewicz, 2001; Epstein & Harackiewicz, 1992; Pintrich, 

2000; Rawsthorne & Elliot, 1999). 

4.3  The moderating role of goals 

Ryan and Deci (2000a) state that people “vary not only in level of motivation (i.e., how 

much motivation), but also in the orientation of that motivation (i.e., what type of motivation).  

Orientation of motivation concerns the underlying attitudes and goals that give rise to action” 

(p. 54).  People are inherently goal directed (Elliott & Dweck, 1988).  It is not surprising then 

that goals and motivation are tightly connected (Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Eccles & Wigfield, 

2002; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1994).  Goal theories explain how an individual achieves 

conscious goals (Ryan, Sheldon, Kasser, & Deci, 1996).  Individual goals have been shown to 

influence both the conception and the measure of intrinsic motivation (Heyman & Dweck, 

1992). 

Grounded in Achievement Goal Theory (AGT), this research surfaces a novel boundary 

condition that moderates the effect of gamification rewards on the intrinsic motivation of users.  

As identified in Chapter 2.6, AGT is a prominent goal theory with a robust 40-year history of 

exploration.  It is a psychological conceptualisation that delves into user goals, outcomes, and 

rewards. 

As discussed in Chapter 2.6.1, AGT has inspired thousands of quality research 

publications.  The conceptual centrepiece of achievement is competence (Elliot & Dweck, 

2017).  “Putting achievement and goal together – achievement goal may be defined as the 

purpose for engaging in competence-relevant behaviour” (Elliot & Hulleman, 2017, p. 44).  
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This definition has been widely embraced by achievement goal theorists and identifies 

achievement goals as a framework for how people interpret, experience, and select themselves 

into and out of achievement situations.  As a significant body of literature has shown, 

achievement goals appear to be important determinants of “people’s motivation orientation 

toward competence.” (Harackiewicz & Elliot, 1993, p. 904). 

The core model of achievement goals is grounded in a dichotomous distinction between 

mastery goals and performance goals (Dweck, 1986; Nicholls, 1984).  These two goals vary 

with regard to their focus on competence. 

• Mastery goals: are focused on the development of competence and task-mastery.  

Consequently, they are thought to promote intrinsic motivation by being self-

referential, fostering challenge seeking, task involvement and persistence – all factors 

that support self-determination and feelings of autonomy (Butler, 1987; Deci & Ryan, 

1985b; Dweck, 1985); whereas 

• Performance goals: are focused on the demonstration of competence relative to others.  

Consequently, performance goals are thought to reduce intrinsic motivation due to the 

need to outperform others, evoke evaluative anxiety, disrupt task performance – all 

factors that inhibit intrinsic motivation (Harackiewicz, Manderlink, & Sansone, 1984; 

Ryan & Stiller, 1991). 

Rawsthorne and Elliot (1999) identify a strong consensus in the literature recognizing 

the central role of intrinsic motivation in the domain of achievement goals.  Theorists have 

argued that intrinsic motivation should be affected by mastery and performance goals in the 

same way as these goals influence achievement behaviour (Butler, 1987; Dweck, 1985; 

Harackiewicz & Sansone, 1991).  Research suggests that achievement goal types characterise 

people’s purpose for task engagement and produce distinct psychological processes that have 

divergent intrinsic motivation consequences (Harackiewicz & Elliot, 1993).  Achievement 

goals (mastery and performance) are consequently a valuable light to shine on gamification 

research.  They offer illuminative and necessary insights on intrinsic motivation (Ames & 

Archer, 1988; Dweck, 1986; Vansteenkiste, Mouratidis, Riet, & Lens, 2014) which is at the 

very core of the engagement that gamification aims to motivate.  Therefore, to answer RQ1 

and further the understanding of how rewards influence intrinsic motivation in gamified 

marketing implementations, the interactive effect of rewards and individual achievement goals 

of the user is worthy of exploration.  This research therefore hypothesises that: 
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H1: The influence of gamification rewards on intrinsic motivation is moderated by the 

achievement goals of users. 

As identified above, people with a mastery achievement goal should report higher 

intrinsic motivation versus people with a performance achievement goal (Dweck, 1986).  

However, the evidence from the literature suggests that performance goals do not always 

produce larger undermining effects on intrinsic motivation (Rawsthorne & Elliot, 1999).  

Harackiewicz and Sansone (1991) argued that performance goals can help promote competence 

because while it engages competence relative to others, this need not always be maladaptive.  

Studies have demonstrated that performance goals can have a positive influence on intrinsic 

motivation (Bouffard, Vezeau, & Bordeleau, 1998; Harackiewicz, Barron, Carter, Lehto, & 

Elliot, 1997).  This has led several prominent theorists to conclude that both types of 

achievement goals could be adaptive (Butler & Winne, 1995; Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000; 

Pintrich, 2000) depending on the context. 

As discussed in Chapter 4.2, tangible rewards are thought to diminish intrinsic 

motivation (Deci et al., 2001) while verbal and symbolic rewards are thought to increase it 

(Ryan & Connell, 1989).  When people have a mastery achievement goal, their objective is to 

develop competence and task-mastery (Harackiewicz et al., 2002).  They are inward focused.  

A tangible reward may detract them, diminishing their self-referential focus.  Turning their 

attention to the external reward may result in crowding out their striving for competence.  This 

may have the flowthrough effect of reducing their sense of autonomy, causing them to feel 

controlled and leading to lower intrinsic motivation.  On the other hand, people with 

performance achievement goals are already externally focused (Barron & Harackiewicz, 2001).  

Their objective is to demonstrate their competence by outperforming others (Senko et al., 

2011).  Tangible rewards may further stoke their feelings of competence relative to others.  

This may actually elevate their joy of engaging in the gamified implementation, increasing 

their intrinsic motivation.  Accordingly, this research hypothesises that: 

H2a: The effect of tangible rewards on intrinsic motivation is diminished under mastery goals 

versus performance goals. 

Verbal rewards are motivating and informational by their very nature.  They are known 

to increase intrinsic motivation by signalling competence, autonomy, relatedness, and feelings 

of satisfaction (Deci & Ryan, 1985a; Deci et al., 1981; Ryan & Connell, 1989).  Where they 

are presented in an autonomy-supported form, they are likely to increase task involvement and 
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persistence leading to higher intrinsic motivation for people with a mastery achievement goal.  

People with a performance goal may also be autonomy-supported but their focus on 

competence relative to others and need to win will not be. Consequently, they are likely to 

report relatively lower intrinsic motivation.  This research therefore hypothesises that: 

H2b: The effect of verbal rewards on intrinsic motivation is enhanced under mastery goals 

versus performance goals. 

Symbolic rewards signify task success (Dollinger & Thelen, 1978).  Like verbal 

rewards, when they are administered with an information salience, they heighten feelings of 

competence and autonomy thereby increasing intrinsic motivation for people with a mastery 

achievement goal.  For people with a performance achievement goal, while symbolic rewards 

signal competence, they do not support or signal feelings of competence relative to others and 

therefore are not seen as being supportive of the person’s objectives.  While not detrimental to 

their sense of autonomy, they do nothing to inform their own value system.  This may also lead 

to lower intrinsic motivation.  Therefore, this research hypothesises that: 

H2c: The effect of symbolic rewards on intrinsic motivation is enhanced under mastery goals 

versus performance goals. 

4.4  From psychological mediator to marketing outcome 

This research studies gamification from the perspective of the customer by examining 

the effect of rewards, achievement goals and intrinsic motivation on self-brand connection 

(SBC) in gamified marketing implementations.  It is widely acknowledged in marketing 

literature that customers form relationships with brands and view them as partners (Fournier, 

1998).  As Belk (1988) points out, consumers view their possessions as an extension of their 

selves.  Consequently, possessions can contribute to their own sense of self.  When consumers 

form brand relationships, these can translate to their concept of self (Batra, Ahuvia, & Bagozzi, 

2012; Park et al., 2010).  This is at the heart of SBC, the degree to which consumers have 

incorporated the brand into their self-concept (Cooper, Schembri, & Miller, 2010; Escalas & 

Bettman, 2003). 

Self-brand connection is a unique concept.  When a consumer comes to understand that 

a brand has congruence with their concept of self, they use this understanding to express their 

self-concept (Escalas, 2004), display it for others to observe, or endeavour to reach their ideal 

self (Sirgy, 2015).  When consumers forge strong, meaningful bonds between their self-identity 
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and a particular brand, this manifests itself in self-brand connection (Escalas & Bettman, 2003; 

Kemp, Childers, & Williams, 2012).  SBC is the degree to which consumers have incorporated 

a particular brand into their self-concept (Dwivedi et al., 2015).   

In this way, self-brand connection is conceptually distinct from self-congruity and 

brand engagement with self-concept.  Self-congruity indicates an incidental connection 

between brand image and consumer image (Sirgy, 2018).  Engagement with a brand and the 

consumer’s self-concept on the other hand refers to a general tendency to engage with that 

particular brand at the self-concept level (Sprott, Czellar, & Spangenberg, 2009).  Against 

these, self-brand connection demonstrates strong ties between a consumer’s self-concept and 

the brand (Van Doorn et al., 2010). 

Seminal literature in social psychology points to self-concept as a key part of the self-

phenomena (self-awareness, self-esteem, self-image, self-evaluation) and has been defined as 

a theory that a person holds about himself/herself as an experiencing, functioning being in 

interaction with the world (Epstein, 1973).  Prime among the sources and dimensions of self-

conception is motivation (Gecas, 1982) driven by competence and autonomy that an individual 

experiences. 

Researchers in health and exercise have demonstrated that intrinsically motivated self-

determined behaviour may lead to greater self-concept  (Wang & Biddle, 2001; Wang, 

Chatzisarantis, Spray, & Biddle, 2002).  Similarly, researchers in education have suggested 

than as intrinsic motivation increases, self-efficacy to complete tasks is learned and active 

processes begin which may lead to deeper understanding and the creation of aptitude (Banfield 

& Wilkerson, 2014). 

Supporting this further is the fact that extant research has suggested that SBC could be 

triggered by gamification and that intrinsically motivated self-determined behaviour is closely 

linked to it.  Berger et al. (2018), for instance, demonstrated that flow-inducing 

(Csikszentmihalyi, 1991) gamified implementations can indeed trigger self-brand connection.  

They further demonstrated that the effect of flow on SBC is only possible through emotional 

and cognitive engagement which are in fact influenced by intrinsic motivation.  This was also 

underscored by Loh, Gaur, and Sharma (2021).  SBC is therefore an interesting behavioural 

outcome of gamified marketing implementations and worthy of further exploration. 

As discussed in Chapter 2.7.1, strong SBCs are more likely when the consumer’s 

personal experiences with a brand are tightly linked to their perceived brand meaning (image 
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and personality of the brand); and when the brand itself satisfies an identified psychological 

need for the consumer (Escalas, 2004).  When this occurs, customers form a sense of unity with 

the brand.  This can lead to more favourable brand evaluations, attraction to the brand’s 

promotions, and activities that generate positive behaviours towards the brand (Greenwald & 

Banaji, 1995).  Drawing on SDT and implicit self-esteem theory (Greenwald, 2015), Hsieh and 

Chang (2016) point out that consumers who are internally motivated will demonstrate strong 

SBCs and brand participation.  Self-esteem theory holds that unconscious favourable 

associations that people hold about themselves can cause an unconscious bias which can 

transfer to the brand when these people have positive brand interactions (Park & Mittal, 1985).  

These unconscious favourable self-associations are driven by self-interest and are underpinned 

by autonomous motivation, demonstrating intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2000).  Only 

when people are internally motivated will they be attracted to a brand’s activities and the 

facilitation of the psychological benefits of competence, relatedness and autonomy will cause 

SBCs to form.  Based on hypotheses 2a, 2b and 2c above, it is likely that the joint effect of 

reward type and achievement goal on intrinsic motivation will influence SBC. 

In order to examine the effect of rewards, achievement goals and intrinsic motivation 

on self-brand connection (SBC) this research hypothesises that: 

H3: the interactive effect of reward type and achievement goal on SBC will be mediated by 

intrinsic motivation. 

4.5  From behaviour to action – the downstream effects of Self-Brand 

Connection 

So far, this research has hypothesised that reward type will influence intrinsic 

motivation, but this influence will be moderated by the achievement goals of users (H1, H2a, 

H2b, H2c).  Further, the interactive influence of reward type and achievement goal on self-

brand connection will be mediated through intrinsic motivation (H3).  To further illuminate the 

understanding of how gamification works, this research now extends the proposed model to 

examine the downstream effects of intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection.  

Specifically, it examines how the interactive effect of reward type and achievement goals will 

influence intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection in driving some of the key positive 

consumer behaviours that gamified marketing implementations aim to drive – purchase 

intention, word of mouth and attitude towards the brand. 
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Purchase intention is a consumer cognitive behaviour and an effective predictor of how 

a consumer intends to buy a specific brand (Laroche et al., 1996).  It is defined as the possibility 

that a consumer will attempt to purchase a brand (Dodds et al., 1991) and determines the 

strength of his or her intention to enact a specific purchase behaviour.  In doing this, consumers 

will have more positive evaluations of brands they perceive to be more important and more 

closely aligned to their self (Escalas, 2004).  Thus, they are likely to display higher purchase 

intention for brands they can relate to and with which they have strong self-brand connections 

(Ren et al., 2012).  Purchase intention is considered a valuable outcome of customer-brand 

relationships (Park et al., 2010; Thomson et al., 2005).  Consequently, hypothesis 4a suggests 

that: 

H4a: The joint influence of reward type and achievement goal on purchase intention will be 

serially mediated by intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection. 

Positive word of mouth (WOM) has been recognised as an important strategic driver 

(Kumar, Choi, & Greene, 2017) and a highly desirable marketing outcome (Babić Rosario, 

Sotgiu, De Valck, & Bijmolt, 2016).  It has been shown to accelerate new product acceptance 

(Keller, 1993) and reduce purchase anxiety and cognitive dissonance (Hung & Li, 2007) 

leading to real financial value for the brand (Wallace et al., 2012).  The rapid growth in digital 

media has further accentuated its effects (Rossiter & Percy, 1987).  When consumers form 

strong connections with a brand, these can translate to brand advocacy (Anderson, 1998).  Self-

brand connection is seen as an important driver of consumers’ emotional connection with a 

brand (Ferraro et al., 2011; Park et al., 2010) and is likely to promote positive WOM.  Thus, 

this research hypothesises that: 

H4b: The joint influence of reward type and achievement goal on word of mouth will be 

serially mediated by intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection. 

Consumers form attitudes to limit cognitive processing.  This heuristic represents affect 

towards an object such as a brand (Bettman, 1979).  Attitudes towards a brand reflect 

consumers’ evaluation of the brand and have been shown to be a reliable indicator of actual 

consumer behaviour (Kemp et al., 2012).  They relate to consumer beliefs about functional and 

experiential attributes of a brand (Zeithaml, 1988) but also draw heavily from the brand’s 

symbolic benefits (Rossiter & Percy, 1987).  Brand attitudes represent the meaning consumers 

attach to the brand and as Keller (1993) points out, these attitudes allow people to express their 

self-concepts.  Thus, consumers who have strong self-brand connections should also 
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demonstrate favourable attitudes towards the brand (Moore & Homer, 2008; Thomson et al., 

2005).  Accordingly, this research hypothesises that: 

H4c: The joint influence of reward type and achievement goal on attitude towards the brand 

will be serially mediated by intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection. 

4.6  Towards a more nuanced understanding of how gamification works 

As identified in Chapter 2.6.2, achievement orientation (AO) is an important trait 

variable that can further nuance the understanding of how achievement goals influence intrinsic 

motivation.  It is a well-established cognitive perceptual framework that explains how 

individual differences in personality may cause different people to interpret and react 

differently to varying contexts (Harackiewicz & Elliot, 1993).  Achievement goals (mastery 

versus performance) both relate to competence but differ on how this competence is pursued.  

Individual differences have a key role to play as motivation is essentially a function of both 

internal and external psychological processes (Kozlowski, 2012).  It is quite intuitive that these 

achievement goals will differ depending on the orientations of other traits and personalities of 

individuals (Harackiewicz, Sansone, & Manderlink, 1985).In fact, a clearer understanding of 

the effect of goals on intrinsic motivation requires careful consideration of individual 

difference moderators (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1994).  Harackiewicz et al. (1997) point out that 

in trying to enrich our understanding of the relation between achievement goals and intrinsic 

motivation, a third variable can be of considerable benefit. 

Following on from a seminal paper by Atkinson (1974), Harackiewicz (1989) points 

out that high and low achievement-oriented people demonstrate different patterns of intrinsic 

motivation.  An achievement goal is a state variable and deals with an individual’s cognitions 

and beliefs.  Achievement orientation is a trait variable and deals with individual personality 

and has been shown to reliably moderate the effect of achievement goals on intrinsic motivation 

(Zhou, 1998).  Therefore, adding achievement orientation as an additional moderator of 

achievement goals in the proposed model is both necessary and illuminating.  This three-way 

interaction was suggested by Chaplin (1991) as the future of personality research and is 

consistent with a first stage moderated moderated mediation (Hayes, 2018) where the 

moderation of the indirect effect of achievement goals (mastery versus performance) is 

dependent upon achievement orientation (high versus low) – the second moderator.  This 

approach is based on substantive work done by (Gabbiadini, Riva, Andrighetto, Volpato, & 
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Bushman, 2016; Lange, Corbett, Lippke, Knoll, & Schwarzer, 2015; Vantilborgh et al., 2013) 

and more recently in marketing research by Nayal, Pandey, and Paul (2021) and Goel, 

Parayitam, Sharma, Rana, and Dwivedi (2022).Building on Murray’s (1938) conception of 

achievement motivation, a significant body of research has identified that people with a High 

Achievement Orientation (AOh) place high value on competence and seek out activities which 

support and provide competence information (Harackiewicz & Manderlink, 1984).  They are 

interested in diagnosing and assessing their own ability (Trope, 1975), seek out and engage in 

activities that encourage and allow self-evaluation (Greenwald, 1982), and welcome feedback 

(McClelland, 1961).  They have high performance expectations, are motivated to achieve high 

levels of skill in competitive environments (Atkinson, 1974), and are likely to respond to 

negative feedback with additional effort (Kuhl, 1978). 

Therefore, people with high achievement orientation are likely to enjoy contexts and 

situations where performance goals are highlighted as these situations make competence 

relative to others highly salient.  This may be further amplified by tangible rewards which 

support and accentuate their highly competitive spirit, supporting feelings of autonomy and 

rewarding competence, potentially leading to higher intrinsic motivation.  Against this, while 

verbal and symbolic rewards are autonomy-supported they may not increase competence 

relative to others in the same way.  High achievers are competitively minded and prefer strong 

signalling of their competence.  For such high achievers, determined to demonstrate their 

competence relative to others, verbal and symbolic rewards will still increase intrinsic 

motivation but may not do so to the extent of tangible rewards. 

Therefore, high achievers with a performance goal may respond more positively to 

tangible rewards than verbal or symbolic rewards. 

The opposite is true for high achievement-oriented people with a mastery goal.  

Tangible rewards are at odds with the achievement goals of the user.  High achievers with a 

mastery goal are still competitive, but their focus is on task mastery, learning and delivering 

the best possible performance.  They will focus on feedback, diagnosis, self-assessment, and 

competence information.  Tangible rewards may be conducive to their achievement orientation 

but will be at odds with their achievement goals, leading to relatively lower intrinsic 

motivation.  As Tauer and Harackiewicz (1999) point out, competition can provide both 

positive and negative effects when a person’s goal is development of competence and 

persistence.  For high achievers, verbal and symbolic rewards are most likely to signal 
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competence and autonomy providing reinforcement for competence, task mastery, and task 

involvement.  This, in turn, may lead to increased intrinsic motivation. 

Therefore, high achievers with a mastery goal may respond more positively to verbal 

and symbolic rewards than tangible rewards. 

People with low achievement orientation, on the other hand, are not oriented to 

situations and contexts where competence relative to others is salient (Harackiewicz et al., 

1985).  They dislike and avoid assessment, often experiencing anxiety about their performance 

in achievement situations (Atkinson, 1974; Epstein & Harackiewicz, 1992).  When faced with 

performance goals, their heightened anxiety may lead to distraction and consequent diminished 

interest in the activity (Harackiewicz et al., 1998).  Their achievement orientation and 

achievement goals are at odds with each other.  In such a situation, verbal and symbolic rewards 

are unlikely to provide significant enticement or support.  Worse, in a competitive setting, these 

rewards may pressure the person (Harackiewicz, Abrahams, & Wageman, 1987) further 

reducing their feelings of competence and autonomy.  Ergo, these rewards will likely result in 

relatively lower intrinsic motivation.  Against this, tangible rewards may, in fact, provide a 

focal objective that diminishes the stress of proving their competence relative to others.  This 

is particularly likely when these rewards are not performance-contingent (i.e., do not depend 

on the performance of the person).  These rewards may divert low achievers away from the 

anxiety and provide a justification for continued involvement, thereby delivering relatively 

higher intrinsic motivation. 

Therefore, low achievers with a performance goal may respond more positively to 

tangible rewards than verbal or symbolic rewards. 

Conversely, for low achievement oriented people, by making competence salient 

without the distraction of comparisons (Butler, 1987; Dweck, 1985), mastery goals may make 

tasks and activities less threatening and consequently more enjoyable – even leading to 

increased intrinsic motivation (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1994).  This is further increased by 

verbal and symbolic rewards that serve as valuable reinforcements of both the achievement 

goal and the achievement orientation of people.  Against this, the controlling aspect of tangible 

rewards will likely diminish autonomy leading to lower intrinsic motivation.  This research 

therefore hypothesises that: 
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H5a: The influence of tangible rewards on intrinsic motivation will be diminished under 

mastery (versus performance) goal for people with high achievement orientation.  This 

effect will also be diminished under low achievement orientation. 

H5b: The influence of verbal rewards on intrinsic motivation will be enhanced under mastery 

(versus performance) goal for people with high achievement orientation.  This effect 

will also be enhanced under low achievement orientation. 

H5c: The influence of symbolic rewards on intrinsic motivation will be enhanced under 

mastery (versus performance) goal for people with high achievement orientation.  This 

effect will also be enhanced under low achievement orientation. 

4.7  Proposed model and summary of hypotheses 

Figure 4:  Proposed research framework 

 

Note:  Rt = Rewards Tangible; Rv = Rewards Verbal; Rs = Rewards Symbolic; IM = Intrinsic Motivation; SBC 

= Self-Brand Connection; PI = Purchase Intention; WOM = Word of Mouth; AB = Attitude Towards the 

Brand; AGm = Achievement Goal (Mastery); AGp = Achievement Goal (Performance); AOh = Achievement 

Orientation (High); AOl = Achievement Orientation (Low). 
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Summary of research questions and hypotheses: 

RQ1: How do gamification rewards influence the intrinsic motivation of users? 

H1: The influence of rewards on intrinsic motivation is moderated by the achievement goals 

of users. 

 

RQ2: How do the individual goals of the users influence the effect of gamification rewards 

on their intrinsic motivation? 

H2a: The effect of tangible rewards on intrinsic motivation is diminished under mastery goals 

versus performance goals.  

H2b: The effect of verbal rewards on intrinsic motivation is enhanced under mastery goals 

versus performance goals. 

H2c: The effect of symbolic rewards on intrinsic motivation is enhanced under mastery goals 

versus performance goals. 

 

RQ3: How do gamification rewards influence the formation of self-brand connections? 

H3: the interactive effect of reward type and achievement goal on SB C will be mediated by 

intrinsic motivation. 

 

RQ4: How does self-brand connection influence positive marketing outcomes like purchase 

intention, word of mouth and attitude towards the brand? 

H4a: The joint influence of reward type and achievement goal on purchase intention will be 

serially mediated by intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection. 

H4b: The joint influence of reward type and achievement goal on word of mouth will be 

serially mediated by intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection. 

H4c: The joint influence of reward type and achievement goal on attitude towards the brand 

will be serially mediated by intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection. 
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RQ5: How do achievement orientation and achievement goals influence the effect of rewards 

on intrinsic motivation? 

H5a: The influence of tangible rewards on intrinsic motivation will be diminished under 

mastery (versus performance) goal for people with high achievement orientation.  This 

effect will also be diminished under low achievement orientation. 

H5b: The influence of verbal rewards on intrinsic motivation will be enhanced under mastery 

(versus performance) goal for people with high achievement orientation.  This effect 

will also be enhanced under low achievement orientation. 

H5c: The influence of symbolic rewards on intrinsic motivation will be enhanced under 

mastery (versus performance) goal for people with high achievement orientation.  This 

effect will also be enhanced under low achievement orientation.  
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Chapter 5 Study 1 

5.1  Introduction & research aim  

The first study was a validation of the newly proposed Tangible Verbal Symbolic 

Scheme (TVSS) for the classification of gamification rewards. 

As introduced in Chapter 3.2, in order to be meaningfully studied, gamification rewards 

needed to be extricated from other gameful affordances.  The TVSS taxonomy proposed in this 

research provides a novel way to achieve this classification.  Study 1 was used to validate this 

classification model, from which selected rewards (one for each type) were then chosen as the 

stimuli in the main studies. 

5.2  Sample & survey design 

A convenience sample of (N = 104) marketing students who did not take part in the 

main experiments were recruited for the survey.  As this was a simple classification study, 

university students were considered appropriate research subjects.  Several researchers have 

confirmed the appropriateness of this sampling technique, particularly when the research focus 

is on basic actions or psychological processes (Kardes, 1996; Lucas, 2003; Roy & Naidoo, 

2017). 

N = 94 participants completed the study.  The average age of participants was 20.33 

years (Min = 16; Max = 43; SD = 3.99).  51.06% (n = 48) of participants were female, 47.87% 

(n = 45) were male and 0.7% (n = 4); and 0.94% (n = 1) preferred not to disclose gender. 

The survey was designed in the Qualtrics survey software online portal and 

administered in class sessions with ethics approval obtained from the Bond University Human 

Research Ethics Committee (BUHREC). 
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Respondents were asked to classify several gamification rewards engaged by the extant 

literature as either “Tangible”, “Verbal” or “Symbolic” based on the following definitions 

(Deci et al., 1999; Eisenberger & Cameron, 1996; Harackiewicz et al., 1984): 

• Tangible rewards are defined as monetary or non-monetary rewards that can be 

assigned a financial value (for example:  cash or cash-equivalent rewards). 

• Verbal rewards are defined as any form of spoken or written, positive feedback, praise, 

or reinforcement (for example:  congratulatory, encouragement or celebratory messages 

at various times in the game). 

• Symbolic rewards are defined as rewards that symbolize success through social 

recognition, status, or other means with no material benefit in themselves (for example:  

digital badges or trophies received in-game). 

Respondents were then asked to further classify each reward type based on its salience 

as defined below (Deci, 1975): 

• Controlling salience applies to rewards that may tempt, challenge, or force you into 

playing for the reward rather than just the joy of playing the game. 

• Information salience applies to rewards that are likely to inform and signify success, 

thereby enhancing your feelings of satisfaction in playing the game. 

Rewards and associated salience were deemed to fit an assigned classification only if 

80% or more of the participants categorized them as a specific type (e.g., Verbal).  This criteria 

is based on previous work by Roy and Naidoo (2017). 

5.3  Process 

The study was conducted online at the commencement of a marketing class.  Students 

were advised of the study by their instructor and were directed to the Qualtrics link for the 

study.  The sample survey instrument is provided in Appendix 1. 

