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Introduction

Gamification is widely used in various companies to achieve goals related to engagement
of consumers [Tatarinov, 2019; Leclerg, Hammedi, Poncin, 2018], employees [Muradova et al.,
2019; Mitchell, Schuster, Jin, 2020], students [Orlova, Titova, 2015; Aparicio et al., 2019]. The
gamification market is gradually and steadily growing [Octalysis.ru, 2019], in terms of the
distribution of market shares, the use of gamification for marketing purposes still occupies the first
place, while at the same time, shares in human resources management, sales and IT-development
are growing.

In modern world consumers are constantly being targeted by various brand
communications, ads and sponsored promotion trying to grab their attention and earn their loyalty
[Solis, 2011; Kannan et al., 2017]. As a response, companies need to put an extra effort to stand
out, attract attention and engage consumers. Gamification has become a successful tool quickly
due to its promising behavioral shifting effect and increasing attention from people with various
demographics to the game industry [Forbes, 2019].

With the help of gamification, companies strive to overcome user barriers related to the
routine of operations in information systems [Koivisto, Hamari, 2019], distance learning [Huang
et al., 2019; Van Roy, Deterding, Zaman, 2019], consumer distrust in advertising messages
[Seiffert-Brockmann, Weitzl, Henriks, 2018; Vashisht, Royne, Sreejesh, 2019; Van Roy, Zaman,
2019], as well as stimulate the creation of positive associations with them, which subsequently can
lead to loyalty, better assimilation of the material, simplification of the introduction of new
systems, etc. [Seaborn, Fels, 2015; Rapp et al., 2018; Koivisto, Hamari, 2019].

The relevance of studying gamification in marketing is primarily determined by the
growing conflict between the existing theoretical knowledge about gamification in information
systems and the effectiveness that gamification tools demonstrate when implemented in a real
business context [Xi, Hamari, 2019].

In the studies of gamification in management, several main areas can be distinguished: 1)
gamification of information systems and knowledge management systems 2) gamification of
processes of adaptation and training of personnel 3) gamification of processes of interaction of
consumers with the brand.

In Russia, the massive use of gamification in marketing is primarily associated with grocery
retailers. Since the 2010s, the largest brands in the industry, such as Dixy, Magnit, Lenta, and X5
retail group, have been launching large-scale gamified promotional campaigns on an ongoing basis
[Klimova, 2018]. Among these campaigns are classic loyalty programs, short-term promotions to
stimulate sales of a goods and increase the average check. In addition to them, campaigns to

promote films, television shows and series are immensely popular through the creation of brand



alliances (Frozen - 2 in the Perekrestok, Avengers in the Pyaterochka, etc.). However, despite the
widespread distribution of gamified campaigns, its real purpose, structure and value obtained
remain questionable by both producers and consumers. Companies struggle to find proof and
consistency in results of gamification application [Hassan, 2018]. Consumers are starting to grow
skepticism towards the gamification due to its frequent mention in media sources and the fact that
marketers use advergames as a covert advertising instrument [Wojdynski, Evans, 2019], the
perception of which spillovers to gamification in any manifestation, due to lacking understanding
of the concept boundaries.

Gamification involves a range of stakeholders at different stages of its development and
implementation. The experience, management of outcomes, extent to which behavior is expected
to change and chain of consequences it will lead at other stages of consumer behavior should take
into account the interests of all parties involved and at the same time remain sensitive to this
variation [Thorpe, Roper, 2019 ] from ethical point of view.

Most of the research in the field of gamification is devoted to the study of individual
mechanics or to testing hypotheses regarding the motivational mechanisms that they act on, which
is called the “era of motivational research” [Koivisto, Hamari, 2019]. The disadvantages of the
conceptualization of gamification and its operationalization with the existing approaches to
definition, which were noted earlier, also affect the level of publications devoted to its study. Most
of them have a well-developed empirical component, but the theoretical basis and the
determination of the place of gamification in management theory are fragmented. The authors put
forward weighty arguments in favor of the positive effects of gamification on the behavior of users
of systems and consumers of products, but their practical recommendations, as a rule, are relevant

only to designers of information systems.

1.1. Research problem

Many companies struggle to choose between variety of interactive tools which can solve
the issue of consumers attraction and, more, importantly, retention. Loyalty remains even more
desirable outcome of relationship with consumers [Cheng et al., 2020]. Value companies are trying
to create must be easily adaptable and offer the consumer what is the most pressing need. A
growing number of researchers agree that utilitarian values are inferior to hedonic ones [Koivsto,
Hamari, 2019] and companies need to adopt those marketing instruments that will provide hedonic
pleasure of experience to consumer. Gamification is exactly that kind of instrument [Rapp et al.,
2018; Eisengerich et al., 2019; Mullins, Subherwal, 2018].

The main purpose of using gamification is to modify consumer behavior [Huotari, Hamari,
2017; Hofacker, 2013]. According to an impressive list of studies testing this effect, in most cases,

gamification changes behavior and shifts it toward the desired [Sailer et al., 2017; Seaborn, Fels,
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2015; Mekler et al., 2017, Kim, Ahn, 2017], however, the mechanism that underlines those
changes is still being argued among researchers.

Since the beginning of the study of gamification, mainly in the field of information
management, the school of motivational research has been developed [Koivisto, Hamari, 2019].
Scientists who tested the effectiveness of various gamification mechanics have come to the
conclusion that the changes it causes in human behavior are associated with increased intrinsic
motivation [Hamari, 2015; Sailer et al., 2017; Yang et al., 2017; Mitchel et al., 2018]. The main
theoretical background has become the self-determination theory (SDT) [Deci, Ryan,
2000].According to this theory the boost of intrinsic motivation helps to overcome negative effects
of external stimuli or limitations and prolong the self-motivation effect [Deci, Ryan, 2000]. The
theory at first has been used in education, but quickly became useful on gamification research,
became almost all systems and activities which had the need to be gamified have contained at least
one external stimuli [Seaborn, Fels, 2015]. However, there were some researchers that suggest that
just the boost of an intrinsic motivation is not the only factor influenced the outcome of
gamification implementation. Some researchers assume that personal characteristics of “users as
players” are essential to determine the best way to design the gamification [Tondello et al., 2019;
Lopes, Tucker, 2019]. Some argued that the characteristics of a platform, system or program that
has been gamified play more significant role in determination of outcome change [Eppman et al.,
2018; Leclerq et al., 2020].

Despite which of the mechanisms of gamification was taken as a basis by the researcher,
several things remained unclear. First, in determining the design of gamification, the lack of clear
boundaries separating gamification from other game formats led to the testing of similar
hypotheses in absolutely different research designs which were difficult to compare or generalize
[Leclergetal., 2018; Eppman et al., 2018]. On the other hand, stereotyped of experimental designs
chosen to test effects led to limited field that have been covered by those studies [Koivisto, Hamari,
2019]. Second, studies of the effects of gamification on behavior focused on testing the effects of
specific elements [Sailer et al., 2017], and regardless of context and goals, it was assumed that
consumers perceive these game elements in the same way. This assumption has not been tested in
studies until recently. In the context of online courses, it was found that users functionalize certain
game elements in their own way but other than have been meant, which led to the conclusion about
possibility to explain gamification effect with other theories than self-determination [Roy et al.,
2019]. Finally, in the context of marketing, gamification is primarily regarded as an engagement
tool [Nobre, Ferreira, 2017; Leclerq et al., 2018]. Recently it have been noted that each tool that
involves changing behavior should take into account the ethical aspects of possible manipulation
[Thorpe, Roper, 2019]. Such a statement led to the question about consumer perspective on



gamification as a holistic process and a marketing tool. Current literature cannot provide
arguments regarding the position of the consumer, due to the lack of a general positioning of
gamification in the theory of consumer behavior and, in particular, the lack of a sufficient measure
to grasp it.

1.2. Aim of the study

Gamification in marketing needs to be researched in the realms of consumer behavior
theory to draw a full picture of a consumer perspective and understand the manipulative nature of
a concept. This study aims to answer following research questions:

Research question 1: How to define the boundaries of gamification in marketing?

Research question 2: How an implementation of gamification as an engagement tool
influences the formation of behavioral intentions?

Research question 3: How the recognition of a gamification manipulative intent will
influence the formation of an intrinsic motivation?

The aim of the study is to develop and test a theoretical model which will allow to
investigate relationships between consumer recognition of gamification as a persuasion tool,
behavioral intentions and the effect it has on intrinsic motivation as underlining mechanism of
gamification success.

This goal requires the following tasks:

1. Clarify the concept of “gamification” and compare existing approaches to define it

2. Introduce the approach which will allow to study gamification from consumer’s
perspective

3. Identify necessary measures for understanding the recognition and perception of
gamification

4. Identify behavioral intentions which will help to test an effect of the recognition and
perception of gamification

5. Test the relationships between the recognition and perception of gamification and
behavioral intentions empirically

6. Propose a theoretical model of the relationship between the recognition of a gamification
as a manipulation and it influence on intrinsic motivation.

7. Test the developed model empirically on the similar sample to the previous stage to make

results at same level



1.3. Research design

To answer the questions posed, it was necessary to conduct a series of theoretical and
empirical studies.

The tasks set required not only testing the hypotheses put forward, but also a consistent
analysis of the literature, amending the existing conceptualization of gamification and developing
a measure to use in testing the consumer perspective.

However, we began research in a not conventional way. Trying to better understand the
problem of the current business where gamification is popular, we have uncovered conflicting
constructs that have been used to measure the same outcome, which gamification was supposed to
change - loyalty. Loyalty management is ongoing issue for the business and, since it is easier than
ever for consumers to switch companies are trying to engage them even more. Expert session we
have had with the business representatives have showed that they are a) have different attitude
towards gamification, because they understand its complexity not in a similar way and b) they
struggle to find suitable measure for loyalty where they would be able to incorporate gamification
efficiency indicators. That expert session led to the research project dedicated to study various
systems of loyalty management and comparison of to find the best suitable solution for each case
of interactive marketing tool implementation including gamification.

The first article is a result of this project. It presents an integrated model of approaches to
loyalty management which have become the foundation to the development of a research model.
Results of this article also helped to select the most relevant indicators of behavioral intentions
which were tested in the concluding research paper.

At the second stage it was necessary to understand the existing picture of research in the
field of gamification in management. Despite the fact that the concept of gamification appeared
relatively recently, its popularity led to the fact that among a huge amount of research it was
difficult to track the development trends of this area in management, and even more so in
marketing. The main work of researchers in the field of gamification was aimed at developing an
understanding and testing of the phenomenon in the field of information management. Although
the results obtained by scientists working both in the field of information management and in the
fields of training were useful, they were not always applicable for the needs of marketing research.
The main gap that existed was associated with blurring the boundaries of the concept and the
difficulties of its operationalization. To close this gap, a structured analysis of the literature was
carried out, where only publications in international journals of the ABS category and a couple of
seminal papers from the major conference were taken as the basis. The literature analysis made it
possible to single out approaches to the definition and operationalization of gamification. These
approaches became the basis for the further development of a theoretical framework and the



development of a measure dedicated to reflecting consumer perspective. In addition, this article
identified the main areas of gamification research in management, in which the main limitations
and agenda for the future research were highlighted.

Despite the fact that the main conclusions on the theory of gamification in management
were made on the basis of the previous article, the question remained open about the mechanisms
of gamification and the applicability of the theory of self-determination in a marketing context. To
answer this question, an additional analysis of the literature was carried out on the subject of
existing theories about the work of gamification. To test we have decided to choose a marketing
related context which would be appropriately generic but will contain the necessity to engage
participants. The context we have been chosen - marketing surveys. Analysis of gamification of
marketing survey not only presented main theories with pros and cons for implementation, but
distinctive conceptualization of relationship between gamification design and behavioral
outcomes, considering the characteristics of the participants. In addition, this study expanded the
understanding of gamification in management by adopting the notion of “gamification intensity”
from research stream dedicated to online surveys.

Next logical step was to develop a measure of consumer recognition and perception of
gamification. To do this, we analyzed existing measures which are to some extent are related to
gamification. Based on an understanding of what is missing, we resorted to a three-step process
for creating and testing the scale. At the first stage, we conducted focus groups, during which the
participants determined on the questions asked how much they recognize gamification. We
adopted persuasion knowledge model there for the item development because our main research
idea was to test the dichotomy of gamification as both motivation and persuasive tool. After we
have gathered and analyzed responses the initial scale has been developed and later analyzed by
the team of experts. After the experts "discussion the scale has been shortened and an approbation
has been conducted.

With a well-developed theory and a working scale, we proceeded to the design of the main
study, where two theoretical models were developed. The first model was designed to find the
relationship between perceived gamification - the concept we developed at the previous stage to
test recognition and perception of gamification - and behavioral outcomes. We have introduced
such variables as brand attitude and game attitude to fully represent persuasion knowledge tirade,
where perceived gamification is the conceptualization of a persuasion knowledge and game
attitude is referred as a topic knowledge. Having found out that perceived gamification along with
brand attitude has significant influence to behavioral intentions we have chosen to study -
advocacy and willingness to participate - we started testing the relationship between consumer

identification of gamification as manipulation and intrinsic motivation. Here have introduced



another variable - playfulness. Playfulness is a necessary characteristic when it comes to involving
consumers in a game-like activity, which is clothed in the form of a certain system. For testing,
one of the most popular promotions of the McDonald's fast-food restaurant chain was selected and
the second promo of the same chain, which contained the same game elements on the network, but
has been less intensively gamified due to the lack of direct brand alliance with the game.

Further work will be structured as following:

- Texts of all aforementioned articles will be presented in appointed order

- Results of the whole research project will be discussed after.



Article 1. [Togxoas! K yIpaBJICHUIO MOTPEOUTEIBLCKOM JIOSITBHOCTBIO: TIepcriekTBa “3D”
C. A. Mypasckas, K. C. I'onosauesa, M. M. Cmupnosa, O. H. Anxanosa, /]. B. Mypasckuii
YIK: 33

JEL: M3

Cankr-IlerepOyprekuii rocynapcTBeHHbIH yHHBepcuTeT, Poccuiickas ®epepamus, 199034, Cankt-IlerepOypr,

YHusepcureTckas Hab., 7-9

s uurupoBanus: Mypasckas C. A., lomosauesa K. C., CvuproBa M. M., Ankanosa O. H., Mypasckwuii /JI. B.
2019. Tloaxonpl K yNpaBiICHUIO MOTPEOUTENBCKOW JIOSUIBHOCTBIO: mepcrnektuBa «3D». Becmmuux Canxm-

Iemepbypeckozo ynusepcumema. Meneosxcmenm 18 (1): . — . https://doi.org/10.21638/11701/spbu08.2019.101

B nanHOl cTaThe CTaBUTCS 3a7a4a MEPEOCMBICIIUTE OMPEICTICHUE OCHOBHBIX MTOAX0I0B K
YIPABICHHUIO JIOSITBHOCTBIO M BBIJICIUTh KPUTEPHUH, TIO3BOJISIOIINE KOMITAHKH BBIOpATh Hanboee
pelieBaHTHBIN TOAX0A. B HCCaeIOBaHMM MPUBOAMTCSA aHAIUTHYCCKUN 0030p JIUTEpaTypBhl,
MOCBSIICHHOM BOIMPOCaM OIPEACIICHUS W YIPABJICHUS JIOSUIBHOCTBIO, a TakXe MPUYUH U
CIIC/ICTBHI MX MHOrooOpasus. B pesysbraTe aHain3a 3BOIONUH TOAXOI0B K OMPEACICHHIO H
YIPABICHUIO JIOSIIBHOCTBIO pa3paboTaHa TpeXMepHas MOJEIb KiIaCCU(HUKAIUU CYIICCTBYIOMIMX
HOJXOJI0B K YMPABJICHUIO MOTPEOMTEILCKON JIOSTIBHOCTBIO C TOYKH 3PEHUS TPEX MEPCIIEKTHUB:
Dimensions  (kakue TpaHd JIOSUIBHOCTH  KIHMEHTOB  yuuthiBatoTcs?),  Differentiation
(ocymiectisiercs U qudepeHIraIus KIMSHTOB M0 CTEIECHH JOSIBHOCTA M alalTHPYIOTCS JIN
yIpaBICHYECKHAE YCUIIUS K CHEeNU(pHUKe pa3InuHbIX CErMEeHTOB KineHToB?) U Decision journey
(Y4uTBIBaETCS JM JUHAMHUKA (OPMHPOBAHUS JIOSUIBHOCTH Ha Pa3IMYHBIX ATarax KIUEHTCKOTO
nytu?). CpaBHUTENIbHBIA aHaIM3 3THX IEPCIEKTUB JaeT BO3MOKHOCTh BBIIBUTH U YYECTh
HEIOCTATKH MTOJIX0/I0B, TPUMEHAEMbBIX KOMITAHUSMH K YIIPABJICHHUIO JIOSIIBHOCTHIO OTPEeOUTEIEH,
U TPEUIOKUTH 00Jiee IIUPOKYI0 TPAKTOBKY JIOSUIBHOCTH Kak (DEHOMEHa B M3MEHSIOLIMXCS
ycnoBusx. Cpenn (akTOpoB, CIIOCOOHBIX TMOBIHUATH Ha BBIOOP KOMIIAHWEH TOTO WM WHOTO
MOJIX0/Ia K YIPABJICHHIO JIOSUTBHOCTBIO, BBIIENISIOTCS OCOOCHHOCTH MOBEJICHUS TIOTpeOUTENeH Ha
pBIHKE, TEXHHYECKash pealn3yeMOCTh IOJX0Jla, €ro 3KOHOMHYECKas IeJIeco00pa3HOCTb,
BO3MOXHOCTh ~ TOJYYCHHS CHHepreTmueckoro d¢ddekra oT KOMOWHAIMKU  TOAXOJIOB.
JIOTIOJTHUTENIBHYIO aKTyaJbHOCTh HCCICIOBAHHUIO TPUAAET YCIOKHEHHE CHUCTEMbI (DaKTOPOB,
BJIMSIIOIINX HAa Pa3BUTHE MOTPEOUTEIHCKOW JIOSUIbHOCTH B YCJIOBHAX HHTErpPAIMH IH(PPOBBIX
TEXHOJIOTHI ¥ COIMATBHBIX MIaT(HOPM B €KETHEBHOE B3aMMO/ICHCTBHE KOMIIAHUN C KJIHCHTAMH.

OIIHI/IM N3 OCHOBHBIX OFpaHI/I‘{CHI/Iﬁ OpCACTABJICHHOI'O UCCIICAOBAHUA ABJIACTCA HGO6XOI[I/IMOCTB

Cratbsa TMOATO0TOBJICHA IPHU MOAACPIKKE HCCICAOBATCIBCKOI'O I'paHTa CaHKT-HeTep6prCKOFO TrocyAapCTBEHHOI'O
yuuBepcurera 16.23.1459.2017.
This article was prepared with the support of a research grant from St. Petersburg State University 16.23.1459.2017.
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SMIIMPUYECKON MPOBEPKH PE3yNBTATUBHOCTH IPUMEHEHHS] OITMCAHHBIX MOAXOA0B K YIIPABICHUIO
JOSTPHOCTBIO Ha PENPE3eHTAaTUBHOM BHIOOPKE KOMITAHUH.
Kniouegvle cnosa: moTpeOUTENbCKAs JIOAIBHOCTb, YIPABIEHHE IMOTPEOUTEIBCKOM

JOAJTIBHOCTBIO, YIIPABJICHUC KIIMCHTCKHUM OIIBITOM.

BBEJIEHUE

VYnpasieHue noTpeOUTeNbCKOM JTOSAIBHOCTBIO SBISETCS IIEHTPATbHOM 3a1auell PyHKIUU
MapKEeTHHTa. Y TBEPKICHUE, YTO MPUBJICYCHUE HOBBIX KIIMEHTOB O0OXOIUTCS KOMIIAHUH JOPOKE,
4eM yJiepKaHue CYIIECTBYIOIINX, CTAJI0 CBOCOOpa3HOM ympaBiieHueckol akcromon [Reichheld,
Schefter, 2000]. AxTyanbHOCTH MPOOJEMBI YIIPABICHHS IMOTPEOUTENHCKON JIOSIILHOCTHIO
MOJITBEPKIAETCS CTAOMIIBHO BBICOKMM MHTEPECOM K JaHHOU cdepe MPaKTHKOB, aKaJeMHICCKHX
UCCIieIoBaTeNe 1 KOHCANTUHTOBBIX ¢upM. [TyOnukanuu Ha TeMy JIOSUIBHOCTH CUCTEMAaTHUECKU
MOSIBJISIFOTCSL. B aBTOPUTETHBIX JKypHajlaX II0 MAapKCTHHTY, MCHEKMEHTY U IIOBEICHHIO
notpeduteneit (cM. 0630p B [Watson et al., 2015]). 3a cBoro 6osiee 4eM MOTYBEKOBYO HCTOPHIO
KOHIICTIIUS JIOSUTBHOCTH MPETepIiesia MHOKECTBO U3MEHEHHIA, IPEBPATUBIINCH U3 OJJHOMEPHOTO B
MHOTOMEPHBI KOHCTPYKT, BKJIIOUYAIOMIAN B ce0sl pa3HOOOpa3HbIe aCMEeKThl MOTPEOUTEIHCKOTO
MOBEJICHUS, B TOM YHUCJIC TOTOBHOCTh PEKOMEHJ/IOBATh MPOAYKTHl KOMIIAHWH, IUIATHTH 32 HHUX
0oJiee BBICOKYIO [IEHY M HHU3KYIO YyYBCTBHTEIBHOCTh K MPEIOKEHUSIM KOHKYPEHTOB | Jp. (CM.,
Harp.: [Guest, 1944; Day, 1969; Dick, Basu, 1994; Oliver, 1999; Reichheld, 2003; De Haan,
Verhoef, Wiesel, 2015]). Bexymuiue uccienoBareabCKue 1 KOHCAATHHIOBbIE KOMITAHUH BBIBOIST
Ha PBIHOK COOCTBEHHBIC METOIUKH YIIPABJICHHSI IIOTPEOUTEIBCKOM JIOsTbHOCTRIO (Hanpumep, GTK
Loyalty Plus, Ipsos Loyalty Kantar-TNS TRI*M), kotopslie MpeacTaBIsiOT COOO# MaKeThl
WHCTPYMEHTOB, TTO3BOJISAIONINX OIEHUBATh M PA3BUBATH JIOSAIBHOCTD KIIMEHTOB.

Teopernueckoe YCIOKHEHHWE KOHIENIUU TOTPEOUTENHCKON JIOSUIBHOCTH HE HAIIO
OJTHO3HAYHOTO OTPAKEHHsI Ha YPOBHE €€ MPAKTUYECKOTO MPUMEHEHHS. JTO TOATBEPKIAeTCs
BBICOKOM TIOMYyJIAPHOCTHIO CPEIU KOMIIAHUNW HHJAEKCa MOTPEOUTENTHCKON JOSIBHOCTH, WU
unaekca mpomoytepa — NPS (Net Promoter Score), koTopblii H3MepsieT JIOsIIbHOCTD KIIMEHTOB C
MIOMOIIBI0 OJTHOTO Bompoca: «Hackombko BbI rOTOBBI peKOMEHIOBATh HAIly KOMITAHHUIO CBOUM
npy3eam u kosieram?» [Reichheld, 2003]. PacripocTpanenre JaHHOTO TOX0/1a IIPUBEIIO K TOMY,
YTO JJIsl MHOTUX KOMIIAaHUI OCHOBHOM 3a/1aueii Py YIIPaBJICHUH JIOSUIbHOCTHIO CTAJIO YBETHUECHUE
KOJIMYECTBA MOTpeOUTENei, JAFOIMX KOMIAaHHH MaKCUMAaJIbHO BBICOKYIO OLIEHKY IO MTOKa3aTeio
NPS. OnHako aBTOpHI psijia UCCIEAOBAHUI IEMOHCTPUPYIOT OTPAHUYCHHOCTh TAaKOTO TOAX0/1a K
yIpaBJIeHUIO JOSIBHOCTBIO (cM., Hamp.: [Keiningham et al., 2007; De Haan, Verhoef, Wiesel,
2015]).
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Eme oana TeHAeHUMsI B yHpaBJIEHUU JIOSJIBHOCTBIO — 3TO IIEHOBOE CTUMYJIHMPOBAHHE
KJIMEHTOB K COBEPIIEHUIO MOBTOPHOW IOKYNKH C IOMOIIBIO Pa3HOOOpa3HBIX MPOTrpaMMm
JOSAIBHOCTH. B pe3ynbraTe KOMIAHWW PUCKYIOT MPHBIEYb MPEUMYILIECTBEHHO MOTpEeOHUTENeH,
OpUEHTUPOBAaHHBIX Ha Haubosnee (UHAHCOBO BBIFOJHOE MPEAJIOKEHHE U TOTOBBIX JIETKO
MEePEKIIOYUTBCS Ha JPYyrod MpoJayKT, Kak TOJbKO 3Ta Bbiroga npomaner [Crapos, 2007; becr,
2017]. B TO xe BpeMsi MOTPEOUTENH, Il KOTOPBIX IMOCTPOCHUE OTHOIICHUH C KOMIIaHUEH U
YHHUKAJIBHBIA KIUEHTCKUN CTaTyC SBISIOTCA OoJjiee BaKHBIMU COCTAaBJISIOIIMMH, Y€M pa30Bast
BBIT0J1a, YaCTO HE MOJIyYaroT JOJKHOTO BHUMaHus U yxoast [Henderson, Beck, Palmatier, 2011].

HecmoTpsi Ha BBICOKYIO 3HAYMMOCThH MPOOJIEMBI U PAacTyIIUid 00beM HCCIeIOBaHUN U
pa3paboTOK B 00JIACTH YIPABICHUS JOSIBHOCTHIO, B HAYYHO-TIPAKTHYECKOM COOOIIECTBE 10 CUX
IIOp HE CYIIECTBYET €MHOTO MHEHHSI O TOM, YTO BKJIFOYAET B C€0sI KOHIEIIHS TOTPEOUTEITHCKON
JIOSITHOCTH M KAKUE UHCTPYMEHTHI HEOOXOAUMBI KOMITAaHUSM 7151 POPMHUPOBAHUS, TOAIEPKAHUS
U pasBuTus JosuibHOCcTH KimeHToB [Aksoy, 2013; Watson et al., 2015]. Heomno3naunoe
COCTOSIHUE HCCIIEJIOBATEIBCKON 00JaCTH OCIIOXKHSETCS TEM, YTO B YCJIOBHSAX BO3pacTaromien
UHTETPAIlM B TOTPEOUTEIBCKYI0 AKTUBHOCTH COBPEMEHHBIX TEXHOJIOTHHA, COIHMAIBLHBIX
1aT(GOpPM U AIEKTPOHHON KOMMEPIIMH MPOUCXOAUT YCIOKHEHUE CUCTEMBI (JaKTOPOB, BIHUSIOIIIX
Ha MMOKyNaTelbCKOe MOBEACHHE, UTO JeNaeT YCTOSBIINECS MOAXO/bI K YIPABICHHUIO JOSIbHOCTHIO
HepeneBaHTHBIMU. Kpome Toro, mu¢poBas TpaHchopmanus JaeT BO3MOXKHOCTh KOMITAHUSIM
pa3pabaTbIBaTh HOBBIE TIOJIXO0/IbI, OCHOBAaHHBIE HAa aHAIN3€ OOJBIINX JAaHHBIX, IIU(PPOBHIX CIEIOB
u nepconanu3anuu. [logo6HbIe M3MEHEHUs TOPOKAAIOT TOTOJHUTEIBHBIE BOMPOCH O TOM, KaKoe
MECTO 3TH TMOAXOJAbl 3aHHMAIOT B CYIIECTBYIOIIEH CHUCTEME KOOpDAMHAT M SIBISIOTCA JIM OHU
YHHBEPCATbHBIM OTBETOM Ha BBI30BBl YIPABICHUS MMOTPEOUTENHCKON JIOSIIBHOCTBIO B
COBPEMEHHBIX PeaTHsX.

llenp craTbu 3akiaO4YaeTcs B ONPEACTCHUH KIIIOYEBBIX MOJIXOJOB K YIPaBICHUIO
JOSITBHOCTBIO TIOTpeOuTenei u pa3paboTke KpUTEpUEB, MO3BOJISIIOIIUX OPTaHU3AIMSIM BHIOPAThH
HauOosee pelieBaHTHBIM moaxona. Ha ocHoBe aHanmm3a akTyallbHOTO COCTOSIHMSI MCCIIEIOBAaHUMN
paspabotana TtpexmepHas monenb «3Dy», kmaccupunmpyromas CymecTBYIOIIME MOIXOIbI K
YIPABJICHUIO TIOTPEOUTEIBCKON JIOSUIBHOCTBIO C TOYKH 3pEHHs TpeX mepcrektuB: Dimensions
(kakue TpaHW JIOSJIBHOCTH KIHEHTOB yuuThiBatorcs?), Differentiation (ocymectusiercs nn
mudQepeHImanys KINEHTOB TI0 CTEMEHH JIOSIIBHOCTH M aJalTHPYIOTCS JH YIpPaBICHYECKHE
yCUIIHS K Crieli(prKe pa3IudHbIX cerMeHTOB KiMeHToB?) u Decision journey (yduTeiBaeTcs Jin
TUHAMUKa (OPMUPOBAHUS JTOSTLHOCTH Ha PA3IUYHBIX dTanaxX KIUEHTCKOTO MyTH?).

B nepBoif yacTu cTaThu MPOAHATU3UPOBAHBI HAHOOIee 3HAYNMbIE MyOIHUKAINH 110 TeMe
yIpaBJICHUS] TIOTPEOUTENHCKON JIOSUTBHOCTBIO, @ TAaK)Ke BBISBICHBI OCHOBHBIC HAIPABIICHHS

WCCIIeIOBaHN B JaHHOM oOmactu. Bo BTopoit mpencraBineHa «3D»-monens MOAXO0MOB K
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YVOPaBIEHUIO MOTPEOUTETHCKOM JOSUIBHOCTBIO, OCYIIECTBIEH WX CpPAaBHUTENbHBIA aHalu3 U
MIPEJI0KEHBI KPUTEPHH BRIOOpA HanOoJIee peJIeBaHTHOTO JIJIsl KOMIIAHUH TTOIX0/1a. B 3aKkimroueHnn
MPUBOJIUTCS COMOCTABUTEIBHBIM aHATN3 MEPCIIEKTUB M IMOAXOJOB, a TaKke HaOop (aKkToOpoB,
KOTOpBIE MOTYT OKa3blBaTh BIIMSHHE HAa BBIOOP MOJAXOJOB K YMPABICHHUIO JIOSUIBHOCTBIO Ha

IMPpaKTHUKCE.

OCHOBHBIE HAITIPABJIEHUSA UCCJIEJOBAHUN MOTPEBUTEJIBCKOM
JJOAJIBHOCTHU

Konnenmus y1osasHOCTH BHiepBbie ObLTa npeioxkeHa B 1940-x rr. [Guest, 1944], nocne
4Yero HeOJJHOKPATHO NepecMaTpUBaIach, YTOUHSAIACh U YCIOXKHsUIach. B paMkax JaHHOM cTaThbu
AQHATTM3UPYIOTCS KIIIOYEBBIE IyOJMKAIMKA, HWMEIONINE BBICOKME IIOKA3aTeNld IHUTUPYEMOCTH,
aBTOpPHl KOTOPBIX NBITAIOTCA KOHIENTYaJbHO YTOYHHUTH WM MEPEOCMBICIUTH MOAXOABI K
YIOpaBIEHUIO TOTPEOUTENHCKON TOSITEHOCTBI0. O000I11ast OCHOBHbBIE MPEANOCHUIKH U PE3yIbTaThl
UCCJIEJOBAaHUM, MpEAaraercs BbIICIUTh TPU INEPCHEKTUBBI, KOTOPbIE OTPAXKEHbI B AKPOHUME
«3D», rie kaxaas OyKBa COOTBETCTBYET COKpAIlCHHOMY Ha3BaHHIO OJHOM 13 HUX — Dimensions
(u3mepenus, acrektel, rpanu), Differentiation (muddepenumanus) u Decision journey
(xnueHTckuii myTh). Janee Gonee moapoOHO MPEICTABICHO KaX10€ U3 HAPaBICHHIA.