Students were first presented with a consent screen and were advised that they were 

free to exit the study at any time.  Only students who awarded their consent proceeded to the 

main questionnaire.  Participants were first asked some demographic questions for 

classification purposes.  They were then presented with the definitions of tangible, verbal and 

symbolic rewards drawn from TVSS along with a few examples of each.  Following these 

definitions, they were asked to classify 10 game rewards drawn from the literature (Aparicio 
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et al., 2012; Blohm & Leimeister, 2013; Rapp, 2015; Sailer et al., 2017; Seaborn & Fels, 2015; 

Werbach & Hunter, 2015).  In line with TVSS, following each reward classification, they were 

also asked to choose the associated reward salience.  A definition for controlling versus 

information salience was provided for each reward. 

5.4  Results & discussion  

Of the 104 participants, 94 respondents successfully completed the study.  Data were 

first imported from Qualtrics into SPSS.  Reward type was coded as 1 = Tangible Reward; 2 = 

Verbal Reward; and 3 = Symbolic Reward.  Reward salience was coded as 1 = Controlling and 

2 = Information.  Frequencies were computed for each reward and associated salience in SPSS.  

Summary of the valid percentage results are presented in Table 4 below: 

Table 4:  Study 1 gamification rewards classified using TVSS 

 
Reward Classification 

(%) 

Reward Salience 

(%) 

1 Gifts: valuable, desirable items such as gift cards, toys, 

t-shirts, etc., won by playing the game 

Tangible 

(81.9%) 

Controlling 

(73.4%) 

2 Points: accumulated in the game to demonstrate 

progression, achievement and/or status with no 

material or monetary value 

Symbolic 

(78.7%) 

Information 

(86.2%) 

3 Points: accumulated in the game that can be redeemed 

for material benefits like cash, gifts, etc. 

Tangible 

(89.4%) 

Controlling 

(79.8%) 

4 Positive Feedback or Performance Statistics: displayed 

upon successful completion of a level or task 

Verbal  

(80.2%) 

Information 

(91.5%) 

5 Badges (received in the game and displayed digitally 

to signify status, level, or nature of achievement). 

Symbolic  

(84%) 

Information 

(76.6%) 

6 Earned Levels: accessed only by progression in the 

game.  Cannot be purchased. 

Symbolic 

(81.9%) 

Information 

(70.2%) 

7 Purchased Levels: accessed by using game points, in-

game currency, or real money.  Can be purchased. 

Tangible 

(86.2%) 

Controlling 

(76.6%) 

8 Purchase-based Virtual Goods:  in-game items 

purchased with real money.  Can be purchased. 

Tangible  

(83%) 

Controlling 

(83.4%) 
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9 Achievement-based Avatars:  customisation of 

personal game avatar via points earned through game 

progression.  Cannot be purchased. 

Symbolic 

(77.7%) 

Information 

(80.6%) 

10 Purchase-based Avatars:  customisation of personal 

game avatar via coins or points that can be purchased 

with real money. 

Tangible 

(81.9%) 

Controlling 

(78.1%) 

 

Respondents were able to accurately classify 8 out of 10 total game rewards presented.  

For the remaining two rewards – Points In-Game (78.8%) and Achievement-Based Avatars 

(77.7%) – the results were very close to the cut-off allocation.  For 5 out of the 10 rewards, 

reward salience was below the 80% threshold.  This is most likely due to the wording and 

nature of some of these rewards.  Interestingly, no rewards were classified at under 70% 

meaning that a majority of respondents were able to operationalise TVSS. 

The results underscore how useful and robust the proposed TVSS taxonomy for 

gamification rewards can be.  It has demonstrated how a range of rewards, beyond the usual 

triad of points, badges, and leaderboards, may be evaluated and tested.  The usefulness of the 

model lies in its simplicity and intuitive application.  Other than the definitions in the survey, 

respondents undertook this classification without any previous training or guidance. 

By classifying game rewards as either Tangible, Verbal or Symbolic, the model helps 

researchers and practitioners extricate rewards from complex gamification systems and do so, 

grounded in theory.  This first step is vital if individual rewards, a vital gameful affordance, 

are to be isolated and studied. 

The model further allows the isolated rewards to be classified using the dichotomy of 

reward salience.  By doing this, researchers and practitioners have a valuable starting point 

from which to assess the effect of individual game rewards on both the psychological mediator 

as well as the behavioural outcome(s) of gamification in order to better understand how 

gamification works. 

Future researchers can start to look at how these rewards may work in combination with 

each other and indeed in concert with other rewards and gameful affordances.  They may also 

use TVSS to explore gamification rewards through the lens of other theories, frameworks, and 

domains.  This is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 9.2 – Practical implications. 
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5.5  Summary 

The purpose of Study 1 was to validate the TVSS taxonomy for gamification rewards by 

assessing if reward types and their associated salience were being correctly perceived by a 

majority of participants.  Based on the results of Study 1, the rewards that had the highest 

classification sores from each reward type were selected to be manipulated as the key 

independent variables in Study 2 and Study 3.  These rewards, together with their classification 

type and associated classification percentage are presented in Table 5: 

Table 5:  Rewards selected as experimental stimuli for the main studies 

Reward Type Reward % Classified 

Tangible Points redeemable for cash 89.4% 

Verbal Positive feedback 80.2% 

Symbolic Badges 84% 
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Chapter 6 Study 2 

6.1  Introduction & research aim  

Study 2 empirically tested the proposed research model presented in Figure 5 and 

engaged a 3 (reward type: tangible versus verbal versus symbolic) x 2 (achievement goal: 

mastery versus performance) between-subjects experimental design.  It interrogated 

hypotheses 1, 2a, 2b, 2c, 3, 4a, 4b and 4c by examining the relationship between the three 

reward types (tangible versus verbal versus symbolic), the achievement goals (mastery versus 

performance) of people, and how these influence intrinsic motivation and self-brand 

connection along with the associated downstream marketing outcomes – purchase intention, 

word of mouth and attitude towards the brand. 

Figure 5:  Study 2 research framework 

 

Note:  Rt = Rewards Tangible; Rv = Rewards Verbal; Rs = Rewards Symbolic; IM = Intrinsic Motivation; SBC 

= Self-Brand Connection; PI = Purchase Intention; WOM = Word of Mouth; AB = Attitude Towards the Brand. 
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6.2  Methodology  

Understanding causal relationships requires experimental design (Spector, 1981).  A 3 

x 2 between-subjects experiment was conducted using a short, carefully constructed vignette, 

“representing a systematic combination of characteristics” (Atzmüller & Steiner, 2010, p. 128).  

As Aguinis and Bradley (2014) point out, these vignette studies are particularly useful when 

the objective of an experimental study is to examine the effect of independent variables on 

intentions, attitudes and beliefs as dependent variables.  Details of the sample, experimental 

design, stimulus, manipulation, confound checks, controls, experimental procedure, measures 

used, and data analysis methods are provided below. 

6.2.1 Sample & experimental design 

A sample of (N = 600) participants were engaged for this study via Amazon’s MTurk, 

a crowdsourcing internet market that allows human subject data collection (Amazon 

Mechanical Turk, 2018).  As Paolacci, Chandler, and Ipeirotis (2010) point out, online panel 

providers such as MTurk have facilitated more accessible, externally valid research 

participants.  Researchers have not been able to “identify significant differences between 

MTurk respondents and traditional samples” (Goodman, Cryder, & Cheema, 2013, p. 213), 

having validated their demographic responses (Rand, 2012) as well as psychometric properties 

(Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011).  To maximize data quality, criteria for participation 

included 95% or higher HIT acceptance rate and completion of at least 200 previous HITs 

(Buhrmester et al., 2011).  The average age of participants was 37.58 years (Min = 19; Max = 

89; SD = 12.65).  38.7% (n = 208) of participants were female, 60.5% (n = 325) were male and 

0.7% (n = 4) preferred not to disclose gender.  Participants were provided with a monetary 

incentive to complete the survey. 

A 3 x 2 between-subjects experiment was conducted.  The experimental design is 

presented in Table 6 below.  A sample survey for Study 2 is presented in Appendix 2. 
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Table 6:  Study 2 experimental design 

 
Reward Type* 

Achievement Goal* 

Tangible Reward 

(Rt) 

Verbal Reward  

(Rv) 

Symbolic Reward 

(Rs) 

Mastery Achievement Goal x x x 

Performance Achievement Goal x x x 

*  Reward type and achievement goal are the independent/manipulated variables 

 

Participants were randomly, equally allocated to the six conditions.  For each condition, the 

survey instrument was designed to present the appropriate combination of reward and 

achievement goal treatment.  Participants first received the achievement goal manipulation, 

followed by the appropriate reward manipulation which was followed by measurement of key 

dependent variables in the study and finally some demographics. 

6.2.2 Stimulus 

The first independent variable for this study was achievement goal (mastery versus 

performance).  This was manipulated using an adapted performance versus mastery goal 

manipulation articulated by Elliot and Harackiewicz (1996). 

Mastery Achievement Goal (AGm) Manipulation: 

“This study is about a hypothetical gamified application.  We are interested in how 

players learn and develop skills at a game by playing it.  We are inviting participants with 

different levels of gaming experience to play the same game and collecting data on how they 

learn the game.  You will be presented with an illustration of a game being played.  You are 

required to imagine that you are in that situation playing the game.  Your object is to learn the 

game as well as you can.  You DO NOT have to compete against or beat other players.” 

Performance Achievement Goal (AGp) Manipulation: 

“This study is about a hypothetical gamified application.  We are interested in how 

good you are at playing this game.  We are inviting participants with different levels of gaming 

experience to play the same game and collecting data on how well they play compared to 

others.  You will be presented with an illustration of a game being played.  You are required to 

imagine that you are in that situation playing the game.  Your object is to try and beat your 
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opponents by scoring as many points as possible.  You DO NOT have to learn the game – just 

compete against and beat other players.” 

The other independent variable was reward type.  Three versions of the experimental 

stimuli were created, each with a different reward type.  In all three versions, a hypothetical 

pizza brand called ‘X – the intelligent pizza’ was engaged as the focal brand.  A hypothetical 

gamified marketing implementation, featuring an augmented reality pizza ordering game, was 

created.  Participants were presented with one of three reward manipulations and four 

screenshots of the gamified pizza ordering process incorporating the associated reward type.  

This procedure was adopted from extant research by Kim and Ahn (2017). 

Tangible Reward (Rt) was manipulated by presenting a $5 monetary reward.  

Participants were shown the experimental vignette screenshots presented in Figure 6.  Verbal 

Reward (Rv) was manipulated by written praise and positive feedback delivered via the 

gamified application.  Participants were shown the screenshots presented in Figure 7.  Symbolic 

reward (Rs) was manipulated by presenting participants with digital badges via the gamified 

application.  Participants were shown the screenshots presented in Figure 8.  
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Figure 6:  Study 2 tangible reward experimental vignette screenshots 
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Figure 7:  Study 2 verbal reward experimental vignette screenshots 
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Figure 8:  Study 2 symbolic reward experimental vignette screenshots 

Note:  Experimental ‘Intelligent Pizza’ App created by author. 
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6.2.3 Manipulation check 

To test whether the achievement goal manipulations have been successful, mastery and 

performance goal orientations were assessed using a 4-item scale adapted from Button, 

Mathieu, and Zajac (1996). The achievement goal manipulation check items are presented in 

Figure 9 below. 

Figure 9:  Study 2 achievement goal manipulation check items 

 

The rewards were selected in line with Study 1 and the TVSS taxonomy.  As outlined 

in TVSS (please see Chapter 3), participants were also asked to identify the reward salience 

associated with the reward type – controlling (temptation to play for reward) versus information 

(enhancement of feelings of mastery). 

The reward type manipulation check items are presented in Figure 10. 
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Figure 10:  Study 2 reward type manipulation check items 

 

6.2.4. Confound checks & controls 

In line with work done by Kim and Ahn (2017), participants were asked to evaluate 

attitude towards the gamified application used to present the three reward types (Berger & 

Mitchell, 1989) as well as involvement with pizza, the product category (Zaichkowsky, 1994).  

This was done to ensure there was no significant difference between the three stimuli caused 

by people liking or disliking the gamification implementation or indeed liking or disliking the 

product category – pizza in this case.  Given the nature of this experimental vignette, these 

might have potentially served as a confound. 

Control variables may distort observations or relationships in experimental research 

(Spector & Brannick, 2011).  Select control variables that are known to influence intrinsic 

motivation were also incorporated in the model to account for any potential influence they may 

exert. 

Gender and age have long been shown to have a significant effect on intrinsic 

motivation in contexts ranging from education (Green & Foster, 1986; Koestner, Zuckerman, 

& Koestner, 1989), exercise and sport (Hagger & Chatzisarantis, 2007), human resource 

management (Chen, Ma, Jin, & Fosh, 2013), consumer behaviour (Dennis, Merrilees, 

Jayawardhena, & Tiu Wright, 2009; Richard, Chebat, Yang, & Putrevu, 2010) and, more 

directly, gamification (Koivisto & Hamari, 2014; Zhang, Shao, Li, & Feng, 2021).  It is also 

quite intuitive that people are likely to find different things interesting, enjoyable, and fun, 



 

 

 

79 

 

Internal use only 

based on their age and gender.  Accordingly, both gender and age were identified as control 

variables. 

It has been well established in classical motivation literature that understanding the 

effect of rewards requires an understanding of their interpretation by recipients (deCharms, 

1968; Deci, 1971; Heider, 1958) and that this can have conflicting effects on intrinsic 

motivation.  As proposed in Cognitive Evaluation Theory (CET) (Deci & Ryan, 1985a; Deci 

& Ryan, 1980), reward salience – how a reward is perceived – could influence intrinsic 

motivation.  Controlling (that could stifle autonomy) versus information enhancing (that could 

reinforce competence) is a key determinant of whether a reward diminishes or increases 

intrinsic motivation (Deci et al., 1999).  Consequently, information reward salience and 

controlling reward salience were included as control variables in the research model. 

6.2.5. Procedure 

The survey was designed in Qualtrics online survey software and uploaded to the 

MTurk online panel platform for the study.  Participants were first presented with a consent 

letter clearly listing the approved ethics application number; explaining the research; 

identifying the Bond University Human Research Ethics Committee (BUHREC) contact 

details for any issues or concerns; and seeking their explicit consent.  Only participants who 

explicitly consented to participate in the survey continued onto the experimental stimulus. 

Consenting participants were randomly assigned to one of the two groups (mastery 

achievement goal or performance achievement goal).  They were first asked to read the 

achievement goal manipulation, then answer the manipulation check questions.  Following this, 

they were randomly assigned to three groups with each group representing one reward type 

(tangible, verbal or symbolic).  Participants were asked to read the screenshots associated with 

their allocated reward type and then respond to the reward type and reward salience 

manipulation check questions.  They were then asked to respond to items that measured the 

dependent variables – intrinsic motivation, self-brand connection, purchase intention, word of 

mouth and attitude towards the brand.  Participants were then asked to respond to confound 

and demographic questions – attitude towards the game, product involvement, gender, 

nationality, education, income, and age. 
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6.2.6. Measures 

The key dependent variables were intrinsic motivation, self-brand connection, purchase 

intention, word of mouth and attitude toward the brand.  All items were measured using a 7-

point Likert scale (1 = strongly agree and 7 = strongly disagree).  Intrinsic motivation was 

measured by a 3-item scale adapted from the literature (Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot & 

Harackiewicz, 1994; Harackiewicz & Elliot, 1993).  Self-brand connection was measured by 

Escalas & Bettman’s (2003) a 7-item self-brand connection scale.  Attitude toward the brand 

was measured using the highly reliable scalar measurement adopted from Berger and Mitchell 

(1989).  Purchase intention was measured by a 2-item scale adapted from Dodds et al. (1991).  

Word of mouth measure was adapted from Carroll & Ahuvia’s (2006) 4-item scale.  

Participants’ attitude toward the gamified marketing implementation was measured using the 

MacKenzie and Lutz (1989) 3-item scale.  Participants’ involvement with the product category 

was measured using a 2-item scale adapted from Zaichkowsky (1994).  Age and gender were 

assessed in line with Siemens et al. (2015). 

The measurement items used in this study are specified in Table 7.  The table also 

lists the source studies that the measures were adapted from, as well as the internal-

consistency reliabilities of the items as represented by their Cronbach’s alpha (α).  Items used 

to form a scale need to demonstrate good internal consistency, featuring good correlation 

with each other indicating that they are measuring the underlying construct (Bland & Altman, 

1997).  Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1951) is the most widely used test reliability technique 

and is the average reliability coefficient “obtained for all possible combinations if items were 

split into two half-tests.” (Gliem & Gliem, 2003).  Scale reliabilities were calculated using 

SPSS. 

Table 7:  Study 2 measures and scale reliabilities 

Variables/Items Cronbach’s 

Alpha (α) 

Source 

(adapted from) 

Intrinsic Motivation: 

It was interesting to engage in this gamified app 

It was enjoyable to engage in this gamified app 

It was fun to engage in this gamified app 

0.947 Elliot & Church 

(1997) 

Self-brand Connection 

Brand X reflects who I am. 

0.964 Escalas & Bettman 

(2003) 
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I can identify with Brand X. 

I feel a personal connection to Brand X. 

I (can) use Brand X to communicate who I am to other people. 

I think Brand X (could) help(s) me become the type of person I 

want to be. 

I consider Brand X to be “me” (it reflects who I consider myself 

to be or the way that I want to present myself to others). 

Brand X suits me well. 

Attitude towards the brand 

I think Brand X is an attractive brand. 

I think Brand X is a desirable brand.  

I think Brand X is a quality brand. 

0.911 Berger and Mitchell 

(1989) 

Purchase Intention 

I will probably buy this brand of pizza 

I am likely to buy this brand of pizza 

0.915 Dodds et al. (1991)  

Word of Mouth 

I would recommend this brand to lots of people 

I would try to spread the good word about this brand 

0.930 Carroll & Ahuvia 

(2006) 

Attitude towards the game 

I think this game was interesting 

I enjoyed this game very much 

I think this game was a waste of my time 

0.718 MacKenzie and Lutz 

(1989) 

Product Involvement 

I am interested in pizza 

I am very familiar with pizza 

0.549 Zaichkowsky (1994) 

 

Single item scales were avoided as several authors have pointed out that multi-item 

measures are superior for measuring psychological attributes (McIver & Carmines, 1981; 

Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).  Cronbach’s alpha scale reliability above .70 is considered 

acceptable (Nunnally, 1978).  Scales used showed good internal consistency with Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficient above 0.70 for all scales with the exception of the two-item product 

involvement scale which was 0.55.  Since product involvement was not a key dependent or 

independent variable no specific action was taken. 

6.2.4 Data analysis  

Goodman et al. (2013) point out that MTurk participants produce “reliable results 

consistent with standard decision-making biases,” (p. 213).  However, they caution that 
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researchers should carefully evaluate the data before proceeding to analysis.  Using MTurk’s 

data quality filter, incomplete, missing and suspected bot entries (reported by Qualtrics survey 

software) were removed.  From 654 survey responses initially reported by MTurk, a total of 

582 entries were recorded as valid.  The data were first downloaded from Qualtrics online 

survey software to Microsoft Excel for sorting and coding.  Data were coded as follows: 

Achievement Goal was coded as follows: 

Mastery Achievement Goal (AGm) = 0; Performance Achievement Goal (AGp) = 1 

Reward Type was coded as follows: 

Tangible (Rt) = 0; Verbal (Rv) = 1; Symbolic (Rs) = 2 

The experimental design and coded treatment cells are shown in Table 8. 

Table 8:  Study 2 design with coding and participant allocation 

 
Reward Type* 

Achievement Goal* 

Tangible Reward 

(Rt) 

Verbal Reward  

(Rv) 

Symbolic Reward 

(Rs) 

Mastery Achievement Goal 
Treatment 1 

n = 106 

Treatment 2 

n = 69 

Treatment 3 

n = 72 

Performance Achievement Goal 
Treatment 4 

n = 94 

Treatment 5 

n = 102 

Treatment 6 

n = 94 

Note:  * Reward Type / Achievement Goals are the independent/manipulated variables 

 

Data were then imported into SPSS for cleaning and analysis.  In addition to missing, 

incomplete and erroneous entries, unmotivated participants in experimental settings may 

complete surveys or other tasks with minimal cognitive effort that can lead to poor quality data 

and contaminated or biased findings (Meade & Craig, 2012).  This has been called insufficient 

effort responding (IER) (Huang, Liu, & Bowling, 2015).  In line with DeSimone, Harms, and 

DeSimone (2015) archival screening of the data was conducted.  As recommended by 

Oppenheimer, Meyvis, and Davidenko (2009), participant response time was examined in 

conjunction with response patterns and consistency to more reliably predict IER.  Response 

patterns like long strings of identical responses (straight lines or zigzag) can be an indicator of 
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satisficing – unmotivated participants using minimal cognitive effort to complete the task.  

After careful screening, a total of 45 responses were removed for a final (N = 537). 

First, in order to check for successful manipulation of Achievement Goal and Reward 

Type, a one-way ANOVA was engaged using the study sample (N = 537) to ensure that the 

manipulations were in the desired direction and only varied by the respective condition type 

(e.g.: the independent variables).  Following this, to test hypothesis 1, a between-subjects two-

way ANOVA was conducted with reward type and goal type as independent variables, and 

intrinsic motivation as the key dependent variable.  Following a significant omnibus test, 

planned contrast analyses were undertaken to meaningfully compare pair of means to test 

hypotheses 2a, 2b and 2c. 

Next, Hayes (2017) Process Model 7 was engaged to test hypothesis 3 – the moderated-

mediation framework proposed in the model.  Reward type was engaged as the independent 

variable (X) while achievement goal type was used as the moderator (W).  Intrinsic motivation 

was used as the mediator (M) with self-brand connection being the dependent variable (Y). 

Finally, Hayes (2017) Process Model 6 was engaged to test the serial-mediation 

framework proposed in the research model and to test hypotheses 4a, 4b, and 4c.  Reward type 

x achievement goal (the experimental condition) was engaged as the independent variable (X) 

while intrinsic motivation (M1) and self-brand connection (M2), in that order, were the 

moderators.  The model was run three times with purchase intention (PI), word of mouth 

(WoM), and attitude towards the brand (AB) being the dependent variables (Y). 

6.3  Results & discussion  

6.3.1 Manipulation checks 

Prior to testing the hypotheses, the manipulation of achievement goal and reward type 

were checked.  First, a one way between groups analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted 

to explore whether the achievement goal manipulation was correctly perceived by the 

respondents.  Participants were divided into two groups according to the type of achievement 

goal manipulation they received (Group 0:  Mastery Goal; Group 1:  Performance Goal).  The 

means and standard deviations along with ANOVA results are presented in Table 9. 

The goal was to confirm whether there was a statistically significant difference between 

participants who received the mastery (AGm) versus performance (AGp) goal manipulations 
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as captured by their average mean responses to the manipulation check questions.  Participants 

in the mastery group reported higher means in response to mastery goal manipulation check 

question “I want to improve and develop my skills by playing this game” (MAGm = 5.94, SD = 

1.35, p < .001) compared to participants in the performance group (MAGp = 5.13, SD = 1.94, p 

< .001) and “My goal is to learn this game as well as I can” (MAGm = 6.35, SD = .95, p < .001) 

compared to participants in the performance group (MAGp = 4.60, SD = 2.32, p < .001).  On the 

other hand, participants in the performance group reported higher means in response to 

performance goal manipulation check questions “My goal is to be able to score more points 

than other players” (MAGp = 6.38, SD = .97, p < .001) compared to participants in the mastery 

group (MAGm = 4.54, SD = 2.23, p < .001) and “I want to demonstrate that I can play this game 

better than other players” (MAGp = 6.11, SD = 1.23, p < .001) compared to participants in the 

mastery group (MAGm = 4.72, SD = 2.17, p < .001).  This suggests that the manipulations have 

been successful. 

In assessing statistical significance, the assumption of homogeneity of variance was 

tested.  Levene’s Test of Homogeneity of Variance tests whether the variance in scores for the 

two groups is similar.  The assumption is not satisfied if Leven’s F statistic is significant.  In 

Study 2, this assumption was not satisfied based on the manipulation check questions 

‘Improve’ F(1, 535) = 34.77, p = <.001; ‘Learn’ F(1, 535) = 312.56, p = <.001; ‘Score’ F(1, 

535) = 251.85, p = <.001; and ‘Play better than’ F(1, 535) = 122.25, p = <.001.  Allen, Bennett, 

and Heritage (2018) point out that, “ANOVA is not sensitive to violations of the equal 

variances assumption when samples are moderate to large,” (p. 104).  In assessing statistical 

significance, the Robust Tests of Equality of Means was interpreted (Pallant, 2020).  Both the 

Welch test and Brown-Forsythe tests confirmed that there was a statistically significant 

difference at the p < .05 level for the two groups (mastery and performance) in participant 

responses to the manipulation check questions.  Welch’s F was interpreted and reported in line 

with the recommendation by Glantz, Slinker, and Neilands (2001) who point out that the Welch 

test in most situations has both more power and maintains alpha at its desired level. 

There was a statistically significant difference at the p < .001 level between the two 

treatment groups in responses to the manipulation check questions “Improve”, Welch’s F(1, 

515.18) = 32.11, p = < .001; “Learn,” Welch’s F(1, 394.00) = 137.68, p = < .001; “Score” 

Welch’s F(1, 324.36) = 143.89, p = < .001; and “Play better than” Welch’s F(1, 374.44) = 

78.59, p < .001, indicating that the manipulation of achievement goal of participants has been 

correctly perceived.  The results are presented in Table 9. 
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Table 9:  One-way analysis of variance comparing manipulation check responses across mastery and 

performance groups 

 
Mastery Performance df Welch’s 

F 

p 

Variable n M SD n M SD 
   

          

Improve 247 5.94 1.35 290 5.13 1.94 1, 515.18 32.11 <.001 

Learn 247 6.35 .941 290 4.60 2.32 1, 394.00 137.68 <.001 

Score 247 4.54 2.23 290 6.83 .97 1, 324.36 143.89 <.001 

Play better 247 4.72 2.17 290 6.11 1.23 1, 374.44 78.59 <.001 

 

Next, a one way between groups analysis of variance was conducted to confirm whether 

the reward type manipulation was correctly perceived by the respondents.  Participants were 

divided into three groups according to the type of reward manipulation they received – Group 

0 = Tangible Reward (Rt);  Group 1 = Verbal Reward (Rv);  and Group 2 = Symbolic Reward 

(Rs).  The means, standard deviations and F statistics are presented in Table 10. 

Table 10:  One-way analysis of variance comparing manipulation check responses across tangible, 

verbal, and symbolic reward groups 

 
Tangible Verbal Symbolic df Welch’s  

F 

p 

Variable n M SD n M SD n M SD 
   

             

Tangible M/C 200 5.82 1.35 200 5.30 1.51 200 4.97 1.72 2, 319.03 52.10 <.001 

Verbal M/C 171 4.22 2.10 171 5.89 1.29 171 5.79 1.14 2, 350.16 8.58 <.001 

Symbolic M/C 166 4.39 2.06 166 5.49 1.56 166 6.05 .99 2, 353.21 28.10 <.001 

 

In interpreting the results of the ANOVA, the assumption of homogeneity of variances 

was once again tested using Levene’s F test.  This assumption was not satisfied for all three 

manipulation check questions “Tangible M/C” F(2, 534) = 42.44, p = <.001, “Verbal M/C” 

F(2, 534) = 45.30, p = 0.023 or “Symbolic M/C” F(2, 534) = 28.82, p = <.001.  Consequently, 

the robust test of equality of means was consulted.  The Welch test confirmed that there was a 

statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level for the three groups in participant 

responses to the manipulation check questions. 
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Participants in the tangible reward group reported significantly higher means Welch’s 

F(1, 319.03) = 52.10, p < .001, in response to the tangible reward manipulation check question 

“Tangible M/C - the reward I received in this game was tangible” (MRt = 5.82, SD = 1.35) 

compared to participants in the verbal reward group (MRv = 4.22, SD = 2.10) and the symbolic 

reward group (MRs = 4.39, SD = 2.06).  Participants in the verbal reward group reported 

significantly higher means, Welch’s F(1, 350.16) = 8.58, p < .001, in response to the verbal 

reward manipulation check question “Verbal M/C - the reward I received in this game was 

verbal” (MRv = 5.89, SD = 1.29) when compared to the tangible reward group (MRt = 5.30, SD 

= 1.51) and the symbolic reward group (MRs = 5.49, SD = 1.56).  Finally, participants in the 

symbolic reward group reported significantly higher means, Welch’s F(1, 353.21) = 28.08, p < 

.001, in response to the symbolic reward manipulation check question “Symbolic M/C - the 

reward I received in this game was Symbolic” (MRs = 6.05, SD = .99) when compared to the 

tangible reward group (MRt = 4.97, SD = 1.72) and the verbal reward group (MRv = 5.79, SD = 

1.14). 