Dimensions (rpanu moTpeduTeIbCKOI JIOsIbHOCTH). Harboee paHHue UcCiie10BaHMsI
MIPEJICTaBIISUIN JIOSUIBHOCTh KaK OJIHOMEPHBIN KOHCTPYKT U (POKYCHPOBAJIMCh Ha U3yUYEHUH OJTHOTO
U3 JBYX €€ IMpOsBICHUH — JAeKJIapupyeMoro mnoTpeOuTeneM MpeBOCXOACTBa OpeHaa Haj
KoHKypeHTamu [Guest, 1944; 1955] nmubo dakruueckoit moau OpeHma Ha peiake [Cunningham,
1956]. JlanHble HMccaeaoBaHUs CTadld OCHOBOM (pOPMUPOBAHHS KOMIIO3UTHOTO KOHCTPYKTA, B
paMKax KOTOpPOTO JIOSUIBHOCTh pAacCMaTpUBAaeTCsl Kak COYETaHHWE OTHOLIEHYECKOro U
MOBEJICHUECKOTO MPeNoYTeHUsl OpeHaa Mo OTHOIIEHUIo K KoHKypeHTaM [Day, 1969]. IIpu stom
OTHOLICHYECKUN W TIOBEACHUYECKUH KOMIIOHEHTH! B3aMMOJOIOJHAIOT JApYyr Apyra, U Ui
MPU3HAHUS KJIMEHTA JIOSUIbHBIM HEO0X0AMMO OJJHOBPEMEHHOE MPHUCYTCTBUE 000MX. DTa JIOTHKa
BIIOCJICJICTBUM JIETJIa B OCHOBY METOJOJIOTUM OLIEHKH 3(PPEKTUBHOCTH MEPOIPHUATHI 10
ynepxkanuro kimeHToB [Rust, Zahorik, 1993]. C ee yueTom ObUTH MOCTPOCHBI UCCIICIOBAHHMS,
MOCBALICHHbIE 000CHOBaHMIO HanboJiee KOPPEKTHBIX METOJIOB OLIEHKHU JIOSUIBHOCTU K OpeHay U
co3nanuto dpdexTuBHOrO Mu3aitHa mporpamm JosutbHOocTH [Ctapos, 2017]. MccnenoBarenu B
00J1acTH MPOMBIIIJIEHHOTO MapKETHHTa Mpeiaralii CBOM HaOOpbl KOMIIOHEHTOB, COCTaBIISIOIINX
JOSUTBHOCTH KiMeHTOB [MBamikoBa, ['onyaposa, 2007; Rauyruen, Miller, 2007 u ap.].

JlanbHeiiee pa3BUTHE KOHIETIUH JIOSIIBHOCTH OBLIO peAnpuHsATo B padote [ Dick, Basu,
1994], aBTOpbl KOTOpOH MOMBITAJUCh PACCMOTPETh MPHUPOAY B3aUMOCBS3H  MEXKAY

INOBCACHYCCKMM H OTHOIMICHYCCKHMM KOMIIOHCHTaMH JIOAJIBHOCTH. I/ICCJ'IeI[OBaTeJ'II/I IpUuIIn K
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3aKJIFOUEHUIO, YTO JAHHbIE KOMIIOHEHTHI HE 003aTENbHO ABISIOTCS B3aUMOCBSI3aHHBIMHU U MOXKHO
BBIJICJIUTH PA3IMYHBIC BH/IBI JIOSUIBHOCTH, KOTOPBIE XapaKTEePU3YIOTCS MPEe0dIaaHueM OTHOTO U3
HuX. Hampuwmep, BbICOKas oOleHKa moTpeduTeneM OpeHaa, He MOAKpEeIUIeHHas aKTUBHBIM
MOKYMAaTeJIbCKUM TOBEACHUEM, TMPOSIBISIETCS B JAMEHMHOU JNOAIbHOCMU, a TOTpeOiIeHne
OPOAYKTOB KOMIAHMHM, HE COMPOBOXJIAIOLIEECS BBIPAKEHHOM MPHUBS3aHHOCTHIO  WIIU
MOJIOKUTEIBHBIM OTHOIICHUEM K Hell, — B oxrchot aosnvhocmu [Dick, Basu, 1994].

Haunbonee pacnpocTpaHeHO MHEHHE O TOM, YTO KOMOWHAIMSI OTHOIICHYECKOH U
MOBE/IEHYECKOM JIOSITBHOCTH MPEACTABISET COOON COCTOSTHUE UCTNUHHOU JI0AbHOCIU, K KOTOPOH
JOJIKHBI CTPEMUTBHCS KOMIIAHUM B PaMKaxX YINpPaBICHUS B3aMMOOTHOILIECHUSMHU C KIHMEHTaMH.
OpHako pa3BUTHME HMCTUHHOW JIOSUIBHOCTH HAa HEKOTOPBIX pBIHKaX HE BCErAa JOCTHXKUMO.
Hampumep, mnoxHast JOSJIBHOCTh OCOOCHHO XapakTepHa TMpU NPUOOPETEHHH IPOIYKTOB
UMITYJILCUBHOTO CIpOca, Korja y morpeburens He (opMUPYETCs MO3UTHBHOTO OTHOLICHHS K
MPOAYKTY WM MPOU3BOAUTENIO 10 COBEPILIEHUS MOKYIKU, B PE3yJIbTATE YETO €ro OTHOIICHUS C
KOMIIAaHUEH MOAJEPKUBAIOTCS MO MHEPLUU M HE BKIIOYAIOT 3MOIMOHAIbHYIO COCTaBJISIOLIYIO
[Rowley, 2005]. OrHomreHYecKas JOSUIBHOCTh, HE CONpPOBOXKIaeMasi TOKYIIKOW, o0OJiajgact
CaMOCTOSITENIbHOM  1I€HHOCTBIO, IOCKOJIBKY CTHUMYJIHPYET MOTPEOUTENBCKYI0 TOTOBHOCTH
PEKOMEHI0BaTh MPOAYKT U PACIPOCTPAHITh HH(DOPMALIUIO O HEM.

Eme Oonee neTanu3MpoBaHHBIN B3I HAa HPUPOLY MNOTPEOUTENHCKON JIOSJIBHOCTU
npencrtasieH B pabore [Oliver, 1999], craBmeil ogHol U3 Hanbojee LUTUPYEMBIX MO ATOU
npobiaemMaTtuke. ABTOp BBLAETHI YETHIPE BHUJA JIOSIIBHOCTH, KaXJIbIi M3 KOTOPBIX UMEET CBOU
OCHOBaHHUS U NposiBJIeHUs1. KOTHUTHBHAS JTOSIBLHOCTh 0a3UpyeTcsi Ha OCO3HAHUU IMPEUMYIIECTBA
OpeHa TO OTHOLIEHUIO K KOHKYPEHTaM M YJOBJIETBOPEHHOCTH OT HCIOJIb30BaHUS
NPOAYKTOB/yCIyr  KOMHaHuu. AdQeKkTUBHAs  JIOSIIBHOCTh — BBIpAKaeTcs B HAJTUYHAU
HMOIMOHANBHOM TpHBsI3aHHOCTH K OpeHay. KoHaTuBHas JOSUIBHOCTH XapaKTepU3yeTcs
TOTOBHOCTBIO NMOTPEOUTENS MPOJOKATh B3aUMOIecTBUE C OPeHIOM, KOTOpasi TEM HEe MEHee He
BCETJ]a CONPOBOXKIAETCS TOBTOPHBIMH MMOKYNKaMH. Pa3pblB  MeXAy HaMEepeHHsMH U
peain3yeMbIM TOBEJEHUEM B JaHHOM Ciy4dae MOXET ObITh CBSI3aH C IMOSIBJICHHEM Ooliee
MPUBJICKATEIFHBIX KOHKYPEHTHBIX MPEIIOKEHUN WM JPYTHMH CUTYAIlMOHHBIMH BIIASHUSMU.
AKTHBHas JIOSIIBHOCTh IpEJCTaBIsieT co0oil Oosnee ycTolunByro (opMy B3aMMOOTHOLICHHUH,
KOTJ]a BHEITHHE (PaKTOPHI MEPECTAOT OKa3bIBaTh 3HAYMMOE BIIUSHHE HA MOBEICHUE KIMEHTOB,
KOTOPBIE JISMOHCTPHUPYIOT CHUKEHHE YYBCTBUTEILHOCTH K TIPENIOKEHHUSIM KOHKYPEHTOB, TOTOBBI
pacuMpsATh OTHOIIEHUS ¢ KOMIAHMEW M IJIATUTh OoJjiee BBICOKYIO LIEHY 3a €€ MPOAYKTHI, TEM
CaMbIM CIIOCOOCTBYsI MOBBILICHUIO €€ MPHUOBUTLHOCTH.

[TozgHee OBLIO MPOJEMOHCTPUPOBAHO, YTO TIOBEJEHYECKAsl JIOSUIBHOCTh HE BCerja

COIIPOBOKAACTCA pOCTOM HpI/I6I)IJ'II)HOCTI/I, a MHOT'Z1a, HAITPpOTUB, CHUKACT €€ BCICACTBUC CIIMIIIKOM
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BBICOKMX HMHBECTHLIMH KOMIAHUM B JIOSJbHBIX KIHEHTOB, KOTOpble HE CHOCOOCTBYIOT
JAIBHEUIIEMY pPa3BUTUIO OTHOIICHH (HampuMep, pPacCIIMPEHHIO CIEKTpa MOTPEOIIeMbIX
KiareHToM npoayktoB) [Reinartz, Kumar, 2002; Kumar, Shah, 2004]. Kpome Toro, uccienoBareiu
YCTaHOBUJIM, YTO TOBE/IeHYECKas JOSJIbHOCTh HE 0053aTeIbHO MPOSIBIAETCS B aKTUBHOM (hopme;
B pAlle CclydyaeB KJIMEHTHI IMOJb3YIOTCS MPOIYyKTaMH/yCcayraMd KOMIIAHUW 1O MHEPUUU U He
pa3phIBalOT OTHOIIEHUS W3-3a BBICOKMX HW3JIEPKEK TEPEKIIOUeHUs, OJHAKO pPa3BUBATh
B3aMMOOTHOIIICHUs OHU He ToToBBI [Dick, Basu, 1994; Ganesh, Arnold, Reynolds, 2000; Rowley,
2005].

Taxum 00pa3zom, co BpeMeHEM TOHUMAaHUE JIOSITBHOCTH YCJIOXKHSUIOCH B HAIIPaBJICHUU OT
OJIHOMEPHOTO K MHOTOMEPHOMY: BBIACISUINCH HOBBIC BHJBI JIOSJIBHOCTH, KOTOpBIE HMEIH
cnenuduyeckne HMmupudeckue nposiBieHus (puc. 1). Ilpm STOM MHOTOYMCIICHHBIE
TEOPETUYECKHE TOMBITKH YCTAHOBUTH B3aMMOCBSA3b MEXKIY pa3IMYHbBIMH BUAAMHU U
MPOSIBIICHUSIMU JIOSUIBHOCTH HE BCETJa BBIACPKUBAIM dMIUpPUUYECKYIO mpoBepky [Jones, Taylor,
2007; Rundle-Thiele, 2005; Zhang, Gangwar, Seetharaman, 2017]. Hainuuue pa3nuyHbX BUI0B
JIOSUTEHOCTH, JIMIITH OJTHA U3 KOTOPBIX MOXKET OBITh XKeJIATSIIbHOH /I KOMIIAaHWUH, HATAIKMBACT Ha
Pa3MBIIUICHHS O TOM, KaK ONpPeAeTUTh, U3MEPUTh, a TTITABHOE — YMNPABIATH PA3TUYHBIMU BUIAMU

JIOAJIBHOCTH AJIsI JOCTUXKCHUA MAKCUMAJIBHOT'O PE3yJIbTaTa.
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V1oBuerB OPEHHOCTE KOMIIA HHeH

OTHOIIEHHE K KOMIIAHHH

IToTpeduTenbckas
JOSIBHOCTD

T"'oTOBHOCTB HapalllHBAaTh OOBEM
NoTpeOIeHHd MPOAYKTOB KOMIIAHHH

T"OTOBHOCTE IUTATHTE ILIEHO BYIO
IIPEMHED

IIpHOBLIBHOCTE

KoruurtnpHas
JTOAIIBHOCTB
T 0TOBHOCTE peKOMEHI0BATE
OTHOIIEHUECKas Tl rozoca
JIOAIBHOCTB
) UyBCTBHTETHHOCTD K HeTaTHBHOH
AddekTHBHAT HHOOPMAITHH O KOMIIAHHH
JOATHHOCTR UyBCTBHTEIBHOCTE K Je(heKTaM B
IIPOIYKIaxX H CEpBHCE
KoHaTnpHaA - HamepeHHe cOBepIIHTE IOBTOPHYIO
JIOATTBHOCTH HOKYIIKY
JIHTeTbHOCTH OTHONIEHHH
ITaccuBHaa
JTOAIIBHOCTB
O0BeM NOKYIIOK
IloBemeHUeCKad
JlomI4 KoIeNIbKa
JIOAIBHOCTB
UyBCTBHTEIBHOCTE K
AKTHBHAS KOHKYPEHTHBIM IIPeLT0KESHHAM
JTOAIIBHOCTB

Puc. 1. Bunsl v posiBJIeHHs TOTPEOUTENBCKOHN JTOSUTBHOCTH

YcaoXHEeHNE KOHLECIIUN HOTpe6I/ITeHBCKOI>'I JIOAJIBHOCTH TIPOABJIACTCA B MHOFOO6pa3I/II/I

MMOHATHIHOTO arrapara U BJIMACT Ha UCXOJHOC BOCHPUATHUE TOI'0, KaK BBICTpanBaTh CTPATCTHUIO

YHOpaBJICHUA JTOAJIBHOCTBIO — CTAPAaTbCAd OXBATUTH BCC BHUJbI KOMIIJICKCHO HJIN BOSI[GI\/’ICTBOBaTI)

Ha OJWH-IBa Ooiee IMPUOPUTCTHBIX IJIA KOMIIAHUW HAa JAHHOM JTallic. Ha puc. ;! npaBoﬁ qaCcTHu

MMpEeaACTaBJICHA PA3BCTBJICHHAA CCTh HOKaBaTCHCﬁ, OTpAXKAIMUX MOTCHIHUAJIBHBIC IMOCIICACTBUA U

PE3YIBTATHI KAXKA0I'0 U3 BUAOB JIOAJIBHOCTH. Tako¥ KOMIUIEKCHBIM noaxoa MOXKET HOTpe6OBaTI)

OT KOMITaHUU BEChbMa CII0KHOM cucTeMbl cOopa HH(POPMAIUH TS €€ MOCIIEAYIOIIEro aHaIn3a.

Differentiation (aud¢epennmanusi KIHEHTOB N0 YPOBHIO JIOSUILHOCTH). B3ris Ha

pa3IMdHbIC BHUABI JIOAJIBHOCTHU KaK Ha IMOTCHLHHUAJIBHO HE3aBHCHUMBIC TIPHUBCII K ITOABJIICHUIO

HCCHCHOB&HHﬁ, B KOTOPBIX NpCIarajloChb BbIACIATh CCTMCHTBI HOTpC6HTCJ’I€I>i CO CXOXHUM BHIAOM

nosutbHOCTH (cM., Hamp.: [bect, 2017; Knox, 1998]). JlanHbli m0oAX0a MPEACTABISIET COOOM
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CJIEYIOIIMIA 3Tl B MPOIIECCe YIPABIECHUS JIOSUIbHOCTBIO U MTO3BOJIET CIENaTh B3aUMO/ICHCTBHE
¢ moTpedureneM 6osee MepcoOHAIN3UPOBAHHBIM.

Onna w3 HamOonee pacHpOCTPAHEHHBIX HA PBIHKE MPAKTHUK TI0 YIPABICHHUIO
MOBE/ICHYECKON JIOSIIbHOCTBI0O — CTUMYJIMPOBAHUE MOTpEeOUTENIel K COBEPUICHUIO MMOBTOPHBIX
MOKYNOK C TOMOIIbIO IIEHOBBIX aKIIMi{, OCHOBAaHHBIX Ha MPEIOCTABICHUM PalMOHAIBHBIX
(yrunutapHbix) Beiron [Crapos, 2017; EI-Adly, Eid, 2016; Blut, Teller, Floh, 2018]. I[Tpuuem Bo
MHOTHUX TPOTpamMMax JOsITbHOCTH OCOOCHHOCTH MOTPEOUTENIeH, UMEIONTNX Pa3INIHYI0 UCTOPHUIO
B3aMMOOTHOIICHUI C KOMIIAHHUEH, MO-TIPEKHEMY YYUThIBalOTCS Juilb oTdactu [lllepemiesa,
bepeska, 2014], XoTs1 mpeANpUHUMAETCSI BCE OOJIBIIE YCHUIIMH 1O TIEPCOHATU3AIMH MPOTPaMM U
(OPMHUPOBAHUIO TOJIOKHUTEIHFHOTO OMNBITA B3aMMOJACHCTBHS, a HE MPOCTO TMOOIIPEHHUs (axTa
NPUCOSAMHCHUS K Tporpamme. Korja MOCTOSHHBIM KIIMEHTaM, WMEIONIUM JIOJTYI0 HCTOPHIO
B3aMMOOTHOIICHUI C KOMIIAHWEH U TEHEPUPYIOUIMM 3HAYUTENbHBII 00bEeM MOKYIIOK,
MpeJIaraloTcs Te K€ BBITOJIbI, YTO M HOBBIM KIIMEHTaM, Y MEPBbIX MOXKET BOSHUKHYThH OIIYIICHHE
HecnpaBeumBocTh [Eggert, Steinhoff, Garnefeld, 2015]. Kpome Toro, mocTossHHbIE KIMCHTHI B
MEHBIIICH CTENEeHW CKJIOHHBI HM3MEHSITh CBOE TIOBEICHUE IO BO3ACHCTBHEM IICHOBOTO
CTUMYJUPOBAHUs, YeM KIIMEHTHI C KOPOTKOW nctopueit otHomenui [ Steinhoff, Palmatier, 2016].
B pesynbrare, mpoBoJii MAaccoBble aKIMU, KOMIIAHMHU YIYCKAIOT BO3MOYKHOCTH IPEATIOKUTH
MOTPEOUTENSIMU YHUKAIBHBIE BBITOBI, YTO MOTJIO OBI MOCITYKHUTh CO3JaHUIO JIOTIOJTHUTEIHLHON
[IEHHOCTH KaK ]ISl KJIMCHTOB, TaK U JISI CAaMOW KOMITAaHUH.

B xagecTBe 0TBeTa Ha BOSHUKIIIHIA BBI30B, CBI3aHHBIN C HEOOXOAMMOCTHIO YUeTa pa3Iuimii
B TIOBEJICHUU MOTpeOuTeNel mpu pa3paboTKe yNpaBICHYECKUX PEIIeHUH, UCCIeI0BATeNH CTaIN
MPEIIPUHUMATE TMONBITKH JuddepeHun noTpeduTeneid, BeIeTsAss Ha OCHOBAHWU Pa3IMYHBIX
MHAMKATOPOB TPYMIBI CO CXOXKHUM BHUJOM JIOSUIbHOCTH (Tabin. 1). B mepBom cronOue Tabnuiibl
MpUBENCHBI KOHIENMHN quddepeHnmanuy norpeduTenei mo Buaam JOsIbHOCTH, TJIaBHAs Lehb
KOTOPBIX — MPEJCTaBUTh OOJiee NETalbHBIN B3I Ha MPoOIeMy OmpeAeNeHus JOSUIbHOCTH U
YIpaBIICHUS €FO.

OnHOWl W3 TEpBBIX KOHIEHIMK, TOTYYUBIINX IIHUPOKYIO W3BECTHOCTh, SBISETCS
«bpummmant nosutbkHocTH» (Diamond of Loyalty) C. Hokca [Knox, 1998]. Ero uzaero mpogoimkaet
u paszuBaeT koHuemnus «4C» [Rowley, 2005], rae B ocHOBe KiIaccu(BUKAIIUK JIC)KHUT THITOJIOTHS
nosutbHOCTH A. Jluka u K. Bacy [Dick, Basu, 1994]. Cpeau npakTHKOB MOIMyJIsipHA KOHIeTIus P.
becra [bect, 2017], B koTOpOIi mpejuiaraeTcs pacupenessiTh NoTpeOuTenel mo KareropusiM Ha
ocHoBe «MHAeKca JOATBHOCTHY», Pa3pabOTaHHOTO aBTOPOM, a Takke «JIecTHHUIIa JOSITBHOCTI
(Loyalty Ladder) M. Kpucrodepa u ero coasropos [Christopher, Payne, Ballentyne, 2002].

Bce koHmenmuu CTpPOSATCA HA MPEANONIOKCHHH, YTO B 3aBHCHMOCTH OT CHIIBI

INOBCACHUYCCKOTIO MW  OTHOIMICHYECCKOIO KOMIIOHCHTOB JIOAJIBHOCTH 6y)1eT MMPOABIATHECA
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HEOJMHAKOBO, MMETh pPa3HbIC YCTOWYMBOCTh M HMHIUKATOPHl. OJHAKO BHE 3aBUCUMOCTH OT
pa3nuyuii B ypOBHE TPOSIBICHHS KOMIIOHEHTOB JIMIIb OJHA Tpylmna HoTpeduTenei
IPOIEMOHCTPUPYET KATETOPUYHOE OTCYTCTBUE JIOSIBHOCTH, OCTAJIbHBIC Oy IyT MPEACTABIIATH JIS
KOMITAaHUW HMHTEPEC NP TPaAaMOTHOM TIOJXOJAE K YIpaBieHUI0 uX mnoptdenem. B kaxmoi
KOHIICTIIIUY TIPE/JIaracTcs CBOsl Kiaccu(UKaIUs KIMEHTOB 110 THIIaM JIOSUIBHOCTH, TII€ aBTOPHI
Y4aCTO MOBTOPSIOT WU ClIeTKa MOIU(PUIMPYIOT MPEBIAYIINE BEPCUH 3TUX Kiaccu(UKanuii.
Haubonee pacnpoctpaneHHO OocHOBOW i nuddepeHnuanun sBiaseTcs KOMOUHALUS
MOBEJCHYCCKUX  (Hampumep, O00bEM  TOKYMOK) HM  OTHONICHYECKUX  (Hampumep,
YJIOBJICTBOPEHHOCTb ) WHAUKATOPOB, MOJyUYECHHBIX HA OCHOBAHHUHU JAHHBIX 00 UCTOPUU KIIMCHTOB.
B oTnnume oT uCTOpUYECKHX, OTIepekKaroIre MOBEICHUECKUE (HallpuMep, TOTOBHOCTH COBEPILIATh
MOBTOPHBIC MOKYTIKH) U OTHOIIEHYECKHE (HAapuMep, TOTOBHOCTh PEKOMEHI0BATh) HHIUKATOPHI
HaIpaBJICHbI HA K3MEPEHHE HAMEPEHU I TOTPEOUTENICH Pealln30BbIBATh ONPE/ICICHHOE TIOBEACHUE
B Oynymem. MHaukatopel NpUOBUIBHOCTH HAIPABICHBI HAa M3MEPEHHE IICHHOCTU KJIMEHTA B
nponuioM (Hampumep, (GaxTHuecKash NpuObLIb, MOJYyYEHHAs B PE3yJIbTaTe B3aUMOICHUCTBUS C
KJIMEHTOM) WK OyaymieM (Hampumep, MO>KW3HEHHasi IEHHOCTh, TOTOBHOCTh TUIATHTh LIEHOBYIO

MIPEMHUIO).
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Tabauya 1. CpaBHUTEJIbHBIA aHAJN3 KOHIeNUUH T depeHuaAnINU KIHEHTOB

HNupuxatops! 1updepeHnanuu KJINEHTOB

Kouuenuus HcTopuyeckue Onepe:xaromue
HWuagukaTopsl HWuagukaTopsl
[ToBeneHueckue OTHOIICHYCCKHE A P IToBeneHueckue OTHOIICHYECKHE A p
PUOBUTEHOCTH PUOBUTEHOCTH

Marpuna «Y 10BJI€TBOPEHHOCTh — + + +
JIOSATBHOCTEY [Jones, Sasser, 1995]
«bpumuanT nosutbHOCTHY [KNOX, + +
1998]
Martpumna «[IpuOsIbHOCTE — + +
nostmbHOCTE» [Reinartz, Kumar, 2002]
«JlecTHHIIA JTOSITBHOCTH)Y + .
[Christopher, Payne, Ballentyne, 2002]
«4Cx» + + B + B B
[Rowley, 2005]
«HIEKC TOSATBHOCTI

+ + + + + —
[Becr, 2017]
«IToxxu3HEeHHas LICHHOCTh KIIMCHTA)
[Tperssik, 2011; Venkatesan, Kumar, + — + — — +
2004]

[IpuMeyaHU s «-+» WHAMKATOP UCTIONB3YETCS A TUPPepeHIInAINN KIUSHTOB; «—» WHIUKATOP HE UCTIONB3YeTCs s TUPPepeHIInauy KINEHTOB.
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ConocraBieHre OCHOBHBIX KOHLENUUN (Tala. 1) MO3BOJISET BBIACIUTH YETHIpE THUIA
noTpeduTeNeH Mo YPOBHIO JOSUITEHOCTH, KOTOPBIE IO CBOMM XapaKTEPUCTUKAM SIBIISTFOTCS OOIIUMU
JUTSE OOJIBITMHCTBA KJIACCU(DUKAIIHIA: TOSUTbHBIC, HEMPUOBLTHLHBIC, CINIEHHUKW) U MTOCTOSHHBIC.

Jlosinonoie nompebumenu (loyals) neMoHCTpUPYIOT BHICOKOE 3HAUCHHUE 00CUX KOMITOHEHT
— U TIOBEJCHYECKOM M OTHOIICHYECKOM, — UTO BBIPAXKAETCSI B TOTOBHOCTU IUIATHThH
npemuanbHyro neny [Henderson, Beck, Palmatier, 2011], coBepiiats HOBTOpHBIC MOKYIIKH, a
TaK)Ke B KEJIAHWUU JCITUTHCS MO3UTHBHON MH(POpMAIMEl 0 KOMIIAHUU U TOJICPKUBATh YaCThIC
B3auMOJIeHCTBUS ¢ Heil. [IpOTHBOIMONOKHBIM TUIIOM SIBISIFOTCSI HenpuoOblibHble nompeoumenu
(unprofitable), xoropeie XxapakTepu3yHOTCS HH3KOHW IOKYIATE€IbCKOHW aKTHBHOCTBIO M
OTPUIATEIILHBIM OTHOIIIEHHWEM K KOMIaHud. OHU OYIyT MBITAThCS 3JI0YMOTPEOISATh aKIUIMU
[IEHOBOTO CTUMYJIMPOBaHUS (HAIpUMEpP, aKTUBHO COOMpaTh MPOOHUKH U TMOAAPKH, HUKOTJA B
JAIbHEWIIEM He MOKyTMasi TOBAp), HE HCIBIThIBAasi TO3UTHUBHOTO OTHOIIEHHUS K KomnaHuu. Kpome
TOr0, MOJO0OHBIE MOKYIKH COIPOBOXAAIOTCS HETaTUBHBIMH OT3bIBAMU (HAmpHUMEp, B CBSI3U C
MyOJIMYHBIMU CKaHJlaJaMU B MarasuHe), W3-3a 4ero 3TOT THUIl MOTPeOUTeNel WHOTIa Ha3bIBAIOT
«reppopuctamu» [Jones, Sasser, 1995]. «/lrennuxuy» (Captive) Toxe nmpeaCcTaBIsSIOT COO0M THIT
notpeduTeneil, HeraTUBHO HACTPOCHHBIX MO OTHOUICHHIO K KOMITAHWU; OJTHAKO B OTJIMYUE OT
HENPUOBUTLHBIX OHHM AKTHUBHO MPHOOPETAIOT MPOIYKThl KOMIIAHWU, TaK KaK IO Pa3IU4HbIM
MpUYMHAM HE UMEIOT BO3MOXXHOCTHU TMEPEKIIIOUUTHCS Ha Apyroro npousoautens [bect, 2017].
Kommanust MokeT UCIoyib30BaTh MPUBBIUKY TAaKUX MOTPEOUTENCH K COBEPIICHUIO MOKYIIKHU JIJIst
UX TIEPEeBOJia B KaTEropuio 0oJiee JOSITbHBIX Yepe3 pa3BUTHE IMOIMOHAIBFHOM MPUBI3aHHOCTH K
ornpejeseHHON Tpyme cBoux ToBapoB [Zhang, Gangwar, Seetharaman, 2017]. ITocmosinnvie
nompebumenu (repeat) xapakTepu3yIOTCS CpPEJIHEH YacTOTOW COBEPIICHHS IMOKYIOK, CpeaHen
CYMMOH TIOKYIIOK ¥ HEUTPAIbHBIM OTHOIICHHEM K KOMIIAHUHM (TOTOBBI MOJEIUTHCS MHEHHUEM,
ecnu cipocsT) [bect, 2017]. B oTnuune oT «IJIeHHUKOBY MOCTOSIHHBIE TOTPEOUTETN OTHOCATCS K
KOMIIaHUH MTO3UTUBHO, OJTHAKO HE HCTIBITHIBAIOT K HEH CUIIbHOW YMOIIMOHATEHON MPUBSI3aHHOCTH.
NMmeHnHO Takol Tunm mnoTpeduTeneil Oosbllle BCEr0 CKJIOHEH K MPOSBICHUIO HOAUSAMHOU
JIOSIbHOCMU, €CTTH Pedb UAET 00 yIpaBIeHUH JIOSUTLHOCTBIO B o(utaiiH-puteiine [Zhang, Gangwar,
Seetharaman, 2017].

B pab6orax [bect, 2017; Knox, 1998; Christopher, Payne, Ballantyne, 2002; Rowley, 2005]
JUISL pa3TpaHWYeHUs] TOTpeOUTEeNe MO THUMaM JIOSTIBHOCTH TaK)Ke€ HCIIOIb30BAIMCh TaKHe
KPUTEPHUH, KaK IEH COBEPIICHHS MOKYMKH W ATAIbl B3aUMOJACHCTBUS, YUET KOTOPBIX MO3BOJIHII
BBIJICTIUTH €II€ TPU THUIA MOTPEOUTENEH: «UCKATEeTN, «aIBOKAThD U «HOBBIC TOTPEOUTEINY.

«Hckamenuy (Seekers) mocTossHHO 3aHSATHI MOMCKOM HauOoJiee BBITOJHBIX AJIbTEPHATHB
[Knox, 1998], u mosToMy UX B3aUMO/ICHCTBHE C KOMITAHUEH B 11€JI0M JOCTATOYHO (hparMeHTapHO.

21.]'[5[ HUX XapaKTCpCH BBICOKHH YPOBHCHb CKEIITHUOHU3MAa OTHOCHUTCJIBHO BBICTpaAMBAHUA
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JOJITOCPOYHBIX OTHOIIEHUH C KOMIIAHHWEH, OJHAKO OHU O0O0JaJal0T yMEHHEM palMOHaJIbHO
omneHuBaTh e€ mnpemioxenus [Rowley, 2005]. Tlokynareiabckoe TMOBEACHUE «AOBOKAMOB
(advocate) taxxe GparMeHTapHO, HO 3a CUET KpaiHE MO3UTHBHOIO OTHONICHHUS K KOMITAHHH OHH
C BBICOKOM TOTOBHOCTBIO JeNATCSA MH(OpMalLiel 0 Hel U BBIr0/1ax, ACCOLMUPYEMBIX C MOKYIKOMN
[Christopher, Payne, Ballentyne, 2002]. Y «rosbix» nompebumeneii (NEW) 3a CY4ET HEUTUTEIHHOTO
OMbITAa B3aWMOJCHCTBHS C KOMIAHUEH (YacTO OJHOKPATHOTO) MPUCYTCTBYIOT MMOTCHIIHAT
MO3UTUBHOTO OTHOIICHUS K HEM U TOTOBHOCTh MPHUOOPECTH MPOAYKT, HO TIOKA €IIe HET PeUd O
MOBTOPHOM COBEPIIICHUH MOKYIIOK WJIM paclpoCTpaHeHuu pekomeHaanui [bect, 2017].

Kak ormeuanoch, pas3Hble aBTOPBL, CTPEeMSCh MOAUGUUIUPOBATH  KOHIICIIMU
muddepeHIManud MOTPEOUTENeH MO THUMaM JOSUTBHOCTH, TPEUIaraid Pa3jindHbIe BapUAHTHI
KJIaCCU(pUKAIIMH, a CIIeIOBATCIIbHO, 1 HAMMCHOBAHUN THUIIOB MOoTpeduTeneii B Hux. COloCTaBuB
pa3juyHble THUIBI MOTpeOuTeNeld Mexay coO0oil Ha OCHOBE HWHAUKATOpoB (Tabm. 1) u
MOBEICHYECKUX OCOOCHHOCTE, OMMCAHHBIX BBIIIE, B JAHHON CTAaThe Mpe/iaracTcsi 00beIMHEeHHAs
KJaccu(uKanusi TUIOB NoTpeduTenei (Tadbn. 2). Ota xiaccupuKanus pacuupseT U yTOYHSET
tunosoruto P. becra [bect, 2017], koTopast Opls1a B3siTa 32 OCHOBY, 32 CUeT J0OABJICHUS TAKUX
THUIIOB, KaK «HMCKATEIN», «aJIBOKAThD U «HOBBIEY», a TAK)Ke cMelleHus (hoKyca Ha aHalu3 Hanbouee
BaXHBIX XapaKTEPUCTUK KaxJ0ro u3 HuX. [IpenMyliecTBeHHO MoOKa3aTelleM HEyCTONYMBOCTHU
JOSUITLHOCTH B JIAHHOM KOHTEKCTE BBICTYNACT HU3KHI ypOBEHBb IMPOSIBICHUS OTHOIICHYECCKON
KOMITIOHEHTHI. OJIHAaKO HEKOTOpbhIE THUIIBI («aJBOKATBHD», «HOBBIE») OOJBIIE CKJIOHHBI K
B3aMMOJICHCTBHIO C KOMIIAHUEH, KOTOPOE BKIIIOYAET PEKOMEHIAIIUH, BOBICYEHHOCTh B PA3TUYHbBIE
WHUIIMATUBBI (KOHKYPCHI, CIOHCUpYeMble ecTuBany u mp.). [Jis KOMIaHui 3TO MOXKET CIYKUTh
CUTHAJIOM O TOM, YTO JaHHBIC THITBI TOTPEOUTEIICH CTOUT UCTIONB30BATh JIJIS TOCTHIKEHUS Pa3HbIX

nokazatesneit uepe3 auddepeHnpoBaHHbIE MPEIOKEHNUS U MAPKETHHTOBBIE MEPOTIPUSATHUS.
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Tabauya 2. Tunosaorusi moTpeduTesIei MO BHIN0aM/yrpo3am, NpeaocTaBjisieMbIM KOMIIAHUHT

Tun norpeduress B

AJIbTepHaTl/IBHI)Ie Ha3BaHUA

IIpenocrapisieMble BHITOIbl/YTPO3bI

00beIMHEHHOIi THIIOB, HCIO/Ib3yeMble B APYTHX IloBTOpHBIE I'oroBHOCTH I'oroBHOCTH I'oroBHOCTH I'oroBHOCTH YcTolHYHBOCTD K
KaIaccHpuKALIH KIacCHpUKAIMAX NMOKYNKH peKOMEeH/10BaTh IJIATHTh npodoBaTh NMOJJIePKUBATh | NepeKJIYeHUI0
NpeMUYM-IIeHY HOBMHKH HHHIMATHBBI
JlosutbHBIE [pusepxentst [Rowley, 2005]; YacTele T'oTOBEI T'oToBEHI T'oToBEHI T'oToBEHI Beicokas
[Knox, 1998; becr, Maptrepsr [Christopher, Payne,
2017] Ballantyne, 2002];
Amnocroisl [Jones, Sasser, 1995]
Henpu6suisHbie [becr, Ilepexmouaromuecs [Knox, 1998]; | OrcyrctByror | Tosbko He rotoBsl He rotoBsl He rorossl Henpumenumo
2017] Teppopuctsl [Jones, Sasser, 1995] HETaTUBHbIC
KOMMEHTapHH
«IInennukn» [KnoX, Kiuent [Christopher, Payne, Yacrsie Toabko He rorosst He rorosst He rorosst OueHb HU3Kas
1998; Rowley, 2005; Ballantyne, 2002]; HEraTUBHBIE (mepekIrYaThes
Becr, 2017] 3anoxuuku [Jones, Sasser, 1995] KOMMEHTapHH MpH IEPBOi
BO3MO>KHOCTH)
IlocTosiHHBIE YnosierBopernsle [Rowley, Cpenneit Tonpko no W3penka W3penka He rorossl Hesricokast
[Becr, 2017] 2005]; YaCTOTHI 3ampocy TOTOBBI TOTOBBI (monuramHast
Croponnuku [Christopher, Payne, JIOSTTBHOCTB)
Ballantyne, 2002];
Haewmunku [Jones, Sasser, 1995]
«Hckarenn» HWckarenu ansrepHatis [Rowley, ®parmentaps | Tonbko mo He roToBsl He roToBsl He roToBsl Hesricokas
[Knox, 1998] 2005] BIC 3ampocy (monmramHast
JIOSUTHOCTB )
«AJZIBOKaTbD» OTtcyTcTBYET Penxue l'oToBel aktuBHO | Henmpumenumo Wspenka l'oroBel Henpumenumo
[Christopher, Payne, PEKOMEHIOBATh TOTOBBI AKTUBHO
Ballantyne, 2002] BOBJICKATBCSI
«HoBbie» [Mokynaremu [Christopher, Payne, OnHokpatHble | ['0TOBBI Henpumennmo | Henpumennmo | Hempumennmo | He
[Becr, 2017] Ballantyne, 2002] copMupoBaHa
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Breigenenue TUMoB moTpeOuTenell crmocoOCTByeT (HOpMHUPOBAHHIO OoJiee TIIyOOKOTO
NOHMMAHHS TOTO, KAKOW IIEHHOCTBIO OHHM 00JaJaloOT JJIs KOMIIAHUM M KaKHE IMOBEIECHYECKUe
naTTepHbl OTIMYAIOT MX JAPYT OT Jpyra, a 3HAYUT, MO3BOJIAET MOA0OpaTh NMpaBHIbHBIC MYTH
CO3JJaHMUS M JTOCTABKHU LIEHHOCTH JUIS TIPeJICTaBUTENeH Kakaoro Tuma. Kpome toro, Takoi moaxon
o0ecrieynBaeT BO3MOXKHOCTh TOYEYHO HACTPaWBaTh YIPABICHHE DPA3IUYHBIMU CETMEHTAMH,
UCXONs W3 CYNIECTBYIOIIMX HYXXJ OH3Heca, W, CJIeIOBaTelIbHO, B TIEPCIEKTHBE JeJaTh
MEpOIPUATHS MO YNPABJICHUIO JIOSIIBHOCTHIO 00Jiee Pe3yIbTaTUBHBIMU — C TOYKH 3PEHUS Kak
yIIOBJICTBOPEHHOCTH IOTpeOHTENeH, TaK W (UHAHCOBBIX BBHITOJ KOMIAHWN M BBICTPAMBAHUS
JIOTOCPOYHBIX OTHOLIEHUM.

Decision journey (3tanbl KJIHEHTCKOro NMyTH). [JIMTEIbHOE BpeMs MOTPEOUTEIILCKOES
NOBE/ICHHE, B TOM YHUCJIE B IPOIIECCE COBEPIICHHS IOKYIKH, PACCMAaTPUBAIOCH KaK JIMHEHWHAS
3aBUCHUMOCTb. COOTBETCTBEHHO, OJHOW W3 OCHOBHBIX 3a/1a4 HCCIIEOBATENICi SBIISIIOCH
OTIpeieNIeHUE TTOCIIEA0BATEIbHOCTH 3TANOB, HA KOTOPBIX OJUH BH/I JIOSUTBHOCTH CMEHSIET PYTOM.
[TomoGHBIN ToOaX0A OBUT MPU3BAaH NMOMOYb KOMITAHUSM TMOHSATH, KaKWE BUJABI JIOSUIBHOCTH
HEOOXOAMMO pPa3BHBATh B IEPBYIO OYepelb, YTOOBI CHOPMUPOBATH UCTUHHYIO JIOSIBHOCTD,
BKJIIOYAIOIIYyI0 B ce0s Kak OTHOIIGHYECKOe, TaK M IIOBEICHYECKOE MPEANOYTCHUE
IPOIYKTOB/YCITyT KOMITAHUH.

Crenys mocnenoBaTeIbHOMY TPUHIIUITY, MHOTHE aBTOPHI ITOJIarafoT, YTO OTHOIIEHYECKAs
JIOSUTLHOCTh BBICTYIIAET HEOOXOIMMBIM yCIOBUEM Pa3BUTHsI IOBEIeHUECKOH JosibHOCTH [Oliver,
1999; Chiou, Droge, 2006; Cossio-Silva et al., 2016; Hariharan et al., 2018, etc.]. Hanpuwmep, P.
OnuBep, Kak OTMEYaNOCh, MPEACTABIAET Pa3BUTHE JIOSUIBHOCTH KaK IMPOLECC, COCTOSIIUN U3
YeThIpeX TOCJIEOBATENBHBIX JTAloOB, Ha KAKIOM M3 KOTOPBIX (OPMHPYETCS €€ HOBBIH BHI
[Oliver, 1999]. AnbTepHaTUBHBIN B3I HA ATANbl JOPMUPOBAHUS JOSIBHOCTH OBLII IPEIOKEH
M. Kpuctopepom c coaBTOpaMu: Ha MEpBOM CTaJuU B3aUMOJICHCTBUSA KIMEHT MOXKET MMETh
HEraTUBHOE WM B JIy4YIleM clydyae HeHTpalbHOE OTHOIIEHUE K OPraHU3allH, B TO BpeMs KaK Ha
3aKIIIOYUTEIPHON CTa UM, K KOTOPOH JIOJDKHBI CTPEMHTHCS KOMIIAHUHM, OH JIOJDKEH
PEKOMEH/IOBaTh KOMIIAHHIO W €€ TPOIYKTHI/YCIYTH IPYTUM H «3aHHUMAThCS MapKETHHTOM
xommanuu 3a Bacy [Christopher, Payne, Ballantyne, 2002, p. 48]. CornacHo 3Toil joruKe,
MOBEJICHUECKAs! JIOSIIbHOCTH MPOSBISAETCS 0 OTHOLIEHYECKOH JIOSUIBHOCTH.

Hapsimy ¢ 5TuM aKkTHBHBIE HCCIEIOBaHHS B 00JacCTH MapKETHHTa YCIYyT CMECTHIIN
BHUMaHHE YYCHBIX HAa HM3yUeHHE POJIM TOTPEOMTENHCKOTO ONbITa B PAa3BUTHU CHIBHBIX M
B3aMMOBBITO/IHBIX OTHOIIICHHI TOTpeOuTeNs ¢ komnanuei [Pine, Gilmore, 1998; Schmitt, 2011].

HOTpC6HTCJ’ILCKHﬁ OIBIT «HOCHUT ILIEIOCTHBIN XapaKTep M BKIHOYACT B cebs Kor HUTHUBHBIC,
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apdeKTUBHBIC, SMOLMOHATBHBIC, COLMANbHbIE W (U3NYECKHE pPEaKUWU TOTpeOHuTeNs Ha
KOMITAaHUIO. DTOT OIBIT CO3AAETCS HE TOJBKO TeMHU (PAKTOpaMu, KOTOpbIE KOMITAaHUS MOKET
KOHTPOJMPOBaTh (Hampumep, UHTepdeiic oOcayxuBaHUsA, aTMochepa PO3HUYHOM TOPIOBIIH,
ACCOPTUMEHT, 1IeHa), HO U (JaKTOpaMH, He 3aBUCALIMMU OT Hee (HallpuMep, BIMSHUE OKPY>KEHUS
norpebuteneit, 1enp nokynku)» [Verhoef et al., 2009, p. 32]. I'pamorHoe ympaBicHHE
NOTPEOUTENHECKUM OTIBITOM BEJET K O0Jiee €CTECTBEHHOMY (POPMHUPOBAHUIO JIOSIIBHOCTH, KOTOPAs
BO3HHMKAET KaK CJICZICTBUE HAKOIUICHMs OIbITAa B3aUMOJEHCTBUS KOMIIAHUM U HOTPEOHUTENs B
pasHbIX Toukax koHTakTa [De Haan et al., 2015].

[lepBble KOHIENINH, KOTOPBIE TO3BOJISIIOT PacCMaTpUBATh MOTPEOUTEIHCKUN OIBIT C
YYETOM JTAIrloOB B3aWMOJICHCTBUSI KOMIIAHUU C TIOTpeOHUTENIeM, MOSIBIINCH Ha pyoeke XIX—XX
BB., KOTJ1a ObUIO IIPEUIOKEHO PAacCMAaTPUBATh NMPUHATHE PEILICHUH NOTpeOUTeNeM 10 NPUHLUITY
«MapKETHHIOBOIl BOPOHKH», 0oJjiee M3BECTHOM cpelu MpPAaKTUKOB KaK «BOPOHKA IPOJAX)»
[Daugherty, Djuric, 2017]. BmocaenctBuu Oojice NeTajdbHBI aHAIM3 MOJCICH IMOBEICHHUS
NoTpeOUTENEH, B TOM YHCIIEe NIPU COBEPIIECHUH MOKYIIKH, IPUBEN K MOSBICHUIO 5-CTYNEHYaTON
MOJIEJIM NPUHATHS pelleHus, rae Oblia 0003HadeHa U 00bsICHEHA BaXKHOCTh MOCTHOKYIOYHOI'O
nosencuus [Kotler, Keller, 2012]. Oxnako ¢ pa3BUTHEM HH(PPOBBIX TEXHOJIOIHH CIIOCOOHOCTD
KJIACCUYECKUX KOHLEMIMA TNPHUHATUS PEMeHHS K OOBSICHEHHIO pPEaIbHOTO IOBEICHUS
norpeduTeneit cHu3miack. [losBunace HEOOXOIUMOCTh YUYHUTHIBATH OJHOBPEMEHHO M3MEHEHUS
KOHTEKCTa B3aMMOJEMCTBUS MOTpeOuTeNell ¢ KOMIaHWeW (coueTaHue OHJaMH- U odailH-
KaHaJIOB), BpeMsl TNPUHATHS pEIIeHUs O IMOKYyNKe, a TaKXe JOCTYNHOCTh HH(pOpMaIHH,
MapKEeTHHIOBYIO T'PaMOTHOCTh TOTPEOHMTENsT M PE3KO BO3POCIIyH KoHKypeHiuroo [Edelman,
Singer, 2015]. Pa3BuTre KOHIIETIMU MOTPEOMTENHECKOTO OMBITA TAKIKE MOKA3aJl0, YTO HA CAaMOM
Jieie JIOSUTbHOCTh (DOpMUpPYETCS He MOCIEN0BATEIhbHO OT OJHOTO BHJA K JPYyroMmy, a CKopee
IOCTENIEHHO MO BCEM KJIIOYEBHIM KOMIIOHEHTaM, W 3HAU€HHUs MO 3TUM KOMIIOHEHTaM OyIyT
OIPE/IeNIATh BUJI JIOSUILHOCTH, K KOTOpoMy KoMmnanust npuzet B utore [Verhoef et al., 2009].

MacmrabHoe rccieoBanue, mposeaeHHoe koncynsrantramu McKinsey & Co., mokasaio,
YTO, HECMOTPSI Ha HAIWYHE ITAMOB B3aMMOJCHCTBHS, TPACKTOPHS IBM)KCHUS MMOTPEOUTENS U3
JWHEHHOW mpeBparmwiack B mukianuHyro [Edelman, 2010], mpu sTtomM B ciydae ycmexa
OpeH/a/KOMIIaHUN Ha «IOJHOM IIMKJIE JIOSJIBHOCTH» B OOECHEeYeHUH YIOBIETBOPEHHOCTU
MOKYyIIaTeIsl OH TMEPEXOIWT Ha COKpAIIEHHBIH «IMKII JOosuTbHOCTH» (customer loyalty loop)
[Edelman, Singer, 2015; Fleming, 2016]. PacimpenHasi KOHUEMIUS MyTH MPHHATHS PEIICHUN
JIeTJIa B OCHOBY MOJIX0/1a K YIPABJICHUIO B3aUMOJICHCTBHEM C MOTpeOUTENEM B TOUKAaX KOHTAKTa,

U3BECTHOTO KaK «MapIIpyTH3alusl MyTH KIHeHTay» (customer journey mapping). Konuenims
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[UKJIMYHOTO, HEMPEPHIBHOTO B3aMMOJCHCTBUS C TOTPEOUTENIEM Ha KIMCHTCKOM MYTH WIIH,
JIPYTMMH CIIOBaMH, Ha TYTH (OpPMHpPOBaHHS €ro MOTPEOMTEILCKOTO OIBITA IMO3BOJISET
paccMaTpuBaTh YXOJI MOTPEOUTENSI KaK BpEMEHHBIHN, TPEIOTBPATUMBIN CIICHAPUH, TPH KOTOPOM B
CJICAYIOUIEM IMKJIE WIA Ha CIEAYIOUIEM dTare MyTH KIMEHTa €ro MOXHO BEpHYTh. Takum
00pa3oM, JIOSUTBHOCTh B PACIIMPCHHOW KOHIEMINH MPUHATUS PELICHUH paccMaTpUBAETCS Kak
IPOLIECC, KOTOPBIA MOXET WJATH I10 JIBYM TPAaeKTOPHsM: 1) IMOJHOTO IMKJIA, BKIOYAIOUIETO HE
TOJILKO TPEANOKYIIKY, MOKYIKY ¥ TIOCTIIOKYTIOYHOE TIOBEACHUE, HO TAKXKE 3TAIl aKTUBHOT'O ITOMCKA
QIBTEPHATHB; U 2) COKPAIEHHOTO IMKJIA, TJI€ ATAIl IOUCKa AlTbTEPHATHUB MPOITYCKACTCS.

Pa3BuTHE JIOSUIBHOCTH C TOMOINBI0 MAapIIPYTHU3AlMH MYTH KIUCHTAa HMEET P
NPEeUMYIIeCTB W HenocTaTKoB. OCHOBHOE MPEHMYIIECTBO — BO3MOXXHOCTh KaCTOMH3AIHU
NPEUIOKEHUH KOMITAaHUH JUISI KOHKPETHBIX MOTPEOUTENEH, YTO SBISCTCS BAKHBIM PEAUKTOPOM
JIOSUTBHOCTH, K TIPUMEPY, B JIEKTPOHHON Kommepiuu [Srinivasan, Anderson, Ponnavolu, 2002].
OpnHako HEOOXOOMMOCTh OTCJICKHUBAHHS OOJBIIOTO KOJIWYECTBA TOYEK KOHTAKTa W HaJM4YWeE
NOTCHIUAIBLHOTO BIMSHUS MHOXKECTBA BHEIIHMX (PAKTOPOB (HAIIPUMEp, OT3BIBOB peePEHTHBIX
IPyNII M TPEAB3SATOrO BOCIPHUATHS KOHKPETHBIX KaHAJIOB KOMMYHHUKAIIMU) YCJIOXHSOT
nu3Mepenue 3GHEeKTUBHOCTH YIIPABICHHUS JIOSUIBHOCTBIO.

Hukn nosuibHOCTH, mOpenyokeHHbld H. ®@rneMuHroM, AEMOHCTPUPYET MHPEUMYLIECTBA
paboThl ¢ JOSIIBHOCTBIO Ha KakaoM drtame [Fleming, 2016], uro mo3BoisieT ObICTpee
UICHTU()UIIMPOBATH MATTEPHBI MOBEICHNUS U OCHOBHBIC MPOSBIICHUS OTHOIICHHS MTOTPEOUTENS K
KOMITaHUH, a 3HAYUT, KOPPEKTUPOBATH JICHCTBHSI B MOMEHTBI MUKPOB3aUMOIeiicTBHIA. B utore 3To
JIOJDKHO CTIOCOOCTBOBATh CHIDKEHHMIO 3aTpaT Ha KOHBEPTAIIMIO MOTPEOUTENeH ¢ HU3KHMM YPOBHEM
JOSUTPHOCTH B HMCTHHHO JIOSUTBHBIX. HemocTaTku, CBsI3aHHBIE CO CIIOKHOCTBIO —aHAJN3a
WH/IMBUIYAIBHBIX TOTPEOUTENeH Ha KaKIOM dTare, MOXHO MPEOJ0JIeTh, €CIIM UCIIOIb30BaTh
TUTIOJIOTHIO JIOSTTbHBIX TIOTPEOUTENICH, COMTOCTABUB €€ C KaXKIbIM ATAIIOM B3aMMOICHCTBHS (Ta0l.
3). Crenys ONMCAaHWIO KaXJOTO THUMA KIMEHTa MO YPOBHIO JIOSUIBHOCTH, IPEIACTaBISICTCS
BO3MOJXKHBIM BBIJICITUTH T€ ATAIbI €r0 MyTH, IJIe OH Oy/JeT HanboJee BOCIPUUMYNB K JICHCTBUSIM
(bupmbl U, COOTBETCTBEHHO, HHCTPYMEHTHI YIIPaBJIEHUS JOSIILHOCTBIO OyAyT paboTarh Haubosee

3P PEKTHUBHO.

Tabnuya 3. 3HAYMMOCTDH 3TANOB KJIHEHTCKOIr0 IMyTH s (POPMHUPOBAHUS JIOSAJIbHOCTH

3HAYMMOCTb 3TANOB KJIMEHTCKOr0 MyTH MPH Pa3IHuIHbIX

Jran ToykH KOHTAKTA C NMOJAX0AAX K JOAJIbHOCTH
KJINEHTCKOTO noTpeduTeIeM OTHoleHYecKast IMoBeneHueckas YnpasieHue
My TH (KJIMEeHTOM) JIOSNIBHOCTH KaK JIOSLILHOCTDH KaK KJIMEHTCKUM
OCHOBA OCHOBA ONBITOM KaK
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NoBeAeHYEeCKO OTHOLIEHYECKOM OCHOBa
[Dick, Basu, 1994] [Christopher, JIOSUILHOCTH
Payne, Ballantyne, | [Lemon, Verhoef,
2002] 2016]
— ITouckoBble caiTh
— CaiiTeI-arperaTopsl
IIpennokynka p p Bricokas Huskas Bricokas
— Pexomenpanuu
apy3en
CogepiueHue ~ BuiGop
p — 3aka3 Huskas Bricokas Bricokas
MOKYTIKH
— Omutara
— [Torpebnenne
— BoBneuenue
ITocTnokymnka Bricokas Cpenmnsist OdeHb BBICOKAS
— CepBuc-3amnpoc
— Yrunuzauus

CocrtaBmeno mo:[becr,2017; Lemon, Verhoef, 2016].

VYyer 3TanoB KIMEHTCKOTO MYTH M JIOTHYECKHM BBICTPOCHHBIC 3aMepbl IOKa3aTeseit
JIOSUTHOCTH TTO3BOJIIIOT C(DOKYCHpPOBATh MCCIEAOBAHWE HAa PA3HBIX TUIAX MOTPEOUTENEH, 4To
JIOJDKHO CIIOCOOCTBOBaTh 0o0Jiee TapMOHUYHOMY B3aUMOJICHCTBUIO C KaXIbIM M3 HUX, a TaKXKe
Oonee MHOOPMHPOBAHHOMY HCIIOJIB30BAHUIO MHCTPYMEHTOB YIIPABIICHUS JIOSUIBHOCTBIO MJISt

YACpiKaHuA HOTpC6HTCHeﬁ Ha TCKYIICM HJIU MMOCICAYIOMIUX STallax.

NOAXOJbI K YIIPABJIEHUIO MIOTPEBUTEJBCKOM JIOSIJIBHOCTBIO

Kunaccnpukanuss noaxonoB K YHPaBJICHHI0 MOTPeOUTENbCKON JIOSNIBHOCTBIO.
Brigenennpie HampaBlIeHUS MCCIENOBAHUN MOTPEOUTENHCKONW JOSIBHOCTH JIEMOHCTPUPYIOT
MHOT000pa3ue MOJX0J0B K €€ KOHIENTyalu3alii, U3MEPEHHI0, (POPMUPOBAHUIO U PA3BUTHIO.
Bo-miepBbIX, MHOTOYHCIICHHBIE HWCCIEAOBAHUS CTHUMYJIUPOBAIM TIEPEXO0Jl OT OJHOMEPHOTO
MOAX0/Aa K MPEJICTABICHHUIO O JIOSJIbHOCTH K MHOTOMEPHOMY, COTJIaCHO KOTOPOMY JIOSUIBHOCTb —
3TO COBOKYNHOCTh pPa3HOOOpA3HBIX BHJOB U TMPOSBICHHUH, TpeOYIOMMX pa3IHuHbIX
YIPaBICHUYECKUX HMHUITUATHB ISl CBOETO MOJJIEPKaHUSI M IPUBOISAIINX K Pa3HBIM MOCTIEACTBUSM
Ui nesitensHocT Kommanuu [bect, 2017; Watson et al., 2015]. Bo-BTopsix, HEOOXOIUMOCTb
OJIHOBPEMEHHOI'O0 YIPABJICHUS PA3JIMYHBIMU BUJAMU JIOSJIBHOCTH CMECTHJIa AaKIEHT ¢
arperupoBaHHOIO MOAX0/1a, MPEINOoIarawilero 0JIUHAKOBYI0 paboTy CO BCEMH KIMEHTaMH, K
nudPepeHIMPOBAaHHOMY TOX0/Ty, MO3BOJSIONIEMY aJallTUPOBATh MHCTPYMEHTHI YIIpaBICHUS
IIT  KaKIoTo cerMeHTa mnoTrpebuteneit. Haxoner,

«IIO-pa3HOMY JIOAJIBHOT'O» Pa3BHUTHUC

TEXHOJIOT Uit CII0COOCTBOBAIIO ,HaJ'ILHeﬁH.IeMy er'Iy'6J'IeHI/IIO ITOHUMaHHA IIponeccoB

(I)OpMI/IpOBaHI/IH JIOAJIBHOCTH CKBO3b IMPU3MY NHUHAMUYCCKOI'O IMMOAXO0J4a, JA0IICTO BO3SMOXHOCTD

OTCJIC)KMBATb TNHAMHKY (i)OpMPIpOBaHI/IH JIOAJIBHOCTH HA pa3JIMYHBIX dTallaX IIYyTHU KIIMCHTA.
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C YUYCTOM IMMPOBCACHHOT'O aHAJIN3a CYIICCTBYIOUX MMOAXOJA0B K OIIPCACIICHUIO JIOAJIbHOCTU
paccMaTpuBaTh YHOPABJICHUC JIOAJIBHOCTBIO NPCIaraCtca B TPEXMCPHOM IPOCTPAHCTBC, I'AC
KaxXaasda OCb COOTBETCTBYECT OJHOMY M3 BBIJCICHHBIX HaHpaBJ’IeHI/Iﬁ HCCHeﬂOBaHHﬁ; Havdalio
KOOpAWHAT OJMLCTBOPACT CUTyallurO, B KOTOpOﬁ KOMIIaHHUA HE 3aHUMAacTCsd CHCTCMHBIM
YHPaBJICHUCM JIOAJIBHOCTBIO KJIMCHTOB, 4 JIBUKCHHUE 110 OCH OT HadaJla KOOPAWHAT XapaKTCPHU3YCT

YCJIOKHEHHE MTPUMEHSAEMOTr0 MOX0/Ia B 33/JaHHOM HaIpaBiIeHUH (puc. 2).

Differentiation (Iuddepenunanms)

A
I1loox00
e JluddepeHMpOBaHHBIN
e ArperupoBaHHBIN
Dimensions (I'pann)
>
I1ooxo0 Iooxoo

e CraruuHslil e  OnHOMEpPHBII
e JluHaMu4ecKuin e MHoromepHsIit

Decision journey (JTansbl
KJIHEHTCKOIO IyTH)

Puc. 2. Monenb monxoqoB «3D» K ympaBlieHHIO OTPEOUTEIBCKOM JIOSIIbHOCTHIO

Cormacuo npeﬂnaraeMoﬁ MOZCIIN, pa3BUBass CUCTEMY YIPABJICHUA JOAJIbHOCTBIO,
KOMITAaHUA MOXKET ABHUIaTbCA B KaXXIOM H3 TPEX HaHpaBHeHHI)'I. HaHpHMep, KOMIIaHUs MOXKET
OCTaHOBHTLCI Ha OoJiee poCTOM OAHOMCPHOM, arp€rupOBaHHOM MW CTAaTUYHOM IIOAXOOC WA
0oJiee CI0KHOM MHOT'OMCpPHOM, III/I(b(I)CpeHL[I/IpOBaHHOM n JUWHAMHYCCKOM IIOAXOIC. HpI/I 9TOM
BLI60p MCKAY IOoAXO0daMU HC SABJISICTCSA KATCTOPUYHBIM, a IMPEATIoJIaracT OonpeaCiIiCHUEC CTCIICHA
CIIO)KHOCTH HTOTOBOH CTpaTerun yIpaBJICHUA JIOAJIbHOCTBIO (B TOM 4YHCJII€E H CTCIICHU

MHOTOMepHOCTH, MU depeHInanru u JuHaMuuHoCcTH). [IpuMeHenne 6osee coKHbIX MOAX0/I0B
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JaeT KOMIIAHMM JIOTIOJIHUTENIbHBIE MPEUMYIIECTBA, CBA3aHHBIE C OOJNBIICH aeTanu3alueid u
ryOMHOW TOHMMAHUS TOBENEHHUS KIUEHTOB, HO CONPOBOXIAETCS YCIOXKHEHHEM OHu3Hec-
IPOLIECCOB U POCTOM MHBECTHUIIMH B yIIpaBlI€HHE JOSIbHOCTBIO.

OnHoOMepHBII M MHOIOMEpHbIH moaxoabl. B kadyecTBe OIHOMEPHOro MOJAX0/aa
paccMaTpuBaeTCs CUTYalMs, Korja KOMIaHUs IPUHUMAET pPEIICHHUE pa3BUBaTh ONPEACIICHHBIN
BUJ JIOSJIBHOCTH MOTpPeOUTENs (Yalmle BBIOMpas MEXAy KaTerOPHsIMH «IIOBEACHYECKas» WU
«OTHOLIEHYECKAas1», HO BO3MOXKHBI U JJPyTrue€ BapUaHThl), OTCIIEKHUBAS YCIEIIHOCTh BbIOpaHHON
CTpaTeruy IO COOTBETCTBYIOLIMM IIOKa3zaTesissM. MHOrOMepHBIH IMOAXOJ Kak pa3 OTpaxkaer
pelIeHre KOMIIaHUM OJTHOBPEMEHHO paboTaTh HaJl Pa3BUTHEM HECKOJIBKHX BUIOB JIOSJILHOCTH
NOTPEeOUTENST M KOHTPOIMPOBATH PE3YIBTATHI C IIOMOIIBIO PaCIIMPEHHOT0 Habopa MmoKa3aTeen.