Since the main effect was significant for all three reward manipulations, post-hoc 

planned comparisons were conducted to confirm that the specific reward types were being 

correctly perceived against other reward types.  Since the data did not satisfy the assumption 

of homogeneity of variances, the “does not assume equal variances” row was interpreted.  

Planned contrast analysis confirmed that participants who received the tangible rewards 

manipulation reported higher means for tangible versus verbal (Ms of 5.82 vs. 4.22, t (281.57) 

= 8.33, p < .001) and tangible versus symbolic (Ms of 5.82 vs. 4.39, t (275.40) = 7.65, p < .001) 

whereas participants who received the verbal rewards manipulation reported higher means for 

verbal versus tangible (Ms of 5.89 vs. 5.30, t (368.99) = - 4.04, p < .001) and verbal versus 

symbolic (Ms of 5.89 vs. 5.49, t (319.94) = .40, p .011).  Finally, participants who received the 

symbolic rewards manipulation reported higher means for symbolic versus tangible (Ms of 6.05 

vs. 4.97, t (36488.96) = - 5.47, p < .001) and symbolic versus verbal (Ms of 6.05 vs. 5.79, t 

(327.85) = - 7.49, p < .001).  This indicates that the reward manipulations have worked, and 

further analysis may proceed. 

6.3.2 Confound check 

To ensure participant responses were not confounded by their attitude to the simulated 

gamified application, a one-way between groups ANOVA was conducted.  The objective was 

to check if there was a statistically significant difference in the attitude towards the gamified 
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application caused by the three reward treatments presented (tangible versus verbal versus 

symbolic).  Results of the one-way ANOVA are presented in Table 11.  Participants who 

received the tangible reward treatment reported a mean of (MRt = 5.50, SD = 1.21), compared 

to participants in the verbal reward treatment (MRv = 5.56, SD = 1.18) and participants in the 

symbolic reward treatment (MRs = 5.43, SD = 1.21).  Levene’s Test of Homogeneity of 

Variance was not significant, hence the assumption of equal variances was satisfied, F(2, 534) 

= .09, p = .913.  Thus, statistical significance in the main ANOVA model was assessed.  There 

was no statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level in attitude to the gamified brand 

for the three treatment groups, F(2, 534) = .51, p = .601, indicating that there was no 

confounding effect of the three reward treatments. 

Table 11:  One-way analysis of variance comparing confound check responses (attitude towards the 

gamified application across tangible, verbal, and symbolic reward treatments) 

  Tangible Verbal Symbolic df F p 

Variable n M SD n M SD n M SD 
   

                          

Attitude to the  

gamified app 

200 5.50 1.21 171 5.56 1.18 166 5.43 1.21 2, 534 .51 .601 

 

Participant involvement with the product (pizza) was also assessed as a potential 

confound.  Once again, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to check for a significant difference 

between participant involvement with the product due to the reward treatment (tangible versus 

verbal versus symbolic).  Participants who received the tangible reward treatment reported a 

mean of (MRt = 6.42, SD = .77), while participants in the verbal reward treatment reported a 

mean of (MRv = 6.38, SD = .82) and participants in the symbolic reward treatment reported a 

mean of (MRs = 6.29, SD = .79).  The assumption of homogeneity of variance was satisfied 

with a non-significant Levene’s test, F(2, 534) = 1.38, p = .537.  The main ANOVA model 

confirmed that there was no significant difference between participants’ product involvement 

based on the three reward treatments, F(2, 534) = 1.38, p = .253, ruling out any confounding 

effect of the reward treatments.  Results of the one-way ANOVA are summarised in Table 12. 
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Table 12:  One-way analysis of variance comparing confound check responses (involvement with the 

product across tangible, verbal, and symbolic reward treatments) 

  Tangible Verbal Symbolic df F p 

Variable n M SD n M SD n M SD 
   

                          

Product  

Involvement 

200 6.42 .77 171 6.38 .82 166 6.29 .79 2, 534 1.38 .253 

 

6.3.3 Dependent Variable: Intrinsic Motivation 

The next step in the analysis was to conduct a two-way between-groups analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) to explore the moderating influence of achievement goal and reward type 

on intrinsic motivation and test the hypothesised effects of a two-way interaction.  The 

hypotheses discussed in Chapter 4 were: 

H1: The influence of rewards on intrinsic motivation is moderated by the achievement goals 

of users. 

H2a: The effect of tangible rewards on intrinsic motivation is diminished under mastery goals 

versus performance goals. 

H2b: The effect of verbal rewards on intrinsic motivation is enhanced under mastery goals 

versus performance goals. 

H2c: The effect of symbolic rewards on intrinsic motivation is enhanced under mastery goals 

versus performance goals. 

Participants were divided into two groups according to the achievement goal 

manipulation they received (Group 0 = Mastery; Group 1 = Performance) and then equally 

divided into three groups based on the type of reward manipulation they received (Group 0 = 

Tangible Reward;  Group 1 = Verbal Reward;  Group 2 = Symbolic Reward).  The means and 

standard deviations are presented in Table 14. 

In interpreting the results of the two-way ANOVA, the assumption of homogeneity of 

variances was once again tested using Levene’s F test.  This assumption was not satisfied for 

the dependent variable ‘Intrinsic Motivation’, F (5, 531) = 7.922, p = <.001.  Consequently, a 
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more stringent significance level of 0.01 was used for evaluating the results of the two-way 

ANOVA (Pallant, 2020).  The results are presented in Table 13. 

Table 13: Two-way analysis of variance comparing intrinsic motivation across achievement goal and 

reward type groups 

Predictor Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F p 

Reward Type .68 2 .34 .18 .832 

Achievement Goal 27.54 1 27.54 14.87 < .001 

Reward Type * 

Achievement Goal 

31.21 2 15.61 8.43 < .001 

Table 14: Means and standard deviations comparing intrinsic motivation across achievement goal 

and reward type groups 

  Tangible Verbal Symbolic 

Variable n M SD n M SD n M SD 

                    

Mastery Goal 106 5.50 1.45 69 5.98 0.80 72 5.99 0.76 

Performance Goal 94 5.70 1.22 102 5.29 1.66 94 5.10 1.68 

 

The main effect for Reward Type, F (2, 536) = .18, p = .832, did not reach statistical 

significance.  However, there was a statistically significant main effect of achievement goal, F 

(1, 536) = 14.87, p = <.001 on the intrinsic motivation of participants.  Importantly, there was 

a statistically significant two-way interaction effect between achievement goal and reward 

type, F (2, 536) = 8.43, p = <.001, suggesting that the effect of reward type on intrinsic 

motivation depend on people’s achievement goals.  This relationship is illustrated in Figure 11.  

In other words, the empirical evidence suggests that tangible, verbal, and symbolic rewards 

will influence the intrinsic motivation of users differently depending on whether they have a 

mastery or performance achievement goal.  Hence, hypothesis 1 was supported. 
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Figure 11:  The effects of rewards and achievement goals on intrinsic motivation 

*Note:  Graph showing the interaction effect between reward type and achievement goal on intrinsic motivation. 

 

In order to improve the internal validity of research, Meehl (1970) recommends 

presenting results with and without controls.  To ensure that control variables are not distorting 

the results and the hypothesised interaction effect of reward type and achievement goal 

continue to be significant even after their inclusion, a two-way analysis of covariance 

(ANCOVA) was conducted. 

As outlined in Chapter 6.2.4, controlling reward salience, information reward salience, 

age and gender were added as covariates as they have been shown to affect intrinsic motivation 

– the dependent variable in this study. 

The results of the ANCOVA are presented in Table 15. 
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Table 15: ANCOVA results comparing intrinsic motivation across achievement goal and reward type 

groups while controlling for reward salience, gender, and age 

Predictor Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F p 

Controlling Salience 1.372 1 1.372 1.126 .289 

Information Salience 239.108 1 239.108 196.310 <.001 

Gender .213 1 .213 .175 .676 

Age .163 1 .163 .134 .715 

Reward Type 2.637 2 1.319 1.083 .339 

Achievement Goal 9.753 1 9.753 8.008 .005 

Reward Type * 

Achievement Goal 

15.599 2 7.799 6.403 .002 

 

The ANCOVA revealed that the interaction effect of reward type and achievement goal 

continued to remain significant at the p < .05 level even with the inclusion of the controls. F 

(2, 536) = 6.40, p = .002.  Since a significant interaction effect was obtained, a follow up one-

way between groups ANOVA with post-hoc planned comparisons among means were 

conducted to test hypotheses 2a, 2b and 2c.  Participants were coded into six groups according 

to the reward condition they received (Group 1 = Mastery Goal x Tangible Reward; Group 2 

= Mastery Goal x Verbal Reward; Group 3 = Mastery Goal x Symbolic Reward; Group 4 = 

Performance Goal x Tangible Reward; Group 5 = Performance Goal x Verbal Reward; and 

Group 6 = Performance Goal x Symbolic Reward).  The means and standard deviations for 

each treatment cell are presented in Table 16. 

Table 16: Means and standard deviations comparing intrinsic motivation based on reward condition 

and achievement goal 

  Intrinsic Motivation 

Variable n M SD 

        

1 (Mastery x Tangible) 106 5.49 1.45 

2 (Mastery x Verbal) 69 5.98 .80 

3 (Mastery x Symbolic) 72 5.99 .76 

4 (Performance x Tangible) 94 5.70 1.22 

5 (Performance x Verbal) 102 5.29 1.66 

6 (Performance x Symbolic) 94 5.10 1.67 



 

 

 

92 

 

Internal use only 

In the mastery achievement goal condition, participants in Group 1 (Tangible Reward) 

reported mean (MMasteryRt = 5.49, SD = 1.45), Group 2 (Verbal Reward) reported mean 

(MMasteryRv = 5.98, SD = .80) while participants in Group 3 (Symbolic Reward) reported mean 

(MMasteryRs = 5.99, SD = .76).  In the performance achievement goal condition, participants in 

Group 4 (Tangible Reward) reported mean (MPerformanceRt= 5.70, SD = 1.22), Group 5 (Verbal 

Reward) reported mean (MPerformanceRv = 5.29, SD = 1.66) while participants in Group 6 

(Symbolic Reward) reported mean (MPerformanceRs = 5.10, SD = 1.67).  In interpreting the 

ANOVA, the assumption of homogeneity of variances using Levene’s F test was not satisfied 

for intrinsic motivation F(5, 531) = 7.92, p = <.001.  The Welch test confirmed that there was 

a statistically significant difference at the p < .001 level in intrinsic motivation for the six 

reward conditions, Welch’s F (2, 246.08) = 7.54, p = <.001). 

Post-hoc planned contrasts were then conducted to test the hypothesised effects of 

reward type and achievement goals on intrinsic motivation.  Since the data did not satisfy the 

assumption of homogeneity of variances, the “does not assume equal variances” row was 

interpreted.  Planned comparison of means showed that participants who received verbal 

rewards reported significantly higher intrinsic motivation in the mastery versus performance 

achievement goal conditions, MMasteryRv of 5.98 vs. MPerformanceRv 5.29, t (155.41) = 3.61, p < 

.001.  Therefore, hypothesis 2b was supported.  As hypothesised, participants who received 

symbolic rewards also reported higher intrinsic motivation in the mastery versus performance 

achievement goal conditions, MMasteryRs of 5.99 vs. MPerformanceRs 5.10, t (136.81) = 4.57, p < 

.001, providing support for hypothesis 2c.  There was no significant difference in Intrinsic 

Motivation in the case of Tangible Rewards, MMasteryRt = 5.49 versus MPerformanceRt = 5.70, t 

(197.42) = -1.07, p = 287.  Therefore, hypothesis 2a was not supported.   

There could be a variety of explanations for hypothesis 2a not being supported.  For 

instance, while participants may have identified the $5 cash discount as a tangible reward, they 

may not have seen it clearly as either controlling (thereby reducing their feelings of autonomy) 

nor information signalling (thereby reinforcing their feelings of mastery).  The next study, 

Study 3, will test the entire model proposed in this research and will once again interrogate 

these hypotheses in a new context and with revised reward manipulations.  It will be interesting 

to revisit hypothesis 2a in the next study. 

In an effort to expand the understanding of how gamification works in a marketing 

context, this research has so far looked at the influence of an isolated gameful affordance 
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(reward type) on the psychological mediator (intrinsic motivation).  In furthering this 

understanding, the moderating role of achievement goals has been established i.e., rewards do 

not influence intrinsic motivation in the same way.  Reward type is moderated by the 

achievement goals of users in determining whether their intrinsic motivation to engage with 

the gamified marketing implementation will be increased or diminished. 

6.3.4 Moderated Mediation: Reward Type, Achievement Goal, Intrinsic 

Motivation, Self-Brand Connection 

Anchored in the marketing domain, to further illuminate the understanding of 

gamification, this research has proposed a parsimonious model that seeks to illuminate how, 

why, when, and for whom gameful affordances lead to downstream consumer behaviours.  To 

this end, as Frazier, Tix, and Barron (2004) note, “mediators establish ‘how’ or ‘why’ one 

variable predicts or causes an outcome variable,” while “moderators address ‘when’ or ‘for 

whom’ a variable is more strongly related to an outcome’’ (p. 116).  Attention is now turned to 

understanding both “how” and “when” the effect occurs (Frone, 1999, p. 288). Having tested 

the moderating effect of achievement goals on the relationship between rewards and intrinsic 

motivation in Chapter 6.3.3, this research now assesses if intrinsic motivation mediates the 

influence of rewards and self-brand connection and whether that mediation effect remains 

consistent across varying levels of the moderator, achievement goals.  This is done by testing 

the moderated mediation proposed in the research model and captured in hypothesis 3.  The 

hypothesis is reproduced below: 

H3: the interactive effect of reward type and achievement goal on SBC will be mediated by 

intrinsic motivation 

The term moderated mediation was coined by James and Brett (1984) and occurs when 

“mediation relations are contingent on the level of a moderator.” (Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 

2007, p. 193).  While there are many ways in which an indirect effect may be conditional on 

the moderator, hypothesis 3 is consistent with a first-stage moderated mediation (conditional 

indirect effect) which seeks to test whether the mediating process was moderated because the 

moderator variable (W) altered the relationship between an independent (X), mediator (M), 

and dependent variable (Y). 

Edwards and Lambert (2007) presented an analytical framework for combining 

moderation and mediation by integrating moderated regression analysis and path analysis.  
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They even distributed an SPSS syntax to allow researchers to build and test their own models.  

This was made even more accessible by the Hayes (2012) SPSS Process macro which is now 

in its 4th version released 21 August 2021. 

Hayes (2017) Model 7 with 95% bias corrected confidence interval (CI) based on 

10,000 bootstrap samples was engaged to examine the effect of reward type on self-brand 

connection as mediated through intrinsic motivation but that mediation is moderated by the 

achievement goal of users.  Effects are considered statistically significant if the Confidence 

Interval (CI) does not contain zero.  Reward type was engaged as the independent variable (X) 

while achievement goal type was used as the moderator (W).  Intrinsic motivation was used as 

the mediator (M) with self-brand connection being the dependent variable (Y).  The model with 

path coefficients is presented in Figure 12.  

Figure 12:  Moderated mediation using Hayes (2017) Process Model 7 

*Note: * p = < .05; *** p = < .001. 

 

The results consisted of the association between reward type and intrinsic motivation, 

intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection, the direct effect of reward type on self-brand 

connection, and the interaction effect of reward type and achievement goals on intrinsic 

motivation.  The results of the moderated mediation analysis presented in Table 13 show that 

reward type was a significant positive predictor of intrinsic motivation b = 0.26, t (533) = 2.51, 

p < .001, 95% CI [.0561, .4621] and intrinsic motivation was a significant positive predictor of 

self-brand connection b = 0.81, t (534) = 23.75, p < .001, 95% CI [.7427, .8766].  There was 

no direct effect of reward type on self-brand connection b = .07, SE = .06, p = .262, 95% CI [-
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.0485, .1777].  However, there was a significant interaction effect between reward type and 

achievement goal b = -.56, SE = .14, p = < .001, 95% CI [-.8402, -.2773]. 

The omnibus test of the conditional indirect effects reflected by the index of moderated 

mediation (Preacher et al., 2007) was significant b = -.45, SE = .11, 95% CI [-.6898, -.2314], 

suggesting that the indirect, and conditional-indirect effects of reward type and intrinsic 

motivation on self-brand connection were significantly different from each other due to 

achievement goals (mastery versus performance).  Therefore, hypothesis 3 was supported. 

Table 17: Moderated mediation results 

Effects β SE t p CI 

(lower) 

CI 

(upper) 

RewTyp → IM .26 .10 2.51 .0000*** .0561 .4621 

IM → SBC .81 .03 23.75 .0000*** .7427 .8766 

RewTyp → SBC .07 .06 1.12 .262 -.0485 .1777 

RewTyp * AG → IM -.56 .14 -3.90 .0001*** -.8402 -.2773 

Index of Moderated Mediation -.45 .11   -.6894 -.2314 

*Note:  RewTyp = Reward Type; IM = Intrinsic Motivation; SBC = Self-Brand Connection; AG = Achievement 

Goal; *** p<.001; *p<.05 

The coefficients of the conditional indirect effects of achievement goals in the mastery 

condition b = .21, SE = .07, 95% CI [.0759, .3544] versus performance condition b = -.24, SE 

= .09, 95% CI [-.4152, -.0812] were also significant.  Pairwise contrasts of the two estimates 

presented in Table 18 confirmed a significant difference in indirect effects between the two 

achievement goal conditions.  Overall, participants reported higher intrinsic motivation, 

leading to self-brand connection in the mastery versus performance goal condition. 

Table 18: Pairwise contrasts between conditional indirect effects of achievement goal (mastery versus 

performance) 

Achievement Goal Effect Pairwise Contrast Index 
CI 

(lower) 

CI 

(upper) 

Mastery .2098 -.4524 -.6821 -.2298 

Performance -.2426    
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The moderated mediation proposed and hypothesised in the model has also been 

supported, providing further insights into ‘how’ gamification works and ‘for whom’ it works.  

Results suggest that the influence of an isolated gameful affordance (reward type) on the 

psychological mediator (intrinsic motivation) is moderated by achievement goals and this 

interactive effect (reward type x achievement goals) significantly mediates the behavioural 

indicator (self-brand connection) of gamification.  This has both theoretical and practical 

implications that are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 8. 

6.3.5 Serial Mediation: Reward Type x Achievement Goal, Intrinsic 

Motivation, Self-Brand Connection and Downstream Consumer 

Behaviours 

To further the understanding of how gamification works, this research is now extended 

to examine the behavioural outcomes of gamification.  Attention is turned to the mediating 

effects of both the psychological determinant – intrinsic motivation and behavioural outcomes 

– self-brand connection leading to downstream consumer behaviours (please refer to Figure 5 

for the depiction of the research model).  This is an important next step in developing a deeper 

understanding of how gamification works. 

In order to do this, the serial mediation proposed in hypotheses 4a, 4b and 4c were 

tested.  Hayes (2012) explains serial mediation as “a causal chain linking the mediators, with a 

specified direction of causal flow” (p. 14).  Regression analysis using Hayes (2017) Process 

Model 6 with 95% bias corrected confidence interval (CI) based on 10,000 bootstrap samples 

was engaged to examine the interactive effect of reward type and achievement goal on 

downstream consumer behaviours – purchase intention, attitude towards the brand and positive 

word of mouth about the brand – as serially mediated first by intrinsic motivation and then by 

self-brand connection.  Effects are considered statistically significant if the Confidence Interval 

(CI) does not contain zero (Hayes, 2015).  The hypotheses are reproduced below: 

H4a: The joint influence of reward type and achievement goal on purchase intention will be 

serially mediated by intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection. 

H4b: The joint influence of reward type and achievement goal on word of mouth will be 

serially mediated by intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection. 

H4c: The joint influence of reward type and achievement goal on attitude towards the brand 

will be serially mediated by intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection. 
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The model was run three times with each of the three downstream variables as the 

dependent variable (Y).  Reward type x achievement goal was engaged as the independent 

variable (X) while intrinsic motivation (M1) and self-brand connection (M2) were the 

mediators.  The model was first run with purchase intention as the dependent variable (Y).  The 

model is shown in Fig 13. 

Figure 13:  Serial mediation results using Hayes (2017) process model 6 for  

RTyp * AG → IM → SBC → PI: 

Note:  * p = < .05; *** p = < .001; For the direct path from the experimental condition to purchase intention, 

the value below the arrow indicates total effect while the value above the arrow indicates direct effect. 

 

The results of the serial mediation showed that reward type x achievement goal 

predicted intrinsic motivation b = 0.11, t (535) = -3.28, p < .001 but not self-brand connection 

b = .03, t (534) = 1.18, p = .239.  Intrinsic motivation had a significant effect on self-brand 

connection b = 0.81, t (534) = 23.66, p < .001 as well as purchase intention b = 0.36, t (533) = 

9.20, p < .001.  Self-brand connection was a significant predictor of purchase intention b = 

0.44, t (533) = 12.82, p <.001.  The comparison of total, direct and indirect effects of the serial 

mediation is presented in Table 19. 
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Table 19: The comparison of total, direct and indirect effects of reward type (RTyp) x achievement 

goal (AG) on purchase intention (PI) through intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection 

 
Product of  

Coefficients 

Bootstrapping  

95% BCa Confidence Interval 

Effects Point 

Estimate 

SE Lower Upper 

Total Effect  -.10 .03 -.1663 -.0314 

Direct Effect -.03 .02 -.0759 .0087 

Total Indirect Effects -.07 .03 -.1239 -.0075 

RTyp * AG → IM → PI -.04 .02 -.0711 -.0127 

RTyp * AG → SBC→ PI  .01 .01 -.0086 .0363 

RTyp * AG → IM → SBC → PI -.04 .01 -.0700 -.0125 

*Note:  RTyp = Reward Type; AG = Achievement Goal; IM = Intrinsic Motivation; PI = Purchase Intention; 

SBC = Self-Brand Connection; *** p<.001; *p<.05 

 

There was no direct effect of reward type x achievement goal on purchase intention, b 

= -.03, SE = .02, p = .120, 95% CI [-.0759, .0087].  Intrinsic motivation mediated the interactive 

effect of reward type and achievement goal on purchase intention b = -.04, SE = -.20, 95% CI 

= [-.07, -.01], but self-brand connection did not, b = .01, SE = .01, 95% CI = [-.01, .03].  As 

hypothesised, reward type x achievement goal significantly influenced purchase intention 

serially through intrinsic motivation and then self-brand connection, b = -.04, SE = .01, 95% 

CI = [-.07, -.01].  Therefore, hypothesis 4a was supported. 

Next, the model was run with Word of Mouth as the dependent variable (Y).  The 

interactive influence of reward type and achievement goal was once again the independent 

variable (X) while intrinsic motivation (M1) and self-brand connection (M2) were the 

mediators.  The model is shown in Figure 14 below: 
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Figure 14:  Serial mediation results using Hayes (2017) process model 6 for 

 RTyp * AG → IM → SBC→WOM 

Note:  * p = < .05; *** p = < .001; For the direct path from reward type x achievement goal to word of mouth, 

the value below the arrow indicates total effect while the value above the arrow indicates direct effect.   

The results (please see Figure 14) were remarkably consistent with the previous 

regression.  Once again, the experimental condition predicted intrinsic motivation b = -0.11, t 

(535) = -3.28, p < .05 but did not predict self-brand connection b = .03, t (534) = 1.18, p = 

.239.  Consistent with the previous results, intrinsic motivation had a significant effect on self-

brand connection b = 0.81, t (534) = 23.66, p < .001 as well as word of mouth b = 0.34, t (533) 

= 9.26, p < .001.  Just as with purchase intention, self-brand connection was a significant 

predictor of word of mouth b = 0.57, t (533) = 17.66, p <.001.  Serial mediation analysis results 

are presented in Table 20. 

Table 20: The comparison of total, direct and indirect effects of reward type (RTyp) x achievement 

goal (AG) on word of mouth (WOM) through intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection 

 
Product of  

Coefficients 

Bootstrapping  

95% BCa Confidence Interval 

Effects Point 

Estimate 

SE Lower Upper 

Total Effect  -.09 .04 -.1588 -.0128 

Direct Effect -.02 .02 -.0548 .0131 

Total Indirect Effects -.07 .03 -.1363 -.0065 

RTyp * AG → IM → WOM -.04 .01 -.0650 -.0131 

RTyp * AG → SBC→ WOM  .02 .02 -.0114  .0465 

RTyp * AG → IM → SBC → WOM -.05 .01 -.0700 -.0125 
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*Note:  RTyp = Reward Type; AG = Achievement Goal; IM = Intrinsic Motivation; WOM = Word of Mouth; SBC 

= Self-Brand Connection; *** p<.001; *p<.05 

Consistent with the effect of the experimental condition on purchase intention, there 

was no direct effect of reward type x achievement goal on word of mouth, b = -.02, SE = .02, 

p = .465, 95% CI [-.0548, .0251].  Intrinsic motivation significantly mediated the influence of 

reward type x achievement goal on word of mouth, b = -.04, SE = -.01, 95% CI = [-.0650, -

.0131].  However, the effect of reward type x achievement goal on word of mouth was not 

mediated by self-brand connection, b = .02, SE = .02, 95% CI = [-.0114, .0465].  As with 

purchase intention, reward type x achievement goal significantly influenced word of mouth 

serially through intrinsic motivation and then self-brand connection, b = -.05, SE = .02, 95% 

CI = [-.0881, -.0177] providing support for hypothesis 4b. 

Finally, the model was run a third time with dependent variable (Y) being attitude 

towards the brand.  Reward type x achievement goal was the independent variable (X) while 

intrinsic motivation (M1) and self-brand connection (M2) were the mediators.  The model is 

shown in Figure 15. 

Figure 15:  Serial mediation results using Hayes (2017) process model 6 for  

RTyp * AG → IM → SBC→AB 

 

Note:  * p = < .05; *** p = < .001; For the direct path from reward type x achievement goal to purchase intention, 

the value below the arrow indicates total effect while the value above the arrow indicates direct effect. 

 

The results were consistent with the two previous regressions.  Reward type x 

achievement goal predicted intrinsic motivation b = -0.11, t (535) = -3.28, p < .05 but not self-
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brand connection b = .03, t (534) = 1.18, p = .616.  Intrinsic motivation was a significant 

predictor of self-brand connection b = 0.81, t (534) = 23.66, p < .001 as well as attitude towards 

the brand b = 0.38, t (533) = 12.73, p < .001.  Consistent with purchase intention and word of 

mouth, self-brand connection was also a significant predictor of attitude towards the brand b = 

0.35, t (533) = 13.42, p <.001. 