Wunexkc NPS, ogHa U3 caMbIX MOMYJISIPHBIX METPUK JIOSIIBHOCTH, YaCTO MPUMEHSAETCS Kak
€IMHCTBEHHBIM IOKa3aTelb JIOSJIBHOCTH, YTO CBHUJETEIbCTBYET O PaCHpPOCTPAHEHHOCTH
onHomepHoro mnoaxona [Reichheld, 2003]. On mno3BoyiseT U3MEpPHUTh TEKYyIIEe HACTPOCHUE
CYLECTBYIOIINX KIMEHTOB C IOMOIIIbIO OHOI'O BOIIPOCA U CPABHUTH PE3YJIbTATHI C pe3ysibTaTaMu
JIpyTUX KOMIIaHUHM, KOTOpbIE MCIOJB3YIOT aHAJOTMUHBIA MHAEKC. OfHAKO NpU ONpeAeIeHUn
YPOBHsSI OTHOILEHYECKOM JIOSUIBHOCTU KJIMEHTa K KOMIIAHMM C IIOMOIIBIO 3TOr0 HHAEKCa
UTHOPUPYETCS TOBEACHYECKUN KOMIIOHEHT JIOSUTBHOCTH. TakuM 00pa3oM, MpeanodYTHTEIbHAS
KaTeropusi NmoTpeduTenel MoXeT OKa3aThCs KAaK HCTHMHHO JIOSJIbHBIMU KIHWEHTaMH, TaK U
KJIMEHTaMH, JEMOHCTPUPYIOIMIMMH JATEHTHYIO JIOSUIbHOCTh. [I0CKONBbKY ynpaBiieHHE pa3HBIMU
TUIIAMU NTOTpedUTENEl UMEET CBOIO CEM(UKY, OJTHOMEPHBIH MOX0/1 ¢ UCIOIB30BAHUEM TOJIBKO
unexkca NPS Mo)xeT mpHUBECTH K JIOAKHBIM BBIBOAAM Ha 3Tare BIOOpa HHCTPYMEHTOB YIIPaBICHUs
JIOSTTBHOCTBIO.

CornacHO COBpPEMEHHBIM HCCIIEIOBAaHUSM B O0JIACTH 3JIEKTPOHHOW KOMMEPIUH U
MOBEJICHUS MNOTpeOUTENe B COLMAIBHBIX CETSAX, BpeMs, KOTOpPOE paHee OTBOAMIIOCH Ha
(GopmHpoBaHHE OTHOLICHHs K OpeHIy, HEYKIOHHO cokpamaercst [Srinivasan, Anderson,
Ponnavolu, 2002]. OxHako 3HAYMMOCTh OTIBITA, TIOJYYEHHOTO TIOTPEOUTEIeM OT B3aUMOICHCTBHUS
¢ OpeHzioM, pacTeT U TpaHCc(hOpMHUPYET BOCHPUATHE TOTPEOUTENEM CBOMX OTHOILIEHUH ¢ OpeHA0M
B npuniune [Lemon, Verhoef, 2016]. Kommanun MOryT TpakToBaTh TaKyl CHUTYAIHIO TIO-
pasHOMYy: JHOO CUMTaTh, YTO ACUCTBUS MoTpeduTeneil OyayT Hambosiee MPSIMbBIM OTPAKECHHEM
OTHOUICHHUSI U OCTABJISITH JOSIBHOCTD B INIOCKOCTH OLIEHKH MTOBEJACHUECKHUX XapaKTEPUCTHUK, JINOO
paccMaTpuBaTh Kax/Iblii MOMEHT B3aUMO/ICUCTBUS KaK MOCTPOEHUE OTHOILIEHUH U JIeNaTh CTaBKY

Ha II0Ka3aTeId OTHOILIEHYECKOM JI0SIBbHOCTH.
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[IpyMeHUTENBHO K KAaTErOpUsM MPOAYKTOB, YCIYI, B OTHOLIEHUH KOTOPBIX NPOSIBICHUE
HECKOJIbKUX BHJIOB JIOSUIBHOCTH Y NOTPEOUTENS WIM HEBO3MOXKHO, WJIM HE3HAYMMO, IOIBITKA
KOMITaHUU (POKYCHUPOBATHCS HA HECKOJIBKHMX TUIIAX JOAIbHOCTH Oy1€T HE IPOCTO HEBBITOAHOM, HO
Jaxke criocoOHoW HaHectu ymep6. Hampumep, ecin roBopuTh 00 MMITYJIbCUBHBIX MOKYIKax,
TaKUX Kak jKeBaTellbHas pe3rHKa, OaTapeiku | T. JI., TO JaHHAsl KaTeropusi TOBApOB OOBIYHO HE
(dopMHpyeT OTHOLICHUECKOW JOSUIBHOCTH BCIIEACTBHE CHEUM(UKHU MPUHATHS pElIeHU 00 ux
npuobperenun [Crapos, 2017]. B pamMkax OJHOMEPHOIrO MOJX0J]d, OPUEHTUPOBAHHOTO Ha
pa3BUTHE IIOBEJCHYECKON KOMIIOHEHTBI, IPEANIOYTEHHE OTHACTCI TaKUM HMHCTPYMEHTaM
yIpaBJICHUS JIOSIIBHOCTBIO, KOTOpbIEe OOECIIeYMBAIOT MOMEHTAJIBHBIA pe3yiabTaT (Hampumep,
MIOCTOSIHHBIE CKUJKU Ha KaTeropuu NPOAYKTOB WM OTJEJIbHbIE HAUMEHOBAHUS, a TAKXKe KapThl
JOSAIBHOCTH C (PUKCHPOBAHHOM CKHIKOI). B momoOHON cuTyauuu JOsIIbHOCTh MOTpeOUTENs
OCHOBBIBAETCS HA FapaHTHM HU3KUX LIEH Ha MHTEPECYIOIUi ero Habop MpOoAyKTOB Kax/Iblii pas,
KOrZla TOT IIOJIb3YETCSl YCIyraMH NPEANpUATHs TOProBid. JlaHHBIM NHOAXOJ XapaKTepeH, K
pUMEPY, U CETEBBIX PUTEHIEPOB, ONMIEPUPYIONINX B CETMEHTE AUCKAYHTEPOB WIIH OF0HKETHBIX
CYNIEpMapKeTOB «y JoMma». Bmecre ¢ TeM NOKyNnKa HEABM)KMMOCTH, OPraHU3alds Ba)KHOTO
MEpONPUATHS — HPOUCXOIAT HEYAcTO, TPEOYIOT CEphe3HOr0 OCMBICIEHHS U COIPSDKEHBI C
UCIBITAHUEM CHJIBHBIX 3MOIMH. B 3TOM cilydyae nposiBieHHE MOBEAEHYECKOMN JIOSUIBHOCTH —
MOBTOPHBIE MOKYIKU — Oy/€T HU3KUM U HE OTPAXKAIOUINUM PEaJbHYIO JOSIbHOCTh MOTPEOUTENS
K KOMIAHWM, B OTJIMYHE OT OTHOUIEHYECKOH, KOTopas HE TOJIbKO CIOCOOHa ee
IPOIEMOHCTPUPOBATh, HO U OYAET CIY>KUTh OJHUM M3 OCHOBHBIX MHCTPYMEHTOB MPHUBIICUYECHUS
HOBBIX oTpebuTeneii [Leenheer et al., 2007].

ArperupoBaHHblii M Ju(p¢epeHIIUPOBAHHBIH NMOAXOAbI. ATperupoBaHHBIA MOIXOA
npeJoiaracT MIOHMMaHUe U y4eT KOMIIaHUeH HaJM4us pa3IMuHbIX CETMEHTOB MOTpeOuTene u
BbIOOp KOHKPETHON YHHU(PHUIMPOBAHHONW METPHUKH [l U3MEPEHUS JIOSUIBHOCTH BCEX CETMEHTOB, a
TaK)KE€ ONPEIEIIEHUS TOT0, HACKOJIBKO YCIIEIIHBI MEPOIIPUATHS 110 YIIPABIECHUIO JIOSUIBHOCTHIO. B
arperupoBaHHOM TIOAXOJIE€ CYIIECTBYET «3TaJOHHBI MOTPEOUTENBY», OCOOEHHOCTH KOTOPOTO
IPUHUMAIOTCS 3a OCHOBY cpaBHeHHUs. PaGoTa ¢ ocTalbHBIMEH CErMEHTaMH MOTpeOuTeneit
CUMTAETCs YCIEUIHOM, TOJIKO €CJIM OHM MPHOIMKAIOTCA K HEMY TI0 CBOMM XapaKTEPUCTHKAM (T.
€. IepeXo/IAT B KaTEerOpHUIO JIOSIBHBIX, YMEHbIIAs JOJIH OCTAIbHBIX). DTO METPUKA MOXKET OBITh
kak npoctorr (NPS), Tak m cioxHO# (cocTaBHOM), OAHAKO TPHU TAaKOM HM3MEpPEHHH He Oyjaer
YUUTBHIBATHCSI HEOOXOJUMOCTh pealu3alii BbIrOA Kaxaoro u3 TunoB. OJHMM M3 CaMBbIX
pacnpoCTpaHEHHBIX NPUMEPOB  HUCIOJIB30BAaHUS  arperMpOBaHHOIO  IOJXOJAa  SBISIOTCSA

CTaHAApPTHBIC IPOrpaMMbl JIOAJIBHOCTH HNPOAYKTOBBIX pHTeﬁHCpOB (KapTa HOHHBHOCTH).
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HecMotpss Ha TOHMMaHWE TOTO, YTO pa3HBIE KATETOPUHU MOTpeOHUTENell OyayT Mo-pa3zHOMY
OTHOCUTBCSI K YYaCTHO B TakKOW IMporpamMme, a 3HA4uT, M MPUHOCUTh PA3JIUYHYIO
pe3yJIbTaTUBHOCTh, KOMIIAHUM MPUHUMAIOT PEUICHUE CTUMYJIUPOBATh YTWIMTAPHYIO U
CHMBOJIbHYIO BBITOJbI TIOTPEOUTENCH, MBITAsICh TAaKMM 00pPa30M HapacTUTh JIOIIO JKEIAeMOTO
CerMeHTa.

Hcnons3oBanue nuddepeHIMpoBaHHOTO TOAXO0Aa K  YIPABJICHUIO JIOSUTBHOCTBIO
npeanojaraeT HeoOX0AMMOCTh TOAOUPATh Pa3IMYHbIC MHCTPYMEHTBI U METPHUKH JIJIs1 YITPABICHUS
KOKJbIM W3 €€ THUIIOB JUIA JIOCTHIXKEHHUs cuHepretudeckoro 3dgdekra. Ilpum Takom momaxone
KOMIIAHUS HE TOJBKO TOHUMAET CYIIECTBOBAHUE PA3JIMYHBIX CETMEHTOB, HO TaK/KE BBICTPAUBAET
TaKyl0 CHCTEMY YIPABJICHHS JIOSUIBHOCTBIO, MPH KOTOPOWM KAXKIBI CETMEHT MOTPEOUTENs
paccMaTpuBaeTCs Kak YHUKaJIbHBIA M O0JaJaloUIiii KOHKPETHBIM MOTEHIIMAIOM pa3BuTus. s
OTCIC)KUBAHMS PE3YyJIbTATOB MEPOIPHUATHI MO YNPaBICHUIO JOSAIBHOCTHIO MOAOHPAIOTCS
muddepeHIMpPOBaHHBIC TIOKA3aTeNN, a TToKa3aTeu dPPEKTUBHOCTH OMPEICIISIOTCS JUTS KKION
u3 rpynn. [lokasarenu MoOryT OBITh KaK CKBO3HBIMH (MHACKC JIOSUIBHOCTH becta), Tak u
BBIJICTSATHCS JJISI KaXKJIOr0 CerMeHTa. [ JTaBHBIM HEIOCTaTOK pacCMaTpUBaAEMOro MOAX0Ja — 3TO
TO, YTO JJIs €r0 NMPUMEHEHHs] HeOOXOAMMO MPOBOJIUTH MHOXKECTBEHHBIC 3aMEphbl MPOILIEHTHOTO
COOTHOIIEHUSI THIOB MOTpeOUTENEeH, CKOPOCTH UX Pa3BUTHSA B JIOMOJHEHHE K M3MEPEHHUSIM HX
YPOBHS JIOSTIBHOCTH.

CratuuHbli W JMHAMUYECKMH moaxoabl. Pasznmuuume MeXIQy CTaTHYHBIM U
JAHAMUYECKUM MOAXOJaMU CBA3aHO B OCHOBHOM C METOJOJIOTMEH NPOBEIECHUS H3MEPEHHUS
JIOSUTBHOCTU. YUET 3TanoB KIMEHTCKOTO MyTH B paMKaxX JMHAMHYECKOr0 MOAX0/Aa Ipeanoiaraet
MPOBEJICHNE MHOKECTBEHHBIX M3MEPEHHMI HA PA3JUYHBIX ATalax MMyTH KIWEHTa W MO3BOJSET
BBISIBUTH y3KHE€ MecTa. Peanmzarus mogoOHOTO moaxoja TpeOyeT 3HAUMTENIbHBIX BJIIOKEHUU B
TEXHOJIOTMYECKOE COBEPIICHCTBOBAHME WHCTPYMEHTApUs HU3MEpPEHHs JosuibHOCTH. OHa
000CHOBaHa, KOT/Ia MOTpeOUTEeIh HIMEET MHOXKECTBO TOUEK KOHTAKTa C KOMIaHHUel (Hampumep, B
chepe IeKTPOHHON KOMMEPIUU, OAaHKUHTE).

JlnHaMUYeCcKnil MOAXOJ C YYETOM JTAloOB KJIMEHTCKOTO MYTH MO3BOJSET BBISIBUTH T€
ATambl, HA KOTOPHIX KOMIIAHUS JOJIKHA M3MEHUTh CBOE TMOBEIEHUE IS JOCTHXKEHUS OOoJbIeit
JIOSITIBHOCTH, YTO HEBO3MOKHO CJENIaTh MPU UCIOJIB30BaHUU CTAaTUYHOTO monaxoxaa. Hampumep,
OIIEHKA YJIOBJIETBOPEHHOCTU OOCTYKMBAaHUEM H3MEPSETCS, KaK IIPABUIIO, YIKE TIOCIIE COBEPIICHUS
MOKYNKHA U OTPa)KAae€T OUEHKY KJIMEHTOM JESATEIbHOCTA KOMIIAHWU Ha BCEX MPEAIIECTBYIOIINX
sranax. lcmonp3yss Takyl0 METPUKY, KOMIIAHMS TIOJy4aeT HEKUHA MOMEHTAaJbHBIN Cpe3

PE3YJIbTAaTOB, MOKA3aTCIIb JIOSAJIBHOCTU B CTATUKE, HC CIIOCOOHBII NpoACMOHCTPHUPOBATH, KAKUC
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JIeCTBUSL KOMIIAHWW TOBJIUSUIM Ha OLIGHKY M Ha KAaKOM 3Tale MOTPEeOMTENH H3MEHHUIIH CBOE
OTHOLICHUEC HJIN ITOBCACHHC. BCJIGI[CTBI/IG 3TOTO I[aHHBIfI HHCTPYMCHT HC IO3BOJIACT BLIABHUTH
ciabble MecTa B IpoIecce B3auMOACHCTBHS KOMITAHUH C KJIIMeHTaMU. BMecte ¢ TeM moHnmanue
o0IIeil KapTHHBI JIOSUIBHOCTH WJIM YCIICIIHOCTH KOHKPETHOH WHUIIMATHBBI, OTCICKHBAHUE
YCPEIHEHHOT'O IIPOrpecca OCyIECTBISIETCSI UMEHHO OJ1arojapsi IaHHOMY IOXOAY.

[Ipu peanuzanuu IUHAMHYECKOTO MOJIXOAa, C(HOKYCHPOBAaHHOrO Ha (HOPMUPOBAHHU
MIOBE/ICHYECKON JIOSUTBHOCTH, BBHIOOP WHCTPYMEHTOB YIPABIICHHS JIOSIIBHOCTHIO OOYCIIOBIICH
CTpeMJICHUEM MaKCHMHU3UPOBaTh 3(Pp(PEeKTUBHOCTH B3aMMOACHCTBUSI KOMIAHUU C OTPEOUTENIEM
KakK BO BpEMA MNPOJaKH, TaK WU Ha MPEA- U HNOCICIPOAAXHBIX 3TallaX, a4 TAKKC BBICTPOUTH C
HOTpe6I/ITCJIeM OUKJINYHOC B3aHMOIICﬁCTBHC.

JlnHaMUYecKuil TOAXOJA, OpPUCHTUPOBAHHBI HAa pa3BUTHE OTHOIICHYECKOH U
HOJJICpKAHUE ITOBEJCHYECKOW JIOSUIBHOCTH 4Yepe3 KOMIUICKCHOE YIPaBICHUE KIMEHTCKUM
OIIBITOM, aKTUBHO MNPUMCHACTCA AAaXC TEMH KOMIIAHUAMHU, CPCIAU KOTOPBIX TPAAUIIHMOHHO OBLT
OoJtee pacrIpoCTpaHEH NOAX0/] K JOSUIBHOCTH Yepe3 JUXOTOMUIO «IIOBEICHUE — OTHOIIECHHEY, Oe3
ydeTa KIMEHTCKOro ombiTa. Ui TOro 4roObl CTUMYJIMPOBATH OINpPEICIICHHBIC ICUCTBHSA CO
CTOPOHBI TOTPEOHTENs, KOMIAHWU BBOJAT TeHMHU(HUIMPOBAHHBIC IPOTPAMMBI JIOSUIBHOCTH,
KOTOPBIC MOI'YT OBITH IIpUBA3aHbl K CKHIKaM, KGHI63Ky WM HCACHCKHBIM IIPpU3aM.
HeobOxonumocts cOopa Hakieek, meyaTeil wiu OayuioB, MOKYNKH CHENU(PUYECKHUX TOBApOB,
Jaromiux 6OHYCI>I, a TaKKC OIrpaHUYCHUC AKIWH Y3KMMU BPECMCHHBIMH paMKaMH IMPEACTABIIAIOT
co0Oi BBI30BBI, KOTOpPbIE YAacTO BKJIOYAIOTCS B KAyeCTBE 3JIEMEHTOB TIeMMU(UIIMPOBAHHBIX
nporpaMM JIosulbHOCTH. Hamuume mnoJoOHBIX «IpEemsTCTBUI» Ha MYTH K YIOBJIETBOPEHUIO
YTWJINTAPHBIX HYXJ TOTPEOUTENss HEXapaKTepHO JUIsl HPEIbIIyIIUX MOAXOAOB, IMOCKOJBKY
I[aHHBIfI HHCTPYMCHT HaIpaBJICH HC TOJBbBKO Ha YBCIMYCHHUEC KOJIMYECTBA IMOKYIIOK, HO M Ha
pa3BUTHE UHTEpeca K B3aUMOJICHCTBHIO ¢ KOMITAHUEH U CO3[JaHUIO JIOMIOJHUTEIbHBIX BBITO/I.

Heo6xo1uMo OTMETHTH, YTO BBICTpPAaUBAaHHME CHUCTEMbI YINPABJIECHUS JOAIBHOCTHIO —
CIIOKHBINA 1 I[OJ'IFOCpO‘IHBIfI mnmpounecc, KOTOpBIfI MOKET UBMCHATHCA BMECTE CO CTaIUSIMU PA3BUTUA
KOMITaHUH, €€ 3aJadyaMM, MNTO3HMIIUOHHUPOBAHUEM, COCTOSIHHUEM BHEITHEH Cp€apl U OpyTUMHU
(akTopamu, BIUSIONIMMH Ha ITOBEIEHUE KOMITAHUU. B CBSI3U € 3THM 11e51ecO00pa3HO COCTaBICHUE
«IOPOXKHOW KapThl ympamieHHs JossibHOCTEIO» (loyalty management roadmap), mo koTopoii
KOMIIaHUS Morjia Obl OIpeneiauTh Hauboliee MOAXOIANIYI0 TEPCHEKTUBY PacCMOTPEHUS
JOAJIBHOCTHU, HCXOJd M3 IIOCTABJICHHBIX I.[e.]'[efl, a TaKXe BI)I6paTI) moaxoabl U CHUCTEMY
nokaszarenei A BO3MOXKHOTO OTCJIEKMBAHHS pPE3YyJbTaTOB MEPONPUSATHI MO yIpaBIEHUIO

JTOAJIBbHOCTBIO.
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SAK/IIOYEHUE

B 1aHHOM TEOpETHYECKOM HCCIICIOBAHUN PACCMOTPEHBI M COMOCTABJICHBI OCHOBHBIC
TIOJIXO/IbI K YIIPABICHUIO MOTPEOUTEIILCKOM JIOSITBHOCTBIO KOMITaHUH. Ha OCHOBE CpaBHUTEILHOTO
U3Y4YCHUS DBOJIIOLUH HCCICIOBAHUI B 00JACTH ONpEACICHHUS U KIACCU(PHUKALUK JIOSIBHOCTH
HOTpeOUTeNIeH Ha MPOTSHKEHUH HECKOIBKUX JECATHICTUN B CTAaThe BBIACICHBI TPU OCHOBHBIC
HePCIIEKTUBBI TOHMMAHHUS JIOSUIbHOCTH C OPHEHTALIMEH HA: TPAHU MOTPEOUTETHCKOM JOSITBHOCTH
(Dimensions); Bo3MoxHOCTH ArddepeHIMAIUK TPYIINT TOTPEOUTENCH MO CTCIICHN M XapakTepy
nosutbHOcTH (Differentiation); a Takke BO3MOXHOCTH YIPABJIAThH JIOSIIBHOCTBIO, TIPUHUMAs BO
BHHMaHHe dTanbl myTH KiuerTta (Decision journey).

CoueraHue pa3jIMYHBIX TEPCICKTHB OIPEIACICHUS JIOSJIBHOCTH COCTaBHIM OCHOBY
TPEXMEPHOW MOJICNIN YIPABICHHS JIOSIIbHOCTBIO, KOTOPask JaeT BO3MOXXHOCTh MHIAMBUAYTLHOM
MapIIPyTH3aLUK YIPABICHUS JOSUIbHOCTBIO JIJIsl KOMIIAHHU M TIOCTPOSHHS «IOPOKHOM KapThI
yrpaBieHus TosibHOCTRION (loyalty management roadmap).

Hcnonp3oBanue 0ojiee CIIOKHOTO TMOAXOAa HE 00s3aTeIbHO HPUHOCHT KOMITAaHHH
OYCBH/IHBIC BBITOJbI, @ TAK)KE HE BCErJia MOIXOAUT JUIS PEIICHHUS KOHKPETHBIX 3alad Io
YIPABICHUIO JIOSUIBHOCTBIO. [IpMHMMas BO BHMMaHHE BCE OCOOCHHOCTH BBIOOpa IOAXOJIOB,
11es1ecoo0pa3sHo BECTH peub 0 Habope (HaKTOpPOB, KOTOpBIE CIIEAYET YYUTHIBATH NPH BBIOOpE
noaxona. Cpeny HUX: OCOOEGHHOCTHM TIOBEACHHS IOTpPEOMTENeH Ha pBIHKE, TEeXHUYeCcKas
peaqu3yeMocTh TOAXO0Ja K YIPABJICHUIO JIOSJIBHOCTHIO; YKOHOMHYECKas I1e1eco00pa3sHOCTh
BBIOPAaHHOTO MOJX0/a; BO3MOKHOCTh IMOJIYYEHHsI CUHEpPreTnyeckoro 3¢ ¢dexkra or KoMOMHAIUU
HOJIXOJIOB.

Pe3ynbraThl nccinenoBaHusl MOTYT OBITH BOCTPEOOBAHBI /ISl ONPEACTICHUS NEPCIIEKTUBBI
yIpaBIeHNUS JIOSUITHOCTBIO, UCTIONIBb3yeMON KOMITAaHHEH, a TaK)ke BRIOOPa Mo1X0/1a, HE00XO0IMMOTO
1S ee peanu3anuu. [[poBeieHHbII aHAIN3 TaK)Ke MO3BOJISICT BRISIBIISATh U YUUTHIBATH HEAOCTATKH
MOJXOJI0B K YIPABJICHUIO JIOSIIBHOCTHIO, MPUMEHSEMbBIX KOMIIAHUSAMH, CIIOCOOCTBYs Ooiiee
3Q(PEeKTUBHOMY HCIOJB30BAaHHIO HHCTPYMEHTOB, HAINPaBICHHBIX Ha CTUMYJUPOBAHHUE
JOSUTEHOCTH [ICHOBBIMH Y HTPOBBIMU METOJIAMHU.

['MaBHBIM OrpaHUYECHUEM HACTOSILNETO HCCICIOBAHUS MOXKHO Ha3BaTh HEOOXOIMMOCTh
IMITUPUIECKON TIPOBEPKH PE3YJIbTATUBHOCTH MPUMEHEHHUSI OMTUCAHHBIX TIOAXO0/I0B K YIPABJICHHIO
JOSUTEHOCTBIO HA PENPE3CHTATUBHON BBIOOPKE POCCHICKHX M 3apyOeKHBIX KOMMaHuil. B
YaCTHOCTH, IMITUPUIECKIE HCCIICAOBAHNS MOTYT OBITh HAIIPABJICHBI HA BHISBICHUE CBS3CH MEXKTY

HCIIOJIB30BAHUEM KOHKPETHBIX IMOAXOAO0B K YIHIPABJICHHUIO JIOSAJIBHOCTBIO M 3(1)(i)eKTI/IBHOCTBIO
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MEpONPUATHIA, BHEAPSIEMBbIX KOMIaHuen. Emne oqHUM HampaBiIeHHEM MOXKET OBITh CpaBHEHHE
pa3IMYHbIX COYETAHUM IMOJIXOJ0B, IIPEAICTABICHHBIX B TPEXMEPHON MOJIENH, C ONPENEICHHBIMU
STanamy pa3BUTHS CTPATErHMH KOMIIAHUHN MO YNPaBICHUIO JIOSUIbHOCTHIO. [lonyyenue obpaTHOM
CBA3M OT KOMIIAHUN MOXXET IOCTY>KUTh OCHOBOW MJii YTOYHEHUS (POPMYJIUPOBOK Iieieit
yIOpaBJICHUS JIOSIIBHOCTHIO, YIOMHHAEMBIX B JAaHHOW CTaThe, YTO TIO3BOJIUT OOJETYHUTH
NOCIEAYIOLIYI0 aJalTalyl0 IPAKTUK YIPaBICHUS JIOSUIBHOCTBIO HA OCHOBE BbIIEJIEHHBIX
NEPCIeKTUB U ToAXoAoB. llpakThueckas NPUMEHHMOCTb HWCCIEIOBAaHUS MOXET OBITh B
JMalbHEWIIEM YyCuieHa Oojee MOAPOOHBIM OIMCAaHHEM CIIEKTpa BO3MOKHBIX HHCTPYMEHTOB

YHpaBJICHUA JOAJIBHOCTBIO B KOMITAHUAX C UX IMMOCICAYIOIUM CPABHUTCIbHBIM aHAJIM30M.
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This paper aims to rethink the main approaches to loyalty management and highlight the
criteria that allow companies to choose the most relevant one. The paper provides an analytical
review of the main literature sources on the existing approaches to define the concept of customer
loyalty and loyalty management as well as the antecedents and consequences of their diversity.
Analysis of approaches to customer loyalty concept and loyalty management allowed us to present
a three-dimensional matrix that classifies existing approaches from the three perspectives:
Dimensions (Which dimensions of customer loyalty are taken into account?), Differentiation (Are
customers differentiated by the degree of loyalty, and are managerial efforts adapted to it?) and
Decision journey (Is the dynamics of loyalty formation at different stages of the customer decision
journey taken into account?). One of the main limitations is the need for an empirical verification

of the efficiency of described approaches to loyalty management on a representative sample of
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companies. Among the factors that can influence the choice of an approach to loyalty management
are the following: special features of consumer behavior, the economic feasibility and the
possibility of obtaining a synergistic effect from a combination of approaches. The paper suggests
considering factors that influence the development of consumer loyalty in the context of the
integration of digital technologies and social platforms in a daily interaction of the company with
its consumers. It also suggests approaching the loyalty management as an evolving process in the
company’s strategic perspective.

Keywords: customer loyalty, customer loyalty management, customer experience
management.
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Article 2: T'eiiMudukanus: moaxo/bl K ONPEACICHUIO H OCHOBHBIC HAIIPABJICHHS UCCIICOBAHHIA

B MCHCIPKMCHTC

C. A. Mypasckaa®?, M. M. Cmupnosa*

! Caukr-TlerepOyprekuii rocynapcTBeHHbIH yHUBepcuteT, Poccuiickas ®enepamus, 199034,
Cankr-IlerepOypr, YauBepcuterckas Hab., 7-9

2 Poccuiickas akajieMHsi HapoJHOTO XO3AiCTBA M TOCYAapCTBEHHOMN CykObl mpu IIpesunente

Poccutickoit ®enepanuu, Poccust, 119571, Mocksa, ip. Bepnaackoro, 82—84

Jas nutupoBanusi: Mypasckas C. A., CmuproBa M. M. 2019. TI'elimuukanms: moaxosl K
ONpENIETICHUI0O U OCHOBHBIE HAIPaBJIECHUS HMCCIEIOBaHUM B MeHekMeHTe. Becmnuxk Cankm-

Ilemepbypeckoco VHU8epcumema. Meneodocmenm 18 (4): . —

https://doi.org/10.21638/11701/spbu08.2019.402

B craTtbe mpencraBieHbl pe3yabTaThl aHAIN3a HAYYHBIX paboT B 001acTH reiiMudukanuu, neib
KOTOPOTO BBISIBUTH KJIFOUYEBBIE MTOIXO0/IbI K OMPEICIICHUIO MOHATHUS «TeiMUpUKaINsDy, 00001IEHIIO
U CHCTEMaTH3allud 3HAaHUH O JaHHOM (EHOMEHE B YHIPABIEHYECKUX HCCIEAOBAHUSIX.
PaccmoTpensl myOnukanuyd B BEAYHIMX aKaJIEMHUYECKUX JKypHajJaX MO WH(GOPMAIMOHHOMY
MEHEKMEHTY, MapKeTuHry u OusHecy B mepuon ¢ 2011 mo 2019 r. O6006mmeHHbI aHamu3
II0Ka3aJjl, 4YTO B COBPEMEHHOM JIMTEPAType CYLIECTBYET [1Ba aKTYaJIbHBIX MOAX0/1a K ONPEACICHUIO
MOHATUS «TredMUUKaLUA»: KaK MHCTPyMEHTa W Kak mpouecca. M3ydyenue reiimudukanuu B
MEHEP)KMEHTE — CpPaBHUTEIBbHO Mojojas oO0nacTh HccienoBaHui. B HacTodimee Bpems
OOJBIIMHCTBO PA0OT COCPENOTOYEHBl HAa SMIMPUYECKOM MpoBEepKe CBA3M reiimuduranuu c
MOTHBAIlMOHHBIMH MEXaHM3MaMU C 1eJblo co3laHus Oonee 3(pdexkTuBHOro au3aiiHa
reMU(PUIIMPOBAHHBIX CHCTEM, YJIYUIIAIOIIUX IOJIb30BaTeNbCKUi onbIT. [logo0HbINH mOaX0 K
MIOCTaHOBKE MPOOJIEMBbI HCCIIEI0BAHUS PUBEN K BOSHUKHOBEHHIO OIIyTUMOI0 podesa B 001actu
Pa3BUTHSI TEOPETUYECKUX 3HAHUHN O caMOM (heHOMeHe reiiMudukanmu, onpeaeaeHuH ero MecTa B
YIPaBIEHYECKUX HayKaX M CIOXKHOCTU ONEpallMOHAIN3ALMK MOHATHS. MeEXIUCIUIUINHAPHOCTD
MOJIX0/I0B K HM3y4YeHHMIO (eHOMEHa reidmMu@ukanud oOyCIIOBIMBAET BAXXHOCTh JalbHEHIIEro

HN3YUYCHUSA U YTOUHCHHUA CYHICCTBYIOIHUX KOHHGHTyaJII/ISaHPII)’I B YIPaBJICHYCCKHUX U COLUAIBHBIX

CraTpst TOATOTOBJIICHA IPH TOANEPIKKE HCCIeqoBaTebekoro rpanta CankT-IleTepOyprckoro rocynapcTBEHHOTO

yauBepcureta. I'pant ID 40940187.
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HayKax, a TAKXKe OMPEIeNICHHs STUYECKIX IPaHUI] UCTIONIb30BaHUS reMMU(UITMPOBAHHBIX CUCTEM.
[TosryyeHHBIE BBIBOJABI HMMEIOT IPAKTHUECKYI0 3HAUYMMOCTb JJIs HCCIIeNoBaTelield  Kak
reiMupuKanum, Tak U APYTUX HWHTEPAKTUBHBIX MHCTPYMEHTOB BOBJICUEHHS MOTpeOHUTENed u
COTPYJIHUKOB ITyTE€M CO3JaHMs JIJIsl HUX 100aBJIEHHOM 1IEHHOCTH.