Table 21: The comparison of total, direct and indirect effects of reward type (RTyp) x achievement 

goal (AG) on attitude towards the brand (AB) through intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection 

 
Product of  

Coefficients 

Bootstrapping  

95% BCa Confidence Interval 

Effects Point 

Estimate 

SE Lower Upper 

Total Effect  -.07 .03 -.1272 -.0130 

Direct Effect -.01 .02 -.0403  .0239 

Total Indirect Effects -.06 .03 -.1126 -.0098 

RTyp * AG → IM → AB -.04 .01 -.0703 -.0140 

RTyp * AG → SBC→ AB  .01 .01 -.0065  .0291 

RTyp * AG → IM → SBC → AB -.03 .01 -.0544 -.0101 

*Note:  RTyp = Reward Type; AG = Achievement Goal; IM = Intrinsic Motivation; AB = Attitude Toward the 

Brand; SBC = Self-Brand Connection; *** p<.001; *p<.05 

 

Once again, there was no significant direct effect of reward type x achievement goal on 

attitude towards the brand, b = -.01, SE = .02, p = .616, 95% CI [-.0403, .0239].  Intrinsic 

motivation again mediated the influence of reward type x achievement goal on word of mouth 

b = -.04, SE = -.01, 95% CI = [-.0703, -.0140].  The effect of reward type x achievement goal 

on word of mouth was again not mediated by self-brand connection, b = .01, SE = .01, 95% CI 

= [-.0065, .0291].  As shown in Table 21, as with purchase intention and word of mouth, the 

interactive effect of reward type and achievement goal influenced attitude towards the brand 

serially through intrinsic motivation and then self-brand connection, b = -.03, SE = .01, 95% 

CI = [-.0554, -.0101].  Therefore, hypothesis 4c was also supported. 

In summary, the serial mediation proposed and hypothesised in the research model has 

been supported.  In a gamified marketing implementation, the joint influence of reward type 

and achievement goal of users significantly influences downstream marketing behaviours, but 

this effect is mediated first by the psychological mediator and then by the behavioural mediator.  
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Intrinsic motivation has a significant positive effect on self-brand connection.  In turn, self-

brand connection has a significant positive effect on purchase intention, word of mouth and 

attitude towards the brand.  At least one experimental condition has a significant diminishing 

influence on intrinsic motivation and ultimately on the downstream marketing behaviour.  This 

is a very valuable insight and is discussed further in Chapter 8. 

6.4  Summary 

Study 2 was a 3 x 2 between-subjects experimental design aimed at testing hypotheses 

1 through 4.  Using a hypothetical brand of pizza, the study engaged 547 participants.  The 

manipulations were tested and found that the key manipulations for achievement goals 

(mastery versus symbolic) and reward types (tangible, verbal and symbolic) had been correctly 

perceived by respondents.  Results indicated that both manipulations for achievement goal and 

reward type had worked in the study. 

Following confirmation of successful manipulations, a two-way between-subjects 

ANOVA was conducted to test the effect of rewards and achievement goals on intrinsic 

motivation.  Hypothesis 1 was supported.  A significant two-way interaction effect was found, 

suggesting that the effect of rewards on intrinsic motivation was moderated by the achievement 

goal of participants.  Following a successful two-way interaction effect, post-hoc planned 

comparisons were conducted to isolate the interactions and test the hypotheses.  Hypotheses 2b 

and 2c were supported.  Participants with a mastery achievement goal reported significantly 

higher intrinsic motivation when they received verbal and symbolic versus participants with a 

performance achievement goal.  Hypothesis 2a was not supported.  There was no significant 

effect of the achievement goal of participants on their intrinsic motivation when they received 

tangible rewards. 

To test the moderated mediation proposed in the model, Hayes (2017) Process Model 

7 was engaged.  Results confirmed moderated mediation.  The interactive influence of reward 

type and achievement goal significantly influenced self-brand connection but through intrinsic 

motivation.  Therefore hypothesis 3 was supported. 

Finally, to test the serial mediation hypothesised in the model, regression analysis using 

Hayes (2017) Process Model 6 was conducted to check if the effect of reward type on positive 

downstream marketing behaviours (purchase intention, word of mouth and attitude towards the 

brand) was serially mediated through intrinsic motivation and then self-brand connection.  
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Results supported the hypothesised serial mediation, consequently the null hypotheses for 4a, 

4b and 4c were rejected. 

For further discussion on implications of the tests of hypotheses please refer to Chapter 

8 – Discussion. 
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Chapter 7 Study 3 

7.1  Introduction & research aim  

Study 3 builds on the work done in Study 2 and empirically tests the complete proposed 

research model through a 3 (reward type:  tangible versus verbal versus symbolic) x 2 

(achievement goal:  mastery versus performance) x 2 (achievement orientation:  low versus 

high) between-subjects experimental design.  To improve the understanding of how 

gamification works, it examines the relationship between an isolated gameful affordance 

(rewards classified into tangible, verbal and symbolic), the moderating role of achievement 

goals (mastery versus performance) on their psychological mediator (intrinsic motivation) as 

well as how these affect the behavioural outcomes (self-brand connection along with 

downstream marketing actions: purchase intention, positive word of mouth and attitude 

towards the brand).  This study also tests hypothesis 5, the novel boundary condition introduced 

in the proposed research model – achievement orientation (high versus low).  Of key 

importance in this study is a comparison with and, where appropriate, replication of the results 

of Study 2, then extending the study to test the three-way interaction proposed in the research 

model.  The complete research model is shown in Figure 22. 

7.2  Methodology  

A 3 x 2 x 2 between-subjects experiment was conducted using a similar experimental 

vignette methodology used in the previous study but implementing some improvements 

derived from best practice recommendations (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014).  These scenario-based 

survey techniques have been shown to be particularly effective in experimental marketing 

research (Wason, Polonsky, & Hyman, 2002).  Some improvements in the vignette 

methodology were also drawn from the experience of Study 2.  Following are details of the 

sample, experimental design, stimulus, manipulation and confound checks, experimental 
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procedure, measures, and data analysis methods.  Modification and improvements from Study 

2 are also identified. 

7.2.1 Sample & experimental design 

Participants were once again engaged for this study via Amazon’s MTurk.  To 

maximize data quality, participation in Study 3 was limited only to high-reputation participants 

(Peer, Vosgerau, & Acquisti, 2014).  One of the ways this reputation is gained on Mturk is by 

the approval rating.  Criteria for participation was restricted to respondents who previously had 

a minimum of 95% successful acceptance of their human intelligence tasks (HITs) as well as 

successful completion of at least 200 previous HITs.  In line with recent best practice guidelines 

(Aguinis, Villamor, & Ramani, 2020), after accounting for incomplete entries and Mturk’s self-

reports of response effort, a total of (N = 933) responses were received.  The average age of 

participants was 42.84 years (Min = 21; Max = 78; SD = 12.53).  52.9% (n = 493) of participants 

were female, 46.1% (n = 430) were male, 0.2% (n = 2) identified as non-binary, and 0.8% (n 

= 7) preferred not to disclose gender. 

A 3 x 2 x 2 between-subjects experiment was conducted.  Participants were randomly 

divided into 12 cells based on their achievement orientation measure as well as the achievement 

goal and reward type manipulation they received.  The experimental design for Study 3 is 

presented in Table 22. 

Table 22: Study 3 experimental design 

High Achievement Orientation** 

 Reward Type* 

Achievement Goals* Tangible Reward 

(Rt) 

Verbal Reward  

(Rv) 

Symbolic Reward 

(Rs) 

Mastery Achievement Goal x x x 

Performance Achievement Goal x x x 

Low Achievement Orientation** 

 Reward Type* 

Achievement Goals* Tangible Reward 

(Rt) 

Verbal Reward  

(Rv) 

Symbolic Reward 

(Rs) 

Mastery Achievement Goal x x x 

Performance Achievement Goal x x x 

*Reward Type / Achievement Goals are the independent/manipulated variables. 
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**Achievement orientation is the third independent variable, but it is measured rather than manipulated as it is 

a trait variable. 

 

First, the achievement orientation of participants was measured.  Participants then 

received the achievement goal and reward manipulations.  This was followed by measurement 

of key dependent variables and finally some demographic questions.  Participants were 

provided with a monetary incentive to complete the survey. 

7.2.2 Stimulus 

The first independent variable for this study was Achievement Orientation, which is a 

trait variable.  Following the literature (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1994), this variable was 

measured and not manipulated. 

The next independent variable was achievement goal (mastery versus performance).  

As with Study 2, this was manipulated using an adaptation of Elliot & Harackiewicz’s (1996) 

performance versus mastery goal manipulation.  Learning from feedback received during the 

user testing phase of Study 2, minor modifications were made to the manipulations to ensure 

they were better and more accurately perceived by respondents.  The total length of the 

manipulation was reduced to allow the key salience of the manipulation to be better 

highlighted.  Both manipulations ended with a simple objective summarising the manipulation.  

The manipulations used in Study 3 are presented below: 

Mastery Achievement Goal (AGm) Manipulation: 

“This study is about a hypothetical gamified application.  We are interested in how you 

learn and develop your skills at a game by playing and mastering it.  You will be presented 

with an illustration of a game being played.  Imagine that you are in that situation playing the 

game.  Your sole object is to learn the game and master it as well as you can.” 

Performance Achievement Goal (AGp) Manipulation: 

“This study is about a hypothetical gamified application.  We are interested in how 

good you are at playing this game compared to others.  You will be presented with an 

illustration of a game being played.  Imagine that you are in that situation playing the game.  

Your sole object is to beat your opponents by scoring more points than other players.” 

The third independent variable was reward type.  As with Study 2, three versions of the 

experimental stimuli were created each with a different reward type.  To increase the external 
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validity of the research, a real-world brand was engaged in place of a hypothetical brand.  

Further, instead of food (pizza in Study 2), Study 3 used an equally popular shopping product 

– footwear (casual shoes).  In all three versions of the experimental stimuli, the focal brand was 

popular casual footwear and apparel brand ‘Vans’.  In line with procedure utilised for 

“Starbucks” from extant research by Kim and Ahn (2017), a publicly available web-based 

gamified application from ‘Vans’ was used as the stimulus. 

Permission to use the ‘Vans’ customisation feature and screenshots used in the stimulus 

was obtained from VF Corporation, USA, the global copyright owners of the ‘Vans’ brand. 

Participants were presented with five screenshots for the gamified ‘Vans’ application.  

The manipulation based on screenshots was adopted from Kim and Ahn (2017).  First, 

participants were shown an opening screen inviting them to play the AI-powered customised 

shoe ordering game.  The opening screenshot is presented in Figure 16. 

Figure 16:  Study 3 Common opening screenshot for all gamified experimental vignette 

implementations 

 

The four subsequent screenshots demonstrated the shoe ordering process in progress 

incorporating a particular reward manipulation.  The reward manipulations were kept 

consistent with Study 2.  Tangible Reward (Rt) was manipulated by presenting a monetary 

reward of $20.  Participants were shown the screenshots presented in Figure 17.  Verbal Reward 

(Rv) was manipulated by presenting written positive feedback and praise.  Participants were 

shown the screenshots presented in Figure 18.  Symbolic reward (Rs) was manipulated by 

presenting digital badges.  Participants were shown the screenshots presented in Figure 19.  



 

 

 

108 

 

Internal use only 

Figure 17:  Study 3 tangible reward experimental vignette screenshots 
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Figure 18:  Study 3 verbal reward experimental vignette screenshots 
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Figure 19:  Study 3 symbolic reward experimental vignette screenshots 
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7.2.3 Manipulation check 

To test the achievement goal manipulations the same 4-item scale adapted from Button 

et al. (1996) was used as in Study 2.  Figure 20 presents the manipulation check question. 

Figure 20:  Study 3 achievement goal manipulation check items 

 

As with Study 2, in order to check if the rewards were being correctly perceived, 

participants were asked to identify which type of reward they received in the study.  They were 

also asked to identify the salience (controlling versus information) by responding to the 

statements listed in Figure 21. 

Figure 21:  Study 3 reward type manipulation check items 
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7.2.4 Confound checks & controls 

Study 3 used the same confound checks and controls as in Study 2 but adapted to the 

context of the study.  Confounding variable(s) may obscure the effects of another variable 

(Vogt & Johnson, 2011).  Their presence makes it difficult to ascertain whether the outcome in 

an experiment has been influenced by the treatment or by their presence.  As with Study 2, 

participants’ attitude towards the gamified application and involvement, or lack thereof, with 

the product category (casual shoes) were tested for potential confounds. 

Consistent with Study 2, gender, age, and reward salience (controlling versus 

information) were also controlled for in Study 3. 

7.2.5 Procedure 

Consistent with Study 2, the survey was designed in Qualtrics and uploaded to MTurk.  

Participants were presented with a consent letter listing the approved ethics application number, 

background of the research and contact details of the Bond University Human Research Ethics 

Committee (BUHREC) for any issues or concerns.  Explicit consent of participants was sought 

via an “Agree” or “Disagree” button to provide informed consent to proceed with the survey.  

Only participants who awarded their explicit consent continued onto the experimental stimulus. 

Consenting participants were first asked to respond to items measuring their 

Achievement Orientation (high versus low).  Thereafter, they were randomly assigned to the 

two achievement goal groups (mastery achievement goal versus performance achievement 

goal).  They were first asked to read the Achievement Goal manipulation, then answer the 

manipulation check questions.  Following this, they were randomly assigned to three groups 

with each group representing one reward type (tangible, verbal or symbolic).  Participants were 

asked to view the experimental vignette associated with their allocated reward type and then 

respond to the reward type (manipulation check) and reward salience (control) questions.  They 

were then asked to respond to items that measured the dependent variables – intrinsic 

motivation, self-brand connection, attitude towards the brand, purchase intention and word of 

mouth.  Participants were then asked to respond to the specific confound items – attitude 

towards the game and product category involvement.  Finally, they were asked some 

demographic background questions – gender, nationality, education, income, and age – for 

classification and control purposes. 
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7.2.6 Measures 

All measures were consistent with Study 2 but adapted to the context of Study 3.  The 

product involvement scale was strengthened with the inclusion of three additional items from 

Zaichkowsky (1994).  In Study 2, product involvement was measured using a two-item scale.  

This produced a low Cronbach’s alpha of .549.  With the increased items, the five-item scale 

showed strong reliability with a Cronbach’s alpha of .907.  One new measure was added for 

the third independent variable, Achievement Orientation.  This was measured using a 9-item 

scale adapted from (Kozlowski & Bell, 2006). 

The measurement items used in this study are specified in Table 23 as well as their 

associated internal-consistency reliabilities as represented by their Cronbach’s alpha (α).  Scale 

reliability was once again calculated using SPSS. 

Table 23: Study 3 measurement items and scale reliabilities 

Variables/Items Cronbach’s  

Alpha (α) 

Source (adapted 

from) 

Achievement Orientation 

I am motivated by and like to take on difficult tasks 

I maintain high standards in everything I do 

I am willing to strive and work towards long term goals 

I respond positively to competitive pressure 

I am willing to put effort to attain excellence 

I take the initiative and show resourcefulness in everything I do 

I have a strong desire and determination to succeed 

I have the ability to find quick and clever ways to overcome 

difficulties 

I am highly competitive 

0.935 Adapted from 

(Kozlowski & Bell, 

2006) 

Intrinsic Motivation: 

It was interesting to engage in this gamified app 

It was enjoyable to engage in this gamified app 

It was fun to engage in this gamified app 

0.952 Elliot & Church 

(1997) 

Self-brand Connection 

‘Vans’ seems like a brand that could reflect who I am 

I could identify with ‘Vans’ 

I could feel a personal connection to ‘Vans’ 

I could use ‘Vans’ to communicate who I am to other people 

I think ‘Vans’ could help me become the type of person I want to be 

0.963 Escalas & Bettman 

(2003) 
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I could consider ‘Vans’ to be me 

(it reflects who I consider myself to be or the way that I want to 

present myself to others). 

‘Vans’ suits me well. 

Attitude towards the brand 

I think ‘Vans’ is an attractive brand. 

I think ‘Vans’ is a desirable brand. 

I think ‘Vans’ is a quality brand. 

0.910 Dodds et al. (1991)  

Purchase Intention 

If I were shopping for casual shoes, I would probably buy this brand 

If I were shopping for casual shoes, the likelihood that I would buy 

this brand is high 

0.952 Dodds et al.  

(1991) 

Word of Mouth 

I would recommend this brand to lots of people 

I would try to spread the good word about this brand 

0.925 Carroll & Ahuvia 

(2006) 

Attitude towards the game 

I think this game was interesting 

I enjoyed this game very much 

I think this game was a waste of my time 

0.718 MacKenzie and 

Lutz (1989) 

Product Involvement 

I am interested in casual shoes 

Casual shoes are relevant to my lifestyle 

Casual shoes are important to my lifestyle 

I am very familiar with casual shoes 

I am very knowledgeable about casual shoes 

0.907 Zaichkowsky 

(1994) 

 

All the scales used showed excellent internal consistency with Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient reported above 0.90 for all scales.   

7.2.7 Data analysis  

Survey responses were first imported into Microsoft Excel for coding.  Data were coded 

exactly as in Study 2 but incorporating the additional independent variable, achievement 

orientation. 

Achievement Goal: 

Mastery Achievement Goal (AGm) = 0; Performance Achievement Goal (AGp) = 1 

Reward Type: 
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Tangible (Rt) = 0; Verbal (Rv) = 1; Symbolic (Rs) = 2 

Achievement Orientation: 

Low (AOl) = 0; High (AOh) = 1 

The coded treatment cells along with experimental design is shown in Table 24. 

Table 24: Study 3 design with coding and participant allocation 

Low Achievement Orientation** (AOl=0) 

 Reward Type* 

Achievement Goals* Tangible Reward 

(Rt = 0) 

Verbal Reward  

(Rv = 1) 

Symbolic Reward 

(Rs = 2) 

Mastery  

Achievement Goal (AGm = 0) 

Treatment 1 

n = 64 

Treatment 2 

n = 61 

Treatment 3 

n = 54 

Performance  

Achievement Goal (AGp = 1) 

Treatment 4 

n = 50 

Treatment 5 

n = 75 

Treatment 6 

n = 64 

High Achievement Orientation** (AOh = 1) 

 Reward Type* 

Achievement Goals* Tangible Reward 

(Rt = 0) 

Verbal Reward  

(Rv = 1) 

Symbolic Reward 

(Rs = 2) 

Mastery  

Achievement Goal (AGm = 0) 

Treatment 7 

n = 90 

Treatment 8 

n = 100 

Treatment 9 

n = 97 

Performance  

Achievement Goal (AGp = 1) 

Treatment 10 

n = 102 

Treatment 11 

n = 82 

Treatment 12 

n = 94 

*Reward Type / Achievement Goals are the independent/manipulated variables. 

**Achievement orientation is the third independent variable, but it is measured rather than manipulated as it is 

a trait variable. 

 

Entries were then imported into SPSS for analysis. 

First, manipulation checks were carried out.  To check whether Achievement Goal and 

Reward Type were being correctly perceived by respondents and only varied by the 

independent variables, a one-way ANOVA was conducted using the study sample (N = 933). 

Thereafter a between-subjects two-way ANOVA was conducted to examine the joint 

influence of reward type and achievement goal on intrinsic motivation and test hypothesis 1.  
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Following a significant two-way interaction, planned contrast analyses were conducted to test 

hypotheses 2a, 2b and 2c. 

Next, as with Study 2, to examine hypothesis 3 – the interactive effect of reward type, 

achievement goal and intrinsic motivation on self-brand connection – the moderated mediation 

proposed in the model was tested using Hayes (2017) Process Model 7.  The independent 

variable (X) was reward type; the moderator (W) was achievement goal; mediator (M) was 

intrinsic motivation and dependent variable (Y) was self-brand connection. 

Thereafter, the proposed serial-mediation was tested using, Hayes (2017) Process 

Model 6.  The experimental condition (tangible versus verbal versus symbolic rewards crossed 

with mastery versus performance achievement goals) was the independent variable (X).  The 

moderators were intrinsic motivation (M1) and self-brand connection (M2) in that order.  To 

test hypotheses 4a, 4b and 4c, the model was run thrice with the dependent variable (Y) being 

purchase intention, followed by word of mouth then attitude towards the brand. 

Finally, to test the three-way interaction proposed by the model, and examine 

hypotheses 5a, 5b and 5c, a 3 x 2 x 2 three-way analysis of variance was conducted.  In the 

analysis, the independent variables were reward type (tangible versus verbal versus symbolic), 

achievement goal (mastery versus performance) and achievement orientation – a trait variable 

– (low versus high).  The dependent variable was intrinsic motivation. 

7.3  Results & discussion  

7.3.1 Manipulation checks 

Based on the achievement goal manipulation they received, respondents were allocated 

to two groups (Group 0:  Mastery Goal; Group 1:  Performance Goal) and their responses to 

the four manipulation check questions (“I want to improve and develop my skills”; “My goal 

is to learn this game as well as I can”; “My goal is to score more points than other players”; “I 

want to demonstrate that I can play better than others”) were measured.  Since there were only 

two independent groups, an independent samples t test was conducted to compare the mean 

scores.  The means and standard deviations are presented in Table 25. 

The t test confirmed that there was a significant difference in means scores for mastery 

versus performance goal manipulation check questions.  Participants in the mastery group 

reported significantly higher means in response to the mastery goal manipulation check 
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question ‘Improve’ compared to participants in the performance group (MImproveMastery = 6.03, 

SD = 1.13 versus MImprovePerformance = 5.67, SD = 1.43; t(932) = 4.28, p < .001, two-tailed).  

Levene’s test for equality of variances was violated, F(1, 933) = 35.70, p < .001, for this 

analysis.  Consequently, the t statistic not assuming homogeneity of variance was consulted.  

The alternate t value showed the difference to still be highly significant p < .001.  Participants 

also reported significantly higher means in response to the mastery goal manipulation check 

question ‘Learn’ compared to participants in the performance group (MLearnMastery = 6.28, SD 

=.95 versus MLearnPerformance = 5.78, SD = 1.43; t(932) = 6.26, p < .001, two-tailed).  Since 

Levene’s test for equality of variances was violated for this analysis, F(1, 933) = 48.39, p <.001, 

the alternate t value was consulted which showed the difference to still be significant p < .001. 

Table 25: Independent samples t-test comparing manipulation check responses across mastery and 

performance groups 

  Mastery Performance t(932) p 

Variable 
 

M SD  M SD 
  

Improve  6.03 1.12  5.67 1.42 4.28 <.001 

Learn  6.28 .95  5.78 1.43 6.26 <.001 

Score more  5.23 1.72  6.21 1.36 -9.70 <.001 

Play better than  5.33 1.71  5.85 1.40 -5.03 <.001 

 

On the other hand, participants in the performance group reported significantly higher 

means in response to the performance goal manipulation check question ‘Score More’ 

compared to participants in the mastery group (MScoreMorePerformance = 6.21, SD = 1.36 versus 

MScoreMoreMastery = 5.23, SD = 1.72; t(932) = -9.70, p < .001, two-tailed).  Levene’s test for 

equality of variances was again violated, F(1, 933) = 32.34, p < .001, for this analysis.  

However, the alternate t value showed the difference to still be significant p < .001.  Participants 

also reported significantly higher means in response to the performance goal manipulation 

check question ‘Play better than’ compared to participants in the mastery group 

(MPlayBetterThanPerformance = 5.85, SD = 1.40 versus MPlayBetterThanMastery =  5.33, SD = 1.71; t(932) 

= -5.03, p < .001, two-tailed).  Levene’s test for equality of variances was once again violated 

for this analysis, F(1, 933) = 48.39, p <.001.  Once again, the alternate t value with equal 

variances not assumed still showed a significant difference p < .001.  This suggests that the 

achievement goal manipulation was successful. 
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Next, reward manipulation was verified.  A one way between groups analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) was conducted to confirm whether participants in each reward condition 

were able to significantly differentiate the reward type (tangible versus verbal versus symbolic) 

based on their selection of the manipulation check question.  Since there were more than two 

independent groups (three groups for rewards), an ANOVA was used in place of an 

independent samples t test.  Consistent with Study 2, participants were allocated to three groups 

according to the type of reward manipulation they received (Group 0 = Tangible Reward;  

Group 1 = Verbal Reward;  Group 2 = Symbolic Reward).  The means and standard deviations 

together with results of the ANOVA are presented in Table 20. 

Table 26: One-way analysis of variance comparing manipulation check responses across tangible, 

verbal and symbolic reward groups 

  Tangible Verbal Symbolic df Welch’s F p 

Variable n M SD n M SD n M SD 
   

                          

Tangible M/C 306 5.99 1.11 318 3.12 2.13 310 3.46 2.07 2, 566.53 320.06 <.001 

Verbal M/C 306 5.06 1.52 318 6.12 1.26 310 5.30 1.53 2, 612.38 612.38 <.001 

Symbolic M/C 306 4.69 1.60 318 4.80 1.78 310 6.01 1.09 2, 592.41 592.41 <.001 

 

In each reward group, participants were asked to identify which reward (tangible versus 

verbal versus symbolic) they had received in the experimental vignette.  The results of the test 

reveal that there was a significant main effect at the p < .001 level for each of the three reward 

types indicating that participants indeed reported significant differences in their perception of 

the reward they received. 

Participants in the tangible reward group reported a statistically significant main effect, 

F(2, 931) = 217.56, p = <.001.  In interpreting the results of the ANOVA, the assumption of 

homogeneity of variances using Levene’s F test was not met for this analysis, F(2, 931) = 

158.23, p = <.001.  Consequently, the Robust Tests of Equality of Means was consulted.  Both 

the Welch test and Brown-Forsythe tests confirmed that there was a statistically significant 

difference at the p < .001 level for the three groups.  The Welch test was used in line with the 

recommendation by Glantz et al. (2001) who point out that the Welch test in most situations 

has both more power and maintains alpha at its desired level.  There was a statistically 

significant main effect, Welch’s F(2, 566.53) = 320.06, p = <.001, indicating that all three 
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reward types did not have the same average score on the measure of the tangible reward 

manipulation check question.  In fact, participants who received the tangible reward in the 

experimental vignette reported higher means in response to the tangible reward manipulation 

check question “The reward I received in this game was tangible” (MTangible = 5.82, SD = 1.35, 

p = <.001) compared to participants in the verbal reward group (MVerbal = 4.22, SD = 2.10, p = 

<.001) and the symbolic reward group (MSymbolic = 4.39, SD = 2.06, p = <.001). 

Participants in the verbal reward group also reported a statistically significant main 

effect F(2, 931) = 217.56, p = <.001.  However, the assumption of homogeneity of variance 

using Levene’s test was not met for this analysis F(2, 931) = 149.99, p = <.05.  The robust tests 

of equality of means using Welch’s F test confirmed a statistically significant main effect, 

Welch’s F(2, 612.38) = 52.56, p = <.001, indicating that all three reward types did not have the 

same average score on the measure of the verbal reward manipulation check question as well.  

Participants in the verbal reward group reported higher means in response to the verbal reward 

manipulation check question “The reward I received in this game was verbal” (MVerbal = 6.12, 

SD = 1.26, p = <.001) when compared to the tangible reward group (MTangible = 5.06, SD = 1.52, 

p = <.001) and the symbolic reward group (MSymbolic = 5.30, SD = 1.53, p = <.001).   