Kniouegvie cnosa: rediMudUKaIysi, WUIPOBBIC AIIEMEHTHI, WIPOBBIC MEXAaHUKH, MEHEKMEHT

M0JIb30BATEIbCKHIA OTIBIT, BOBJICUEHHOCTh MOTPEOUTENEH, aHAIN3 JTUTEPATYPHI.

BBenenue

[eliMupukanus MUAPOKO TPHUMEHSECTCS B Pa3jIMYHBIX KOMIAHHUSAX JUISI JTOCTIDKEHUS IICIeH,
CBsI3aHHBIX C BOBJIeUeHHeM notpebuteneii [ Tatapunos, 2019; Leclercq, Hammedi, Poncin, 2018],
cotpyaHukoB [MypamoBa, TuxonoB, Konosamosa, 2019; Mitchell, Schuster, Jin, 2020],
crynentoB [Opiosa, Tutora, 2015; Aparicio et al., 2019]. Dtot TpeH cTa 0COOCHHO OYEBHUICH
B COBPCMCHHOM TIPAKTHKE IIOCIIEC TMOSBJICHHUS TAaKUX CTaBIIUX OYCHb IOMYJISAPHBIMH Y
norpedureneil akuui, Kak «Opuiaunaned oT «uxcw», «3amumaku» oT «llepekpectka» u
«CKpembIn» oT «MarHuray.

C noMompio reiiMuUKany KOMIAHHH CTPEMSTCS MPEOO0JETh MOJB30BATENbCKUE Oapbhepsl,
CBSI3aHHBIC C PYTHHHOCTBIO omepanuii B uHpopMannonHsix cuctemax [Koivisto, Hamari, 2019],
ynanenusiM oOyuenuem [Huang et al., 2019; Van Roy, Deterding, Zaman, 2019], HemoBepuem
notpebuteneit Kk pekigamubiM coobmienusM [Seiffert-Brockmann,, Weitzl, Henriks, 2018;
Vashisht, Royne, Sreejesh, 2019; Van Roy, Zaman, 2019], a Takxe CTUMYJIUPOBATh CO3/IaHHE Y
HUX TO3UTHBHBIX AaCCOIMAIMM, YTO BIIOCIEICTBUU MOXET BECTH K JOSUIBHOCTH, JydYIlIeMy
YCBOCHHUIO MaTepualia, YIpPOIICHUIO BHEPEHHS HOBBIX cucTeM U mp. [Seaborn, Fels, 2015; Rapp
et al., 2018; Koivisto, Hamari, 2019].

Hecmotpss Ha MHOroOOpasue MpakTUYECKUX PElIeHUN B 00NacTH reiMuduKanuu, moaxoabl K
WCCIICIOBAHUIO JaHHOTO ()eHOMEHa HYXKIAlTCsi B CHUCTeMaTh3aluu. B akajgemMuueckux
nyOMuKanusaXx  reMMHUKAUs  H3y4daeTcss  NPEHMYIIECTBEHHO B TpeX  O0JacTsX:
uHpopmanronusiii MmeHekMent [Koivisto, Hamari, 2019; Mekler et al., 2017; Friedrich et al.,
2019; Hassan, Dias, Hamari, 2019], o0yuenue [Aparicio et al., 2019; Ding, 2019; Van Roy,
Zaman, 2019] u mapketunr [Huotari, Hamari, 2017; Kim, Ahn, 2017; Nobre, Ferreira, 2017; Liu

et al.,, 2019]. B xaxaoi U3 3THX 00JacTei, UCXOMAS W3 BBIOPAHHOTO 0A30BOrO OIMpEACICHUS,

40



reiiMuduKkanus paccMaTpuBaeTcs U060 KAk MHCTPYMEHT, T. €. Habop UIPOBBIX MexaHHK® (game
mechanics) B neurpoBom konrtekcre [Deterding et al., 2011], nmubo kak mpoiecc au3aiiHa
uHpopmannoHHbIx cucrem [Hamari, Koivisto, 2015].

Llenb cTaTh — BBICIHTH aKTyallbHbIC HAIPABJICHUS MCCIICIOBAHUN B 001aCTH TeHMUBUKAIIIH,
BBISIBUTDH CYIIECTBYIOLIME MPOOEBI B OAX0/1aX K U3YyYCHHIO JAHHOTO ()eHOMEHA M OIPEICIUTh
HaIpaBJICHUS Pa3BUTHUS B 00JIACTU reMU(PHUKALUN B MEHEDKMEHTE. AKTyalbHbIC HAIIPABJICHHSI
BBISIBIISIFOTCS] C YYETOM JIBYX KJIFOUEBBIX TTOAXOJIOB K M3yYEHUIO TeiMudukanuu. B 3aBucumoctn
OT TOT0, KaKOi M3 MOAXOJOB K OINpPEIeIICHUIO ObLT BBIOpaH, OKYC CMENIalcs MO0 B CTOPOHY
U3y4YCHUSI MEXaHHK U UX BIUSHUS HA Pe3yIbTaThl (T. €. reiiMudukanus kak uHcTpymenT) [ Mekler
et al., 2017; Sailer et al., 2017], 1160 B CTOpOHY paccMOTpeHHs 0a30BbIX MEXaHU3MOB, 3a CUET
KOTOPBIX reiiMH(UKaIKs MO3BOJIET BIMATH Ha pe3yibTar (T. €. reiMuduKaims Kak Mmporecc)
[Mitchell, Schuster, Jin, 2020; Mullins, Subherwal, 2020].

ABTOpBI, KOTOpBIE MPUACPKUBAIOTCS MIEPBOTO MMOIX0/1a, KaK MPABUIIO, CPABHUBAIOT MEXITy CO00M
pasIMYHBIE WTPOBBIE DJIEMEHTHI,, HApUMep OeiKu, Oalibl, pPEHTHHTOBBIE JOCKH, H
AQHATM3UPYIOT MX BJIMSHUE HAa pPE3yJbTATUBHOCTh PA0OTHI HCHBITYEMOTO B BBIOpAHHOM
reiMuUIMpPOBaHHON cucTeme. VCnoiab30BaHWE HWIPOBBIX 3JIEMEHTOB IPEJACTABIISECT COOOU
NPEUMYILECTBEHHO PYTUHHBIC ICHCTBHS, Ui BBINOJIHEHHS KOTOPBIX YEJIOBEK JOJDKCH Ha
NPOTSDKEHUH JUTMUTEIIEHOTO BPEMEHHM B3aMMOJICHCTBOBAaTh C CHCTEMOHM (HAIpHMep, CO3JaHue
xemTero k poto [Mekler et al., 2017], mpoxoskaeHue onnaiH-omnpocos [Triantoro et al., 2019] u
oOydaromux oHiaiiH KypcoB [Van Roy, Zaman, 2019] u 1. i1.). CnenoBatenbHoO, reifiMudukanus B
JTAHHOM Clly4ae TpakTyeTcs Kak MHCTPYMEHT, TJaBHas 3ajJada KOTOPOTO JOOHTHCS
(doKycupoBaHHS BHUMAHHS TIOJH30BATENS HAa BBHIMONHAEMOW 3a7ade W YJIYYIIUTh €ro
pE3yIbTAaTUBHOCTb.

CTOpPOHHHMKH BTOPOTO MOJXOJAa PAacCMAaTPUBAIOT TEOPETUYECKHE OCHOBBI ICHXOJOTMYECKUX
MEXaHHU3MOB, 3a CYET KOTOPBIX padOTaeT reiMHQHKAIusa, B TOM YUCIE THIIBI MOTHBAaTOPOB,
CTUMYJIMPYIOIIMX TOT WJIM WHOM ApQekt reimudukanuu, a TakKe BHIBI SMOIMOHAIBHO-
MOTHBAIIMOHHBIX TPOIIECCOB, NMPHUBOIIMIMX K TOSBICHUIO 3TUX 3(]dekroB. B stom ciyuae

HN3YyYaCMBbIC ITPOLICCChI CBA3AaHbI C UBMCHCHHUEM YPOBHS BHYTpCHHCﬁ MOTHUBAIIUU YYaCTHUKOB IIpU

! VrpoBble MEXaHMKM — 3TO NPaBUia U 3aJa4yd, KOTOPhIE CIOCOOCTBYIOT MHTEPAKTHBHOMY B3aHMOEHCTBHIO
urpokoB ¢ urpoii [Sicart, 2008]. CoBOKYIIHOCTh HIPOBBIX MEXaHMK (OPMHUPYET UIPOBOM Mpolecc (Harpumep,
HEOOXOAUMOCTD BEPHYTHCS B KOHKPETHOE MECTO, JJOCTUYD ONPEEIEHHOTO YPOBHS H JIp.).

2 WrpoBble d1MeMeHTHl — 0a30BblE JIEMEHTHl AW3aifHa UIpbl, MCIOIb30BAHME KOTOPBIX MO3BOJAET TOBOPUTH O

npumeHennu reiimudukanuu [Deterding et al., 2011, p. 2].
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YCIIOBHMH Pa3HbIX BUIOB JAu3aiiHa reiimudukaruu [Hsu, Chen, 2018; Mitchell, Schuster, Jin, 2020;
Eisingerich et al., 2019], co creneHbi0 BO3ACHCTBHS OTACIBHBIX JJIEMCHTOB JM3aiiHa Ha
HU3MEHCHHE SMOIMOHAIBLHOIO COCTOsSHUS yuacTHMKOB W T. m. [Sailer et al., 2017; Leclercq,
Hammedi, Poncin, 2018]. Tciimudukanus npu >3TOM paccMaTpUBACTCI Kak CO3JaHHE
MaKCHUMaJIbHO ITO3UTHBHOIO U 3alIOMHUHAIOIIETOCS IT0JIB30BATEILCKOIO OIBITA 33 CYET
UHTEPAKTHUBHOI'O B3aUMOJICHCTBUS, YTO, B CBOIO OUYEPE/Ib, JO/DKEH MPUBECTU K )KEJTAHUIO KYITUTD,
MIOBTOPHO HCIIOJIh30BATh MPOIYKTHI MK YCIyTH KOMIIAHHH.

CraThst IMEET CIIEIYIONIYI0 CTPYKTYpY. B mepBoM pasjerne npeacTaBieH CpaBHUTEIILHBIN aHAIH3
TEOPETUYECCKUX IMOJXO0J0B K ONPEACACHHI0O M HU3yYeHHIO reiMupukanuin. Bo BTOpoM —
NPUBECHA METOIOJIOT U aHAIN3a JINTEPATYPhI M BBIICIICHBI BO3MOKHBIC HAIPABJICHUS PA3BUTHUS

JaHHOU obnactu HCCHCHOB&HHﬁ, B TPCTHEM pa3aciic O6CY)KI[3IOTCH TMOJIYUCHHBIC PC3YyJIbTATHI.

Ieiimupukanms: mMoaAXoabl K onpeaejeHu0 peHoMeHa

[TpuHATO CUUTATH, YTO MOHATHE «TeHMHU(UKaIKsDy (MHOTIa — UTrPOQUKAIKS ), BICPBbIC BBEICHO
B Hay4HbIi 000poT B 2011 1. B mokiane rpymmsl aBropoB [Deterding et al., 2011] na kordepenimy,
NOCBSAIICHHON HOBBIM MeJHa. bBbUIO TPEUIOKEHO pacCMaTpUBaATh —ceiMuUpuKayuo Kax
UCNONb308aHUE USPOBLIX dlleMenmos 6 neucposom koumexkcme [Deterding et al., 2011, p. 10].
Crnenmyer MOAUEpKHYTh, YTO B JJAHHOM CITydae pedb IUIa MPEX/IE BCEro O KOMITBIOTEPHBIX HTPax U
uX MexaHukax. KpoMe Toro, aBTOpbI OTMETHIIM OTPpaHUYEHUS JAHHOTO ONPEEIICHHS, B TOM YUCIIe
TO, YTO C €r0 MOMOIIBIO HENb3s OMUCATh Psii 00pa30BaTEIbHBIX WIP, KOTOPHIE, HECMOTPS Ha
HEHUT'POBOI KOHTEKCT MMPUMEHEHHSI, YaCTO OCTAIOTCS MOJTHOIIEHHBIMH UTPAMHU.

[eifimuukaiys MCHOIb3yeT JIMIIL TE€ WUTPOBBIC AJIEMEHTBI M MEXaHUKH, KOTOPBIE CIOCOOHBI
CO3/1aTh Y MOJIB30BATEIS OIIyIIEHHEe UTPpoBOro ombiTa (gameful experience) u cooTBeTCTBYOIIEE
€My COCTOsIHHE MOJHOTHI Boctpustus urpel (gamefulness). CornacHo qaHHOMY ompeneseHuo,
reiiMu(uKaIus, BO-NEPBbIX, JIUIIb aJaITUPYET UTPOBBIC 3JEMEHTHI B CBOEM JM3aiiHE U, BO-
BTOPBIX, 00eCIieYrBaeT CTPYKTYpHpOBaHHbI urposoii omneit [Deterding et al., 2011]. C oxnoit
CTOPOHBI, aBTOPBI CTPEMHIIUCH MPOBECTH TPAHUIY MEXKIY relMUHUKAIUEH U MOTHOICHHBIMH
urpamu (CUMYJISIIIMK, OOYYAIOIIUE WIPhI, aJIBEPrelMHUHT), PACIIUPEHHBIMH TOCPEICTBOM
No0aBJICHUS] KOMIIOHEHTa pPEaJIbHOCTH, KOMIBIOTEpHbIMH urpamu (Hanmpumep, Pokemon Go,
Wizards Unite). C apyroit cTopoHbl, HMMEHHO JaHHAs TPAKTOBKa IeMHU(HKAIUK TTO3BOJIIIA
BBIJICTIUTh €€ KOMIIOHCHTBI: JJIEMEHThl (OCH/DKH, YPOBHH, JOCKH JIMICPOB), MEXaHHKH
(Bpemennble mnm pecypcHble paMKH) M METOIBI Iu3aiiHa (CTENeHb reMMU(UITUIPOBAHHOCTH,

xanp) [Deterding et al., 2011; Hamari, Koivisto, 2015; Seaborn, Fels, 2015].
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JlaHHOE ompeeieHne MmoaBepraioch kputuke (cm., Hamp.: [Werbach, 2014; Huotari, Hamari,
2012; 2017]). Cpenu KIHOYEBBIX JIOBOJOB OTMEYajJachb HEBO3MOXHOCTh  CO3JaHUS
YHUBEPCAJIBLHOTO CITUCKA UTPOBBIX AJIEMEHTOB, KOTOPBIi O3B0 ObI 6€30IIHO0YHO ONPELIIATh
aKTUBHOCTh Kak reiimuduxanuto [Werbach, 2014], a Ttakke OTCyTCTBHE YydYera
noJb30Baresbckoro omeita [Huotari, Hamari, 2012; 2017]. TTo muenuto K. Bep6axa [Werbach,
2014], onpeneneHuIo COOTBETCTBYIOT HEKOTOPBIE BUJIbI aKTUBHOCTH, KOTOPBIE 3aBEOMO HENb3s
CUMTaTh reMUUIIMPOBAHHBIMU, HAMPUMEp cAaudy 3K3aMeHOB. DOpMallbHO JaHHBIA MPOLECC
OTBEUYaeT BCeM HEOOXOIUMBIM MPHU3HAKAM: OH MPOXOAUT B HEMTPOBOM KOHTEKCTE, YaCTO UMEET
HECKOJIbKO YPOBHEH, M B MTOT€ YYAaCTHHK IIOJIy4aeT OIpPEIeICHHBIA Oami, KOTOPBI MOKHO
TPAaKTOBaTh KaK HWIrPOBOM osyeMeHT. OJHAKO 5K3aMeH, KaK W HEKOTOpbIe JpYrHe BHIBI
JESTENIbHOCTH C MOI00HBIMH XapaKTepUCTUKAMU, HE ABIISIOTCS reiiMupUKaueii.

B pamkax BToporo moaxoaa reiiMudukanys MOHUMAeTCs Kak MPOLECC YCOBEPIICHCTBOBAHUS
M0JIb30BATEIHCKOTO OIBITA MOCPEACTBOM J00aBICHUsT HTPOBOM cocTasistomiei [Werbach, 2014;
Huotari, Hamari, 2017]. B nanHoe omnpe/ie/iecHue aBTOPbI MOMBITATUCH BJIOXKHUTH MBICIIb O TOM, U4TO
MEPBUYEH HUMEHHO OMbBIT TMOJB30BATENd WM MOTPEOUTENs, MPUOOpeTaeMblii C MOMOIIbIO
reiiMu(UKaluy, a HE METOJBI, C IMOMOIIBI0O KOTOPBIX OH co3maercs [Huotari, Hamari, 2017].
WupIMU cioBaMu, ompeaesieHne TeHMUpHUKAIK KaK MpoIecca Mopa3yMeBaeT, 4To €e IJIaBHas
IeJTb — HE CTOJIFKO MOBBIIICHUE BOBICYCHHOCTH TT0JIH30BATENSI B MOMEHT €0 B3aMMOJICHCTBHS C
reiMUPUIIMPOBAaHHON CUCTEMOM, CKOJIBKO TO BII€YATIEHHE, KOTOPOE OCTAHETCS Y HEro Iocie
UCIIOJIb30BAHUS CHCTEMBI, U T¢ HaMepeHHs, KOTopblie chopMupyroTes B peynabrare [Rapp et al.,
2018]. Tetimugpuxayuss 6 maxkom ciyuae CMAHOBUMCS KNPOYECCOM 0002auenus yciyeu,
npeodoCcmasiss. USposou ONblM, YmMo NoooepiHcusaem npoyecc Cco30aHus YeHHOCmuU Ons
nompebumens» [Huotari, Hamari, 2017, p. 25]. BeiOupas maHHBIA MOAXOJ K OINpPEICICHUIO
refiMu(UKanuK, aBTOPbI OMHPAIOTCS HAa TEOPHIO MapkerwHra ycmyr [Huotari, Hamari, 2017]:
TaKUM 00pa3oM, JJIEMEHTHI JU3aiiHa UTPHI MOTYT pacCMaTPUBAThHCS KaK YCIYTH, a caMa Urpa Kak
cucTeMa YCIyT.

JlaHHBII MTOX0/1 BBI3BIBAET IBA Bompoca. [IepBhIil OTHOCHUTCS K B3aUMOCBSI3H TEOPUU MAapKETUHTa
yeayr u reiimudukanmu. K. Xyorapu u J[x. Xamapu [Huotari, Hamari, 2017] ucnons3yior He
KJIACCHYECKYIO0 KOHIICTIIIMIO MPOJBIKEHUS YCIYTH, a TaK HA3bIBAEMYIO CEPBUCHO-TIOMUHATHYIO
noruky (service-dominant, wiu S-D logic) [Gronroos, 2006], B pamMkax KOTOPOH BBIACIACTCS
MOHATHE CHCTEMBI CcepBUCOB (Service system) [Vargo, Lusch., 2008]. Omnpenencuue
reiMuQUKaly ¢ ITON MO3UINH YCIOXKHSIET YCTAaHOBICHUE TpaHul] ToHATHsA. CHcTeMa CEpBHCOB

ONPCACIIICTCA KaK TaKast OpraHu3anusd peCypCcoB (BKJ'IIOLIEU{ TCXHOJIOT'HUH, I/IH(l)OpMaLII/IIO, JIroJel u
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T. 11.), IpY KOTOPOM CBA3b C APYTMMHU CUCTEMAMHU OIPEAEIIAETCS Yepe3 OOIIHOCTh LIEHHOCTHOTO
Npe/IoKEHHS, 3aJI0’)KCHHOTO B OCHOBY jam3aiiHa [Vargo, Lusch., 2008; Huotari, Hamari, 2017].
Hcxons u3 3TOH JIOTMKH, TeMMU(UKALUIO [TpeIaraeTcsi pacCMaTpUBaTh KaK CUCTEMY CEPBHCOB
— CO3JaHMe Iu3aiiHa, BHEJIPEHUE U yIpaBjieHUE. DTO MO3BOJIAET CUMTATh MOJOOHBIN MOJIXOA
IIPAaBOMEPHBIM, PAaBHO KaK M MOJAXOJ K AM3aiHy J1I000H Apyroil cucTeMbl, HAlPaBJICHHBIM Ha
JIOCTUKEHHUE CTPATETMUYECKOM 1IEJIN, a HE TOJIBKO ONEPAllMOHHBIX NToKa3aTenel. OIHaKo ero cBs3b
C Teopueil MapKeTHHIa ycIyr BecbMa oTAaleHHas. HecMoTps Ha TO, 4TO M3HAYaIbHO KOHLIETILUS
CHCTEM cepBHCa ObLIa MPEAJOkKEHAa B PaMKax KOHIENIUH MapKEeTUHIa, B HACTOsALIEEe BpeMs
MOJXO/ K OINpPENeNIeHUI0 TeHMHU(HUKAIMKA KaK MPOIECcCy CKOpee OTHOCHUTCA K 00JacTH HayK O
nu3aiine uHdopmannonHsix cuctem [Koivisto, Hamari, 2019]. Ilo3unnoHupoBaHue AaHHOTO
1oJx0/1a B 00;1acTH HayK 00 ynpaBieHUU HH(OPMALIMOHHBIMUI CUCTEMaMHM IIO3BOJIUT O0Jiee YETKO
CTaBUTh 3aJaud HU3y4YeHUs redMuuKanuu, NpuiTH K Oojiee YHUBEPCAIbHBIM croco0am
OTIepalMOHATIM3AIMY TIOHSATHS, B TOM YHUCJIE BBIICTNB CIICIU(PHUKY PACCMOTPEHUs reiiMudukanum
U B HCCIIEJIOBAHUSX IO MEHEIKMEHTY.

Bropoii Bompoc kacaercs OTCYTCTBHS YETKO YCTAHOBJICHHBIX IPAHUL] MOHATHS, MO3BOJISIOIIUX
IPOBECTHU YEPTY MEXKAY MOJHOLIEHHON UTPO B HEUTPOBOM KOHTEKCTe U reiimudukanueii. Ckopee
BCET0, MMEHHO 3TO CTAJIO OJHOW M3 MPUYMH MCKAKEHUS KOHLENIMKA TedMUupUKau B On3Hec-
coo0IIecTBE U CMEIICHHS €€ TIOHUMAaHHS B CTOPOHY OpEHIMPOBAHHON WTPHI CPEIN OCTAIBHBIX
HHCTPYMEHTOB mpojBmkeHuss Ousneca [Alsawaier, 2018]. Kputuka reiimudukanmum
Ipe/CTaBIeHa B JIBYX KJIIOUEBBIX HalpaBiIeHUsAX: 1) aHAIN3 «TEMHOM CTOPOHBD) redMUpUKaIIH,
Jarie CBA3aHHOM ¢ JTHKON ee wmcrmonb3oBanus [Toda, Valle, Isotani, 2017]; 2) TpakroBka
rediMuQUKaIIN KaKk MapKeTHHIOBOM YJIOBKH, a HE KaK OTIEeJIbHOr0 KOHCTpyKTa [Bogost, 2011].
Ecnu nepBoe HarpaBiieHHe IPeJ0CTaBIsSeT BO3MOXKHOCTD /JIsl pa3BUTHSI HAYYHBIX MCCIIEI0BaHUH,
TO BTOpOE, MO CYTH, CIEKYJIMPYET Ha CYLIECTBYIOIEM Ipobesne, CBA3aHHOM C OIpeJeIeHuEeM
I'paHUI] TOHATUS TeHMUPHUKAIIMK U €TO OllepalliOHAIN3alHH.

ABTOpPBI paboT MO reMU(UKAITUN B MEHEIPKMEHTE CKOpEe CIEAYIOT CIIOKUBIIMMCS TPATUIUSIM B
CBOEM o00sacTh W HE CTpeMATCS HaWiIyyllUM O0pa3oM OINepallOHATU3UPOBAaTh TMOHSATHE
reliMuuKanuy, oTpaxas MpH 3TOM €€ MEKIUCUUIUIMHApHOEe NpuMeHeHue. CpaBHUTEIbHAs
XapaKTepUCTHKa TMOJXOM0B K ONPEACNCHUIO TeHMH(HUKAIMKA B JIMTEpAaType MO MEHEKMEHTY

npejcTaBieHa B Taou. 1.
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Tabnruya 1. CpaBHUTE/IbHAS XapaKTEePUCTUKA MOAXO0/I0B K ONpe/iesIeHHI0 reiiMupuKannu

Kpurepuii I'eiiMupuKanusa KaK HHCTPYMEHT I'eiiMmuukanusa Kak npouece
Omnpenencnue — IlpumeHeHHe WTPOBBIX MEXAaHHK W 3JIEMECHTOB B — Ilpomecc ymydrieHus: OKa3bIBAEMbIX YCIYT C MOMOIIBIO
HEUTPOBOM KOHTEKCTE C IIeJIbI0 H3MCHCHUS aKIeHTa Ha CO3/IaHWe WTPOBOTO OMBITA W OIIYIICHUS
noBeacHus mosb3oBatens [Deterding et al., 2011; «MOJHOTBHl BOCTIPUATHSI HUIPHD» C IEIbI0  CO3JIaHUS
Hofacker et al., 2016; Hsu, Chen, 2018; Mekler et JIOTIOJIHUTEIIBHON IIEHHOCTH Ut moTtpeduTens [Huotari,
al., 2017] Hamari, 2017; Mullins, Subherwal, 2020; Hsu, Chen,
2018; Eppman, Bekk, Klein, 2018]
Konrekcer — OOydenne, BKIIOYAas OHJIAWH-0OOpa3oBaHUE U — Mapkerunr [Leclerq, Hammedi, Poncin, 2018]
HCCIIEIOBAHUS oOydeHue mepcoHana KommaHuii [Aparicio et al., — PasButue otHomeHui morpedutens ¢ Oopergom [Nobre,
2019; Ding, 2019] Ferrera, 2017]
— OmuuaifH-TeCTHPOBAHKUE, IPOXOKIECHHE  OMPOCOB — IIporpammsl nosuisHoctH [Kim, Ahn, 2017]
[Triantoro et al., 2019]; — Vnpasienue norpebuTensckumM omnbsitoM [Eppman, Bekk,
— Apanranus uaGopmanuonusix cucrem [Mekler et Klein, 2018]
al., 2017] —  VYmpaBieHne BOBIEUYEHHOCTHIO mepcoHana [Mitchell,
— VYmupaneHue oHnaiH-cooOmecTBaMu [ Yang, Asaad, Schuster, Jin, 2020; Ding, 2019]
Dwivedi, 2017]
— VYmnpasnenue 3Hanussmu [Friedrich et al., 2019]
IIpeamer — DBocnpuarMaemas — mpocTtora  HCNOJIB30BAHMS — MW3smenenuwe orHomenus k cucteme [Hamari, 2015;
HCCIIEIOBaHHMS [Koivisto, Hamari, 2019; Yang, Asaad, Dwivedi, Huotari, Hamari, 2012; Eisingerich et al., 2019]
2017] — Bosneuennocts motpeburens [Nobre, Ferreira, 2017;

3menenune kojm4yecTBa ¥ KauecTBa BLITOJIHEHHEIX
3agau B cucteme [Mekler et al., 2017; Sailer et al.,
2017; Van Roy, Zaman, 2019]

HpO)IOJ'DKI/IT CJIIbBHOCTH HNCITOJIB30BaHUA CHUCTEMBI
[Groening, Binneweis, 2019; Hassan, Dias, Hamari,
2019]

Peaknus wa pexmamabie coobmieHust [Vashisht,
Royne, Sreejesh, 2019]

Leclerq, Hammedi, Poncin, 2018]
I'oToBHOCTB yY4acTBOBaTb B IIporpaMmax JIOAJIIbBHOCTU

[Kim, Ahn, 2017; Hwang, Choi, 2020]
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Crenyer OTMETHTh, YTO B paMKax OJHOTO M TOTrO JK€ KOHTEKCTAa B 3aBHCHMOCTH OT
npo0JIeMBl UCCIIEIOBAHMS MMOIXO0 K ONPEACICHUI0 NeUMU(PHUKAIME MOYKET MEHSTHCS, a
JM3aiiH CHCTEMbl OcTaBaThCs mpexHuM (cMm. Hamp.: [Kim, Ahn, 2017; Hsu, Chen, 2018;
Ding, 2019; Eisingerich et al., 2019]). DTo cTaBUT psa BOIPOCOB OTHOCHUTEILHO MPHYUH
BBIOOpA MOJAXOAa M TOr0o, Kak 3TO MOXKET IMOBIHATh Ha HHTEPIPETAIMIO MOTYYECHHBIX
pE3yJIbTaTOB.

B mocnenHue roapl CTaliu MpOCIeKUBATHCS SIBHBIE Pa3Indus B MOAX0AaX K ONMPEICICHHIO
rediMuQUKaIuK B 3aBUCKMOCTH OT KOHTeKcTa. Tak Hanpumep, B paboTax Mo yIpaBJICHHIO
UH(GOPMAIIMOHHBIMU CHCTEMAMU BHUMAaHHE aKIICHTUPYETCS Ha TOM, YTO reiiMupUKaIms —
3TO XOpOILIO M3y4YeHHas TexHHWKa Tpanchopmammu cuctem [Rapp et al., 2018], nuzaiina
uHopmanmonneix cuctem [Koivisto, Hamari, 2019] nubo pa3BiekatenbHas
TexHosoruueckas cucrema [Yang, Asaad, Dwivedi, 2017]. UccrienoBaTenu mpuUMEHCHHS
reiMuQUKaul B MapKeTHHIe H3Y4aloT TO, KaKHe M3 €€ XapaKTepUCTUK Haubosee
3 PEKTUBHO BO3ICHCTBYIOT Ha M3MEHEHHE IOBEACHHS MOTPEOUTENCH W KaK MX MOKHO
cucrematusupoBatsb [Eppman, Bekk, Klein, 2018; Leclercq, Poncin, Hammedi, 2020].
CrenoBatesbHO, 00a MOAX0/1a K OMPEACICHUI0 reiMU(BUKAIINN TO3BOJISIOT JIYUIIIe H3yYUTh
MOTCHIIHAJ €¢ MPUMEHCHUS U d3PPEKTUBHOCTH B PA3IMYHBIX KOHTEKCTaX. Kaxplii U3 HUX
HUMEET CBOM OTPaHUYEHHMS U, BBHIY TOTO YTO TeAMHU(DUKAIMS ABJISIETCS JOBOJIBHO MOJIOIOM
00JIaCTBIO MCCIIEOBAHMI, BEPOSITHOCTH MOSBJIEHUS HOBBIX MOJXO00B, KOTOPHIE MTO3BOJIST
rny0ke u3yduTh 3QdexThl reiMUpUKAIUK U ONEPallMOHAIM3UPOBATh 3TOT KOHCTPYKT,
JIOBOJIBHO BBICOKA. B HacTosiiiee BpeMst CIIOKUITUCH OMPEIeICHHBIC TPAAUIIUN IPUMEHCHHS
YKa3aHHBIX TOAXOJ0B B Pa3sHbIX 00JACTSIX 3HAHMS, OJHAKO, OHH MPEACTABIISAIOT COOOM

CKOpEe CaMOYCTaHOBI/IBHII/II\/'ICSI MOPAI0K, HEKEIN OCOSHAHHOC pa3aACIICHUC.