Finally, participants in the symbolic reward group also reported a statistically 

significant main effect F(2, 931) = 167.83, p = <.001.  Due to Levene’s test of homogeneity of 

variance not being met for this analysis either F(2, 931) = 34.46, p = <.001, the robust tests of 

equality of means was used.  Welch’s F test confirmed a statistically significant main effect for 

symbolic rewards, Welch’s F(2, 592.41) = 97.24, p = <.001, indicating that participants in the 

three reward type treatments did not have the same average score on the measure of the 

symbolic reward manipulation check question.  Participants in the symbolic reward group 

reported higher means in response to the symbolic reward manipulation check question “The 

reward I received in this game was symbolic” (MSymbolic = 6.01, SD = 1.09, p = <.001) when 

compared to the tangible reward group (MTangible = 4.69, SD = 1.60, p = <.001) and the verbal 

reward group (MVerbal = 4.80, SD = 1.78, p = <.001). 

Since the omnibus test was significant for all three reward manipulations, post-hoc 

planned comparisons were conducted to confirm which pairs of reward type means differed 

significantly, which in turn would confirm which rewards were being correctly perceived 

against other reward types.  Since Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance was significant for 

this analysis, the assumption of homogeneity of variance was not satisfied.  Hence, the “does 
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not assume equal variances” row was interpreted for the contrast tests.  Planned comparisons 

revealed that participants who received the tangible rewards manipulation reported higher 

means for tangible versus verbal (MRt = 5.99 vs. MRv = 3.21, t(481.74) = 20.60, p < .001) and 

tangible versus symbolic (MRt = 5.99 vs. MRs = 3.46, t(474.88) = 18.95, p < .001) rewards.   

Participants who received the verbal rewards manipulation reported higher means for verbal 

versus tangible (MRv = 6.12 vs. MRt = 5.06, t(593.12) = -9.49, p < .001) and verbal versus 

symbolic (MRv = 6.12 vs. MRs = 5.30, t(598.69) = 7.37, p < .001).  Finally, participants who 

received the symbolic rewards manipulation reported higher means for symbolic versus 

tangible (MRs = 6.01 vs. MRt = 4.69, t(537.71) = -12.01, p < .001) and symbolic versus verbal 

(MRs = 6.01 vs. MRv = 4.80, t(528.22) = -10.34, p < .001).  This indicates that the reward 

manipulations were correctly perceived by participants. 

7.3.2 Confound checks 

As with Study 2, a one way between groups ANOVA was conducted to check if there 

was a statistically significant difference in the attitude towards the gamified brand caused by 

the design and features used to present the three reward stimuli (tangible versus verbal versus 

symbolic).  Results of the ANOVA summarised in Table 21 indicated no statistically 

significant difference in the three stimuli, F(2, 931) = 1.03, p = .356. 

A one-way ANOVA was also engaged to check if participant involvement with the 

product was altered by the reward stimuli (tangible versus verbal versus symbolic).  The main 

ANOVA model confirmed that there was no significant difference between participants’ 

product involvement based on the three reward stimuli, F(2, 931) = .99, p = .305, ruling out 

any confounding effect of the reward treatments (please see Table 27). 

Table 27: One-way analysis of variance comparing confound check responses (attitude towards the 

gamified brand and product involvement across tangible, verbal and symbolic reward treatments) 

  Tangible Verbal Symbolic df F p 

Variable n M SD n M SD n M SD 
   

                          

Attitude to the  

gamified brand 

306 5.52 1.18 318 5.38 1.30 310 5.48 1.15 2, 931 1.03 .356 

Product  

involvement 

306 5.80 1.03 318 5.66 1.20 310 5.70 1.12 2, 931 1.19 .305 
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7.3.3 Dependent Variable: Intrinsic Motivation 

In order to test hypotheses 1, 2a, 2b and 2c, a two factor (2 x 3) between-groups analysis 

of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to examine the interactive influence of achievement goal 

and reward type on intrinsic motivation.  As a reminder, the hypotheses are reproduced below: 

H1: The influence of rewards on intrinsic motivation is moderated by the achievement goals 

of users. 

H2a: The effect of tangible rewards on intrinsic motivation is diminished under mastery goals 

versus performance goals. 

H2b: The effect of verbal rewards on intrinsic motivation is enhanced under mastery goals 

versus performance goals. 

H2c: The effect of symbolic rewards on intrinsic motivation is enhanced under mastery goals 

versus performance goals. 

Participants were allocated to two groups according to the achievement goal 

manipulation they received (Group 0 = Mastery; Group 1 = Performance) and then assigned to 

three groups based on the type of reward manipulation they received (Group 0: Tangible 

Reward;  Group 1: Verbal Reward;  Group 2: Symbolic Reward).  The results of the two-way 

ANOVA are presented in Table 28 below.  The means and standard deviations are presented 

in Table 29. 

In interpreting the results of the two-way ANOVA, the assumption of homogeneity of 

variances using Levene’s F test was not satisfied for the dependent variable ‘Intrinsic 

Motivation’ F(5, 531) = 7.922, p = <.001.  Consequently, as advocated by Pallant (2020), a 

more stringent alpha of 0.01 was used for evaluating significance in the model. 

Table 28: Two-way analysis of variance comparing intrinsic motivation across achievement goal and 

reward type groups 

Predictor Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F p 

Achievement Goal 12.71 1 12.71 7.25 < .05 

Reward Type 32.33 2 16.17 9.23 < .001 

Achievement Goal * 

Reward Type 

91.24 2 45.62 26.04 < .001 
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Table 29: Means and standard deviations for two-way analysis of variance comparing intrinsic 

motivation across achievement goal and reward type groups 

  Tangible Verbal Symbolic 

Variable n M SD n M SD n M SD 

                    

Mastery Goal 154 5.15 1.39 161 5.53 1.04 152 5.39 1.18 

Performance Goal 152 5.81 .82 157 4.90 1.59 158 4.66 1.70 

 

The results indicated that the main effect for achievement goal, F(1, 928) = 7.25, p = < 

.05 was significant at the p = .05 level but not significant at the more stringent p < .01 level of 

significance.  However, the main effect for reward type, F(2, 928) = 9.23, p = < .001, was 

statistically significant at the p < .01 level of significance. 

Consistent with Study 2, there was a significant interaction effect of achievement goal 

and reward type on the intrinsic motivation of respondents, F(2, 928) = 26.04, p = <.001 

confirming that the differences in intrinsic motivation were dependent upon the reward type 

and any differences in tangible, verbal and symbolic rewards were dependent upon the 

achievement goals of users.  Figure 22 presents a graphical depiction of the interaction effect.  

Consequently, hypothesis 1 was once again supported, albeit with a different product category. 
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Figure 22:  Interaction effect of reward type and achievement goal on intrinsic motivation 

*Note:  Graph showing a statistically significant interaction effect between reward type and achievement goal on 

intrinsic motivation. 

 

To confirm whether the interaction effect of reward type and achievement goal on 

intrinsic motivation continues to be significant with the inclusion of the control variables, a 

two-way analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted.  In line with previous studies, 

reward salience (Deci & Ryan, 1980), age (Koivisto & Hamari, 2014) and gender (Richard, 

Chebat, Yang, & Putrevu, 2010) were engaged as covariates as they could be influencing the 

dependent variable, intrinsic motivation.  

 

The results are presented in Table 30. 

Table 30: ANCOVA results comparing intrinsic motivation across achievement goal and reward type 

groups while controlling for reward salience, gender, and age 

Predictor Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F p 

Controlling Salience 11.520 1 11.520 10.623 .001 

Information Salience 323.084 1 323.084 297.927 <.001 

Gender 5.464 1 5.464 5.039 .025 

Age 1.756 1 1.756 1.619 .204 

Reward Type 3.193 1 3.193 2.945 .087 



 

 

 

124 

 

Internal use only 

Achievement Goal 7.114 2 3.557 3.280 .038 

Reward Type * 

Achievement Goal 

34.633 2 17.317 15.968 <.001 

 

The interaction effect of achievement goals and reward type on intrinsic motivation 

continued to be significant, F(1, 923) = 15.97, p = <.001, even with the inclusion of the control 

variables. 

Since the omnibus test revealed a significant interaction, the two main effects were 

ignored, and the interaction effect was explored further with planned comparisons.  First, a 

one-way between groups ANOVA was conducted.  The interactive effect of achievement goal 

and reward type was the independent variable.  Participants were divided into six groups 

according to the experimental manipulation they received (Group 1 = Mastery Goal x Tangible 

Reward;  Group 2 = Mastery Goal x Verbal Reward;  Group 3 = Mastery Goal x Symbolic 

Reward;  Group 4 = Performance Goal x Tangible Reward;  Group 5 = Performance Goal x 

Verbal Reward;  Group 6 = Performance Goal x Symbolic Reward).  Intrinsic motivation was 

the dependent variable.  The means and standard deviations are presented in Table 31. 

Table 31: One-way analysis of variance comparing intrinsic motivation of participants based on the 

experimental condition (mastery versus performance achievement goals and tangible, verbal, and 

symbolic reward types) 

  Intrinsic Motivation 

Variable n M SD 

        

1 (Mastery x Tangible) 154 5.15 1.39 

2 (Mastery x Verbal) 161 5.53 1.04 

3 (Mastery x Symbolic) 152 5.39 1.18 

4 (Performance x Tangible) 152 5.81 .82 

5 (Performance x Verbal) 157 4.90 1.59 

6 (Performance x Symbolic) 158 4.66 1.70 

 

In the Mastery Achievement Goal condition, participants in Group 1 reported mean 

(MMasteryTangible = 5.15, SD = 1.39), Group 2 reported mean (MMasteryVerbal = 5.53, SD = 1.04) 

while participants in Group 3 reported mean (MMasterySymbolic = 5.39, SD = 1.18).  In the 

Performance Achievement Goal condition, participants in Group 4 reported mean 



 

 

 

125 

 

Internal use only 

(MPerformanceTangible = 5.81, SD = .82), Group 5 reported mean (MPerformanceVerbal = 4.90, SD = 1.59) 

while participants in Group 6 reported mean (MPerformanceSymbolic = 4.66, SD = 1.70).  The 

assumption of homogeneity of variances, tested using Levene’s F test, was not satisfied for 

Intrinsic Motivation F(5, 928) = 16.74, p = <.001.  Consequently, the Robust Test of Equality 

of Means was used to assess significance.  The Welch test confirmed that there was a 

statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level in intrinsic motivation, Welch’s F(5, 

428.72) = 17.84, p = <.001. 

Post-hoc planned comparisons were then conducted to assess whether the pairs of 

rewards and achievement goals hypothesised had significantly different means.  Since the data 

did not satisfy the assumption of homogeneity of variances, the ‘does not assume equal 

variances’ row was interpreted.  The means comparisons showed that participants who received 

tangible rewards reported lower means for intrinsic motivation in the mastery versus 

performance achievement goal condition (MMasteryTangible = 5.15 versus MPerformanceTangible = 5.81, 

t (248.93) = -5.03, p < .001).  Therefore, hypothesis 2a was supported.  Participants who 

received verbal rewards reported higher means for intrinsic motivation in the mastery versus 

performance achievement goal conditions (MMasteryVerbal = 5.53 vs. MPerformanceVerbal = 4.90, t 

(267.52) = 4.18, p < .001) providing support for hypothesis 2b.  Finally, participants who 

received symbolic rewards also reported higher means for intrinsic motivation in the mastery 

versus performance achievement goal conditions (MMasterySymbolic = 5.39 vs. MPerformanceSymbolic = 

4.66, t (280.99) = 4.37, p < .001).  Therefore, hypothesis 2c was also supported. 

The results from Study 3 corroborated and extended the findings from Study 2.  In the 

current study, hypotheses 2b and 2c were consistent with the findings of Study 2.  Participants 

who received verbal and symbolic rewards reported significantly higher intrinsic motivation 

when they had a mastery achievement goal versus a performance achievement goal.  However, 

hypothesis 2a was not supported in Study 2 as there was no statistical significance in the case 

of tangible rewards in either achievement goal focus. 

As discussed in Chapter 6.3.3, hypothesis 2a was revisited in Study 3 in a new context 

(casual shoes against pizza), a real-world brand against a hypothetical one (‘Vans’ against the 

hypothetical brand “X”), modified and simplified achievement goal manipulation stimulus (see 

Chapter 7.2.2), refined and improved realism of the experimental vignettes using guidance 

from Woehr and Lance (1991) and Aguinis and Bradley (2014), and stronger power in the 

experimental cells (minimum N = 306 in Study 3 versus N = 166 in Study 2).  Hypothesis 2a 
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was supported in the current study.  In the post-hoc planned comparison of means, participants 

who received tangible rewards reported significantly lower intrinsic motivation when had a 

mastery achievement goal when compared with participants who had a performance 

achievement goal. 

With support for all three hypotheses, Study 3 furthers the understanding of how 

gamification works by confirming the moderating role of achievement goals on the effect of 

reward type on intrinsic motivation. 

7.3.4 Moderated Mediation: Reward Type, Achievement Goal, Intrinsic 

Motivation, Self-Brand Connection 

Consistent with Study 2 (Chapter 7.3.2), a two-way between-subjects ANOVA was 

conducted to test hypotheses 2a, 2b and 2c, which confirmed that the influence of reward type 

(tangible, verbal and symbolic) on the key dependent variable intrinsic motivation was 

moderated by the achievement goals (mastery versus performance) of users.  The next step was 

to test the moderated mediation proposed in the model and interrogate hypothesis 3 (reproduced 

below): 

H3: the interactive effect of reward type and achievement goal on SB C will be mediated by 

intrinsic motivation.   

Essentially, this hypothesis proposes that intrinsic motivation will mediate the influence 

of reward type on self-brand connection, but that mediating role will be altered by the 

achievement goal of users. 

In order to conduct this analysis, Hayes (2017) Process Model 7 with 95% bias 

corrected confidence interval (CI) based on 10,000 bootstrap samples was used.  This model 

combines mediation and moderation in order to estimate the conditional indirect effects of 

reward type on self-brand connection through intrinsic motivation as moderated by the person’s 

achievement goal.  In the model, reward type was the independent variable (X), achievement 

goal type was the moderator (W), intrinsic motivation was the mediator (M) and self-brand 

connection was the dependent variable (Y).  The model together with the key path coefficients 

is presented in Figure 23. 
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Figure 23:  Moderated mediation model with path coefficients using Hayes (2017) process model 7 

Note:  * p = < .05; *** p = < .001.  

 

Moderated mediation was confirmed by a significant omnibus index of moderated 

mediation b = -.42, SE = .07, 95% CI [-.6898, -.2314], suggesting that the indirect, and 

conditional-indirect effects of reward type on self-brand connection were significantly different 

from each other due to achievement goals (mastery versus performance) (see Table 32).  

Therefore, consistent with Study 2, hypothesis 3 was also supported in Study 3.  There was no 

direct effect of reward type on intrinsic motivation b = .12, t (930) = 1.54, SE = .08, 95% CI [-

.0325, .2695] indicating that the entire effect of the overall model could be attributed to the 

interaction effect b = -.69, t (930) = -6.41, SE = .11, 95% CI [-.8971, -.4765]. 

Table 32: Study 3 moderated mediation results 

Effects β SE t p CI 

(lower) 

CI 

(upper) 

RewTyp → IM .12 .08 1.54 .125 -.0325 .2659 

IM → SBC .61 .03 19.30 .0000*** .5471 .6710 

RewTyp → SBC .02 .05 .40 .693 -.0837 .1259 

RewTyp * AG → IM -.69 .11 -6.41 .0000*** -.8971 -.4765 

Index of Moderated Mediation -.42 .07   -.6894 -.2314 

Note:  RewTyp = Reward Type; IM = Intrinsic Motivation; SBC = Self-Brand Connection; AG = Achievement 

Goal; *** p<.001; *p<.05 

 

The coefficients of the conditional indirect effects of achievement goals in the mastery 

condition b = .07, SE = .05, 95% CI [-.0145, .1631] versus performance condition b = -.35, SE 

= .05, 95% CI [-.4443, -.2570] were also significant.  As show in Table 33, pairwise contrasts 
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of the two estimates confirmed a significant negative indirect effect between the two 

achievement goal conditions suggesting that users with a performance achievement goal will 

report lower intrinsic motivation leading to lower self-brand connection versus users with a 

mastery achievement goal. 

Table 33: Pairwise contrasts between conditional indirect effects of achievement goal (mastery versus 

performance) 

Achievement Goal Effect Pairwise Contrast Index CI 

(lower) 

CI 

(upper) 

Mastery .0711 -.4183 -.5561 -.2906 

Performance -.3472    

 

Study 3 produced remarkably consistent results with Study 2 providing further credence 

to the moderated mediation hypothesised in H3 and proposed in the research model.  Both 

studies suggest that intrinsic motivation will mediate the influence of reward type on self-brand 

connection, but that mediating role will be altered by the achievement goal of users (mastery 

versus performance). 

7.3.5. Serial Mediation: Reward Type x Achievement Goal, Intrinsic 

Motivation, Self-Brand Connection and Downstream Consumer 

Behaviours 

The next step in testing the research model was to examine hypotheses 4a, 4b and 4c: 

H4a: The joint influence of reward type and achievement goal on attitude towards the brand 

will be serially mediated by intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection. 

H4b: The joint influence of reward type and achievement goal on word of mouth will be 

serially mediated by intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection. 

H4c: The joint influence of reward type and achievement goal on attitude towards the brand 

will be serially mediated by intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection. 

A regression analysis using Hayes (2017) Process Model 6 was conducted with 95% 

confidence interval (CI) and 10,000 bootstrap samples.  The objective was to assess whether 

the interactive influence of reward type and achievement goals on positive consumer 
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behaviours, purchase intention, positive attitude towards the brand and positive word of mouth, 

was mediated first by intrinsic motivation and then by self-brand connection. 

The model was run three times.  The experimental condition (achievement goal x 

reward type) was engaged as the independent variable (X).  Intrinsic motivation (M1) was the 

first mediator followed by self-brand connection (M2), the second mediator.  First, purchase 

intention was the dependent variable (Y).  The model is shown in Fig 24: 

Figure 24:  Study 3 serial mediation results using Hayes (2017) process model 6 for 

 RTyp * AG → IM → SBC→ PI: 

Note:  * p = < .05; *** p = < .001; For the direct path from reward type x achievement goal to purchase intention, 

the value below the arrow indicates total effect while the value above the arrow indicates direct effect.  

 

In Study 3, reward type x achievement goal significantly predicted intrinsic motivation 

b = -0.11, t (932) = -4.39, p < .001.  Intrinsic motivation was a significant predictor of self-

brand connection b = 0.61, t (931) = 19.29, p < .001 and self-brand connection was a significant 

predictor of purchase intention b = 0.70, t (930) = 29.06, p <.001.  There was no significant 

effect of reward type x achievement goal on self-brand connection b = 0.01, t (931) = .41, p = 

682.  However, intrinsic motivation did have a significant influence on purchase intention b = 

0.19, t (930) = 6.80, p < .001.  The total, direct and indirect effects of reward type x achievement 

goal on purchase intention through intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection are presented 

in Table 34. 
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Table 34: The comparison of total, direct and indirect effects of reward type (RTyp) x achievement 

goal (AG) on purchase intention (PI) through intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection 

 
Product of  

Coefficients 

Bootstrapping  

95% BCa Confidence Interval 

Effects Point 

Estimate 

SE Lower Upper 

Total Effect  -.06 .03 -.1211 -.0030 

Direct Effect  .00 .02 -.0358 .0374 

Total Indirect Effects -.06 .02 -.1110 -.0158 

RTyp * AG → IM → PI -.02 .01 -.0355 -.0097 

RTyp * AG → SBC→ PI   .01 .02 -.0268 .0405 

RTyp * AG → IM → SBC → PI -.05 .01 -.0730 -.0234 

Note:  RTyp = Reward Type; AG = Achievement Goal; IM = Intrinsic Motivation; PI = Purchase Intention; SBC 

= Self-Brand Connection; *** p<.001; *p<.05 

 

Reward type x achievement goal had a significant total effect on purchase intention, 

F(1, 932) = 4.26, p = .039, which could be attributed entirely to indirect effects as the direct 

effect was not significant, b = .00, SE = .02, p = .967, 95% CI [-.0358, .0374].  The influence 

of reward type x achievement goal on purchase intention was significantly mediated by 

intrinsic motivation, b = -.02, SE = -.01, 95% CI = [-.0355, -.0097].  However, self-brand 

connection was not a significant mediator of the effect of reward type x achievement goal on 

purchase intention b = .01, SE = .02, 95% CI = [-.0268, .0405].  The interactive effect of reward 

type and achievement goal significantly influenced purchase intention first through intrinsic 

motivation and then through self-brand connection, b = -.05, SE = .01, 95% CI = [-.0730, -

.0243], confirming the serial mediation proposed in the model and supporting hypothesis 4a.  

This was consistent with Study 2. 

Next, Word of Mouth was engaged as the dependent variable (Y) and the model was 

run again.  The independent variable (X) was the experimental condition while intrinsic 

motivation (M1) and self-brand connection (M2) were the mediators.  The serial mediation 

model showing path coefficients is presented in Figure 25. 
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Figure 25:  Study 3 serial mediation results using Hayes (2017) process model 6 for  

RTyp * AG → IM → SBC → WOM 

Note:  * p = < .05; *** p = < .001; For the direct path from reward type x achievement goal to word of mouth, 

the value below the arrow indicates total effect while the value above the arrow indicates direct effect. 

 

As shown in Table 35, reward type x achievement goal had a significant influence on 

intrinsic motivation b = -0.11, t (932) = -4.39, p < .001 but not of self-brand connection b = 

.01, t (931) = .41, p = .682.  Intrinsic motivation once again had a significant effect on self-

brand connection b = 0.61, t (931) = 19.29, p < .001 as well as word of mouth b = 0.23, t (930) 

= 8.81, p < .001.  Self-brand connection also had a significant effect on word of mouth b = 

0.66, t (930) = 28.50, p <.001. 

Table 35: The comparison of total, direct and indirect effects of reward type (RTyp) x achievement 

goal (AG) on word of mouth (WOM) through intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection 

 
Product of  

Coefficients 

Bootstrapping  

95% BCa Confidence Interval 

Effects Point 

Estimate 

SE Lower Upper 

Total Effect  -.05 .03 -.1026  .0130 

Direct Effect  .02 .02 -.0142 .0565 

Total Indirect Effects -.07 .02 -.1132 -.0197 

RTyp * AG → IM → WOM -.03 .01 -.0428 -.0130 

RTyp * AG → SBC→ WOM  .01 .02 -.0240  .0384 

RTyp * AG → IM → SBC → WOM -.05 .01 -.0696 -.0235 

Note:  RTyp = Reward Type; AG = Achievement Goal; IM = Intrinsic Motivation; WOM = Word of Mouth; SBC 

= Self-Brand Connection; *** p<.001; *p<.05 



 

 

 

132 

 

Internal use only 

The total effect of reward type x achievement goal on word of mouth was not 

significant, F (1, 932) = 2.31, p = .129, R2 = .01.  There was also no direct effect, b = -.02, SE 

= .02, t (930) = 1.18, p = .240, 95% CI [-.0142, .0565].  Intrinsic motivation significantly 

mediated the effect of reward type x achievement goal on word of mouth, b = -.03, SE = -.01, 

95% CI = [-.0428, -.0130] but self-brand connection was not a significant mediator of reward 

type x achievement goal and word of mouth, b = .01, SE = .02, 95% CI = [-.0240, .0384].  As 

with purchase intention, reward type x achievement goal also significantly predicted word of 

mouth serially, first through intrinsic motivation and then self-brand connection, b = -.05, SE 

= .01, 95% CI = [-.0696, -.0239].  Thus, consistent with Study 2, hypothesis 4b was also 

supported. 

Finally, the Process Model 6 was run for again, this time with attitude towards the brand 

as the dependent variable (Y).  The model is shown in Fig 26: 

Figure 26:  Study 3 serial mediation results using Hayes (2017) process model 6 for  

RTyp * AG → IM → SBC → AB: 

Note:  * p = < .05; *** p = < .001; For the direct path from reward type x achievement goal to purchase intention, 

the value below the arrow indicates total effect while the value above the arrow indicates direct effect. 

 

Reward type x achievement goal once again predicted intrinsic motivation b = -0.11, t 

(932) = -4.39, p < .05.  However, it was not a significant predictor of self-brand connection b 

= .01, t (931) = .41, p = .682.  Intrinsic motivation was once again a significant predictor of 

self-brand connection b = 0.61, t (931) = 19.29, p < .001 as well as attitude towards the brand 

b = 0.23, t (930) = 10.91, p < .001.  Self-brand connection too was once again a significant 

predictor of attitude towards the brand b = 0.36, t (930) = 19.19, p <.001. 
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Table 36: The comparison of total, direct and indirect effects of reward type (RTyp) x achievement 

goal (AG) on attitude towards the brand (AB) through intrinsic motivation and self-brand connection 

 
Product of  

Coefficients 

Bootstrapping  

95% BCa Confidence Interval 

Effects Point 

Estimate 

SE Lower Upper 

Total Effect  -.05 .02 -.0886 -.0076 

Direct Effect -.00 .02 -.0286  .0283 

Total Indirect Effects -.05 .02 -.0786 -.0182 

RTyp * AG → IM → AB -.03 .01 -.0412 -.0132 

RTyp * AG → SBC→ AB  .00 .01 -.0134  .0210 

RTyp * AG → IM → SBC → AB -.03 .01 -.0385 -.0125 

Note:  RTyp = Reward Type; AG = Achievement Goal; IM = Intrinsic Motivation; AB = Attitude Towards the 

Brand; SBC = Self-Brand Connection; *** p<.001; *p<.05 

 

As shown in Table 36, there was a significant total effect of reward type x achievement 

goal on attitude towards the brand, F (1, 932) = 5.44, p = .020, R2 = .01.  However, direct effect 

of reward type x achievement goal on attitude towards the brand was not statistically 

significant, b = -.01, SE = .02, p = .991, 95% CI [-.0286, .0283].  Intrinsic motivation again 

mediated the influence of reward type x achievement goal on attitude towards the brand, b = -

.04, SE = -.01, 95% CI = [-.0412, -.0132].  Intrinsic motivation again mediated the influence 

of reward type x achievement goal on attitude towards the brand, b = -.04, SE = -.01, 95% CI 

= [-.0134, -.0210].  The effect of reward type x achievement goal on attitude towards the brand 

was again not mediated by self-brand connection, b = .01, SE = .01, 95% CI = [-.0134, .0210].  

As with purchase intention and word of mouth, reward type x achievement goal influenced 

attitude towards the brand serially, first through intrinsic motivation and then through self-

brand connection, b = -.03, SE = .01, 95% CI = [-.0385, -.0125].  The full serial mediation 

proposed in the research model and confirmed by this analysis suggests that hypothesis 4c was 

also supported. 

Study 3 produced strong support for the findings in Study 2.  As proposed in the 

research model, and hypothesised, the effect of reward type x achievement goal on the 

downstream marketing outcomes of gamification was serially mediated first by the 

psychological mediator (intrinsic motivation) and then by the behavioural mediator (self-brand 

connection).  Consistent with Study 2, results revealed that intrinsic motivation had a 
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significant positive influence on self-brand connection which in turn had a significant positive 

effect on consumer behaviours.  In an illuminating insight, results confirmed Study 2 findings 

that at least one experimental condition (reward type x achievement goal) can have a 

diminishing effect on the outcomes of gamified marketing implementations. 

7.3.6. Three-Way Interaction: Reward Type, Achievement Goal, 

Achievement Orientation 

To enrich the understanding of gamification, this research surfaced a novel boundary 

condition in the form of a trait variable – achievement orientation.  This was captured in 

hypotheses 5a, 5b and 5c which are reproduced below: 

H5a: The influence of tangible rewards on intrinsic motivation will be diminished under 

mastery (versus performance) goal for people with high achievement orientation.  This 

effect will also be diminished under low achievement orientation. 