OCHOBHBIE HANIPABJICHUSI HCCJICOBAHNI: 0030p MyOanKanui

Ha mnpoTsuskeHHWH MOCHEIHUX TpeX JIET MOSIBISAIOTCS HOBBIC IMEPCIEKTUBBI H3yUCHHSI
denomena reiimudukanuu (cm. Hamp.: [Mullins, Subherwal, 2020; Morschheuser, Hamari,
Maedche, 2019; Leclercq, Poncin, Hammedi, 2020]), pa3pabaTbIBatOTCsI IIKAJIbI H3MEPEHUS
B aJIbTCpPHATUBHBIX KOHTEKCTax (cM. Hamp.: [Eppman, Bekk, Klein, 2018; Hodberg, Hamari,
Wistlund, 2019; Liu et al., 2019; Tondello et al., 2019]). HakonuBmiuiics 00beM 3HaHUI
TpeOyeT CHCTeMaTH3aluK i Oojiee TIyOOKOro TMOHWUMAHHS YPOBHS pa3pabOTaHHOCTH
npoOJeMbl B KOHKPETHOM 00JacTH M WACHTH(HUKAIIMKA JIOTIOJHUTEIBHBIX HAIMPaBICHUN

UCCIIEIOBaHUM, KOTOPBIE MO3BOJIAT YCUIIUTh HAyYHYI0 0a3y B 00J1acTH reliMupuKaIum.
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Metoa or6opa myOaukanuii. Ha mepBom sTame OblIM OTOOpaHBI CTaThbH M3 Hanboliee
aBTopuTeTHBIX 0a3 nanHbix Web of Science, Scopus, EBSCO, 4to n03B0J1110 MaKCHMAJIbHO
MOJTHO OXBATUTh HAyYHBIC pa0OTHI, MOCBSIICHHBIC TeliMu(HUKaIi. B KauecTBe HCTOYHUKOB
paccMaTpUBAINACh TOJBKO TE€ CTAaTbd, KOTOpPHIC OIYOJIMKOBaHBI B PELEH3UPYEMbIX
XKypHanax. M3 monoopKu UCKITIOYAINCh JOKIIaIbl KOH(pEPEeHIINH, TTOCBAIIICHHBIC BOIIPOCaM
rediMuQUKau, HECMOTPSI Ha UX TOMYJISIPHOCTH (10 JaHHBIM O HUTHpoBaHuu 0a3el Google
Scholar).

Bo-mepBbIX, TNIaBHOW MENb0 OBUIO HM3YYCHHE YPOBHS pPa3padOTAaHHOCTH MPOOJIEMBI
reiMuUKanuy B MyOJUKAIUsIX B BEAYIIMX HayYHBIX KypHaiax circka ABS (Association
of Business Schools), cocraBiennoro Accormanueii OusHec-mkon CoeaMHEHHOIO
Koponescta B 2018 1. Bo-BTOpHIX, cpeau uccienoBareieid OQHOM U3 TpaJauIfil pabOThI
HAJI CTaTheH MO TeMe TeHMUPUKAIMH SBJISICTCS TPEXITAIHBIN NPOIIECC, ABa MEPBBIX dTara
KOTOPOTr0 MPUXOIATCS Ha ydactue B KoHpepeniwsx International GamiFin Conference u
Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences (HICSS), a B kadecTBe TpeThero
paccmarpuBaeTcsl MmyonuKamus B JKypHaie. Takas mpoueaypa Oblia NMPHHITA HAYYHBIM

coo0mecTBOM®

BO M30€XaHHE IEePEHACHIICHNs TyOIUPYIONMMU HCCIEIOBAHUSIMU B
IAHHOU 00JIaCTH.

[MTouck B 6a3ax JTaHHBIX MPOBOAMJICS C UCIIOJIb30BAHUEM KITIOUEBBIX cJIoB “gamification” u
“gamified system” Ge3 orpaHuueHHs MO BpeMEHHOMY mepuoay. OTOOpaHHBIE CTaThU
oxBaTbIBatoT nepuoa ¢ 2011 no 2020 r. (mpenpuHTH! OHJIANH BepCUit), YTO MO3BOJISET BECTH
peub 00 OTHOCHUTENBbHOM HOBHU3HE BBIOpaHHON oOmacth. HambGonbmias myOaukaroHHast
AKTUBHOCTH, CBSI3aHHAsI C POCTOM HaydHOTO WHTEpeca K MHTEPAKTHBHBIM U IU(PPOBBIM
TEXHOJIOTHSM B MEHEKMeHTe, HaOmonaeTes B 20182019 rr.

[TepBbIii 3Tan oTOOpa craTeil Mo yka3aHHBIM BBILIE KPUTEPUSM MO3BOJIMII MOJIYy4UTh 128
peneBaHTHBIX paboT. IIpu OGonee neranpHOM aHanU3e AHHOTALMN M3 MEpedyHs ObUIM
UCKIJTFOUEHBI T€ U3 HUX, KOTOPhIE HE COOTBETCTBOBAIN TeMaThuke. Hanbopiee KOImIecTBO
paboT mpeAcTaBisAOT cO0OW sMmUpuYeckre uccienoBanus (61 craTes), 2/3 U3 KOTOPBIX
IPOBEIEHBl C MOMOIIBIO JKCIEPUMEHTalbHOro Merona (42 cratbu). Takke MOXKHO
OTMETHUTb HECKOJIBKO paboT 1o pa3zpaboTke mKkai (5 crateif), 0030psl B BUje MeTa-aHaIN3a
n Oubmumorpaduu (10 crareir). Cpenu CymeCTBYIOIHMX NyOJUKAWi TOYTH HE
npeCTaBICHbI TeopeTHUecKre paboTel 3a uckirouenuem [Deterding et al., 2011], B koTopoii
BIIEPBbIE KOHIIETITYaJIM3UPOBAHO MOHATHE «redMuduKanys». HaumeHoBaHMs *KypHAIOB U

KOJIMYECTBO CTaTCﬁ, BBI6paHHBIX B KaXX/JI0OM U3 NIPUBCIACHO B Ta6J'II/II_IC 2.

% Tlo nannbM noprana gamefinconference.com
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Tabauya 2. PacnpenesieHue cTaTeil mo ;KypHaJjaMm, NpeacTaBJeHHbIM B ciucke ABS

KaTeropm{ U Ha3BaHUE )KypHaJia KoaunuecTBO craTeit
KypHanel kareropuu A, B TOM YHCIIE: 3
International Journal of Research in Marketing 1
Tourism Management 1
Journal of Consumer Research 1
Kypnais! kareropuu B, B TOM uncne: 34
Computers in Human Behavior 19
Journal of Business Research 8
Journal of Interactive Marketing 3
Journal of Business Ethics 1
Psychology and Marketing 1
European Journal of Marketing 1
British Journal of Research in Education 1
XKypnanst kareropuu C, B TOM yucie: 21
International Journal of Information Management 16
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services 2
Journal of Marketing Education 2
XKypnans! kateropuu D 18
Hroro 76

BoNBIIMHCTBO HaydHBIX paboOT B 007acTH TEeUMUQUKAIMH TTOCBSIIECHO H3YYCHUIO
OTICIBHBIX MEXaHWK JIMOO TMPOBEPKE THUIOTE3 OTHOCHTEIBHO MOTHBAIIMOHHBIX
MEXaHHU3MOB, Ha KOTOPbIE OHH BO3JCHCTBYIOT, YTO TOJYYHJIO HA3BaHHE «IPBI
MOTHBAIMOHHBIX HCCIIEJOBAHUIN» [Koivisto, Hamari, 2019]. Henocrarkn
KOHIICTITyaJIM3allud TeHMU(PUKAIMK W €€ OlEpallMOHATU3AIMH TPH  CYIIECTBYIOLIHX
MOJX0/IaX K OMNpPEICIICHHI0, KOTOPhIE OTMEUAIMCh paHee, CKa3bIBAIOTCS M Ha YpPOBHE
nyOIMKaui, TMOCBAIIEHHBIX €€ U3yUeHHI0. B OONBIIMHCTBE U3 HUX XOPOIIO MpopaboTaHa
SMITUPHYECKAsT COCTABIIAIONIAsl, OJHAKO TEOpETHUECKass 0a3a W ONpe/eieHHe MecTa
reiMu(UKalud B TEOPUM MEHEKMEHTa ()parMeHTapHbI. ABTOPBI BBIIBUTAIOT BECOMBIC
apryMEHTBI B MOJIb3Y MO3UTHUBHBIX 3(PPEKTOB BO3IEHCTBUS TeiMUBHUKAIIMA HA TTOBEICHHUE
M0JIb30BATEJIeH CUCTEM U MOTPEOUTENEH MPOIYKTOB, HO UX MPAKTHYECKUE PEKOMEHIAINH,

KakK IMpaBUJIO, aKTYaJIbHBI TOJBKO IJIA HHBaﬁHepOB I/IH(i)OpMaHI/IOHHBIX CHUCTEM.
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PesyabTaThl anaau3za nyoaukanuii. Hayuneie paboTel B oOmactu redimMudukanuu B
MEHE/DKMEHTE MOXKHO pa3/ieJIuTh Ha 4YeThIpe HampaBieHus: 1) pabora MeXaHUK
reiMuuKalii B CUCTEMax C BHEIIHUM OTPAaHUYUTENIEM; 2) BbIACICHUE O0a30BbIX
XapakTepuCTUK reiMudukanuu; 3) CO3/J4aHHE KACTOMU3HPOBAHHOIO  OMbITA Yy
MoJIb30BaTesei reiMuUIUPOBaHHbBIX CHCTEM; 4) CTUMYJIMPOBAHKE MPOIIECCa COBMECTHOTO

CO3/aHMs IEHHOCTH C yJacTHeM noTpedutens (tadm. 3).
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Tabauya 3. ARTyaJibHbIe HAIPABJIEHUS] UCCJIEOBAHNI reliMu(UKAIIUN B MeHETKMEHTe

HanpasJienue Bomnpocsl ucciieoBaHus OnopHbie BBIBOBI ABTOp(BI)
PaGora MEXaHUK - Kak CBs3aHa 3¢ (HEeKTUBHOCTH — MHcnonb3oBanue npuHuunos auzaina | CM. mamp.: [Kim, Ahn,
reiiMupukanum B UCIIOJIb30BaHUSI COTPYTHHUKAMH CHCTEM reiimupunupoBanubix  cucrem ¢ | 2017; Mitchell,
CHCTEMaX C BHCIIHHUM IIPU MOJICPHU3AIMH OU3HEC-TIPOIIECCOB C nosunuii  Teopuu  KormutusHoi | Schuster, Jin, 2020;
OrpaHUYHUTENIEM HaJIHIHEM reiiMupUIIPOBaHHBIX ouenku (cognitive evaluation theory) | Hassan, Dias, Hamari,
MEXaHUK? nossousieT npeononeTs win camsuth | 2019; Hwang, Choi,
— Kakue wurposble MEXaHHKH ITOMOTAKOT neratuBHble  >(¢exte  BHemmnero | 2020;  Morschheuser,
[PEOI0JIETh HETAaTHBHBIC ITOCICACTBHUS peryarpoBaHus 3a cuer | Hamari, Maedche,
Haluuus  OTPULATENLHONW  BHEIIHEH ynosnerBopenus norpednocreit B | 2019;  Van  Roy,
MOTHBAIUU (HAMPUMEp, YCTAHOBIICHHBIC KOMIIETeHTHOCTH, —aBToHomuu u | Deterding, Zaman,
CpOKH aKIMN B porpammax COIMAJIbHOM B3aUMOCBSI3H 2019; Van  Roy,
JNIOSTTLHOCTH )? — Do¢dexr  BosmeiictBus  Moxer | Zaman, 2019  Xi,
— Kak BocmpusTHe OFHOW M TOH Ke W3MEHAThCS B 3aBucumoctd ot | Hamari, 2019]
MEXaHUKHA C TOYKH 3PEHUS JOCTHKCHHUS BOCHPUSATHS KOHKPETHOHW MEXaHHKH
pa3HBIX 1eJeu BIIUSIET Ha M0JIb30BATEIIEM
POIOJDKUTEITBHOCTD " 4acToTy
UCTIOIB30BaHUST  TeMMUDUITUPOBAHHBIX
cucrem?
basosrle — Kakue mpomecchl BO3HUKAWOT  MpuU — Teiimudpukanus BosgeiictByer Ha | CM. Hamp.. [Hamari,
XapaKTepUCTUKU BHEJIPCHUHU TeMHUDHUKAITIH? KaK/IbIi M3 Tpex acrexTos nennoctu | Koivisto, 2015;
reiiMuQrKamm — Kakue XapakTepuCTHKH CHCTEM JEJIaloT TI0JTb30BaTEJISL: yrunuraphblii | Seaborn, Fels, 2015;
UX TeiMHUITMPOBaHHBIMU? (moBBIIIACTCS socnpuruMaemas | Eppman, Bekk, Klein,
— KakoBsl XapaKTepPUCTHKH JIETKOCTh cucremnr), | 2018; Mullins,
refiMu(pUIMPOBAHHEIX CHCTEM? reflonucTHIecKni (ymoBonscTere ot | Subherwal, 2020;
HCTIOJIb30BAHMS, Hodberg, Hamari,

pa3BieKaTeIbHOCTh),  COIMAIbHBIN
(HeTBOpK-2(deKT, COpeBHOBAHUE C
JTPYTUMU)

Wistlund, 2019; Liu et
al., 2019]

50




OMOIIMOHAIILHBIN KOMIIOHEHT J€JIaeT
reiMuQUIIpPOBaHHBIC CHUCTEMBI
0oJiee MpUBJICKATEILHBIMHU

Cosnanue Yem OTIINYAIOTCS MIOBE/ICHYCCKHE Hrposoe mnosenenune, mnpucymee | Cm. Hamp.. [Nacke
KaCTOMH3UPOBAHHOTO TaTTEpHbI y T0JIb30BaTENEH reiimepam,  umeer  Hekoropoe | Bateman,  Mandryk,
OIlbITa y reMuUIUPOBAHHBIX CHCTEM oT CXOJICTBO c nosenenueMm | 2014; Sailer et al.,
[oJIb30BaTelei MOBEICHHS TE€HMEPOB? IoJIb30BaTelIei 2017; Lopez, Tucker,
reiiMuUIUPOBAHHBIX Kak pasHble dJeMEeHTHl Ju3aiiHa BIUSIOT reiimudunmposannbix  cuctem  3a | 2019; Tondello et al.,
CHCTEM Ha BHYTPEHHIOK MOTHBAIIUIO? cuer HUCIIOIB30BAHUS cxoxux | 2019]
Kak omnpenenuTs TUIBI HWIPOKOB B SJICMCHTOB
reiMHU(UIINPOBAHHBIX CHCTEMAX ? Ectb ONPEJICNICHHBIE  TPYIIIBI

WIPOBLIX  DJIEMEHTOB,  KOTOpPHIE

JTyYIlle yIOBJIETBOPAIOT OTPEOHOCTH

B aBTOHOMMHU, YEM JPYTHE

CymecTByeT HECKOJIbKO

KOHIENTYaIU3al|ii THIIOB UTPOKOB,

OJIHAKO PEJIEBAaHTHOCTh

OOJIBIITMHCTBA W3 HUX HE JOKa3aHa
CrumynupoBaHue Kaxk reimMudukanys CUCTEM MNHTencuBHas reiimudukanusa | Cm. Hamp.: [Hamari,
nporecca B3aUMO/ICHCTBHSI C TOTPEOUTENIEM BIHACT B3aumozieiicteuss ¢ morpebutenem | 2015; Nobre, Ferreira,
COBMECTHOT'O Ha €ro BOBJICYEHHOCTh? uMeeT HeoxHo3HauHb dddexr ma | 2017, Yang, Asaad,
CO3/1aHMsI LICHHOCTH Yy Kakue Mexanuku mo3eonset 3G HEeKTUBHO BOBJICYEHHOCTH M oTHomenwe k | Dwivedi, 2017; Hsu,
noTpeOuTeIIs c BOBIIEKATh MOTpeOUTENEl B MPOLECC Openzmy Chen, 2018; Leclercq,
HOMOIIIBIO COBMECTHOTO CO3JaHHs [ICHHOCTH? Hecnoxuas toueynas | Hammedi, Poncin,
reiiMuQpuKanum reiimuukanms  B3ammoneiicteus ¢ | 2018;  Ding,  2019;

TOTPEOUTENSAMI B onmaita- | Hwang, Choi, 2020]

COOOIIECTBE  CTHUMYIMPYET  MX

BOBJIEYEHHOCTh B pas3BuTHE

coo0ImecTBa M TOJIOKHMTEIBHO

CKa3pIBaeTCsl Ha JKEJIaHWM OBITH
aJIBOKaToOM OpeHJa M y4acTBOBaTh B
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Ooinee JI0JATOBPEMEHHBIX
aKTUBHOCTSIX, MpWIaraTb OOJIbILE
YCHIIUH 17151 OOIIEHUsSI ¢ OpeHIOM
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PaGora MexaHuk reiiMu(puKanMu B CHCTEMAaX ¢ BHEIIHMM orpanunuyurtesieMm. [losBrnenue
MEPBBIX TOATBEPXKICHUM TMO3UTUBHOTO BO3JCHCTBUS TeWMU(UKAIMK HAa BHYTPECHHIOIO
mortuBaruio [Aparicio et al., 2012; Blohm, Leimister, 2013; Nicholson, 2015] npusnekio
BHUMaHHE HCCIIEJIOBATENIEH OCOOCHHOCTSAMHU 0a30BO TEOpPHM 3TOrO Mpolecca — TEOPHH
camozaerepmunaiuu [Ryan, Deci, 2000a]. Teopust camoieTepMUHALIN Pa3AeIsaeT MOTHBAIIUIO Ha
ucxomsanlyro u3HyTpu (Intrinsic) u Hampamisiemyio u3BHe (eXtrinsic). MotuBamus H3BHE
BBI3BIBACTCS HECKOJBKMMH THUIIAMH HArpajJ W OTPaHHYUTENCH, KOTOpBIC, XOTS M HMEIOT
MOTHBAIIMOHHYIO TPUPOAY, BIUSIOT Ha TPOJOJDKHUTEIBHOCTh W CHIY MOTHBAIIMM HETaTHBHO
[Ryan, Deci, 2000b]. CtumyaupoBaHHe MOTHBALIMA H3HYTPH CIOCOOCTBYET MPEOIOTICHUIO
HEKENIATeIbHBIX HETaTUBHBIX A()(PEKTOB BHENMIHUX MOTHBATOPOB, KOTOPHIE Yalle BCETO
BBINIOJIHSAIOT KOHTpoJupyromyo ¢ynkuuto [Sailer et al., 2017; Aparicio et al., 2019]. Tax,
BHYTPCHHUE CHCTEMbI, BHEJIPCHHbIC KOMIAHHUSMHU C IEJIBI0 YIPABJICHUS 3HAHHUSMH, Pa3BUTHUS
JIOSUTPHOCTH K KOMITAHWH, TMOJydeHHs] OOpaTHOM CBSI3M, BOCHPUHUMAIOTCS COTPYAHHMKAMHU Kak
OuYepeIHOC OTPAaHUYCHHUE aBTOHOMUU M MPUBOJAT K X cabOTHUpoBaHUIO. | eiMupuKamms Takux
CUCTEM TIO3BOJISICT YJOBICTBOPUTH MOTPEOHOCTH COTPYIHUKOB B ABTOHOMHHU W BBI3BATh y HHUX
YyBCTBO IMPHYACTHOCTH K COIMAIBHOW TpYINe, YTO TO3UTUBHO CKa3bIBACTCS HA IMPHHIATHU
cucreMsl 1 dbdexktuBHocTH ¢e ucmoas3oBanus [Mitchell, Schuster, Jin, 2020; Friedrich et al.,
2019].

[MToxoxuit MexaHU3M JICHCTBYET U MpH reimudukaru nporpamm josuibHoctH [Kim, Ahn, 2017].
[Tocneanre OOBIYHO TpesiararoT BHEIIHHI MOTHMBATOp B BUJIE HArpaabl (CKUIKU, MOAAPKH),
JOTIOTHEHHBIN OTpaHUYUTENsIMU (CTOMMOCTh, CPOKH, KOIMYECTBO HArpai), YTO TAKKE MOXKET
HETaTUBHO CKa3bIBAThLCS Ha peaIM3aIliK MOTPEOHOCTH B aBTOHOMUH, KOTOPAst TPUBEIET K OTKA3y
OT ydyacTus JIMOO K ONMOPTYHUCTHYECKOMY IOBEJIEHHUIO (ITOKyNaTh TOJNbKO MO ckuiake). O6a
BapHaHTa HEXeNaTeNbHbI, MOITOMY KOMIAHHHM MpUOEralT K TreidMuduKanum mTporpamm
JIOSUTBHOCTH U TIPOMO-aKIMi ¢ HaMepeHHeM CHU3UTh HeratuBHbIH 3¢ ¢dext [Hwang, Choi, 2020].
B HekoToperix paboTax NPHUBOIATCS apryMEHTHI B TOJIb3Y TOTO, YTO TO3UTHBHBIA 3PQeKT
reiMuduKanuu CBs3aH HE CTOJBKO C CHJION BO3JCHCTBUS OINPEICICHHBIX AJIEMEHTOB, CKOIBKO C
BOCTIPUATHEM ITHUX DJIEMEHTOB MOTpeOHUTENeM Kak UTpoBbIX. Eciu moTpedburens He pacio3HaeT
MPEJIOKEHHBIC DJIIEMEHTHI KaK UTpy, TO d(PPEeKT MO3UTUBHOTO BO3JACHCTBHS redMupUKaud He
Oynet Habmronatees [Van Roy, Deterding, Zaman, 2019].

BazoBble XxapakTepuMcTHKH TrelMHUKanuM. bBOIBIIMHCTBO MyONUMKAMA O MeXaHHUKax
reiimudukanuu GoKycupyeTcs Ha IByX KIFOUEBBIX TEOPETHUECKUX 00acTsx: 1) Hamuduu 0coObIX
XapaKTePUCTHK, MPUCYIIUX TOJIBKO TeWMUDUIIMPOBAHHBIM CHCTEMaM, H 2) ONPEEICHUN TEOPHiA,

JeKalMX B OCHOBE TeMMHU(pUKAIIIH.
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Cpenu Teopuii, 0OBICHIIONTUX MEXaHUKU TeMMHU(BUKAITIH, BBIICICHBI TPH KITIOUEBHIX: 1) Moaenu
npubsaTus Texnosoruit [Davis, 1989; Hamari, 2015; Yang, Asaad, Dwivedi, 2017]; 2) koHuenus
«cocrosinue motokay [Csikszentmihalyi, 2014; Hamari, Koivisto, 2014]; 3) Tteopus
camojerepMuHaIiu u ee cyoreopun [Ryan, Deci, 2000a; Seaborn, Fels, 2015; Sailer et al., 2017].
Kaxnas u3 3Tux Teopuii mo-ceoemy oOBSICHSIET MEXaHUKH reimudukanuu. B HacTosmee Bpems
NOJy4YHJia PaclpOCTpaHEHHE KOHIICIIUS, OOBCIUHSIONIAs 3JIEMEHTBI MOJCIU TMPUHITHS
TEXHOJIOTUH W TEOPUH CAMOICTCPMUHAIIMKM JJIi KOMIUIGKCHOTO OOBSICHEHHUS TPHHIIUIIOB
reiimuukanuu [Yang, Asaad, Dwivedi, 2017; Koivisto, Hamari, 2019]. Ogxako 60JbIIHHCTBO
uccreoBaTesel OMUPAIOTCs TOIBKO Ha TEOPHUIO camojeTepMuHaiuu (cM., Hamp.: [Sailer et al.,
2017; Mitchell, Schuster, Jin, 2020; Rapp et al., 2018]).

Bmecte ¢ TeM wu3ydeHHe 0a30BBIX XapaKTEPUCTHK TeHMHU(UIMPOBAHHBIX CHCTEM SBJISCTCS
¢dparmenTapHbiM. HecMOTpsl Ha yIIOMHHAHUE TaKMX XapaKTEPUCTHK, KaK OLIYIICHUE UTPOBOTO
OIbITa M TOJIHOTA BOCHPHUATHS UTPBI C MOMEHTA TIOSBJICHUS TepBbIX onpeneseHuii [Deterding et
al., 2011], cnocoObl X H3MEpPEHUs] U OlCPAIMOHATM3AUUK PEIKO MPEACTABICHBI B
CYIICCTBYIOIIUX HAY4YHBIX HCTOYHHMKAX. I[lO3WTHBHBIC M3MEHEHHS HAMETHJIHCh B 00J1acTH
CO3/aHMs IIKaj, IMO3BOISIONIMX H3MEpATh UrpoBoit ombiT: “Gameful experience scale —
GAMEX” [Eppman, Bekk, Klein, 2018] u “Gameful Experience Questionnaire —
GAMEFULQUEST” [Hogberg, Hamari, Wastlund, 2019].

Co31aHne KAaCTOMU3MPOBAHHOIO ONbBITA Yy MOJIb30BaTeell reiiMuGUuIMPOBAHHBIX CHCTEM.
[TonbiTkn momoOpaThk Hauboniee 3(Q(EKTUBHBIC AIIEMEHTHI W MEXaHUKU JICTJIK B OCHOBY
UCCIICIOBaHMI, MOCBSIIEHHBIX OCOOCHHOCTSAM KaCTOMH3MPOBaHHOTO nau3aitHa. Ha 6aze Teopuu
caMoJIeTEPMUHAITMK JICJIAIOTCS MPEINOI0XKEHU O BbIOOpe Hambosee MOIXOMAIIEro Au3aifHa
reiMuuKanuu ¢ y4eToM IMOBEIEHYECKUX OCOOCHHOCTEH pa3HBIX THIIOB UTPOKOB (CM., HAMp.:
[Bartle, 1996; Tondello et al., 2019]). ABTOpbI TaHHOTO MOX0/1a, KOTOPBIA OepeT CBOE HaYaIo B
JUTEpaType Mo JAU3aiHy KOMITBIOTEPHBIX WP, BBIACISIOT TUIBI UTPOKOB (OT 4 10 6), HCXOs U3
TOT0, KaKKe MMEHHO 3a/IaHMsI ¥ TOCTHKEHUS MOTHBUPYIOT UX Ha aKTUBHOE yuacTue B urpe [Bartle,
1990; Nacke, Bateman, Mandryk, 2014]. B paborax mo reiMU(HUKAI[MK THIIBI HTPOKOB
ONPENENSAIOT Yepe3 COYETaHHE KIIOUEBOW MOTPEOHOCTH (AaBTOHOMHS, KOMIIETEHTHOCTbD,
COLMAJIbHAS B3aMMOCBSI3b) M BEAYIIUX IEPCOHAIBHBIX XapaKTEPUCTUK W3 TMSATU()AKTOPHOU
moaenu nuuHoctn «bonpmas marepka» (Big five) [Borgatta, 1964; Tondello et al., 2019].
[TosiBneHre pa3auuHBIX KiIacCH(UKAIUK 0 THIIAM WUTPOKOB MPHBEIO K IMOMBITKAM M0100paTh
TaKWE UTPOBBIC DIIEMEHTHI JJIs1 K&KIOTO U3 THIIOB, KOTOPBIC TTO3BOJIIIN OBl CO31aTh MAKCUMAJIbHO
KaCTOMHU3UPOBAHHBIN OMBIT MPU JU3aiiHe TeMMUUIIMPOBAHHBIX cUCTeM. HecMoTpst Ha KUBOM
UHTEpEC K 3TOW TeMe KaK TEOPEeTHKOB, Tak W mpakTtukoB [Chou, 2017], pa3nencHue Ha THIIbI

UTPOKOB TpU JU3aliHE CHCTEM, KakK MPaBUIIO, COMPSKEHO ¢ OOIBIIMMHU U3JAEpKKaMU (CO3/1aHKe
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CJIO’KHOTO In3aiiHa, TECTUPOBAHUE MT0JIb30BATENEH, ajanTalys) px ToM, 4To 3P (eKT B peanbHbIX
YCIOBHAX IMO-TIPEKHEMY HE M3YYEH M CIO0KHO mojmaercss oOwsicHeHuto. CmemieHne ¢okyca ¢
noa00pa COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX HWIPOBBIX 3JIEMEHTOB Ha H3ydeHue ux Bocmpusatus [Van Roy,
Deterding, Zaman, 2019; Koivisto, Hamari, 2019] MoeT 1mo3BOJIUTh B JaJbHCHINIEM BBIATH Ha
KOHILIENITYaJIM3allli0 KaCTOMU3UPOBAaHHOM reiiMupukanuy, B OosbLIeld CTENEHH OTBEYarolei
NPaKTUYECKUM NOTPEOHOCTSIM OM3HECa.

CrumynupoBaHHe Ipolecca COBMECTHOIO CO3JaHHSI ILIEHHOCTHM Yy IOTpeOuTes.
BoBneyeHHOCTh mOTpeOHMTENEH B MapKETUHIOBBIE AKTMBHOCTH IIyTE€M CTUMYJIMPOBAHUSA
COBMECTHOI'O CO3/1aHUs IIEHHOCTH — OJIHA U3 BeIyLUX TeM B obiactu MapkeruHra [Van Doorn
et al., 2010; Yi, Gong, 2013; Ramaswamy, Ozcan, 2018]. I'eiiMudukanus B JaHHOM cCiydae
paccMmaTpuBaeTCs Kak UealIbHbII MHCTPYMEHT CO3/1aHUS BOBJIEYEHHOCTH HE CTOJIBKO C IOMOIIBIO
CTUMYJINPOBAaHUS TE€JOHUCTUYECKOIO OIbITAa, CKOJBKO IPU IIOMOIIU OIIbITa COBMECTHOI'O
cosmanus uennoctu [Nobre, Ferrera, 2017]. BosiedeHHOCTh MOTPEOUTENEH, COMIACHO
CYLIECTBYIOIIMM MCCIEAOBAHUSAM, IIO3UTUBHO CKa3blBa€TCS Ha OTHOLIEHUHM K OpeHny,
JOSIBHOCTH, yCTOMunMBOCTH K mepekmoueHuio [Hsu, Chen, 2018; Hwang, Choi, 2020]. B
KayecTBE KOHTEKCTa M3y4YeHHMs OOBIYHO BBICTYNAlOT OpEHIOBBIE OHJIANH-COOOIECTBa, Iie
B3aUMO/IEiCTBHE C TOTpeOuTesIeM Hauboiee eCTeCTBEHHBIM 00pa30M MoiaeTcs reiMupuKaum.
OpHako B reimMuQuKanuy o0IMIEeHUs TOTPEeOUTENst ¢ OPEHIOM CIIEeIyeT YUYUTHIBATh J1Ba OCHOBHBIX
aCIeKTa: MHTEHCUBHOCTh reiiMU(UKallii U BBIOPAHHBIN MOIX0 K €€ onpeaenenuto. B ciayyae ¢
MHTEHCUBHOCTBIO HEOOXOJMMO OTMETUTh, YTO CIMIIKOM OYEBHUIHO TeHMHUHUIMPOBAHHBIE
CHCTEMBl 3aCTaBJIAIOT IMOTpeOUTENIeH MOJ03peBaTh MAHUIYJIMPOBAHUWE M CHUXKAIOT 3¢ ¢eKT
reiimudukanum Ha GopMHPOBaHKE O3UTHBHOTO oTHOMICHUs [ Leclercq, Hammedi, Poncin, 2018].
[Tpu BbIOOpE MOAXOJa K ONpeAeNeHUI0 redMu(UKaluyd C LEeNbl0 BOBJIEUEHUs MOTpeOuTenen
UCCIIeI0BATEN M CKIIOHSIOTCS K TPAKTOBKE reMuduKanuu Kak mpoiecca [Huotari, Hamari, 2017],
4TO BEIET K CMEIIEHUIO Jau3ailHa B CTOPOHY IIOJHOLIEHHBIX OpEHAMPOBAaHHBIX HWIp, a HeE

reiimudukanuu [ Yang, Asaad, Dwivedi, 2017].

O0cy:kaeHne pe3yIbTaTOB HCCICAOBAHUSA

Ananu3 onyOIMKOBaHHBIX paboT B 06JacTu reiiMudukanny nokasa, YTo HECMOTPSI Ha AKTUBHBIH
HHTEPEC K JIaHHOﬁ TEMATUKEC U POCT KOJHUYCCTBA Hy6m/n<aum71, yYCUinAa aBTOPOB BO MHOI'OM
HarpaBjieHbl Ha (OopMUpOBaHHE TOHUMAHUS CyTH (peHOMEHA B PA3IUYHBIX OOJACTIX 3HAHUS.
[Togxoapl Kk M3y4deHUIO TredMuUKau 00yCIOBIEHBl €€ WHTEPAKTUBHOM MPUPOIOH, a Takke
IPOIOJDKAIOIIEHCS TeHACHIMEeH IU(PpPOBU3AIMM U Pa3BUTHS CEPBHCOB BHUPTYAIbHOM U

JIOTIOJTHEHHOM peaibHOCTH, OepyIIHX CBOE HaYalo B KOMIIBIOTEpHBIX urpax [Zaidi et al., 2018].
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[TpuknagHoii HoKyc B MCCIACAOBAHUAX TeHMUDUKAIIMN CBSI3aH C AMIIUPUICCKON MTPOBEPKOM ee
pE3yJIbTAaTUBHOCTH B Pa3JIMYHBIX KOHTEKCTaxX [Pedpos, Uepkacos, 2017; Koivisto, Hamari, 2019],
B TO BpeMs KaK KOHLENTyalbHble CTaThbH, YCTAHABIMBAIOLIME TpaHULBl (QEeHOMEHa H
olnpenensoouue ero 0a30Bble 0COOEHHOCTH, HE MO3BOJIAIOT MOIYYUTh ITOJIHOE IPEACTABICHUE O
(deHomeHe B cuiay MX (QparMeHTapHOcTH. JlanmbpHeilee pa3BUTHE TEOPUH, IO3BOJISAIOIIEH
KOHIIETITYaJTM3UPOBaTh reiMuuKanuio 6ojaee TOUHO, JaeT BOZMOKHOCTh HE TOJIBKO PACIIUPUTh
NOHMMaHHE MEXaHU3MOB M MecTa TeHMU(UKAIIMH B TEOPUU MEHEDKMEHTA, HO M OT/EIHUTH €€ OT
JPYTUX UHTEPAKTUBHBIX METOJIOB.

[ToaBu>kHBIE rpaHULB] ONpeAeTIeHUs reiiMu(UKalu UMEIOT CBOM ITpenmyiiectBa. KonBepreHuus
reiMuuKanum ¢ JAPYTMMH HMHTEPAKTUBHBIMU TEXHOJOTHSMH II03BOJIIET OOOTaIiaTh OIMBIT
NOTPEOUTENS U OTKPBHIBAET BO3MOKHOCTH JUISI KOMITAHHH SKCIIEPUMEHTHPOBATH C MTHHOBAI[MOHHON
coCTaBJIsAIOLIeH OM3HEca, MOoay4aTh JONOJHUTEIbHbIE KOHKYPEHTHbIE MpeuMyliecTBa. Tem He
MEHee, OTCYTCTBHE OlEepallMOHATIN3AIMH IOHATHS BCIIEICTBUE TAKOM MMOJIBUKHOCTH CKa3bIBaeTCA
Kak Ha KadecTBe HAy4HbIX paboT B oOmacTd TeWMUHUKAIMH, TaK W Ha TMEPCIEKTUBE
UCIIOJIb30BaHUsl €€ B OW3HEC-TIPaKTUKE. Y CTAHOBJIEHUWE TI'PAHUIl OTKPOET BO3MOKHOCTH MJIst
U3MEpEeHUsl TaKUX [apaMeTpoB, Kak CTeNeHb TIedMU(HUIMPOBAHHOCTH, BOCIPHITHE
reMuuKanuy, a 3HaYUT U ee BIUSHUA Ha 3GGeKTUBHOCTh. B HacTosIee BpeMs ¢ MOMOILBIO
NPEUIOKEHHBIX IIKAJI M3MEPSIOTCS JTMOO OT/AEIbHBIE XapaKTePUCTHKH T'eMHU(UITMPOBAHHBIX
cucrem [Eppman, Bekk, Klein, 2018], nu00 nMYHOCTHBIE XapaKTEPUCTHKH IOJb30BaTEIIEH
[Tondello et al., 2019]. B o6oux ciny4asx BO3ZHHKAET BOIPOC O BATHIHOCTH HPEIOKCHHBIX [IKA
Ha KOHLENTYaJIbHOM YpOBHE: NEHCTBUTENBHO JIM reiiMuduKanns uMeeT KI4eBOe BIUSHUE Ha
PE3yIBTATUBHOCTH U3yYaeMbIX CHCTEM M U3MEHEHH B TTOBEJICHUHU TI0JIH30BATEIICH.

OpHolt U3 BaXKHBIX TPOOJIEM OCTaeTcs ajanTalus reiMupuKanuy BHe MHPOPMAIIMOHHBIX CUCTEM
JUIs cO37aHus Haubosiee KOMQOPTHOro ombita norpedutens. Hampumep, reiimudukanms
HPOrPaMM JIOSUTBHOCTH U3Yy4Yalach JIMIIb B KOHTEKCTe MOOHIbHOTO npuiiokenus Starbucks [Kim,
Ahn, 2017] wiu oHaiiH-cO00IECTB 3IeKTpOoHHBIX OnOmuorexk [Hsu, Chen, 2018], Torma kak
MOIYJISIPHBIE  aKIIMHM TIPOIYKTOBBIX PHTEHIEPOB, MPECTABISAIONNAE €000 pPa3sHOBHIHOCTH
reiMu(uKaluyl OTHOUIEHUH C TOTpeOuTeseM, HE aHaJM3UpOBAIUCh. B KkauecTBe OgHOU U3
oOnacTeil albHEHIIEro pa3BUTUS UCCIEI0BaHUM, KaK Ul aKaJeMUYecKo, Tak U Juisi Ou3Hec-
cpenpl, OyleT TOJE3HO HW3YyYEeHUE BIMSHUS TEeHMHU(PHUKAIMA Ha OCOOCHHOCTH TIOBEICHUS
notpedurens B opduiaiiH cpesie UM Ha MHOTOKaHaJIbHBIX I1aThopMax.

B Hacrosimee BpeMsi MOAXOJbl K M3YYEHHUIO reiMH(UKalNU, KaKk 3MIUPUYECKHe, Tak U Te, B
KOTOPBIX MPEINPUHUMAIOTCS MOMBITKH KOHLENTYaJIN3UpOBaTh (PEHOMEH, COCPEIOTOYEHBI Ha
aHaJn3e au3aitHa TeMMUPUIIMPOBaHHBIX cucTeM. [lcuxonorndeckue MexaHu3Mbl TeiMuUKaIum

00BACHSIOT, Kak OyJ1eT paboTaTh TOT WJIM MHOW JU3aiiH UM HAOOp JIEMEHTOB B pa3HbIX Ipymmax
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notpebutencit u corpynaukos kommanuii [Mitchell, Schuster, Jin, 2020; Sailer et al., 2017], xak
U3MEHHUTCS OTHOIICHHME K CHCTEME IMOocje ee redMU(HUKAINY, TPUIEeM H3MEHEHHE MOTHBALUU
paccMaTpuBaeTCs Kak MPUYMHA U Pe3yJIbTaT yCIeIHOCTH reiimuduiimpoBanabix cuctem [ Rapp et
al., 2018]. Tem He MeHee, Y KasKI0r0 HHCTPYMEHTA, IPUMEHSIEMOTrO IS BOBIICUCHUS, YACPKAHHUS,
oOecrieueHus JOSAJIBHOCTU MOTpEOUTENe U COTPYIHUKOB, UMEETCS HE TOJBKO OOBEKTHBHAS
CTOpOHa (BHEIpPEH MHCTPYMEHT B CHCTEMY WMJIHM HET), HO U CyOBEKTHBHAsA, T. €. OTHOIICHUE
I10JIb30BATENS K CAMOMY IIPOLIECCY U €0 COCTaBHBIM YacTsAM. B ucciiejoBaHusIX 0TMEUYAETCS, YTO
MOBEJICHWE TIOJB30BaTeNsl B TreMMHUGUIMPOBAHHOM cucTeMe OyneT ONpeAesThCs €ro
BOCIIPHATHEM TOT'O WIJIM MHOTO 3yieMeHTa (Oelimka, aBarapa) [Van Roy, Deterding, Zaman, 2019;
Korkeila, Hamari, 2020], a Taxxe qpyrux mojib30BaTeei TAKUX CUCTEM — KaK KOHKYPEHTOB MJIN
coro3uukoB [Leclercq, Hammedi, Poncin, 2018; Morschheuser, Hamari, Maedche, 2019].

BaxupiM HampaBlieHUEM SIBIIAETCS M3yUYEHUE dTUYECKUX acleKToB reimudukanuu. [lokazanHas
3¢ (HEeKTUBHOCTh yCHIIEHUS MOTHUBAIMM, & TaKXKE POCT YJOBOJBCTBUS W MPOAYKTHUBHOCTH MpU
UCTIOJIB30BaHUN  TEHMH(HUIMPOBAHHBIX  CHCTEM  TpeOyeT  HM3Y4YeHHS  BO3MOXKHOCTH
370ynoTpeOIeHuil Co CTOpOHBI AuM3aiiHepoB 3THX cucteM [Thorpe, Roper, 2019]. TIpoGiemsr
oTpeeNieHus] STUYECKUX TPAHUI] 1 HOPM UCIOJIb30BaHUS TeMU(UKAIINN 00CYKJAIOTCS B TAKUX
obyactsx, kak ympasienue nepcoHamom [Kim, 2018] u reiimudukamnus meaua-cooOIECHHH,
0co0eHHO HOBOCTEM U npenocrepexxennit [denorosa, 2018]. Ctpemienue yayuluTh pe3yabTaThl
W/WITH TIOBBICUTH BOBJIEYEHHOCTh MOXET CIIPOBOIIMPOBATH HE TOJIBKO YCHIICHUE MAHUITYJISITHUBHOM
JeSITeIbHOCTH MO0 OTHOLIEHUIO K MOTPEOUTENSIM U COTPYIHUKAM, HO U MCKaXEHHUE Pe3yJIbTaTOB
uccrenoBannii refimudukarmu [Harms et al., 2014; Triantoro et al., 2019]. Takum oGpa3om, B
OyaylieM BaKHO YIENSTh BHUMaHHE JITHYECKHM acleKTaM, 4TOObl M30ekaTh HETaTHBHOTO
BOCTIPHSITHS TIOJIE3HOTO HWHCTPYMEHTa, KOTOPOE€ HECOMHEHHO OyaeT c(opMHpOBaHO TIpU
37I0yHOTPEONIEHUSIX M OTCYTCTBHUM OTKPBITOTO JHalora KOMIAHMM C TOJIb30BATEISIMU

reiMu(UIMPOBAHHBIX CUCTEM.

3aKJ/II0YEeHHUe

Hacrosmas ctaThbst HOCBAIIEHA aHAIN3Y MOIX0/10B K ONPEeICHHIO TeHMU(BHKAIIUH 1 BBIJICTICHHIO
aKTyaJbHBIX HaNpaBJIeHUN HCCIeoBaHUM B 3ToM obmactu. Ocoboe BHUMaHHME yAeIsIeTcs
npo0OiieMaTuKe N3y4eHUs FeMU(pUKAUU B pa3HbIX KOHTEKCTAaX U IPYNIHUPOBAHUIO BbIIEISEMBIX
BUJIOB MPOOJIEMATUKHU C IIEJbI0 CUCTEMATHU3allud CYLIECTBYIOIIMX Hay4dHbIX pabot. Ilonsarue
«reiiMudukanus» He sABISAETCS OOLICTIPUHATHIM U paccMaTpUBAaeTCsA € ABYX MO3ULUN — Kak
MHCTPYMEHTA U Kak Iporecca.

Br160p nmoaxo/ia Kk onpeiesieHnIo 0TpakaeTcsl He TOJIbKO Ha TEPMUHOJIOTUYECKUX MPEATOYTEHHSIX

TOW WM WHOM 00JacTH 3HAHWM, HO U Ha (POPMUPOBAHUU TMOAXOAOB K TU3ANHY MCCIIEIOBaHMUS,
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NpeAMETY H TO3WIMOHUPOBAHUIO pe3yiabTaToB. CIOKHUBIIEECS TMOJOKEHHE B 00JacTH
UCCJICIOBaHMM TeMU(PHUKAIII TPUBOJUT K OTCYTCTBUIO YETKOTO TIPUHITUTIA OTICPAITIOHATTN3AIIUU
MOHITHS M PA3MBIBAHUIO W3HAYAJILHO YCTAHOBJICHHBIX TPAHUI] MEXKIYy TeMHpUKAIUEH u
MOJTHOIIEHHOW UTPOU B HEUTPOBOM KOHTEKCTE. ONaCHOCTh TAKOTO pa3MbIBAHMS, KaK U OTCYTCTBHUSI
nuddepeHaul  MeXay TreidMudukandeld W JIpYyrdMH WHTEPAKTUBHBIMU TEXHOJOTHUSIMH,
3aKJIFOYAETCS B TOM, 4YTO OyJIeT BO3pacTath CIOXHOCTh wu3MepeHus 3(dexTuBHOCTH
reiimudukanuu. B cBol0 odepenas 3TO MOXKET MPHUBECTH K POCTY MAHMITYJSIIAA C JTaHHBIMH B
Hay4HBIX pabOTax M CHUKEHUIO CKOPOCTH aJ[aNTalldd CUCTEM K U3MEHEHHIO T0JIb30BaTEeIIbCKOTO
OIIBITA.

JlanbHelme ucclieloBaHusi B 00JacTH TeMHU(HUKAIINKM JTODKHBI OBITh HAIPABIICHBI, MPEXKIIC
BCEro, Ha pa3paboOTKy TEOPETHUYECKUX OCHOB, YTO ITO3BOJHUT JOCTHYb €IUHOTO TTOHUMAHUS
(dbeHoMeHa KaK KOHIIETITa, a TAaKXKe MOJIX00B K H3MEPEHHUI0 (aKTOPOB, OMPEACISIONINX YCIIeX, a
TaK)Ke MO3BOJIUT BBIJICTUTh XapaKTEPUCTUKH FeiMUdUKAIINY, OTIMYAroIIKe ee Ha (oHe o0IIero
TI0JIS1 UHTEPAKTUBHBIX TEXHOJIOTH. BOIPOCHI 3THUECKOTO MOAX0/4a K JU3aiiHY U UCIIOJIb30BaHUIO
reiMUu(UIIMPOBAHHBIX CUCTEM TaKXKe SBISIOTCS TPUOPUTETHBIMHU B COBEPIICHCTBOBAHUU
TEOPETHYECKOTO MOJIsl 3HAHUH 0 TeHMU(UKAIIUN B MEHEHKMEHTE.

AKTHBHBIH pocT nyOnukamuii B oOjactu redMu]UKAIMK TO3BOJUT COKPAaTUTh pPa3pblB,
00pa30BaBIIMIACS MEXAY NPAKTHKOW W TEOPSTUYECKUM OCMBICICHHEM JIAHHOTO (eHOMEHa,
nepemenias (QOKyC Ha pa3BUTHE KA4eCTBEHHBIX 3HAHMM. MeEXIUCIUIUIMHAPHBIA XapakTep
MOJIXO/IOB K U3YUYEHHIO reiiMU(UKalNY 3aKIaAbIBaeT PyHIAMEHT I CO3/aHUs CHHEPTHUH MEXIY
pa3IMYHBIMHU OOJIACTSIMHU aHATU3a B MEHEIKMEHTE UM MOBEACHUYECKUX HayKax, YTO MOXKET CTaTh
MEpPCIEKTUBHBIM  HAIpaBJICHUEM JabHEUIINX HWCCIAEAOBAaHUN B 00JIACTH  TPUIOKCHUS

HHTCPAKTUBHBIX TEXHOJIOTHH.
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The article presents an analysis of the main research directions in the field of gamification in
management. The purpose of the study is to identify main approaches to the definition of
gamification, generalize and systematize the current knowledge of construct. The analysis
represented in the article has been based on publications presented in the leading research journal
on information management, marketing and general business area from 2011 to 2019. The main
approaches to the definition of gamification were highlighted, an analysis of their application for
development was presented. A comprehensive analysis showed that in modern science there are
two main approaches to definition: gamification as a tool and gamification as a process. The study
of gamification in management is a relatively young field of science, which has both its advantages
and certain disadvantages. Most of the research focuses on empirical testing of the connection
between gamification and motivational mechanisms, with the goal of creating a more effective
design of gamified systems that improve the user experience. Such studies lead to obvious issues
in the development of theoretical knowledge about the concept of gamification, as well as the way
to operationalize it. The interdisciplinary nature of the phenomenon requires further study and
clarification of existing approaches to conceptualization in the field of management and social
sciences, as well as determining the ethical boundaries of the use of gamified systems. The findings
are of practical importance for researchers both in gamification area and those interested in
consumers’ or employees’ engagement studies.
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Avrticle 3. Gamified marketing survey design: a conceptual framework
Purpose: This study examines existing approaches to understand gamification in a context of
creation gamified marketing survey. It suggests that contradictions about the outcome of gamified

marketing surveys revealed by authors have rooted indifference of chosen approaches.
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Clarification of interrelations between theoretical assumptions and gamified marketing survey
design presented as a theoretical framework.

Design/methodology/approach: The paper organized as an unstructured literature review based on
an analysis of the main theoretical work in gamification and gamified marketing surveys outcome.
Findings: A set of propositions about the link between gamified survey design and survey response
quality based on an underlined theoretical perspective are suggested in the paper.

Research limitations/implications: The influence of gamification on respondent's behavior is not
the only one characteristic necessary to make the survey effective and assure its quality. In this
paper, other characteristics of surveys are not considered.

Practical implications: The proposed framework can be used to identify the most suitable design
of a gamified survey and manage its potential risks in advance.

Social implications: not applicable

Originality/value: Gamification predominantly considered as a unitary concept with the bias
towards self-determination theory as the main theoretical explanation for the work of gamified
systems. This paper suggests taking into account other theories and their perspectives on
gamification mechanisms as well as consequences the choice of certain approach brings to
gamified systems performance.

Keywords: gamification, gamified marketing survey, self-determination theory, the concept of
flow, TAM, player type

Introduction

Technology advancement is continuously shifting the popularity from face-to-face and telephone
marketing survey formats to online, which has significant advantages over the other formats.
Among them are reduced costs of conducting research, facilitation of data processing, and
allowing to reach a wider and more diverse audience of respondents (Evans and Mathur, 2005).
The subsequent rapid increase in online survey implementation by marketers has led to such
problems as declining response rates (Sax et al., 2003) and low quality of data obtained (Ilieva et

al., 2002) — as respondents are losing both trust and interest in sharing information with companies
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and agencies. To overcome these challenges, online marketing survey designs often include either
external or internal stimulation, or the combination of both.
Results of empirical studies suggest that the implementation of external stimulation in online
survey design is a controversial practice. Several studies have found that the introduction of
monetary reward as a method of external stimulation increases response rates without shifting the
distribution of results (Cantor et al., 2008; Ryu et al., 2005). In contrast, there is evidence that the
use of external incentives may influence the survey sample, shifting it towards a greater number
of female respondents (Parsons and Manierre, 2014). Additionally, the increase in response rate
may not necessarily be accompanied by enhanced representativeness of the sample, and therefore
affect nonresponse bias (Groves, 2005). Finally, it is also suggested that continuous usage of
monetary rewards can weaken gradually as participants get used to be motivated externally (Deci
and Ryan, 2010).
Intrinsic stimulation in marketing surveys can be accomplished by implementing gamified survey
designs aimed at enhancing the positive experience for survey participants (Guin et al., 2012,
Warnock and Gantz, 2017; Mavletova, 2015; Puleston, 2010). Introducing gamification allows to
increase the respondents’ engagement, the lack of which can lead to undesirable behavior, namely:
accelerated survey, random answers, incomplete filling of the questionnaire or insufficient
attention (Guin et al., 2012; Puleston, 2010).
Despite the growing popularity of gamified surveys among marketers, the corresponding scientific
research area remains scarce: there is currently little evidence to suggest that gamification
increases survey response quality. Although there is research suggesting that gamification
positively affects the length of responses to open-ended questions (Bailey et al., 2015) and the
number of questions answered (Cechanowicz et al., 2013), in other empirical works these results
are not supported (Guin et al. 2012, Harms et al., 2015; Brownwell et al., 2015). The source for
these discrepancies can be traced to the conceptualization of gamification used by the researchers.
To facilitate further development of the research field it is necessary to conduct an analysis and
systematization of research areas of studying the use of gamification in online marketing survey
design.
We propose to look at gamified survey design (further — GSD) through the eyes of the marketing
specialist initiating the implementation of gamification in empirical consumer research, which we
refer to as the gamifier throughout the paper. Our conceptual study aims to provide normative
guidelines on gamified marketing survey design processes for gamifiers seeking to increase
respondents’ engagement. A key aspect of GSD is the choice of a design approach, which then
determines the rules and game mechanics used in the survey design. Historically, the marketing
literature has typically treated gamification as a unitary concept (e.g. Seaborn and Fels, 2015;
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Mitchel et al., 2018) and has overlooked the aspects pretraining to the choice of an underlying
design approach.

In this paper, we draw on three characteristics of GSD — acceptance, immersion, and motivation —
to derive propositions about the impact of GSD on survey response quality. Thus, our proposed
framework and the resulting propositions can guide the gamifier in deciding how to engage which
respondents in survey completion. We address the question of “how” to increase respondents’
engagement by developing propositions on the direct link between the three characteristics of GSD
and survey response quality. We address the question “which respondents” to engage through
GSD via a second set of propositions on the role of respondent’s player type. We propose that
these characteristics moderate the main effects of acceptance, immersion, and motivation on
survey response quality. We argue that different GSD characteristics might increase survey
engagement for respondents with a particular set of player’s traits, and at the same time have little
to no effect on respondents with other sets of player's traits.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We first overview the main approaches to
understanding gamification and define our outcome variables. Next, we explain the characteristics
of GSD in terms of acceptance, immersion, and motivation. In the following sections, we propose
our conceptual model and develop propositions on GSD approaches and the role of respondents'’
player's traits. We then discuss the managerial implications of our conceptual model. We conclude

with a summary of our contributions and avenues for further research.

Theoretical background

The concept of gamification developed as an attempt to apply the results of gaming research to
enhance user experience in non-game systems. Deterding et al. (2011) defines gamification as an
adaption of game elements to provide a structured gaming experience. Such gamification scholars
as Werbach (2012) and Huotari and Hamari (2012) have often referred to the term “game
elements” as rather vague, suggesting that the definition of gamification should instead focus on
the resulting user experience. Consequently, K. Werbach proposed to define gamification as the
process of changing activities towards greater gameplay (Werbach, 2012). Even though
gamification is intended to create an individual's feelings like those experienced during the game,
gamification is not a full-fledged game, but only adapts some of its features to increase the
motivation of individuals to perform certain actions (Huotari and Hamari, 2017).

In the context of surveys, the goal of applying gamification is to increase the response rate, their
involvement, and to create a pleasant experience of participation in the study. To sum up,

introducing gamification is intended only to improve the experience of participation in marketing
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surveys to ensure higher response rates, a lower proportion of respondents who have not completed
the survey, as well as a positive perception of the survey as a whole.

In this sense, gamification is intended to ensure the desired behavior of respondents when
participating in a survey by improving the experience of passing it, and not to create a full-fledged
game, in which respondents would take part purely for pleasure. Several publications have
considered gamified survey effectiveness basing its design on closeness to game and suggested to
distinguish two types of gamification in surveys: hard and soft (Bailey et al., 2015; Puleston, 2011;
Mavletova, 2015). Both approaches defined the degree of gamification through the number and
intensity of gaming techniques applied to design. This means that the more is not the merrier, but

it’s about the correct choice of mechanics, which correspond to goals.
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Key dimensions of gamified survey design

We identify three key dimensions of a GSD as acceptance, immersion, and motivation based on
previous research. Research dedicated to gamified marketing surveys as a separate stream still
lacks diversity in topics considered. The analysis presented in this chapter would be based on
studies about gamified systems and behavioral outcomes of respondents in the field of
crowdsourcing, mobile applications, as well as intranets, learning systems, etc.

Acceptance

The technology acceptance model is frequently used to explain the intent to use gamified systems
(Hamari and Koivisto, 2015; Landers and Armstrong, 2017; Rodrigues et al., 2016; Aparicio et
al., 2019), such as a gamified survey. It could be inferred from the model, that the decision of
potential respondents to engage in an online survey will depend on the respondents' attitude to the
gamified system, which they are exposed to: first — when receiving the invitation to participate and
instructions; afterward — when arriving on the online platform; and finally — during the navigation
through the survey completion process. This attitude is mainly determined by two characteristics
that comprise the acceptance of a certain information technology by users: perceived utility of the
technology and perceived ease of use (Davis, 1989; Venkantesh et al., 2003). The perceived utility
of the technology reflects the degree to which the user believes that the technology used will
increase its performance, while perceived ease of use describes the user's confidence in that the
usage of the system will not demand a sufficient amount of effort.

There is no consensus on which of the two characteristics has a stronger influence on gamified
system attitude: while there is evidence to that perceived utility is a stronger predictor (Smith,
2008; Davis et al., 1989; Yang et al., 2017), other research revealed a stronger influence of
perceived ease of use (Herzig et al., 2015; Hamari and Koivisto, 2015). In an extension of the
model by Delon and McLean, system quality, information, and service quality were added as
external characteristics that might influence perceived utility and perceived ease of use (Delon and
McLean, 2003). It is important to note that the evaluation of both system attitude characteristics
may not necessarily correspond to the objective attributes of the gamified survey (e.g., length,
instructions visualization, amount of open questions and tasks), but can be based on the perception
of the system by users. Therefore, there is an opinion that both emotional and social-related factors
should also be taken into consideration when working on the design of ease of use and perceived
utility of the gamified system (Hamari and Koivisto, 2015). Such factors may include perceived
enjoyment from use, perceived fun, or gaming experience in use, even though this may ultimately

further complicate the interpretation of the impact of gamification on survey response quality.

Immersion
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The concept of flow was proposed by M. Csikszentmihalyi (1990) and describes the state in which
a person is fully immersed in the execution of a current task. Gamification is considered to have
the potential to immerse users in this kind of condition (Nicholson, 2015; Hamari and Kaoivisto,
2014; Kasurinen and Knutas, 2018). In a state of flow, the survey respondent is expected to lose
the sense of time and not be distracted by any other thoughts or tasks apart from completing the
questionnaire. It is considered that optimal experience is achieved when the human mind is
completely immersed in the activity being performed, and the person feels pleasure from this
activity.

To achieve a state of flow, a set of conditions must be adhered to. First, it is the balance of abilities
and skills of the individual with the task of the survey: if the task is too simple for the individual,
he may feel bored; if the task is too difficult for the individual, he may experience anxiety. Hence,
in general, to achieve high immersion, the level of task complexity should be gradually increased
following the level of growth of the individual skills of the respondents. Next, it is recommended
to include a precisely formulated goal and immediate feedback systems to let the respondent know
how successful he is in completing the task. If those conditions are fulfilled, the process of survey
completion should be accompanied by a high level of concentration on the task, and a sense of
control over the process from the side of the respondent.

The idea of immersed users into gamified systems was inspired by research on gaming. Current
studies show that the state of flow serves as a predictor for players’ results of participating in
educational games (Hamari et al., 2016). It was also argued that a high state of immersion can

positively impact the intent to participate in online-games (Hsu and Lu, 2004).

Motivation

Self-determination theory as a basis for gamification mechanics is widely used across different
fields: education, marketing, employees’ motivation, customer loyalty and others (e.g., Aparicio
etal. 2016; Nicholson, 2015; Seaborn and Fels, 2015; Mitchell et al., 2018; Roy and Zaman, 2019).
According to the theory, people involved in a certain activity can be motivated either extrinsically
(by external rewards or limitations) or intrinsically (by a desire to satisfy a psychological need)
(Ryan, Deci, 2000 (a,b)). Self-determination theory names three psychological needs the
satisfaction of which results in intrinsic motivation enhancement (Mitchell et al., 2018): the need
for autonomy, the need for competence, and the need for relatedness.

The theory of self-determination relies on the theory of cognitive assessment, according to which
events that contribute to the immersion of a sense of competence positively affect intrinsic
motivation. This effect, however, will be manifested only if the person also experiences a sense of
autonomy. This sensation depends on how the individual interprets events, which are external to
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him, for example, receiving feedback about his actions. It should also be noted that the same events
can be perceived by different individuals as controlling (i.e., undermining the sense of their
autonomy), and as informed, depending on the casual orientation of the individual.

In the context of gamified surveys, the need for competence can be frustrated by the complexity
of interaction with the survey, the complexity of the questions themselves, as well as the
complexity of gambling tasks. The need for autonomy can be influenced by the wording of the
questions, as well as the use of controlling instructions (for example, “You must fill out all the
fields”). At the same time, satisfying the need for interconnection with other people is less relevant
in the studied context.

Self-determination theory is the basis for several frameworks for creating gamified systems design.
S. Nicholson proposes to use this theory to create meaningful gamification for the user, which will
stimulate intrinsic motivation (Nicholson, 2012). In another research stream, authors try to find
the link between introducing certain game elements and the type of need this would satisfied
(Aparicio et al., 2012; Sailer et al., 2017; Leclerque et al., 2018; Suh et al., 2016). Studies from
the self-determination theory perspective also revealed that gamification introduction in various
feedback systems changes the respondent’s perception, making the process less controlling from
the individual (Kumar, 2013). This, in turn, might have a positive influence on survey perception,
especially if it has somewhat of an obligatory nature. Accordingly, the introduction of gamification
has a positive effect on the satisfaction of the need for autonomy (Kim and Ahn, 2017) and allows
us to overcome negative effects from the limitations of the survey.

Conceptual model

Our propositions help address the gamifier’s choice of gamified survey design. The first two
propositions focus on the main effects of the key gamification design characteristics for an online
marketing survey (acceptance, immersion, and motivation) on the potential respondents’ intention
to participate in a survey and survey response quality. Each proposition should be viewed on a
ceteris paribus basis. Figure 1 provides a parsimonious representation of our overall conceptual
model. Next, we consider a moderator variable (player type traits) that characterize the respondents

concerning gamified system usage.
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Fig.1. Conceptual framework

Propositions: main effects of gamified survey design characteristics

The absence of precise instructions regarding the interaction with the online survey has been
shown to adversely affect the intention to participate in the survey (Brownwell et al., 2015).
Acceptance. There is evidence of the existence of positive relations between the constructs in both
non-gaming (Davis et al. 1989; Venkantesh et al., 2003) and gamification literature (Yang et al.,
2017). For example, the absence of sufficient explanation of the terms of online survey
participation has been shown to adversely affect the intention to participate in the survey
(Brownwell et al., 2015). Based on the fact that both of the constructs underlying the technology-
acceptance model are taken as perceived by the user, it is possible to assume that ease of use and
perceived utility may change as the user progresses through the survey completion process.
Therefore, if the gamified survey is designed to ensure high acceptance, it is possible to assume
that it will have a positive effect on survey response quality.

Pla: Gamified survey design characterized by higher acceptance to a greater survey participation.
P1b: Gamified survey design characterized by higher acceptance leads to a greater survey response
quality.