H5b: The influence of verbal rewards on intrinsic motivation will be enhanced under mastery 

(versus performance) goal for people with high achievement orientation.  This effect 

will also be enhanced under low achievement orientation. 

H5c: The influence of symbolic rewards on intrinsic motivation will be enhanced under 

mastery (versus performance) goal for people with high achievement orientation.  This 

effect will also be enhanced under low achievement orientation. 

A 3 x 2 x 2 factorial design analysis of variance was conducted to study the three-way 

interaction proposed in the model – the influence of reward type, achievement goals, 

achievement orientation and their various interactions on the intrinsic motivation of users.  As 

established in Chapter 4.6, in studying the influence of reward type on intrinsic motivation, the 

addition of the user’s achievement orientation (personality) as a second moderator to the 

moderating effect of the user’s achievement goals (cognitions and beliefs) is appropriate and 

valuable. 

Participants were divided into two groups according the Achievement Goal 

manipulation they received (Group 0 = Mastery; Group 1 = Performance) and then equally 

divided into three groups based on the type of reward manipulation they received (Group 0: 

Tangible Reward;  Group 1: Verbal Reward;  Group 2: Symbolic Reward).  The third 

independent variable Achievement Orientation, being a trait variable, was measured and 

participants were divided into two groups using a median split (Group 0 = Low; Group 1 = 
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High).  Median splits “can be used on either continuous or ordinal variables to turn them into 

dichotomous variables” (DeCoster, Gallucci, & Iselin, 2011, p. 199).  They have been 

extremely popular and have been used extensively by researchers as a valuable analytic 

technique (Hirt, Kardes, & Markman, 2004).  While there has been debate about the 

appropriateness of median splits (Rucker, McShane, & Preacher, 2015), their value and 

benefits far outweigh concerns with reduced power (Iacobucci, Posavac, Kardes, Schneider, & 

Popovich, 2015a, 2015b).  Intrinsic motivation was the dependent variable. 

Control variables – reward salience (controlling versus information), gender and age – 

known to influence intrinsic motivation were incorporated in the model to account for any 

potential influence they may exert.  The means and standard deviations are presented in Table 

37. 

Table 37: Means and standard deviations for three-way analysis of variance comparing intrinsic 

motivation across achievement orientation, achievement goal and reward type groups 

   Tangible Verbal Symbolic 

 Variable n M SD n M SD n M SD 

                     

Low Mastery Goal 64 4.58 1.62 61 5.24 1.00 54 5.10 1.22 

 Performance Goal 50 5.47 .71 75 4.50 1.59 64 4.37 1.70 

High Mastery Goal 90 5.56 1.02 100 5.71 1.02 97 5.55 1.14 

 Performance Goal 102 5.97 .82 82 5.26 1.51 94 4.86 1.68 

 

In interpreting the results of the three-way ANOVA, the assumption of homogeneity of 

variances was tested using Levene’s F test.  This assumption was not satisfied for the dependent 

variable “Intrinsic Motivation” F (11, 922) = 9.81, p = <.001.  Consequently, a more stringent 

significance level of 0.01 was used for evaluating the results of the two-way ANOVA (Pallant, 

2020).  The results of the three-way ANOVA are presented in Table 38. 

There was a statistically significant main effect of achievement orientation F (1, 917) 

= 18.99, p = <.001 on intrinsic motivation but not reward type F (2, 917) = 3.56, p = <.05.  The 

main effect of achievement goal F (1, 917) = 2.81, p = .094 did not reach statistical significance.  

There was a significant interaction effect for achievement goal and reward type, F (2, 917) = 

17.42, p = <.001 indicating their combined effect on intrinsic motivation.  There was no 

interaction effect for achievement orientation and achievement goal F (2, 917) = .03, p = .872.  
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The interaction effect of achievement goal and reward type F (2, 917) = 17.24, p = .140 also 

did not reach statistical significance.  While the three-way interaction of achievement 

orientation, achievement goal and reward type did not reach statistical significance, F (2, 917) 

= 2.14, p = .123, it was close. 

Table 38: Three-way analysis of variance comparing intrinsic motivation across achievement 

orientation, achievement goal and reward type groups 

Predictor Sum  

of  

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F p 

Achievement Orientation (AO) 20.11 1 20.11 18.99 <.001 

Achievement Goal (AG) 2.98 1 2.98 2.81 .094 

Reward Type (RT) 7.55 2 3.78 3.56 <.05 

AO * AG .027 1   .03   .03 .872 

AO * RT 4.18 2 2.09 1.97 .140 

AG * RT 34.85 2 17.42 16.45 <.001 

AO * AG * RT 4.46 2 2.23 2.10 .123 

Note:  AO = Achievement Orientation; AG = Achievement Goal; RT = Reward Type. 

Comparing groups is established statistical practice in research studies in a range of 

fields.  There is good reason for the widely accepted, and practiced, two-step testing strategy 

for analysing an outcome variable when factors have more than two levels.  The first step is to 

examine the overall F test for statistical significance and if, and only if, this is statistically 

significant, to proceed to mean comparisons (often through pairwise comparisons) to illuminate 

where those differences actually lie.  The most common reason is that it controls the error rate 

for the many single degree of contrasts that typically follow a significant omnibus test. 

However, there has been some debate in the literature that proceeding with contrast 

analyses after a non-significant omnibus F test, and in some conditions entirely ignoring the 

omnibus test, may provide insights and research value that might far outweigh the risks. 

In a classic paper, Ryan (1959) pointed out that when planned or limited comparisons 

are to be made error rate may be controlled per experiment and new methods of multiple 

comparisons do not necessarily need an initial significant F test. 

In a methodological article, Jaccard and Guilamo-Ramos (2002) questioned whether 

further analysis should be blindly rejected due to a non-significant omnibus test.  They pointed 
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out that ANOVAs are a major analytic tool used in clinical child and adolescent psychology 

and most applications are more focused on understanding contrasts, making the omnibus and 

omnibus interaction tests of less interest or indeed “of no conceptual interest whatsoever” (p. 

135). 

Cramer et al. (2016) add to this discussion by pointing out that the omnibus F test offers 

only weak protection and an effective way of controlling and limiting errors in multi-way 

ANOVAs is by preregistration of hypotheses.  By engaging in confirmatory hypothesis testing 

instead of exploratory hypothesis testing and limiting the number of hypotheses being tested, 

researchers can reduce multiplicity concerns.  This was also advocated by Ruxton and 

Beauchamp (2008) who pointed out that researchers who strive for and implement planned 

comparisons greatly reduce error which ultimately is the goal of the rule of thumb surrounding 

a significant omnibus test. 

In a simulation study, Chen, Xu, Tu, Wang, and Niu (2018) demonstrated that the 

hierarchical process is not without its flaws and that the “omnibus and post-hoc tests are not 

always in agreement.” (p. 64).  They demonstrated that just like a significant omnibus test does 

not guarantee that at least one post-hoc between groups comparison will be significant, a non-

significant omnibus F test may not mean that there will not be statistical significance in post-

hoc contrasts.  So long as the researcher has reason to do so, not following up on a non-

significant omnibus test may mean lost opportunities  

The purpose of this preceding discussion is not to mount an argument for ignoring a 

non-significant omnibus F test.  Rather, the intention is to progress this interesting and 

illuminating research effort with due caution in order to draw meaningful and theory-based 

insights that may benefit and inform future research efforts. 

Consequently, a follow up one-way between groups ANOVA with post-hoc planned 

comparisons was conducted to assess the combined effect of achievement orientation, 

achievement goals and reward type on intrinsic motivation and to at least test hypotheses 5a, 

5b and 5c.  Participants were now divided into twelve groups reflecting the 3 x 2 x 2 

experimental design.  Using a median split, participants were divided into high versus low 

achievement orientation.  They were then allocated to one of the twelve groups based on the 

achievement goal and achievement orientation manipulation they had received.   

Group 1: Low Achievement Orientation x Mastery Goal x Tangible Reward;   

Group 2: Low Achievement Orientation x Mastery Goal x Verbal Reward;   
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Group 3: Low Achievement Orientation x Mastery Goal x Symbolic Reward;   

Group 4: Low Achievement Orientation x Performance Goal x Tangible Reward;   

Group 5: Low Achievement Orientation x Performance Goal x Verbal Reward;   

Group 6: Low Achievement Orientation x Performance Goal x Symbolic Reward;   

Group 7: High Achievement Orientation x Mastery Goal x Tangible Reward;   

Group 8: High Achievement Orientation x Mastery Goal x Verbal Reward;   

Group 9: High Achievement Orientation x Mastery Goal x Symbolic Reward;   

Group 10: High Achievement Orientation x Performance Goal x Tangible Reward;   

Group 11: High Achievement Orientation x Performance Goal x Verbal Reward;   

Group 12: High Achievement Orientation x Performance Goal x Symbolic Reward.   

The means and standard deviations are presented in Table 39. 

Table 39: One-way analysis of variance comparing intrinsic motivation of participants based on 

achievement orientation (low versus high), achievement goal (mastery versus performance) and 

reward type (tangible, verbal and symbolic) 

  Intrinsic Motivation 

Variable n M SD 

        

1 (Low x Mastery x Tangible) 64 4.58 1.62 

2 (Low x Mastery x Verbal) 61 5.24 1.00 

3 (Low x Mastery x Symbolic) 55 5.09 1.21 

4 (Low x Performance x Tangible) 50 5.47 .71 

5 (Low x Performance x Verbal) 75 4.50 1.59 

6 (Low x Performance x Symbolic) 64 4.37 1.69 

7 (High x Mastery x Tangible) 90 5.56 1.02 

8 (High x Mastery x Verbal) 100 5.71 1.02 

9 (High x Mastery x Symbolic) 97 5.55 1.14 

10 (High x Performance x Tangible) 102 5.97 .82 

11 (High x Performance x Verbal) 82 5.26 1.51 

12 (High x Performance x Symbolic) 94 4.86 1.68 
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In the Low Mastery Achievement Goal condition, participants in Group 1 (Tangible 

Reward) reported mean (M = 4.58, SD = 1.62), Group 2 (Verbal Reward) reported mean (M = 

5.24, SD = 1.00) while participants in Group 3 (Symbolic Reward) reported mean (M = 5.09, 

SD = 1.21).  In the Low Performance Achievement Goal condition, participants in Group 4 

(Tangible Reward) reported mean (M = 5.47, SD = .71), Group 5 (Verbal Reward) reported 

mean (M = 4.50, SD = 1.59) while participants in Group 6 (Symbolic Reward) reported mean 

(M = 4.37, SD = 1.69).  In the High Mastery Achievement Goal condition, participants in Group 

7 (Tangible Reward) reported mean (M = 5.56, SD = 1.02), Group 8 (Verbal Reward) reported 

mean (M = 5.71, SD = 1.02) while participants in Group 9 (Symbolic Reward) reported mean 

(M = 5.55, SD = 1.14).  In the High Performance Achievement Goal condition, participants in 

Group 10 (Tangible Reward) reported mean (M = 5.97, SD = .82), Group 11 (Verbal Reward) 

reported mean (M = 5.26, SD = 1.51) while participants in Group 12 (Symbolic Reward) 

reported mean (M = 4.86, SD = 1.68).   

Levene’s F test was not satisfied for Intrinsic Motivation F (5, 531) = 7.92, p = <.001.  

Consequently, the Robust Test of Equality of Means was consulted for significance.  The 

Welch test confirmed that there was a statistically significant difference at the p < .001 level in 

Intrinsic Motivation for the two Achievement Orientation groups based on their Achievement 

Goals and Reward Type, Welch’s F (11, 338.74) = 12.60, p = <.001. 

Post-hoc planned comparisons were then conducted to confirm the effect of the 

different reward types in the two achievement goal conditions for both low and high 

achievement orientation.  Since the data did not satisfy the assumption of homogeneity of 

variances, the “does not assume equal variances” row was interpreted.  Planned contrast 

analysis showed that participants with low achievement orientation who received tangible 

rewards reported significantly lower intrinsic motivation in the mastery versus performance 

achievement goal conditions (MLowMasteryTangible = 4.58 vs. MLowPerformanceTangible 5.47, t (90.94) = 

-3.91, p < .001).  High achievement orientation people who received tangible rewards also 

reported significantly lower intrinsic motivation in the mastery versus performance 

achievement goal conditions (MHighMasteryTangible of 5.56 vs. MHighMasteryTangible 5.97, t (170.22) = 

-3.10, p < .05).  Thus, hypothesis 5a was supported. 

People with low achievement orientation who received verbal rewards reported higher 

intrinsic motivation in the mastery versus performance achievement goal conditions 

(MLowMasteryVerbal = 5.24 vs. MLowPerformanceVerbal 4.50, t (126.73) = 3.29, p < .001).  People with 
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high achievement orientation who received verbal rewards also reported higher intrinsic 

motivation in the mastery versus performance achievement goal conditions (MHighMasteryVerbal = 

5.71 vs. MHighPerformanceVerbal 5.26, t (137.55) = 2.27, p < .05).  This supported hypothesis 5b. 

Finally, people with low achievement orientation who received symbolic rewards also 

reported higher intrinsic motivation in the mastery versus performance achievement goal 

conditions (MLowMasterySymbolic of 5.10 vs. MLowPerformanceSymbolic  4.37, t (113.51) = 2.72, p < .05).  

People with high achievement orientation who received symbolic rewards also reported higher 

intrinsic motivation in the mastery versus performance achievement goal conditions 

(MHighMasterySymbolic of 5.55 vs. MHighPerformanceSymbolic 4.86, t (162.90) = 3.30, p = .001) providing 

support for hypothesis 5c. 

While the omnibus test for three-way interaction was not significant, the post hoc 

planned comparisons revealed highly significant interactions for each of the planned contrasts 

and support for all three hypotheses 5a, 5b and 5c.  These findings provide rich insights that 

may further our understanding of how gamification works in a marketing context.  Essentially, 

people with both high and low achievement orientation will respond best to tangible rewards 

when their performance achievement goals are activated.  On the other hand, people with both 

high and low achievement orientation will respond best to verbal or symbolic rewards when 

their mastery achievement goals are activated.  These findings add a rich layer of understanding 

that may lead to a more nuanced understanding of the drivers of gamification in the marketing 

context.  This is discussed in detail in Chapter 8. 

7.4  Summary 

Study 3 empirically tested the entire proposed research model via a 3 x 2 x 2 

experimental design.  It had two key purposes.  First, to increase the external validity of this 

research by replicating Study 2 but in a different marketing context, engaging a different 

product category and a real-world brand as opposed to a hypothetical one.  And second, to 

build a more nuanced understanding of how gamification works (the main purpose of this 

research) by testing the three-way interaction proposed and hypothesised in the research model. 

Using ‘Vans’ a real-world brand of popular causal shoes, the study engaged 933 

participants.  Manipulation checks for both achievement goal (mastery versus symbolic) and 

reward type (tangible, verbal and symbolic) were tested and found to have worked. 
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In order to test hypotheses 1, 2a, 2b, and 2c, first a two-way between-subjects ANOVA 

was conducted.  The objective was to examine the moderating effect of achievement goals on 

the relationship between rewards and intrinsic motivation.  Consistent with Study 2, a 

significant two-way interaction was found indicating support for hypothesis 1 – the 

achievement goals of users indeed moderated the effect of rewards on intrinsic motivation.  

Post-hoc planned contrasts illuminated the findings from Study 2 to reveal that participants 

with a performance goal reported significantly higher intrinsic motivation when they received 

tangible rewards.  Hypothesis 2a was supported in Study 3.  Consistent with Study 2, 

hypotheses 2b and 2c were also supported – participants with a mastery achievement goal 

reporting significantly higher intrinsic motivation when they received verbal and symbolic 

rewards. 

Next, the proposed and hypothesised moderated mediation was tested using Hayes 

(2017) Process Model 7.  Once again, consistent with Study 2, the interactive influence of 

reward type and achievement goal was found to significantly influence self-brand connection 

through intrinsic motivation.  As with Study 2, hypothesis 3 was once again supported. 

The serial mediation proposed in the research model was tested using Hayes (2017) 

Process Model 6.  Consistent with Study 2, the results of the Study 3 also supported hypotheses 

4a, 4b and 4c.  The interactive influence of reward type and achievement goal on downstream 

consumer behaviours (purchase intention, word of mouth and attitude towards the brand) was 

serially mediated, first through intrinsic motivation and then through self-brand connection.   

Finally, to test the three-way interaction proposed in the model and hypothesised in 5a, 

5b and 5c, a three-way ANOVA was conducted.  The objective was to empirically test the 

effect of rewards on intrinsic motivation with the inclusion of achievement orientation, a trait 

variable, as the second moderator to achievement goals.  While the omnibus F test was not 

significant, planned post-hoc contrasts were still carried out in order to try and derive insights 

for the current and future research.  Results of a one-way ANOVA with planned comparisons 

revealed support for all three hypotheses, 5a, 5b and 5c.  It was found that people with both 

high and low achievement orientation respond positively to tangible rewards when they have a 

performance goal whereas they respond better to verbal and symbolic rewards when they have 

a mastery achievement goal. 

The overall results of Study 3 confirmed and expanded the results of Study 2.  While 

Study 3 did not validate the proposed research model, it provided rich insights that will further 
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illuminate our understanding of how gamification works – the underlying objective of this 

research effort. 

For further discussion please refer to Chapter 8 – Discussion. 
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Chapter 8 Discussion 

In the evolving field of gamification research, a key question and focus for scholars has 

been – how gamification works.  Anchored in the marketing domain, this theory-grounded, 

empirical research contributes to answering this profound question by proposing and testing a 

parsimonious model (please see Figure 27) that may provide some new, interesting, and 

nuanced insights.  Grounded in the most widely accepted marketing definition of gamification 

(Huotari & Hamari, 2017), the proposed model examines the effect of isolated gamification 

rewards (gameful affordance) on intrinsic motivation (psychological mediator) leading to the 

creation of self-brand connection (behavioural outcome) and downstream consumer 

behaviours (marketing actions).  It also surfaces two novel boundary conditions for the 

relationship between rewards and intrinsic motivation (achievement goal and achievement 

orientation).  Empirically testing this model via a classification study and two experiments has 

surfaced some interesting theoretical and practical insights that may go some way in helping 

to illuminate how, when, and for whom gamification works. 

Figure 27:  Complete research model 
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Note:  Rt = Rewards Tangible; Rv = Rewards Verbal; Rs = Rewards Symbolic; IM = Intrinsic Motivation; SBC 

= Self-Brand Connection; PI = Purchase Intention; WOM = Word of Mouth; AB = Attitude Towards the Brand; 

AGm = Achievement Goal (Mastery); AGp = Achievement Goal (Performance); AOh = Achievement Orientation 

(High); AOl = Achievement Orientation (Low). 

 

This research found that gamification rewards do influence intrinsic motivation, but 

this influence is not uniform.  It varies by the achievement goals of users in sometimes 

unexpected ways.  The research found a novel interaction and suggested that in gamified 

marketing implementations, reward types influenced the self-brand connections of users but 

only via the interactive influence of their achievement goals and level of intrinsic motivation.  

Results further suggested that rewards did not directly influence the downstream marketing 

behaviours of users (purchase intention, positive word of mouth and positive attitude towards 

the brand).  This relationship was fully mediated first through intrinsic motivation, and then 

self-brand connection.  Finally, to further nuance the understanding of marketing gamification, 

the research model explored achievement orientation, a personality trait, as an additional 

moderator.  The empirical evidence suggested that the interaction of rewards and achievement 

goals may be further heightened by the achievement orientation of users. 

Using the lens of the research questions posed in Chapter 1, a literature review was 

provided in Chapter 2.  The literature review identified that progressing this research required 

the ability to extricate gamification rewards from other gameful affordances so that they may 

be studied in isolation.  To do just this, TVSS, a novel gamification rewards taxonomy was 

proposed in Chapter 3.  Deploying TVSS, the conceptual framework and hypotheses were 

developed in Chapter 4.  Chapters 5 was a validation of TVSS and selection of the reward 

stimuli in the experimental studies.  Chapters 6 and 7 presented two experiments along with 

tests of hypotheses.  Presented here is a summary of the research questions, hypotheses, and a 

discussion of findings. 

8.1  How gamification works: The effect of a key gameful affordance on a 

key psychological mediator 

As discussed in the literature review (Chapter 2), rewards are a cornerstone of 

gamification and a key gameful affordance in all gamified marketing implementations.  

Consequently, gamification rewards were engaged as the gameful affordance to be studied in 
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the proposed model.  From a marketing perspective, enhancing or supporting the intrinsic 

motivation of users is a highly desirable, necessary condition for customer engagement and 

behaviours.  Therefore, it was considered an appropriate psychological mediator to be engaged 

in the proposed model.  The first research question asked: 

RQ1:  How do gamification rewards influence the intrinsic motivation of users? 

In order to answer this question, a gap in the gamification literature needed to be 

addressed first.  Gamification rewards needed to be extricated from other gameful affordances 

so that they may be studied in isolation.  However, there was no formal definition or taxonomy 

of gamification rewards to allow them to be so extricated.  To achieve this, a definition for 

gamification rewards, grounded in Skinner’s (1964) rewards conceptualisation, was proposed.  

Gamification rewards were defined as: 

any stimulus that is assumed to provide positive reinforcement contingent either upon 

performance or upon engaging in the desired behaviour. 

This allowed an important first step of identifying what is and what is not a gamification 

reward.  Next, a novel rewards classification scheme, TVSS, was developed.  This was tested 

in Study 1.  Grounded in SDT and drawing on CET, gamification rewards were classified as 

Tangible (Rt), Verbal (Rv) or Symbolic (Rs) and their expected salience (controlling versus 

informational) was also identified.  This provided a theory-led foundation from which to study 

this key gameful affordance. 

According to SDT, people demonstrate higher levels of intrinsic motivation when they 

consider their behaviours to be self-determined.  Therefore, to optimally increase intrinsic 

motivation, a gamified marketing implementation must satisfy the user’s need for perceived 

competence, sense of autonomy and feeling of relatedness.  Competence relates to the user’s 

expectation of success.  The higher their perceived competence at a task, the higher their 

intrinsic motivation is likely to be.  Autonomy relates to how much the user feels like they are 

in control of their actions.  The more they feel that their behaviour is initiated by their own 

value system, the higher their intrinsic motivation is likely to be.  In fact, the user’s pursuit of 

competence is most effective when they have a high sense of autonomy (Levesque, Zuehlke, 

Stanek, & Ryan, 2004).  Relatedness is more distal, but people feel self-determined when they 

feel connected or related to others. 

CET suggests that tangible rewards are likely to be perceived as controlling (thwarting 

a person’s feelings of self-determination by reducing perceived competence, autonomy, and 
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relatedness) and thereby diminishing intrinsic motivation.  On the other hand, verbal and 

symbolic rewards are expected to be informational (supporting or enhancing competence, 

autonomy, and relatedness), thereby enhancing intrinsic motivation.  However, as Ryan et al. 

(1983) point out, reward salience is the key to how people perceive them.  Contingency 

(Harackiewicz, 1979), context (Przybylski et al., 2010), and individual differences influence 

whether people perceive rewards as controlling or information-enhancing.  The underlying 

goals of people are a key factor (Ryan & Deci, 2000a).  Goals are the most important influence 

on the cognitions and actions of people (Kruglanski, 1996) and determine how they experience 

intrinsic motivation.  Taking cognizance of this, to answer RQ1 and to better understand how 

gamification works (interaction), for whom (user) and when (condition), the proposed research 

model focused on the relationship between rewards and individual user goals.  This was 

grounded in a theory that has rarely been used in gamification research, Achievement Goal 

Theory (AGT). 

AGT originated from the field of education (Nicholls, 1984) and shines a light on the 

underlying purposes a person may have to complete a task (Ames, 1992).  Classical AGT 

differentiates between two goal types – mastery versus performance.  Both relate to the pursuit 

of competence in an achievement setting, but define and pursue it in different ways (Elliot, 

2005).  People with a mastery goal are focused on improving and developing their ability, often 

engaging in a task to learn and understand.  On the other hand, people with a performance goal 

want to demonstrate their ability, frequently focused on showing that they can outperform 

others (Harackiewicz & Hulleman, 2010).  There is consensus in the rich AGT literature that a 

person’s achievement goals play a key role in, and are an important determinant of, their 

intrinsic motivation.  Consequently, they provide an important boundary condition in better 

understanding the effect of gamification rewards on intrinsic motivation.  This was captured in 

hypothesis 1. 

Hypothesis 1 predicted that the effect of reward type on intrinsic moderation would 

vary depending on the achievement goal (mastery versus performance) of the user.  In testing 

for this interaction effect, a two-way between groups ANOVA was conducted.  Results from 

both studies consistently provided unambiguous support for hypothesis 1. 

There was a statistically significant interaction effect between achievement goal and 

reward type in both Studies 2 and 3, confirming that tangible versus verbal versus symbolic 

rewards significantly influenced intrinsic motivation.  However, these differences were 
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dependent upon whether the user had a mastery versus performance achievement goal.  This 

naturally raised curiosity for the next research question: 

RQ2: How do the individual goals of the users influence the effect of gamification 

rewards on their intrinsic motivation? 

8.1.1 The Moderating Role of Achievement Goals: 

Research has suggested that people with mastery goals report higher intrinsic 

motivation than people with performance goals (Meece, Blumenfeld, & Hoyle, 1988).  This 

stands to reason.  After all, mastery goals are focused on the development of competence.  They 

promote self-focus, enhance task-involvement, promote learning and seek ongoing competence 

feedback (Csikszentmihalyi & Csikszentmihalyi, 1992).  All of these are factors that may 

contribute to enhancing feelings of self-determination.  On the other hand, performance goals 

are focused on the demonstration of competence relative to others, promoting competition and 

evoking evaluative and performance anxiety.  These factors may evoke extrinsic intrusion, 

contributing to diminished feelings of self-determination (Harackiewicz, 1989). 

However, evidence from the substantial achievement goal research is not so binary.  

Several researchers have suggested that performance goals may not always have a negative 

effect on motivation (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996).  Elliott and Dweck (1988) found that when 

performance goals were highlighted and people considered themselves skilled or competent at 

the task, they responded with mastery-oriented characteristics and did not demonstrate 

diminished intrinsic motivation.  This was confirmed by Pintrich (2000) who pointed out that 

when a person enters or encounters a situation, they can activate motivational characteristics 

based on the context and the information available to them. 

Tangible rewards are thought to be extrinsic and to diminish intrinsic motivation by 

having a controlling salience.  However, goal theorists suggest that when successful attainment 

of performance goals are signaled, perceived competence is highlighted leading to increased 

intrinsic motivation (Bandura, 1986; Bandura & Cervone, 1983).  Therefore, in a gamified 

marketing implementation, tangible rewards may in fact increase intrinsic motivation for 

people with a performance goal. 

Mastery focused people, on the other hand, may experience tangible rewards more in 

the way CET suggests.  By placing an external inducement, these may distract them from their 

self-reference, task-involvement and learning objectives, leading to reduced feelings of 
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autonomy and competence.  Therefore, hypothesis 2a predicted that in gamified marketing 

implementations the effect of tangible rewards on intrinsic motivation would be diminished 

under mastery goals versus performance goals. 

Following a significant interaction effect between rewards and achievement goals, a 

follow up one-way between groups ANOVA with post-hoc planned comparisons was 

conducted for both Studies 2 and 3.  The objective was to test whether, as hypothesised, the 

effect of tangible versus verbal versus symbolic rewards on intrinsic motivation would vary by 

mastery versus performance goals of users. 

In Study 2, participants who received tangible rewards did not report a significant 

difference in their intrinsic motivation based on their achievement goals (mastery versus 

symbolic).  Therefore, hypothesis 2a was rejected.  There could be a few explanations for this. 

The design and implementation of the tangible reward condition in Study 2 may have 

caused participants to not perceive it as sufficiently controlling or information-enhancing.  

Further, the interaction of the context (pizza) and size of the reward ($5 discount on their final 

pizza order), may have contributed to them not identifying the two achievement goal conditions 

as significantly different.  In a classical study, (McLoyd, 1979) found that low value rewards 

in low interest activities do not significantly influence intrinsic motivation.  More recently, in 

a study of customer satisfaction with reward schemes, Demoulin and Zidda (2008) identified 

that customers are only satisfied when they perceive the rewards given to them as satisfying.  

It may be that in Study 2, participants were not impressed or satisfied with the tangible reward.  

To assess this, several changes were planned and implemented in Study 3 where hypothesis 2a 

was revisited. 

As outlined in Chapter 7.2, learning from the experience of Study 2, several 

improvements were implemented Study 3.  The achievement goal manipulations were slightly 

modified to ensure that they were more accurately perceived by participants.  An improved 

experimental vignette was implemented along with stronger power in the experimental cells.  

While Study 2 engaged a hypothetical brand of pizza, Study 3 engaged a real-world brand of 

casual footwear, ‘Vans’.  Consistent with the nature of product, the tangible reward 

manipulation featured a $20 discount. 

In the post-hoc planned contrasts in Study 3, means comparisons revealed that 

participants who received tangible rewards reported significantly lower means for intrinsic 

motivation in the mastery versus performance achievement goal condition.  Therefore, 
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hypothesis 2a was supported.  Evidence from this research support the view that tangible 

rewards are not always detrimental to intrinsic motivation.  In the case of users who already 

have a focus on competing and winning, extrinsic rewards may heighten their interest and 

entertainment, leading to increased intrinsic motivation in the gamified implementation. 

Against this, autonomy-supported verbal rewards use praise and positive feedback to 

signal competence for all participants, enhancing their intrinsic motivation.  Symbolic rewards 

also increase intrinsic motivation via signalling task-success.  For participants with a mastery 

achievement goal, these rewards strengthen their task involvement, reinforce their learning 

focus and prove supportive of their internal perceived locus of causality (Ryan & Connell, 

1989).  Both verbal and symbolic rewards are also informational and support self-determination 

for people with a performance achievement goal.  However, while not detrimental to their sense 

of autonomy, these rewards do not underscore or amplify their focus on competence relative to 

others.  Therefore, they may not increase intrinsic motivation to the same extent as they might 

for people with a mastery goal.  Consequently, hypotheses 2b and 2c predicted that the effect 

of verbal and symbolic rewards on intrinsic motivation would be enhanced under mastery goals 

versus performance goals. 

Both hypotheses 2b and 2c were supported across Studies 2 and 3. 

Planned comparison of means in Study 2 showed that participants who received verbal 

rewards reported significantly higher intrinsic motivation in the mastery versus performance 

achievement goal conditions.  Participants who received symbolic rewards also reported higher 

intrinsic motivation in the mastery versus performance achievement goal conditions. 

Consistent with Study 2, results from Study 3 revealed that participants who received 

verbal rewards reported higher means for intrinsic motivation in the mastery versus 

performance achievement goal conditions as did the participants who received symbolic 

rewards. 

To understand how gamification works from the user’s perspective, the proposed model 

next examined how a key gameful affordance (rewards) influenced not just the psychological 

mediator (intrinsic motivation) but also the behavioural outcome (self-brand connection 

leading to purchase intention, word of mouth and positive attitude towards the brand). 
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8.2  How gamification works: From psychological mediator to 

behavioural outcomes 

Consumers engage with brands, forming intentional, voluntary relationships with them 

(Hollebeek, Conduit, & Brodie, 2016).  This has been called consumer brand engagement and 

features cognitive, emotional and behavioural interactions between consumers and brands 

(Brodie et al., 2013).  Marketers endeavour to promote and facilitate these interactions to shape 

positive consumer behaviours (Grönroos, 1997).  One of the consequences of consumer brand 

engagement is self-brand connection (SBC), the links consumers form between brands and 

their own self-identity (Escalas, 2004) and is considered to be an important behavioural 

outcome of gamification.  As discussed in Chapter 2.7.1, the relationship between gamification 

and self-brand connection is not yet well established.  Research question 3 therefore asked: 

RQ3: How do gamification rewards influence the formation of self-brand 

connections? 

The marketing definition of gamification (Huotari & Hamari, 2017) suggests that 

intrinsic motivation mediates the influence of rewards on SBC.  However, with empirical 

support for hypotheses 1, 2a, 2b and 2c, it appears that the relationship between rewards and 

intrinsic motivation may itself be influenced by the achievement goals of users.  Therefore, to 

further illuminate the understanding of how gamification works, it would be interesting to 

explore how reward type, achievement goal and intrinsic motivation influence the formation 

of self-brand connections of users. 

It is well established in the motivation literature that when people are intrinsically 

motivated, this will have a positive effect on their enjoyment and behavioural intention (Davis, 

Bagozzi, & Warshaw, 1992).  As discussed in Chapter 4.4, this holds true for intrinsic 

motivation and self-brand connection.  When customers are internally motivated, they will for 

a stronger sense of unity with the brand leading to more favourable brand intentions and 

behaviours.  This research therefore suggests that the effect of rewards on intrinsic motivation 

is moderated by the achievement goals of users.  Consequently, hypothesis 3 predicted that the 

interactive influence of Reward Type and Achievement Goal would influence Self-Brand 

Connection through Intrinsic Motivation. 

Essentially, hypothesis 3 sought to test the moderating effect of achievement goals by 

assessing if the indirect effect of reward type (tangible versus verbal versus symbolic) on self-
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brand connection via intrinsic motivation was statistically different between the mastery and 

performance achievement goal conditions. 

This was tested across both Studies 2 and 3 using Hayes (2017) Process Model 7 with 

95% bias corrected confidence interval (CI) based on 10,000 bootstrap samples.  Both analyses 

reported a significant omnibus test reflected by the index of moderated mediation.  Results 

from Study 2 and Study 3 confirmed that reward type had a significant effect on self-brand 

connection through intrinsic motivation, and that mediation had a first-stage moderation by the 

participants’ achievement goals (mastery versus performance).  Therefore, hypothesis 4 was 

supported. 

The results point to some very interesting insights. 

Across both Studies 2 and 3, the interaction between rewards and achievement goals 

was a significant predictor of intrinsic motivation.  Intrinsic motivation was, in turn, a 

significant predictor of self-brand connection.  In both studies, there was no direct effect of 

rewards on self-brand connection.  This is consistent with the theory-led development of 

hypothesis 4. 

The indexes of moderated mediation in both Studies 2 and 3 were remarkably 

consistent.  This is particularly interesting as the two studies engaged two different product 

categories – fast food (Study 2) versus casual footwear (Study 3).  Further, Study 2 featured a 

hypothetical brand while Study 3 engaged a real-world, well-known brand suggesting strong 

external validity. 

Across both Studies 2 and 3, significant conditional indirect effects and pairwise 

contrasts provided confirmation that there was a significant difference in indirect effects 

between the two achievement goal conditions.  Further, the index of moderated mediation was 

negative, suggesting that in gamified marketing implementations, the effect of reward type on 

self-brand connection is diminished at a certain level of the moderator. 

Simple slopes showing the regression of intrinsic motivation on reward type (tangible 

versus verbal versus symbolic) at each level of achievement goals (mastery versus 

performance) from both studies were consistent with the results from hypotheses 2a, 2b and 

2c.  They confirmed previous results that people with a performance achievement goal 

experienced higher intrinsic motivation when they received tangible rewards whereas verbal 

and symbolic rewards increased intrinsic motivation for people when they had a mastery 

achievement goal (for Study 2, please see Figure 28 and for Study 3, please see Figure 29). 
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Figure 28:  Simple slopes from study 2 indicating various levels of intrinsic motivation at the two 

levels of the moderator, achievement goals 

 

Figure 29:  Simple slopes from study 3 indicating various levels of intrinsic motivation at the two 

levels of the moderator, achievement goals 

 

This provides some valuable insight into not just how but when, and for whom, 

gamification works.  The marketing definition of gamification suggests that it works by 

gameful affordances (like rewards) influencing both a psychological mediator (like intrinsic 
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motivation) as well as a behavioural outcome (like self-brand connection).  However, as 

Studies 2 and 3 suggest, this is not a direct or even mediated effect.  The effect of rewards on 

intrinsic motivation depends on an interaction between the gameful affordance and the 

individual user - the joint effect of the reward type and users’ achievement goals.  This 

interactive effect on intrinsic motivation in turn increases or diminishes self-brand connections.  

In other words, gamification works only when there is a positive interaction between the reward 

type and user goals.  Studies 2 and 3 consistently suggest that different rewards work differently 

for users depending on the interaction between the gameful affordance and user goals. 

8.3  How gamification works: From behavioural outcome to downstream 

marketing behaviours 

Up to this point, the proposed model had been empirically tested for the effect of an 

isolated gameful affordance on the psychological mediator and the behavioural outcome.  

However, do these behavioural outcomes translate to actual consumer behaviours?  Most 

research into gamification stop at this point.  To truly develop actionable insights for 

gamification, it was important to extend the research to examine the effects of both intrinsic 

motivation as well as self-brand connection on downstream consumer behaviours. 

To this end, for gamified marketing implementations, research question 4 asked: 

RQ4: How does self-brand connection influence marketing outcomes like purchase intention, 

word of mouth and attitude towards the brand? 

The ultimate goal of marketing gamification is to drive positive consumer behaviours.  

Nothing is more representative of positive consumer behaviours than purchase intention.  Day 

(1976) points out that intentional measures are more valuable than actual purchase behaviours 

as these capture a consumer’s mind without constraints of real decisions.  The Theory of 

Reasoned Action suggests that intentions predict consumer behaviours (Ajzen & Fishbein, 

1980) providing further support for the choice of purchase intention as a key downstream 

consumer variable.  Several scholars have suggested that self-brand connection can lead to 

purchase intention (Dwivedi et al., 2015; Lin, Lobo, & Leckie, 2017).  As proposed in the 

research model and evidenced in Studies 2 and 3, self-brand connection is influenced by the 

interactive effect of reward type, achievement goals and intrinsic motivation.  Consequently, 

hypothesis 4a predicted that the interactive influence of reward type and achievement goal on 
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purchase intention would be serially mediated by intrinsic motivation and self-brand 

connection. 

Across both, Studies 2 and 3, Hayes (2017) Process Model 6 with 95% bias corrected 

confidence interval (CI) based on 10,000 bootstrap samples was used to examine the interactive 

effect of reward type (tangible versus verbal versus symbolic) and achievement goal (mastery 

versus performance) on purchase intention, as serially mediated by intrinsic motivation and 

self-brand connection.   

Results from both studies provided consistent support for hypothesis 4a.  Reward type 

and achievement goal significantly influenced purchase intention serially through intrinsic 

motivation and then self-brand connection. 

Positive Word of Mouth (WOM) particularly in a digitally connected world is widely 

recognised as a strategic imperative (Kumar et al., 2017).  When customers develop self-brand 

connections, they can grow to ‘love’ these brands (Batra et al., 2012) engaging vigorously in 

spreading the good word about them (Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006; Kemp et al., 2012).  Given the 

clear link in the literature between self-brand connection and WOM, hypothesis 4b predicted 

that in gamified marketing implementations the interactive influence of reward type and 

achievement goal on Word of Mouth would be serially mediated by Intrinsic Motivation and 

Self-brand Connection. 

Hayes (2017) Process Model 6 was once again engaged to test for serial mediation.  

Results of the regression analysis revealed that as before, the interactive influence of reward 

type x achievement goal significantly influenced word of mouth serially, first through intrinsic 

motivation and then through self-brand connection.  Consequently, hypothesis 5b was also 

supported. 

A substantial body of research in marketing has identified a link between self-brand 

connections and robust, persistent brand attitudes (Escalas, 2004).  Positive attitudes towards 

the brand (AB) leading to positive and desirable marketing behaviours, are a very desirable 

strategic objective (Moore & Homer, 2008), and a powerful downstream outcome of self-brand 

connection (Ferraro et al., 2013).  Consequently, hypothesis 4c predicted that the influence of 

reward type on attitude towards the brand would be serially mediated by intrinsic motivation 

and self-brand connection. 

Consistent with hypotheses 4a and 4b, results of the regression in Study 2 indicated that 

the interactive influence of reward type and achievement goal on attitude towards the brand is 
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mediated firstly through intrinsic motivation and secondly through self-brand connection 

confirming the proposed serial mediating effect.  In Study 3 too, the joint influence of reward 

type and achievement goal influenced attitude towards the brand serially, first through intrinsic 

motivation and then through self-brand connection.  Consequently, Hypothesis 4c was also 

supported across both studies. 

The tests of downstream marketing behaviours in the research model provided some 

interesting insights.  The evidence indicates that the choice of reward (gameful affordance) is 

paramount to the success of gamified marketing implementations.  Rewards chosen must have 

a clear focus on increasing intrinsic motivation.  Not only is this intuitively valid, but abundant 

studies have confirmed that intrinsically motivated participants will have positive effects on 

behavioural outcomes (both intentions and actions).  This has been confirmed in both Studies 

2 and 3.  Results showed with remarkable consistency that intrinsic motivation had a positive 

effect on self-brand connection and self-brand connection, in turn, had a positive effect on each 

of the marketing outcomes (purchase intention, word of mouth and attitude towards the brand).  

However, consistent with the varying effects of reward type on intrinsic motivation due to the 

achievement goal of users, both studies also suggested that at least one experimental condition 

(reward type x achievement goal) may have a deleterious effect on intrinsic motivation leading 

to diminished downstream behavioural outcomes.  Choice of reward and its relationship with 

the achievement of users is vital. 

8.4  How gamification works: towards a more nuanced understanding 

Study 3 confirmed and extended the results of Study 2.  The findings suggest that users 

of gamified marketing implementations are more intrinsically motivated with the rewards that 

support their individual achievement goals.  However, it is quite intuitive that goals will not 

affect every individual the same way.  Individual traits and personalities have an important role 

to play (Harackiewicz et al., 1985).  Motivation is, after all, a function of both external factors 

as well as the internal psychological processes of the individual (Kozlowski, 2012). 

Classical theorists have suggested that achievement goals of people are moderated by 

their achievement orientation (Atkinson, 1974).  Achievement orientation (AO) is a cognitive-

perceptual framework that has been shown to influence how different people interpret and react 

to contextual characteristics (Epstein & Harackiewicz, 1992).  This has been a neglected area 

of study in marketing gamification research.  To address this gap and further nuance the 
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understanding of how gamification works, this research incorporated achievement orientation 

(AO), a trait variable, as a novel second moderator of the relationship between rewards and 

intrinsic motivation.  This relationship is what research question 5 explored: 

RQ5:  How does achievement orientation influence achievement goals in moderating 

the effect of rewards on intrinsic motivation? 

Applying the lens of individual personality provides deeper insights into how individual 

differences affect responses to contextual settings (Zhou, 1998), making achievement 

orientation an important moderator of the effect of goals on intrinsic motivation (Elliot, 2005; 

Senko & Harackiewicz, 2002). 

8.4.1 Achievement orientation (AO) as a second moderator 

As detailed in Chapter 4.3.2, people with a high achievement orientation (high 

achievers) enjoy and value competition, expect and seek challenges and are motivated to 

achieve and demonstrate high skill levels.  They relish diagnosing their self-ability, seek and 

engage in self-evaluation and welcome feedback, responding to negative feedback with extra 

effort.  High achievers are, therefore, likely to enjoy contexts and situations where performance 

goals are highlighted. 

On the other hand, people with a low achievement orientation (low achievers) dislike 

competition, avoid challenges and assessment, feel anxious about their performance in 

achievement settings, avoid diagnosis and respond to negative feedback with task-avoidance.  

Consequently, people with a low achievement orientation are likely to prefer contexts and 

situations when their mastery goals are activated. 

In a gamification setting, rewards play a significant role in accentuating these 

preferences.  After all, rewards provide important information to users about their competence, 

which in turn determines how they influence motivation (Rosenfield et al., 1980). 

High achievers are naturally competitive.  However, when they have a mastery 

achievement goal, this now conflicts with their personality.  They no longer have their strong 

focus on demonstration of competence.  Their state goal is to learn and develop with a self-

focus while their personality is to compete against others.  Tangible rewards may be supporting 

their achievement orientation but are now conflicting with their achievement goals.  This is 

likely to ‘crowd out’ their feelings of autonomy and competence (Frey & Jegen, 2001), 

diminishing their intrinsic motivation. 
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For high achievers with a performance goal, demonstration of competence relative to 

others becomes highly, salient.  Both trait and state variables now work in tandem to heighten 

competitiveness and the desire to show superiority.  As per SDT, they should be experiencing 

diminished intrinsic motivation because their sense of autonomy is controlled by their desire 

to compete.  However, their sense of competence is now highly accentuated.  So long as the 

gamified implementation is reinforcing their sense of competence, high achievers with a 

performance achievement goal will not report diminished motivation.  In fact, if their sense of 

competence is then rewarded and reinforced by a tangible reward that signals success in a 

tangible way (for example, through money or gifts), they will report heightened levels of 

intrinsic motivation.  In such situations, tangible rewards may actually improve their 

competitive spirit by directly signalling their competitive competence and achievement.  

Motivation Crowding Theory (MCT) refers to this as ‘crowding in’ where external 

interventions foster self-esteem making people feel like they are free to act.  This leads them 

to feel self-determined (Frey, 1997). 

For low achievers with a performance goal, once again their achievement orientation 

(trait) and achievement goal (state) are at odds with each other.  Their low achievement 

orientation means that they dislike assessment, are anxious about performance and do not like 

competition.  Yet their performance achievement goal pushes them to compete and demonstrate 

superiority.  This may lead to diminished interest in the activity.  As evidenced in hypotheses 

2b and 2c, while verbal and symbolic rewards aren’t harmful to intrinsic motivation in this 

situation, they do nothing to support the underlying objectives of the activated performance 

goal, competitiveness.  Against this, tangible rewards provide a clear support for demonstration 

of competence by promoting and supporting competition.  The controlling aspect of tangible 

rewards in this situation may actually cause the person to focus on the reward and draw 

attention away from the anxiety of evaluation, delivering relatively higher competence and 

autonomy and by extension, higher intrinsic motivation. 

Mastery achievement goals make competence-development, learning and task-

involvement the focus for people with low achievement-orientation.  This is likely to make 

activities more fun and enjoyable for them potentially enhancing intrinsic motivation.  In line 

with CET, in this situation, tangible rewards are likely to have a controlling effect by 

diminishing feelings of competence and autonomy and leading to diminished intrinsic 

motivation. 
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Consequently, hypothesis 5a predicted that the influence of tangible rewards on 

intrinsic motivation would be diminished under mastery (versus performance) goal for people 

with high achievement orientation.  This effect would also be diminished under Low 

Achievement Orientation. 

8.4.2 Testing the three-way interaction 

In order test the three-way interaction proposed in the research model a 3 x 2 x 2 

between-subjects ANOVA was conducted.  The objective was to study the effect of reward 

type, achievement goals and achievement orientation along with their various interactions on 

intrinsic motivation.  The omnibus test for three-way interaction was not significant.  However, 

as discussed in Chapter 7.3.6, there is some evidence in the literature to suggest that if 

hypotheses are preregistered (Cramer et al., 2016), planned comparisons may be appropriate to 

proceed despite a non-significant omnibus F test (Ruxton & Beauchamp, 2008).  In fact, some 

scholars have pointed out that if the research is grounded in theory, a priori hypotheses have 

been developed and in the judgement of the researcher there is a good reason to do so, not 

following up on post-hoc comparisons in the event of a non-significant F test may lead to 

missed opportunities (Chen et al., 2018).  This research meets all these criteria.  Consequently, 

post-hoc planned comparisons were conducted to develop insights, inform future research, and 

test hypotheses 5a, 5b and 5c. 

Planned contrast analysis provided support for hypothesis 5a. 

Participants who received tangible rewards reported lower intrinsic motivation in the 

mastery versus performance achievement goal conditions for both low achievement orientation 

and high achievement orientation people.  While the omnibus test was not significant, the post 

hoc planned contrasts were all highly significant.  Therefore, while the results should be 

interpreted with caution, the proposed model does provide support for tangible rewards as a 

legitimate gameful affordance. 

As evidenced by the results of hypotheses 2b and 2c, when delivered in an autonomy-

supported form, verbal and symbolic rewards reinforce a learning and competence-focus 

thereby enhancing intrinsic motivation for people with a mastery achievement goal.  This 

stands to reason as these people are self-focused, task-involved, and keen to learn and develop.  

For low achievers, a mastery achievement goal makes the development of competence highly 

salient due to their state and trait being in alignment.  They want to be self-focused and learn 
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the task as well as they can without competitive pressures.  They seek competence feedback – 

not controlling rewards.  Consequently, verbal and symbolic rewards are likely to enhance their 

intrinsic motivation. 

High achievers, on the other hand, seek competitive environments within which to 

achieve high levels of skill.  While this is their personality, when their achievement goal is self-

referential and focused on the development of competence and not competition, extrinsic 

rewards will be seen as controlling, thereby diminishing their intrinsic motivation.  Verbal and 

symbolic rewards, on the other hand, will strengthen and reinforce positive feelings of task-

mastery and promote self-focus, thereby signalling competence and autonomy, leading to 

increased intrinsic motivation.  Consequently, hypotheses 5b and 5c predicted that the 

influence of verbal and symbolic rewards on intrinsic motivation would be enhanced under 

mastery (versus performance) goal for people with high achievement orientation.  This effect 

would also be enhanced under low achievement orientation. 

Planned contrasts in Study 3 supported both hypotheses 5b and 5c. 

For verbal rewards, low achievers reported higher intrinsic motivation in the mastery 

versus performance achievement goal conditions.  This was also true of symbolic rewards. 

High achievement-oriented people who received verbal rewards also reported higher 

intrinsic motivation in the mastery versus performance achievement goal condition, as did high 

achievers who received symbolic rewards. 

The three-way interaction proposed in the research model was not supported in the 

omnibus test.  However, planned comparisons for hypotheses 5a, 5b and 5c were all supported 

and revealed some very interesting relationships that may improve the understanding of how 

different users might experience gamified marketing implementations. 

8.4.3 The value of the second moderator 

The addition of achievement orientation, a trait variable, provided a much more 

nuanced understanding of achievement goals, their interactive relationship with rewards and 

their joint influence on intrinsic motivation.  Achievement orientation influences how people 

will respond to their achievement goal settings (Payne, Youngcourt, & Beaubien, 2007).  

Indeed, depending on the contextual and situational factors, their interaction will determine the 

pathway people will take to accomplish their feelings of competence and self-determination 

(Murayama, Elliot, & Friedman, 2012). 
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The key seems to be the achievement goals of users which are accentuated and 

heightened by their achievement orientations.  When users of a gamified marketing 

implementation have a performance achievement goal, they tend to be more self-focused as 

their objective is to outperform others and present themselves as more competent than others.  

For them, tangible rewards will increase, rather than diminish, intrinsic motivation for both 

high and low achievement personality traits.  This seems contrary to the findings of CET but 

find support in motivation crowding theory (MCT) (Frey & Jegen, 2001).  Scholars have 

postulated that as per CET, extrinsic rewards may ‘crowd in’ a person’s feelings of competence 

and mastery, causing them to be perceived as controlling and thereby reducing intrinsic 

motivation.  However, they may also ‘crowd out’ these feelings thereby enhancing intrinsic 

motivation.  MCT suggests that intrinsic motivation can indeed be increased or reduced by 

rewards depending on a person’s preferences for these rewards (Frey, 1997), as well as their 

perception of the nature, environment or of the task itself (Gneezy & Rustichini, 2000). 

Alternatively, if users have a mastery achievement goal, they tend to be task focused.  

They are concerned with task involvement and learning the gamified task as well as they can.  

How competent they are seen to be by others is not of as much concern to them.  In such cases, 

their learning and development focus will be crowded out by the controlling influence of any 

tangible rewards.  Achievement orientation will once again serve to heighten this effect.  In 

this case, verbal and symbolic rewards are much more suitable for enhancing intrinsic 

motivation for both personality types. 

This has implications for the future design, development, promotion, and use of 

gamified marketing implementations (covered in more detail in Chapter 9.3). 

Overall, the results of Studies 2 and 3 provide support each of the hypotheses 1, 2a, 2b, 

2c, 3, 4a, 4b, 4c, 5a, 5b and 5c, providing fresh insights into how gamification rewards 

influence intrinsic motivation.  Essentially, gamification works by influencing the intrinsic 

motivation of users, but not directly.  This influence is significantly moderated by the 

achievement goals of users which is accentuated and heightened by their achievement 

orientations.  Achievement orientation heightens but does not alter the direction of reward type 

x achievement goal.  The joint influence of reward type and achievement goal influences 

downstream marketing outcomes of gamification through intrinsic motivation and then self-

brand connection.  These findings make some very interesting theoretical and practical 

contributions that are detailed in Chapter 9 below.  



 

 

 

161 

 

Internal use only 

Chapter 9 Conclusion 

An extreme event in the form of a global pandemic has fuelled scholarly and managerial 

interest in the need to find new ways to engage, inform, target, and persuade consumers.  This 

is increasingly challenging to do.  These consumers are powered by media convergence and 

simultaneously consume information, entertainment, and communication streams across 

multiple platforms.  At the intersection of entertainment, communication and persuasion, 

gamification is an exciting technique that has the potential to engage, excite and delight these 

consumers.  It also happens to be a complex, multidisciplinary, multidomain phenomenon that 

requires, and is receiving, significant scholarly attention. 

The promise and potential of gamification in the marketing domain was what inspired 

this research effort.  The objective, drawn from gaps in the extant literature, was to further the 

collective understanding of how, when and for whom gamification works through theory-

grounded empirical research.  As Sutton and Staw (1995) point out, “Theory is about the 

connections among phenomena, a story about why acts, events, structure, and thoughts occur” 

(p. 378).  SDT is the theoretical thread that runs right through this research.  Contributions from 

Cognitive Evaluation Theory, Achievement Goal Theory, Achievement Orientation literature, 

Rewards literature, Self-Esteem Theory, Motivation Crowding Theory, Theory of Reasoned 

Action and extant Gamification research inform, illuminate and award precision to this effort. 

This empirical research has proposed and tested a parsimonious model that provides a 

fresh theoretical lens to augment the understanding of gamification from the customer’s 

perspective, thereby making some important theoretical contributions.  Using this model may 

assist marketing practitioners find new ways to engage, persuade and excite their customers in 

this rapidly shifting, evolving consumer landscape. 

Across three studies, results suggested that rewards, a key gameful affordance, 

influence the intrinsic motivation of users but this influence varies based on their achievement 

goals.  The interactive effect of rewards, achievement goals and intrinsic motivation has a 
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significant influence on self-brand connections that users may form with the brand.  These, in 

turn, lead to downstream desirable consumer behaviours like purchase intention, word of 

mouth and attitude towards the brand.  Empirical evidence highlighted the importance of the 

achievement goals of users.  To further nuance this understanding, a three-way interaction was 

explored between rewards, achievement goals and achievement orientation.  Results indicated 

that user personality, as reflected in their achievement orientation, heightened, and accentuated 

the effect of their achievement goals on intrinsic motivation. 

9.1  Theoretical implications 

The alluring quest to demystify gamification continues unabated.  At a broad level, this 

research contributes to a Tier 1 priority of the Marketing Science Institute’s 2020 – 2022 

Research Priorities.  By proposing a theoretically grounded model that helps illuminate how, 

when and for whom marketing gamification works, this research provides valuable 

implications that inform “effective strategies to drive deeper, lasting customer engagement,” 

(Kahn, 2020, p. 4).  At a more granular level, this research makes some valuable theoretical 

contributions to not just gamification literature, but also to the substantial literature in rewards, 

goals, motivation, and consumer engagement behaviours. 

Murphy and Medin (1985) point out that for research to be valuable, it must flow from 

and into theories.  This core philosophy has manifested itself in various reviews of gamification 

literature that have called for gamification research to be grounded in theory (Koivisto & 

Hamari, 2019; Krath, Schürmann, & von Korflesch, 2021; Seaborn & Fels, 2015).  The 

following main theories have been used in this research: 

• Self Determination Theory (SDT); 

• Cognitive Evaluation Theory (CET), a sub-theory of SDT; 

• Achievement Goal Theory (AGT); and 

• Achievement Orientation (AO). 

SDT is the theoretical glue that binds this research effort.  It provides the psychological 

mediator (intrinsic motivation) that connects the key isolated gameful affordance (gamification 

rewards) with the behavioural outcome (self-brand connection) and its downstream marketing 

actions.  SDT provides an extremely rich and robust body of knowledge which informs and 

supports this research.  It is naturally connected to Research Question 1 and this connection is 
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explicated in Chapter 1.2.  Its sub-theory, CET, provides a very robust basis of selecting, 

isolating, categorising and studying the key gameful affordance (gamification rewards).  It also 

provided strong grounding for TVSS, the novel rewards taxonomy, a key contribution of this 

research. 

Grounded in SDT, this research has identified and studied a novel moderator – 

achievement goals.  AGT has been one of the most prominent motivation theories for over 

three decades.  The connection between SDT and AGT presents a very logical and strong basis 

for Research Question 2 and has the potential to further illuminate our understanding of how 

gamification actually works. 

As explained in Chapter 4.6, the use of Achievement Orientation as a second moderator 

was inspired by the common thread of individual personality and its role in both SDT and AGT.  

To further nuance the understanding of how, when and for whom gamification works, this 

research turned to Achievement Orientation (AO), a cognitive-perceptual framework that can 

influence the achievement activities of individuals (Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Elliot & 

Harackiewicz, 1996).  As a moderator of achievement goals (Harackiewicz & Manderlink, 

1984; Sansone, 1986), AO provided a theoretically sound means of addressing the objective of 

this research.  It was also the foundation for addressing Research Question 5. 

This research was further enriched by drawing from and engaging: 

• Rewards literature, 

• Self-Brand Connection (SBC) literature, 

• Consumer Brand Engagement (CEB), and 

• Extant gamification literature. 

These are well studied (or evolving), discrete bodies of research that provided a great 

basis to build assertions and make valuable contributions.  Rewards literature provided a vast 

knowledge base on which to research gamification rewards.  It provided the basis for the 

selected gameful affordance and identification of a significant gap – the lack of a formal 

definition and a robust taxonomy for gamification rewards.  Together with SBC and CEB, it 

provided the basis for Research Questions 3 and 4. 

Finally, the following were not used as grounding or fundamental theories.  Rather: 

• Self-Esteem Theory (SET), 

• Motivation Crowding Theory (MCT), and 
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• Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), 

were used to describe, explain, substantiate, underscore or understand elements of this research. 

For instance, this research drew on SDT and implicit self-esteem theory (Greenwald, 

2015), to point out that consumers who are internally motivated will demonstrate strong SBCs 

and brand participation.  SET holds that unconscious favourable associations that people hold 

about themselves can cause an unconscious bias which can transfer to the brand when these 

people have positive brand interactions (Park & Mittal, 1985).  These unconscious favourable 

self-associations are driven by self-interest and are underpinned by autonomous motivation, 

demonstrating intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2000).  Only when people are internally 

motivated will they be attracted to a brand’s activities and the facilitation of the psychological 

benefits of competence, relatedness and autonomy will cause SBCs to form.  In this way, SET 

was used to explain and substantiate the influence of the joint effect of reward type and 

achievement goal on intrinsic motivation and SBC. 

Presented in Table 40 is a mapping of all the theories and literature along with their 

application in this research: 

Table 40:  Theories used, their applications and mapping 

Theory/Literature Application Maps to 

Self Determination Theory (SDT) Overall glue that binds this 

research.  Psychological Mediator 

selection. 

RQ 1, RQ2, RQ3, RQ 

H1, H2a, H2b, H2c,H3, H4a, 

H4b, H4c, H5a, H5b, H5c. 

Cognitive Evaluation Theory (CET), a 

sub-theory of SDT 

Grounding for Gameful 

Affordance selection. 

TVSS. 

H1, H2a, H2b, H2c,H3, H4a, 

H4b, H4c, H5a, H5b, H5c. 

Achievement Goal Theory  Grounding for identification of the 

novel boundary condition 

RQ 2, RQ5. 

H4a, H4b, H4c. 

Achievement Orientation Grounding for an even more 

nuanced understanding of how, 

when and for whom gamification 

works. 

RQ5 

H5a, H5b, H5c 

Rewards literature, Selection of gameful affordance.  

Basis of TVSS taxonomy. 

TVSS 

Experimental Stimulus. 
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Self-Brand Connection (SBC) 

literature 

Behavioural outcome of the model. RQ3. 

H4a, H4b, H4c. 

Extant gamification literature. Evolving and the basis of this 

entire research effort. 

Field of research. 

Self-Esteem Theory (SET), Supporting and explaining how 

intrinsic motivation influences 

SBC 

H3 

Motivation Crowding Theory (MCT), 

and 

Help explain how tangible rewards 

may increase versus decrease 

intrinsic motivation in some 

circumstances 

n/a 

Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), Help strengthen the findings of 

Studies 2 and 3 in relation to 

downstream marketing actions 

caused by SBC. 

n/a 

 

Following are the key theoretical contributions of this research. 

9.1.1 Contribution to gamification literature 

First, this research responds to a call to advance the understanding of how gamification 

works by focusing on the user rather than the gamification designer (Högberg et al., 2018; 

Koivisto & Hamari, 2019; Seaborn & Fels, 2015) particularly in the marketing context (Huotari 

& Hamari, 2017).  In doing so, it focuses on the influence of an isolated gameful affordance 

(rewards) on both the psychological mediator (intrinsic motivation) as well as the behavioural 

outcome (self-brand connection).  To enrich this understanding, it introduces two novel 

boundary conditions (achievement goals and achievement orientation). 

The choice of these independent and dependent variables is surfaced from a detailed 

literature review with scholars having called for a greater focus on rewards (Lewis et al., 2016), 

intrinsic motivation (Xi & Hamari, 2019a), self-brand connection (Berger et al., 2018) and 

goals (Seaborn & Fels, 2015).  Grounded in theory, this research presents and then empirically 

tests a parsimonious model that contributes to gamification literature by advancing the 

understanding of not just how, but when and for whom gamification works.  In doing so it 

contributes to gamification literature by reducing the “conceptual insufficiency and a dearth of 
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empirical studies on its functioning and consequences from a customer perspective” (Hammedi 

et al., 2019, p. 4). 

9.1.2 Contribution of a novel gamification rewards taxonomy 

Second, by developing and testing an actionable method of extricating rewards from 

other gameful affordances within complex gamification systems, this research not only adds 

value to gamification research, but also extends rewards and motivation knowledge.  It is 

widely acknowledged that rewards are a key gamification affordance (McGonigal, 2011).  

Despite this, researchers have seldom described rewards (Lewis, Swartz, & Lyons, 2016), 

distinguishing them from game dynamics, mechanics, components, elements or features – 

terms which tend to frequently be used interchangeably with, or in place of, rewards.  The range 

of rewards studied in the gamification literature itself has also been quite limited and is often 

disparagingly referred to as the points, badges, leaderboards triad (Vesa & Harviainen, 2018).  

In addition, researchers seldom explicate how rewards interact with other game elements 

(Lewis et al., 2016).  From a detailed literature review, it appears that to date no meaningful 

attempt has been made to define and classify gamification rewards so that they may be isolated 

for study and proper analysis. 

In developing a formal rewards taxonomy, this research first defines what is, as opposed 

to what is not, a gamification reward.  This is a critical lever in extricating rewards from other 

gamification elements and an important theoretical contribution if rewards are to be better 

understood and studied empirically as a gameful affordance.  Using the Tangible, Verbal, 

Symbolic Scheme (TVSS) for gamification rewards classification, scholars will no longer be 

limited to just the traditional range of points, badges, and leaderboards type rewards, but will 

be able to study all possible rewards including current and emerging rewards like new character 

skins, in-game customised moves and special game abilities. 

TVSS is operationally simple but carries a theoretical heft.  Scholars have long called 

for rewards to be studied not just as a unitary presence but, importantly, in terms of their 

salience (Ross, 1975).  As this research has suggested, it is not which rewards are used, rather 

‘how’ they are used and perceived that determine their influence.  TVSS calls for researchers 

to categorise gamification rewards in a simple trichotomy grounded in CET.  It then invites an 

attempt to further classify these rewards in a dichotomy of reward salience.  This simple two-

step device opens the door to an important theoretical gain.  It causes the classifying researcher 
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to consider salience alongside their reward choices adding a more nuanced approach to 

assessing, choosing, studying, and analysing reward systems in gamification studies. 

9.1.3 Extending rewards, motivation and goals literature 

Third, this research extends rewards, motivation, and goals literature by studying the 

interactive relationship between reward type, achievement goals, and intrinsic motivation in 

gamified marketing implementations.  It also surfaces achievement orientation, a trait variable, 

as an additional moderator.  This illuminating interaction does not appear to have been 

previously explored in marketing gamification research but offers a much richer understanding 

of how, when and for whom gamification works. 

The very concept of gamification is grounded in human motivation.  Yet, there appears 

to be a dearth of empirical evidence on “which motivations actually predict why people use 

gamification services” (Hamari & Koivisto, 2015a, p. 419).  More significantly, only a few 

studies investigate the relationship between gamification and intrinsic motivation (Xi & 

Hamari, 2019a).  This research contributes to gamification literature by focusing on intrinsic 

motivation as the psychological mediator. 

There is an articulated gap in the gamification literature in relation to goals (Seaborn & 

Fels, 2015).  This is surprising as gamification is inherently a goal-oriented activity (Deterding 

et al., 2011).  Where goals have been addressed in the research, they have tended to be limited 

to goal-setting theory (Hamari, Hassan, & Dias, 2018; Richter et al., 2015) and focused on 

supporting, explaining or helping to design some gamification feature or element (Tondello et 

al., 2018).  One of the defining objectives of gamification is that it increases intrinsic 

motivation (Deterding et al., 2011; Huotari & Hamari, 2017) which is strengthened by feelings 

of competence, autonomy and relatedness.  Achievement Goal Theory (AGT) has been 

concerned with the energisation and direction of competence-related behaviour (Elliot, 1997) 

with achievement goals having been defined in terms of engaging in such behaviour (Elliot & 

Hulleman, 2017).  Competence is a fundamental tenet of intrinsic motivation which in turn is 

the goal of gamification implementations.  Using AGT can therefore help refine how the user 

of the gamified system may be motivated via gameful affordances to achieve better outcomes 

targeted by the gamified implementation.  AGT has rarely been used in empirical gamification 

research. 
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This research has identified achievement goals as a valuable boundary condition that 

illuminates the understanding of intrinsic motivation (Ames & Archer, 1988; Dweck, 1986; 

Vansteenkiste et al., 2014).  This has recently been validated in a conceptual paper by Tang et 

al. (2020) who have called for empirical research that tests the relationship between 

achievement goals and specific gamification design considerations.  This research therefore 

extends gamification literature through a theoretical lens that has been used extensively in 

education, sports and management but has so far not been thoroughly investigated in 

gamification. 

Achievement goals relate to the cognitions and beliefs of users.  However, these do not 

affect all users in the same way (Kihlstrom, 1987).  Scholars have pointed out that to improve 

the understanding of the effect of achievement goals, an additional moderator such as user 

personality is very valuable (Harackiewicz et al., 1998).  This research has introduced the 

achievement orientation of users as an additional boundary condition (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 

1994; Harackiewicz & Sansone, 1991).  This important combination of moderators does not 

appear to have been previously examined in gamification research.  This research makes an 

important theoretical contribution to both CET and AGT as well as to rewards and gamification 

literature by surfacing and testing this moderating relationship that can nuance the 

understanding of the relationship between reward types and intrinsic motivation. 

Empirical findings extend both CET and AGT with novel insights.  Evidence across 

both studies support the established wisdom that gamification works by influencing the 

intrinsic motivation of users (how).  However, this is not a direct effect.  This influence depends 

on which achievement goal is activated (when).  User personality, as captured by their 

achievement orientation, serves to heighten this effect by enhancing or reducing it (for whom).  

Interesting from an AGT perspective is that, while the personality traits engendered in a user’s 

achievement orientation are relatively stable over time, a gamified marketing implementation 

can meaningfully activate the user’s achievement goals.  This has important implications for 

influencing the intrinsic motivation of users in gamified marketing implementations.  Empirical 

evidence suggests that contrary to CET, extrinsic rewards are not always deleterious to intrinsic 

motivation.  These findings find some support in motivation crowding theory (Frey & Jegen, 

2001), which refers to a ‘crowding in’ effect of tangible rewards if the situational, contextual 

and personality factors are optimal. 
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Essentially, as discussed in Chapter 8.2, gamification only works when there is a 

positive interaction between the reward type and user goals and different rewards will work 

differently depending on this interaction.  Depending on the user, then, rewards may (and 

should) be modified or tweaked to deliver higher intrinsic motivation. 

9.1.4 Extending the formal definition of gamification 

Fourth, the research model extends and empirically tests the formal definition of 

gamification beyond the behavioural outcome to include downstream consequences of this 

outcome.  It examines the joint influence of reward type and achievement goal on intrinsic 

motivation and self-brand connection, an important behavioural outcome of gamification.  It 

then extends the model to incorporate purchase intention, word of mouth and attitude towards 

the brand, well established consequences of self-brand connection.  Empirical evidence across 

two studies shows that the effect of reward type x achievement goal on downstream user 

behaviours (purchase intention, word of mouth and attitude towards the brand) is fully 

mediated through intrinsic motivation and then self-brand connection.  This provides empirical 

support for and extends the original marketing definition of gamification (Huotari & Hamari, 

2017). 

Gameful affordances like rewards do not directly influence downstream marketing 

actions that gamified implementations target.  Rather it is the interactive influence of reward 

type and achievement goal that influences downstream actions via the psychological mediator 

and then via the behavioural mediator.  Research findings suggest that intrinsic motivation has 

a significant positive influence on self-brand connection which in turn has a significant positive 

effect on each of the downstream marketing actions.  However, the choice and delivery of 

rewards relative to the achievement goal of users must be carefully handled.  At least one 

combination of reward type x achievement goal may have a diminishing influence on the final 

behavioural outcomes of gamification which may explain studies that have reported negative 

consequences of gamification.  The extended model delivers new insights, developing further 

knowledge for how gamification works, the objective at the heart of this research effort. 

9.2  Practical implications 

In a delightful editorial for a special edition of the Journal of Marketing, Deighton, 

Mela, and Moorman (2020) articulated a century-old antagonistic ambivalence between 
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marketing practitioners and academics, which they point out might be something that Aristotle 

may have foreshadowed when he differentiated thinking (theoria) from doing (praxis).  

Practitioners tend to dismiss academics as being impractical.  Academics tend to dismiss 

practitioners as having no grounding in theory.  This need not be so.  This research effort 

provides a fresh theoretical lens through which practitioners can develop actionable insights 

that can deliver real value in the design, development, promotion, delivery, and management 

of gamified marketing implementations.  After all, marketing practitioners are always finding 

new ways to engage, persuade and excite their customers in this rapidly shifting, evolving 

consumer landscape.  And gamification is an exciting way to achieve this. 

The choice of game rewards in the design and development of gamified marketing 

implementations can, and should, be rethought.  Empirical evidence from this research suggests 

that gamification only works when the interaction between reward type and user goals is 

positive. 

All gamified implementations include rewards.  Whether it’s free fries or a brand new 

car that McDonald’s offers during its annual Monopoly promotion (Zichermann & Linder, 

2010); the challenge to outrank friends on Fitbit’s social leaderboard (Hamari & Koivisto, 

2015); or the 1 billion RBM in prizes that participants can win during the ‘Double Eleven’ 

annual sales promotion by Chinese e-Commerce giants Taobao and Tmall (Zhang et al., 2021), 

gamification is big business.  The overwhelming majority of gamified marketing 

implementations use one (or a combination) of points (McDonald’s Monopoly), badges 

(Double Eleven promotion), and leaderboards (Fitbit) as rewards.  When appropriately used 

with supporting salience, these can be quite powerful.  Indeed, in the experimental vignettes 

used in this research, two of the three (points and badges) were engaged as rewards.  The key 

is to ensure that the reward is optimal and fit for purpose.  The newly proposed TVSS for 

gamification rewards is a powerful tool for practitioners to deploy. 

TVSS allows all possible gamification rewards to be classified as tangible, verbal or 

symbolic, operationalised through simple definitions and then further classified as either 

controlling or informational based on their expected salience.  One of the greatest strengths of 

TVSS for practitioners is its simplicity.  The classification does not require significant 

cognitive processing and is a powerful device for guiding the selection, testing and 

implementation of gamification rewards.  Gamification designers can now start to build their 

reward inventory, neatly categorised by type, and expected salience.  This will allow them to 
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consider, select, test, and finalise optimal combinations of rewards to ensure the effective 

psychological and behavioural outcomes for each specific reward condition.  It also invites 

them to go beyond the usual rewards and test out new, exciting options.  For instance, play 

streaks bonuses recently used by Headspace; secret levels and play unlocks offered by KFC 

Shrimp; or the continuous encouragement boosts used by Nike Fuel can now use the TVSS 

framework to test and analyse their user-reward alignment before rolling out these and other 

reward iterations. 

This research found a significant interaction effect between reward type and 

achievement goals of users.  As reported, results from both studies suggest that rewards work 

differently for users depending on the interaction with user goals.  Developers of gamified 

marketing implementations need to therefore think (and research) more deeply about their user.  

Who is the user of the gamified marketing implementation?  What are their motivational levers 

based on their achievement goals?  Users whose achievement goals are aligned with the 

rewards they receive are likely to be more intrinsically motivated.  This points to some very 

important practical implications.  Achievement goals are a state of mind that can be activated.   

Depending on the contextual and situational factors, gamification designers may use 

choice architecture to activate an appropriate achievement goal.  Choice architecture, a term 

coined by Thaler and Sunstein (2008) relates to how choices are presented to users to influence 

them to select the desired option.  These take the form of ‘nudges’ or approaches that “steer 

people in particular directions, but that also allow them to go their own way.” (Sunstein, 2017, 

p. 4).  The choice of reward should then be aligned with the achievement goals that the gamified 

marketing implementation seeks to activate.  In doing this, empirical evidence from this 

research suggests that when users have a performance goal, tangible rewards are likely to be 

more effective.  When users have a mastery goal, the focus should be on verbal and symbolic 

rewards. 

This can be further nuanced by considering, and understanding, the personality traits of 

users.  Psychographic profiling of market segments has been a classical marketing approach 

which can help this process (Lesser & Hughes, 1986).  In addition, properly designed and data-

driven ‘persona’ development may help this process (McGinn & Kotamraju, 2008).  Personas 

convey a precise description of a hypothetical user and what they may wish to accomplish 

(Blomquist & Arvola, 2002) and can provide valuable insights into user personality traits.   
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Achievement orientation (high versus low) is a personality trait that is relatively stable 

over time.  The achievement orientation of users will heighten or reduce the influence of a 

reward depending on their activated achievement goal.  This research suggests that when a 

mastery goal is activated, verbal and symbolic rewards will enhance intrinsic motivation for 

people with both high and low achievement orientation – but low achievers will be the most 

engaged.  In such a situation, low achievers will want to engage with the gamified application 

based on their own interest and on their own terms and agenda. 

Against this, when a performance achievement goal is active, tangible rewards will be 

most well received by high achievers.  High achievers in such a situation are likely to follow 

the rules of the game as set out by the gamified implementation, seeking the outcome above all 

else.  They revel in the rewards so long as the rewards signal their competitive superiority. 

These interesting relationships may influence the design, development, promotion, and 

user experience of gamified marketing implementations. 

An overwhelming number of gamified marketing implementations are in the digital 

domain.  Digital technologies can be leveraged to build excellent models of consumer 

behaviours.  Powerful big data analytics can be used to understand customer goals without 

compromising customer privacy.  Knowledge of these goals when overlaid with an 

understanding of personality (their achievement orientation) may lead to highly supportive, 

engaging, and effective gamified implementations.  For instance, the McDonald’s Monopoly 

app may test customisable user avatars that extend the sales promotion with unique 

personalisation; Fitbit may test unlockable performance boosters that may reinforce specific 

user goals; and the Double Eleven promotion may build secret levels and symbolic prestige 

rewards and test them as new, unique and interesting reward systems matched in real time to 

their user goals. 

Digital implementations also allow game rewards to be modified in real time as the 

users play the game.  Artificial intelligence engines and adaptive reward design are just some 

of the technological developments that will allow truly dynamic gamified implementations. 

9.3  Limitations and future research 

This research offers some valuable theoretical and practical contributions.  There are, 

however, several limitations that are presented below that may inspire and inform future 

research. 
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First, both products included in the two experimental design studies were shopping style 

products with low to medium prices and low to medium involvement consumer decision 

making processes.  In order to further illuminate how gamification works, it would be 

interesting to test the proposed model across a range of other products including but not limited 

to high involvement products, for instance, to assess if gamified marketing implementations 

can indeed have a negative effect in some situations (Hammedi et al., 2021).  It would also be 

interesting to test the model for a gamified service implementation rather than consumer 

products. 

Second, as discussed and classified in Chapter 3, there are a myriad of interesting game 

rewards that are applicable in the gamification realm.  This research focused on three common, 

and widely used, gamification rewards.  The rewards were kept constant across both 

experimental studies while the products engaged in the studies were changed in order to 

improve external validity.  While this was considered appropriate in the context of this research 

effort, it does not fully leverage the power of TVSS for gamification rewards classification.  

Future studies can focus on examining each experimental condition (reward type x 

achievement goal) and testing a range of alternate rewards while keeping the product or service 

constant.  It can be particularly insightful to compare the effectiveness of different rewards in 

driving the outcomes of gamification while keeping all other aspects of the experimental 

condition constant.  Future research can also combine reward types to create pairwise hybrids 

that can potentially deliver further insights. 

Third, this research focused on the moderating influence of achievement goals via the 

original dichotomous relationship between mastery and performance goals with both being 

conceptualised as approach goals – focused on success (Ames, 1992; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; 

Meece et al., 1988; Nicholls et al., 1989).  Theorists point out that the dichotomous relationship 

did not consider avoidance-motivation – striving to avoid failure (Elliot, 2006).  The 

trichotomous model of achievement goals (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996) extended the 

dichotomous model by integrating approach-avoidance within performance goals 

(performance-approach and performance-avoidance goals).  Performance-approach goals are 

related to demonstrating competence relative to others, whereas performance-avoidance goals 

are related to avoiding demonstrating incompetence relative to others.  A 2 x 2 model was then 

proposed to extend the trichotomous model (Elliot, 1999; Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Pintrich, 

2000) adding mastery-approach goals (striving to demonstrate task-based or intrapersonal 

competence), and mastery-avoidance goals (striving to avoid incompetence).  Elliot, 
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Murayama, and Pekrun (2011) then proposed a 3 x 2 achievement goal model incorporating a 

task-approach goal focused on task-based competence; a task-avoidance goal focused on 

avoiding task-based incompetence; a self-approach goal focused on self-based competence; a 

self-avoidance goal focused on avoiding self-based incompetence; an other-approach goal 

focused on approaching other-based competence; and an other-avoidance goal focused on 

avoiding other-based incompetence.  

The decision to use the original dichotomous achievement goal model was made to 

preserve parsimony in the overall research model.  It was also guided by the fact that the 

dichotomous, trichotomous, 2 x 2, and 3 x 2 models have developed programmatically, with 

one emerging as an extension or revision of a previous version.  Theorists point out that this 

does not make a former model obsolete, rather that the specific research question should dictate 

the chosen goal model.  Future researchers may enrich gamification knowledge by 

incorporating more complex conceptualisations of achievement goals in their research models.   

Fourth, it should be acknowledged that achievement goals are context dependent and 

as the literature suggests, there is definitely a difference between life goals, learning goals, 

work performance goals (Harackiewicz, Barron, & Elliot, 1998) and goals in a gamification 

context.  This research has focused on the effect of goals on the psychological mediator 

(intrinsic motivation) in the context of a gamified marketing implementation.  This may have 

limited generalisability outside this context. 

Fifth, this research focused on self-brand connection as the behavioural outcome and 

examined three important downstream behaviours that marketing gamification hopes to trigger.  

The rich literature on consumer brand engagement identifies several other downstream 

behaviours that future research can focus on.  Some of these include brand acceptance (Du, 

Bhattacharya, & Sen, 2007), tribalism (Veloutsou & Moutinho, 2009),trust (Chaudhuri & 

Holbrook, 2001), online brand advocacy (Bergkvist & Eisend, 2021; Wilk, Soutar, & Harrigan, 

2019, 2021), brand respect (Jahanvi & Sharma, 2021) and social media brand posts (Hamzah, 

Abdul Wahab, & Waqas, 2021).  It would also be very interesting to study the dark side of 

consumer engagement and examine brand aversion behaviours like brand switching (Park, 

Eisingerich, & Park, 2013), hate (Kucuk, 2016) or retaliation (Funches, Markley, & Davis, 

2009). 

Sixth, gamification is highly context dependent.  This research was anchored in the 

marketing domain.  It would be very insightful to test this model across a range of contexts and 
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in domains beyond marketing.  For instance, the model could be applied to learn how 

gamification might work in a health, education, technology adoption or finance context to name 

just a few. 

Finally, to further strengthen the external validity of this study, field experiments are 

recommended. 

Gamification is exciting and offers unparalleled potential.  However, “there seems to 

be a growing and pertinent need to provide new scholarly insights to comprehend its true 

strength and applicability.” (Singh, Kumar, & Jain, 2021, p. 1).  It is time to go beyond simply 

slapping a reward on a marketing effort and calling it gamification.  With increasing precision, 

scholars are providing high quality research into understanding this phenomenon better.  This 

research has contributed by helping enhance the understanding of how, when and for whom 

gamification works in the marketing context.  In doing this, rewards literature has been 

extended by proposing a much-needed definition for gamification rewards.  Using this 

definition, it is now possible to select what is and what is not a gamification reward.  Building 

on this definition, a novel gamification rewards taxonomy (TVSS) has been proposed that now 

allows all gamification rewards to be meaningfully classified.  Doing this enhances the canon 

of rewards being studied and deployed by practitioners.  This research extends motivation and 

goals literature by identifying and testing novel boundary conditions, achievement goals and 

achievement orientation of users, that can illuminate and nuance the understanding of how 

gamification works.  It extends the marketing definition of gamification by going beyond the 

behavioural outcome and examining the downstream actions that gamification aims to 

influence.  The practical applications of this research include the presentation of a new 

gamification rewards taxonomy that will allow gamification designers, developers and 

implementations to consider new and exciting rewards that may lead to better and more 

valuable consumer outcomes.  In addition, it provides new insights and techniques that may 

help gamification marketing implementations tailor their offerings to activate rewards that tap 

into and support the achievement goals and personality of their users.  In all these ways, it is 

hoped that this research effort will go some ways in helping gamified marketing 

implementations unlock their true potential. 
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