Immersion. Existing studies in the field of gamification have revealed that the state of the flow is
a weak predictor of the intention to use the gamification system (Herzig et al., 2015; Suh et al.,
2017). Even though a clear statement of survey participation rules and proclaimed high adherence
of the survey to individual skills may pose attractive to potential respondents, it could be argued
that the state of flow is an effect, which must be experienced (rather than not just proclaimed).
However, it is possible to suggest that a gamification design aimed at achieving high immersion
should affect survey response quality. As such, the absence of a balance between task complexity
and the respondent’s skills have been argued to decrease the quality and quantity of survey answers
(Cechanowicz et al., 2013).
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P2a: Gamified survey design characterized by higher immersion does not affect survey response
quality.

P2b: Gamified survey design characterized by higher immersion leads to a greater survey response
quality.

Motivation. There is partial evidence to suggest that there is a positive effect of satisfying the
internal needs of users on the pleasure received when using the gamified system, as well as on the
intention to use this system (Suh et al., 2016). However, in that work respondents were recruited
from current users of gambling applications or platforms, which could complicate generalizability.
For example, it would be impossible to predict the experience of those users who have chosen not
to use the application. Nevertheless, the results are complacent with self-determination theory,
based on which it is possible to suggest the satisfaction of respondents’ internal needs can

potentially increase the intention to participate in the survey, as well as the survey response quality.

P3a: Gamified survey design characterized by higher motivation to a greater survey participation.
P3b: Gamified survey design characterized by higher motivation leads to a greater survey response
quality.

Player type traits

It should be noted separately that most studies on the subject investigate the behavior of users of
gamified systems without taking into consideration personality characteristics. According to
certain views, this approach does not allow to accurately determine the individual user experience
(Ferro et al., 2013). The game elements that form the basis of a gamified system only set the
possibilities of the gaming experience (Van Vugt et al., 2006). At the same time, the user
experience itself depends on the perception of these possibilities, i.e. whether the user is aware of
their existence, as well as whether he uses these capabilities. Thus, different game elements can in
different ways influence the motivation of different users, which is currently not taken into account
in such studies. To expand the existing understanding of the interconnection between players'
typologies and gamified marketing survey performance we compared the characteristics of the
players and the leading motivations, based on the self-determination theory and Y. Choi
motivational factors and suggest its applicability advantages and drawbacks (see table 1).
Bartle’s typology of players

Bartle’s typology was among the first described differences in gaming behavior. This model was
developed by Bartle in 1996 based on an analysis of the discussions of gamers from the early
synthetic MUD (multiuser dungeon) worlds (Bartle, 1996).
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The initial version included 4 types of players: killers, achievers, socializers and explorers. These
types were allocated depending on a player's action preferences about the system (“act on™ or "act
with") and to other players.
Bartle player types is one of the most well-known existing typologies (Tuunanen and Hamari,
2012). However, its use in the context of studying the motivation of respondents in a gamified
survey has several limitations. The possibility of direct social interaction can hurt the validity of
the data obtained, as well as cause a bias of answers towards socially acceptable. Besides, the types
of social interactions that generate a negative effect may affect the respondents' intention to take
part in a gamified survey in the future.
The first demographic game design model (DGD1) and the second demographic game design
model (DGD2)
The DGD1 study was the first attempt to create a model of gaming motivations that would not be
associated with a specific genre of games, as was the case with the Bartle typology. As part of the
study, Myers-Briggs typology was used to assess differences in the personalities of the players
(Bateman at al., 2011). A prerequisite for the study was the assumption that players with different
degrees of commitment to games (hardcore and casual gaming) have different personality
characteristics. According to this assumption, individuals who identify themselves as avid players
should demonstrate such characteristics of the Myers-Briggs typology as introversion, thinking,
and judgment.
According to the results of the analysis, the original assumption about the differences between the
avid and ordinary players was rejected. While avid players did show a greater propensity for
introversion, the rest of the predicted personality traits could not be linked to the degree of
commitment to the games. According to study, in this case, the player's avidity relates not to the
desire to win at any price, but to whether the games are a hobby of a particular individual (Bateman
etal., 2011). Such individuals are more inclined to use their imagination during the game process
to create a complex game experience (for example, for understanding the character's personality,
his history, and connection with the game world).
Even though the initial assumptions were rejected, according to the results of the analysis, it was
able to identify 4 types of players: congueror, manager, wanderer, and participant. A follow-up
study of DGD2 did not resort to Myers-Briggs typology. Instead, the authors preferred the theory
of temperament. On its basis, the appearance of 4 different types of game skills that players may
possess, namely tactical, strategic, diplomatic, and logical skills, was predicted. The results of the
DGD1 and DGD2 studies, according to their authors, are only a basis for further analysis of the
players' behavior. For this reason, later, the results of DGD2 were used as the basis for the Breinhex
typology, which will be discussed further.
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Brainhex typology
The prerequisite for its creation was precisely the absence of a universal typology of players
capable of describing the behavior in any kind of game. The authors adapted the “top-down”
approach, building on existing research in the field of neuroscience to highlight possible types of
gaming experience (Bateman et al., 2011). Subsequently, these types were certified by empirical
data using a specially developed questionnaire (Nake et al., 2011). Now, the Breinhex typology
has been used not only in the context of games that focus solely on pleasure, but also in the field
of health games (Orji et al., 2013), as well as in studies of gamification (Monterrat et al., 2015).
As a result of Brainhex typology, 7 types of players were revealed: achievers, conquerors,
survivors, socializers, masterminds, seekers, and daredevils.
The Breinhex typology is generally perceived by the scientific community more positively than
other player typologies. Firstly, this typology was created to study games in general, which makes
it more effective compared to typologies created to analyze certain genres of games. Secondly,
Breinhex continues to research the types of players DGD1 and DGD?2, taking into account the
shortcomings of these studies. Besides, more than 60 thousand respondents took part in the
Breinhex study, which makes the findings of the study fairly reliable.
In the context of gamification of marketing surveys, the use of this typology has limitations similar
to other typologies mentioned. Many aspects of motivation, voiced in this typology, can be
implemented in the framework of full-fledged games, but are hardly suitable as a motivating factor
for a survey respondent. So, daredevils and survivors are focused on changing their state. The
production of such states through participation in a survey can affect the quality of the data
obtained. Also, such game-specific motivation factors may attract those respondents who may not
be interested in the survey itself, which may result in random responses. Similarly, a conqueror-
type motivation, a feeling of triumph, cannot be realized within a gamified survey without the
possibility of a negative impact on the quality of the data received. Thus, this typology is more
focused on the creation of full-fledged games with a complex plot, which could produce a complex
range of emotions for the player. In the case of a survey gamification, producing additional
emotions is an undesirable aspect.
The typologies mentioned above (Bartle’s, DGD1, Brainhex) have limitations on the application
both in the context of gamification in general, and gamification of surveys in particular. When
using gamification in surveys, the respondent's motivation to participate in game-like activity
should not attract excessive resources of attention to themselves. In the case when the respondent
participates in a survey only for the realization of his game motivation, the responses received may
demonstrate an inadequate level of quality. Besides, a change in the state of the respondent can
lead to a shift in results. Similarly, direct social interaction is undesirable in gamified surveys.
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Thus, the most popular gaming motivations have significant limitations in terms of gamification
of surveys. For this reason, typologies focused exclusively on studying the motivation of users of
gamification have a great relevance to study the behavior of respondents of such surveys.
Hexad model
To determine the type of user gamification A. Marczewski created a typology Hexad. Under this
classification, players of different types can be motivated by external or internal factors to varying
degrees. Thus, the division into types occurred not based on the observed behavior, but based on
motivation factors, which were adapted from the self-determination theory, and were also partially
identified by the author himself. This “bottom-up” approach (from theory to behavior) differs from
the approach used in the compilation of most existing typologies. This difference lies in the fact
that previous works have tried to post-factum justify the observed behavior of players using
psychological theories, which, according to some authors, can lead to unreliability of the resulting
models (Bateman et al., 2011).
Each of the selected types of Marczewski associated game elements that, in his opinion, should
best motivate such users. According to this typology, there are 6 types of players: philanthropists,
socializers, free spirits, achievers, players, and disruptors. Graphically, the Hexad model is
illustrated with a hexagon, where each of the faces is associated with a motivator. The motivational
hexagon is surrounded by a larger hexagon, on the edges of which are indicated player types
corresponding to the motivation factors.
Later with a team of authors, the Hexad model has been tested based on a survey that has been
developed earlier (Tondello et al., 2019). They also conducted a study to check the correspondence
between the type of user and the most optimal game elements. They revealed the presence of
preferred game elements for players of all types except for philanthropists.
When creating the Hexad typology, the top-down approach was adopted, which distinguishes it
from the others presented earlier for the better. Besides, this typology has a questionnaire designed
to determine the type of player, the validity of which was tested by its authors (Tondello et al.,
2019).
The use of the Hexad typology allows us to avoid several limitations that exist within the
framework of typologies aimed at studying full-fledged games. Thus, such typologies suggested
the presence of direct social interaction, which may be undesirable when gamification of polls. In
the case of the type of social worker Hexad, the interaction with other users is not necessarily
implemented directly. Instead, the needs of social workers can be met by integrating elements of
social comparison and social research, in which the respondent can be provided with data on the
number of survey participants, their distribution by basic demographic characteristics, etc. Also,
within this approach, the respondent can get data on survey results after its completion. Motivation
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of philanthropists can be realized by pointing out the value of the respondent’s participation in this
study. Similarly, the motivation of all types of Hexad typology can be affected by various elements
of the gamified poll, which makes this typology more relevant for studying gamification of polls
than typologies aimed at studying full-fledged games.
Gamification Octalysis
The gamification model Octalysis was developed by gamification specialist Yu-Kai Chou based
on his many years of experience in this field. This model includes 8 basic drivers that motivate
users of gamification: self-importance, achievement, self-improvement (mission), ownership,
social influence, limited resources, secrecy, and the avoidance of negativity (Choi, 2017).
It should be noted that 4 out of 8 elements of the Octalysis model have no analogs among other
player typologies. These elements: avoiding negativity, secrecy, limited resources, and a sense of
ownership, have a strong business orientation, as they can encourage consumers to take part in a
gamified program promptly. In contrast, other typologies are oriented either to the widespread use
of gamification in various fields, or to the creation and improvement of games, which does not
necessarily require user participation in a strictly limited time.
Graphic designation of the model Octalysis is an octahedron, at the apexes of which motivators
are located. The motivational octahedron is surrounded by a larger octahedron, which is used to
assess the quality of the application of gamification in a single case. Deleting a vertex of an external
octahedron from the verge of an internal one shows how elaborated a particular motivation driver
is in the example under study.
Thus, the model Octalysis is not a typology of the player in its pure form. Instead, it is a framework
for developing high-quality gamified services. The model is often used to assess the quality of
gamification in various areas. However, there are other methods of applying the model. There was
a study that utilized this typology and the questionnaire has been developed to determine the extent
to which each driver describes the motivation of an individual (Freitas et al., 2017). The
disadvantage of this questionnaire is a small number of questions (1 for each driver). Thus, the
Octalysis model can be used to determine the types of users of gamification, but there is a need to
develop and test a special questionnaire.
(Please insert Table 1 here)
Considering the peculiarities of participants behavior in gamified marketing surveys from the
players’ types perspective has its advantages and disadvantages. Among the advantages can be
noted the fact that gamification in its various manifestations is part of the modern world and the
reaction of people to the presence of its certain elements in the system should cause already
familiar behavioral reactions (Kim and Ahn, 2017; Mitchel et al., 2018). Knowing exactly which
elements of gamified design enhance a certain type of motivation and subsequently lead to the
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particular behavioral reactions defined by the "type of player™ can allow to manage those reactions
in advance by choosing types, order, or intensity of mechanics applied. The disadvantages include
an increase in the development time of such customized designs, the presence of a small number
of contexts in which they are acceptable to apply and the potential impact on the shift of the
distribution of results in one direction or another depending on the selected design elements.
Another issue with the implementation of typologies into design development is associated with
its close connection with the only approach presented in the paper — motivation, because of self-
determination theory which defines the mechanism of gamification with regards to motivation-
behavior link (Tondello et al., 2016; Koivisto, Hamari, 2019).

Conclusion, discussion and limitations
Currently, an online consumer survey is one of the most frequently used formats of marketing
research. However, this form of survey shows lower response rates than other forms of consumer
surveys and also threatens the quality of data obtained (Evans and Marthur, 2005). Marketers are
faced with the need to find ways to increase the response rate to online surveys and insure survey
response quality. One of the possible methods to increase the motivation for survey completion is
the implementation of gamified survey designs.
Various studies in the field of gamification of surveys revealed the positive impact of gamification
on both survey participation and survey response quality. Gamification stimulates the desired
behavior of the respondents by ensuring an improved experience of participation in the survey.
This experience is associated with such design characteristics as perceived ease of use and
perceived utility of the system, its ability to immerse the respondents in survey completion, as well
as to elicit motivation in the process by meeting internal needs for competence, autonomy, and
interconnection with other people.
In this paper, we used the technology acceptance model, the concept of flow, and the theory of
self-determination to study the user’s perception of gamified systems. However, the application of
these theories has several disadvantages. The technology adoption model is more applicable to
describe the properties of systems into which gamification is integrated than to describe
gamification itself. It is better used to evaluate surveys using hard gamification (characterized by
a heavy use of game mechanics) and less — for soft gamification. The application of the flow
concept in the framework of gamification of surveys can also be put under question, since the time
of interaction between the respondent and the survey is short. For this reason, achieving a flow
condition when participating in a survey might be rather challenging.
Studies based on the theory of self-determination, revealed the effect of satisfying internal needs
on the user's intention to use gamified systems, and also correlated the presence of certain game
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elements with the satisfaction of these needs. However, such studies do not take into account the
peculiarities of the individual experience of the respondents, as well as the influence of their
preferences on the intention to use or not to use the system. The study of such preferences may
allow us to identify the reasons for refusing to participate in a gamified survey, and accordingly,
make adjustments to the design of the survey to eliminate them.

In the context of gamification, such preferences are described by player types. This approach to
the study of various users of the system has been adapted from the field of studying computer
games. Taking this set of aspects into consideration highlights the complex emotional experience
that attracts participants to games, which can harm the quality of the data obtained from the results
of the survey. Therefore, it can be assumed that matching a gamification design to a player’s type
can have different effects on different types of respondents. The motivation to participate in
gamified marketing surveys may depend on the type of player and the correspondence of the
gamification elements to the type preferred. For this reason, further research aimed at studying the
motivation of respondents belonging to different types of players is relevant.

Emerging character of gamification as a field of study brings certain challenges into the decision-
making process about gamified surveys for marketers. On the one hand, there are tested approaches
(Harms et al., 2015), which have its disadvantages but a good track of records and understandable
limitations. On the other hand, there are also modern approaches (Tondello et al., 2019), which
weren’t tested in the context of marketing surveys. The engaging nature of such approaches
promises an increase in pleasant experience among participants but demands additional
customization costs and leaves the question about participant's reaction to a potentially perceived
manipulation intent. Researchers need to pay attention to the matter of gamified surveys potential
and find an optimal solution for its implementation. It is also necessary to establish what effects
each gamification element has not only on satisfaction of the internal need of participant, but how
it correlates with cognitive load suitability, persuasion knowledge and, finally, will it affect the

results of the survey together with the experience participants will get from it.
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Avrticle 4. Introducing perceived gamification: concept and scale development

Abstract

This paper argues that if the end goal of applying gamification is to change the user’s behavior,
gamification should be analyzed as an instrument of persuasion. Currently, the impact of
gamification on the user is looked through either the lenses of motivation or that of user experience.
Upon discussing the shortcomings of these approaches, we highlight the necessity to also assess
consumer perception of gamification to enrich the contribution of the gamification research to a

wider range of study areas, and in particular - marketing. Therefore, the concept of perceived

85



gamification is introduced, which is understood as the willingness and ability to recognize
promotional activity as a game-like activity without the need to distinguish any particular game
elements. To incorporate this approach to gamification study field, a scale for the construct is
developed and tested.
Keywords: perceived gamification, gameful experiences, literature review, scale development

1. Introduction
Gamification is widely applied by various companies to achieve goals related to the engagement
of consumers (Leclercq et al., 2018), employees (Mitchell et al., 2020), students (Aparicio et al.,
2019). The gamification market is steadily growing as the use of gamification for marketing
purposes remains one of the major sources of this growth. With the help of gamification,
companies strive to overcome user barriers related to the routine of operations in information
systems (Koivisto & Hamari, 2019), distance learning (Huang et al., 2019; van Roy et al., 2019),
consumer distrust in advertising messages (Seiffert-Brockmann et al., 2018; Vashisht et al., 2019;
van Roy & Zaman, 2019), as well as stimulate the creation of positive associations, which
subsequently can lead to loyalty, better assimilation of the material, and simplification of the
introduction of new systems (Seaborn & Fels, 2015; Rapp et al., 2018; Koivisto & Hamari, 2019).
The relevance of studying gamification in marketing is primarily determined by the growing
conflict between the existing theoretical knowledge about gamification in information systems and
the effectiveness that gamification tools demonstrate when implemented in a real business context
(Xi & Hamari, 2019). In Russia, the growing use of gamification in marketing is primarily
associated with grocery retailers, which have been extensively launching large-scale gamified
promotional campaigns on an ongoing basis. However, despite the widespread distribution of
gamified campaigns, companies struggle to find proof and consistency in the results of
gamification applications (Klimova, 2018). Moreover, gamified promotions in grocery retail lead
to an increase in the amount of waste in the form of booklets, stickers, and collectible figures,
which represents a negative impact on the environment. Therefore, there is a vivid demand from
business for instruments allowing to assess the potential effectiveness of gamification before its
launch.
Current literature allows us to draw a basic understanding of a concept of gamification but mostly
from a designer perspective (Ding, 2019), which is a barrier prohibiting rapid expansion of the
understanding of the concept to various areas of management, such as marketing. There is
currently a lack of measures, which would allow to simultaneously see how people on the receiving
end understand gamification and what feelings except for the enjoyment of using the system they

have towards gamification and its implementation by a business.
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In this paper, we aim at explicating the shortcomings of existing approaches to gamification
research, and, in response, propose a way to better align the objectives of modern business with
the design of empirical research on the respective subject. To do that, we firstly conduct a literature
analysis, which revealed two main approaches towards studying gamification, their peculiarities,
and limitations. We then propose a complementary third approach — Gamification as a perception
management tool — aimed at compensating some of the shortcomings of the other approaches.
Further, we introduce the concept of perceived gamification and argue for the reasons it is
necessary to asses consumer perception of gamification to enrich the contribution of the
gamification research to the area of marketing studies. Then, we develop a scale for assessing
perceived gamification and test it on a sample of 250 respondents. Finally, the implications,
limitations, and areas for future research are discussed.

2. Gamification literature analysis
It is generally accepted that the concept of "gamification™ was first introduced into the scientific
community in 2011 in a report by a group of authors (Deterding et al., 2011) at a conference on
new media. It has been proposed to consider gamification as the use of game elements in a non-
game context (Deterding et al., 2011, p. 10). Depending on the studied research context, academics
have been modifying the definition to reflect the specifics of their scientific work or justify the
choice of a research design (Seaborn & Fels, 2015; Koivisto & Hamari, 2019). Table 1 shows
examples of the main interpretations of the term "gamification™ in various areas of management.
Table 1

Basic definitions of gamification in management studies

Definition Author, year  Context Research area
Using game elements in a non- Mekler et al., Task performance Information
game context 2017 management
Adoption of game mechanics Yang et al., Brand engagement Marketing

and rewards to increase 2017

consumer engagement

A system that uses game design Bunchball, Customer loyalty Marketing
elements in a non-gaming 2010

context to change people's

behavior

Design  strategy used to Hsu, Chen, Improving consumer Marketing
improve behavioral 2017 experience with online

performance shopping

The use of game mechanics to Robson et al., Gamified systems Information
change the behavior and results 2014 design management

of the parties involved in non-

game situations

Adding game mechanics and Deterding et Defining the Information
elements (instead of creating al., 2011 boundaries of aterm  management
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full-fledged games) to develop

non-game contexts

Enhancing a service Huotari, Improving user Marketing
with affordances for gameful Hamari, p. 25 experience

experiences to

support users’ overall value

creation.
An experiential process where Nobre et al., Attitude towards Marketing
the consumer is voluntarily 2017 brand

involved in value co-creation

game activities that are seen as

game service systems

A form of motivational design, Werbach, Definition of features Information
which, in essence, is a means of Hunter, 2012  of the term management
encouraging people to behave

in a certain way.

The most notable addition to the initial understanding of gamification concerned the highlighted
focus on the outcomes of gamification and its view as either a characteristic of systems or a
characteristic of processes. The majority of researchers concluded that the desired outcome of
gamification is, in fact, the change in people's behavior (Bunchball, 2010; Huotari & Hamari,
2017; Werbach & Hunter, 2012). However, the inconclusiveness in boundaries of the definition
of gamification while accompanied by the simultaneous usage in studies of several definitions
makes it difficult to operationalize the concept in common terms for a wide range of management
studies.

In an attempt to contribute towards the systematization of the studied area of research and reveal
the research gaps, which prohibit its rapid growth, a literature analysis has been conducted. To
cover the majority of publications devoted to gamification, articles published in peer-reviewed
journals comprising the ABS-list* were selected from Web of Science, Scopus, and EBSCO
databases based on the presence of keywords such as “gamification” and “gamified system”. The
selected 128 relevant papers and preprints covered the period from 2011 to 2020. In a more detailed
analysis of annotations, some articles were excluded from the list resulting in 76 publications: 3
A-level journals, 34 B-level journals, 21 C-level journals, and 18 D-level journals. The largest
number of publications were empirical research pieces, 42 of which were carried out using the
experimental method, 5 articles were dedicated to the development of scales, and 10 articles
represented reviews in the form of meta-analysis and bibliography. Among the remained
publications, theory-building papers were scarce except for (Deterding et al., 2011), in which the

concept of “gamification” was conceptualized for the first time.

4 List of peer-reviewed journals by Chartered Association of Business Schools
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The publications were then analyzed based on the definition of gamification referred to in the
paper, the research context, analyzed outcomes, and the objective of gamification implementation.
The results allowed us to distinguish two distinct approaches, determining the peculiarities of

choosing the object, subject, and context of gamification research.

2.1 Gamification as a motivation management tool
Within the first approach to defining gamification, the phenomenon is viewed as the application
of game mechanics and elements in a non-game context to change user behavior (Deterding et al.,
2011; Hofacker et al., 2016; Hsu & Chen, 2018; Mekiler et al., 2017). The research contexts for
the approach comprise online education and company staff training (Aparicio et al., 2019; Ding,
2019), online testing, passing surveys (Triantoro et al., 2019), adoption of information systems
(MekKiler et al., 2017), knowledge management (Friedrich et al., 2019), and loyalty programs (Kim
& Ahn, 2017). Consequently, the changed user behavior mentioned in the definition mainly refers
to perceived ease of use (Koivisto & Hamari, 2019; Yang et al., 2017), change in the quantity and
quality of completed tasks in the system (Mekler et al., 2017; Sailer et al., 2017; van Roy & Zaman,
2019), duration of use of the system (Groening & Binneweis, 2019; Hassan et al., 2019), and
willingness to participate in loyalty programs (Kim & Ahn, 2017; Hwang & Choi, 2020).
According to theory, gamification is a powerful tool to boost intrinsic motivation (Koivsito &
Hamari, 2019; Mitchell et al., 2018; Sailer et al., 2017). Introduction of various mechanics allows
engaging users into considering non-material elements such as badges, virtual points, leaderboards
as rewards, which leads to satisfaction of a need for competence, socialization or autonomy (Deci
& Ryan, 2000; Kim & Anh, 2017; Sailer et al., 2017; Hsu & Chen, 2017). Self-determination
theory points out that satisfaction of those needs leads to intrinsic motivation boost that in turn
helps to eliminate or minimize focusing on the extrinsic source of motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2000;
van Roy & Zaman, 2019, Seaborn & Fels, 2015). Hence, the use of gamification with that type of
objective is relevant in managing loyalty programs, promotional campaigns, or during short-term
contests where the participation rate and progress are important (Hwang et al., 2019; Hsu & Chen,
2017).
This approach is largely based on the definition of gamification by (Deterding et al., 2011), which
has been later criticized (see, for example: (Werbach, 2014; Huotari & Hamari, 2012; 2017)).
Among the key arguments, it was noted that it was impossible to create a universal list of game
elements that would accurately determine an activity as gamification (Werbach, 2014), as well as
the lack of consideration of user experience (Huotari & Hamari, 2012; 2017). According to
K. Werbach (Werbach, 2014), the definition corresponds to certain types of activity that should
not be considered gamified, such as passing exams. Formally, this process meets all the necessary
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criteria: it takes place in a non-game context, often has several levels, and as a result, the participant
receives a certain score, which can be interpreted as a game element. However, an exam, like some
other activities with similar characteristics, according to the author, is not a gamification example.
The use of this approach allows comparing "gamification vs no gamification™ (Hamari, 2015; Kim
& Ahn, 2017) or the efficiency of different game mechanics (Sailer et al., 2017; Mekler et al.,
2017). Appealing to the gamification as a presence of some particular mechanic is simple and
allows to visualize the distinction. Therefore, experimental design, in this case, is one of the best
ways to answer stated research questions. Nevertheless, those questions would have a limited
range and hence are best used to deduce hypotheses about the impact of various mechanics.
Another shortcoming of the approach is related to the ambiguous identification method of game
mechanics. For example, in the marketing literature, there are several studies where competition
and cooperation are considered as game mechanics (Leclercq et al., 2018; Eisengerich et al., 2019).
Though the researchers were able to find out some differences between the two, it is difficult to
replicate the study because the nature and scope of the mechanics is unclear.
2.2 Gamification as an experience management tool
According to the second approach, gamification is viewed as the process of improving services
provided with the emphasis on creating a gaming experience and a sense of "full perception of the
game" to create additional value for the consumer (Huotari & Hamari, 2017; Mullins & Subherwal,
2020; Hsu & Chen, 2018; Eppman et al., 2018). The corresponding research context generally
includes marketing research (Leclercq et al., 2018), development of consumer relations with the
brand (Nobre & Ferrera, 2017), consumer experience management (Eppman et al., 2018),
employees engagement management (Mitchell et al., 2020; Ding, 2019), and managing online
communities (Yang et al., 2017).
Gamification is a popular tool used to engage customers into relationships and stimulate the value
co-creation process which can be reached through customer engagement (Leclercq et al., 2018).
Customer engagement also results from motivational drivers (van Doorn et al., 2010) which means
that consideration of consumer motivation when implementing gamification is important but not
necessarily because of extrinsic reward sensitivity minimization. It is important for the formation
of a relationship between consumer and brand through value co-creation processes (Cossio-Silva
et al., 2016; Nobre & Ferreira, 2017) or engagement in online discussion and word-of-mouth
(Ding, 2019; Hassan et al., 2019; Hamari, 2015).
The approach is largely based on the perspective of gamification initially introduced by (Werbach,
2014; Huotari & Hamari, 2017). According to the authors, it is the consumer experience acquired
through gamification that is primary and not the methods by which it is created (Huotari & Hamari,
2017). In other words, the main goal of gamification is not to increase the user's involvement at
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the moment of its interaction with the gamified system, but elicit the impression that will remain
after using the system and the intentions that will form as a result (Rapp et al., 2018). Defining
gamification as a process implies that gamified system designers must create a chain of hedonic

experiences which will lead the user or customer to feel satisfaction.

2.3 Research gap

2.3.1. Focus on motivational research

Most of the scientific work in the field of gamification is currently devoted to the study of
individual mechanics or testing hypotheses regarding the motivational mechanisms behind the
implementation of those mechanics. This phenomenon is often recalled as the “era of motivational
research” (Koivisto & Hamari, 2019). We believe that the disadvantages of this conceptualization
of gamification and its operationalization have led to a very fragmented theoretical basis and
convoluted determination of the place of gamification in management theory, despite the
abundance of well-developed empirical components in the studies of gamification. EXxisting
authors put forward weighty arguments in favor of the positive effects of gamification on the
behavior of users of systems and consumers of products, but their practical recommendations tend

to be most relevant for designers of information systems.

2.3.2. Lack of a clear approach attribution

The duality of the approaches to the definition of gamification can be evidenced in recent works,
where a hybrid form of gamification definition is used, or both of the approaches’ characteristics
are referred to (Diefenbach et al., 2019; Buil et al., 2020; Hollig et al., 2020). In the field of
marketing the use of both definitions is more common as well (Nobre & Ferreira, 2017; Eisingerich
et al., 2019; Leclercq et al., 2018, 2020; Hsu & Chen, 2019). However, even though the
characteristics of both approaches may be present in the research, the authors usually end up taking
only one of the perspectives, with that diluting the scope of the study and making it hard to estimate
the applicability of the results to the existing wide range of contexts. Therefore, many of the
researchers who apply the dual approach (Hofacker et al., 2013; Yang et al., 2017; Eppman et al.,
2018) have aimed mainly to develop a theory without additional testing or have just partially tested

their models using descriptive characteristic.

2.4.3. Limited operationalization opportunities
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Although the concept of service systems was originally proposed as part of the marketing concept,
at present, the approach to the definition of gamification as a process is more likely to belong to
the field of information systems design sciences (Koivisto & Hamari, 2019). The main issue with
this approach is the difficulty of operationalization. As the creation of customer engagement
through hedonic experiences is not always a result of gamification, methods are needed, which
would help the designer of the gamification to attribute the impact to a particular game mechanic
or game experience. As the same game mechanic can be perceived by different users in a variety
of ways (van Roy et al., 2019), it is imperative to be able to assess the consumer perspective of

gamification as well.

3. Gamification as a perception management tool

To account for the abovementioned research gaps, we suggest introducing another approach to
defining gamification with a focus on consumer perception, tailored mainly for marketing
research. This approach will help to identify how intensive and visible gamification is for
consumers and how this perception can influence the outcomes of gamification. To operationalize
the approach, the concept of perceived gamification is suggested.

Perceived gamification can be defined as the willingness and ability to recognize promotional
activity as game-like activity without the need to distinguish any particular game elements. Within
the scope of this study, we will consider perceived gamification in the marketing context because
the perspective of the consumer is crucial in marketing studies and gamification of marketing still

occupies the first place in market share for gamification in the world (octalysis.com).

3.1. Gamification and consumer perception

Researchers in marketing tried to apply gamification as a motivational tool for brand engagement
increase (Nobre & Ferreira, 2017), but the results were contradictory and distorted (Mekler et al.,
2017; Leclercq et al., 2018). The only "clean" results which have proved motivational abilities of
gamification were built around loyalty programs (Kim & Ahn, 2017; Hwang et al., 2019). The
issue which might be the reason not only for challenging results but for the limited understanding
of gamification value by many practitioners is that gamification in marketing may be perceived by
consumers not as a motivational tool, but as a tool of persuasion. The importance of consumer
perception of game mechanics has been established in a study by R. Roy, S. Deterding and B.
Zaman, who revealed that users of gamified systems functionalize badges — one the most popular
gamification element, differently in the process of online courses completion (van Roy et al.,
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2019). This difference is based on the perception of the meaning every user assign to the badge
which led researchers to suggestion about various ways to understand and measure the mechanism
of gamification (van Roy et al., 2019).

Gamification, regardless of the approach to the definition, is created to change behavior. Any
experience that is created to change attitudes, behaviors, or both is a persuasive experience (Fogg,
2008). Gamification is doing this “by focusing on the entirety of the users’ experience to find the
relevant spots where it can blend in the experience and do its magic” (smashmagazine. com). By
enhancing motivation gamification can influence the subconscious decision and hence quickly
become part of our irrational behavioral pattern. That is why it's crucially important to understand
how the fact that the consumer recognizes some type of promotion as gamification would influence
attitude, behavioral intentions towards the brand, product, or a loyalty program.

A game representation serves a valuable "trigger™ on its own as it elicits an impact irrespective of
whether the game is played and experienced. In other words, offering a game or inviting people to
play a game may act as a signal or cue for consumers which might lead to favorable purchase
reactions. Therefore, the relationship between gamification and intrinsic motivation which are
positioned as direct relationships in gamification theory may evoke doubts as to whether it is the
only or the most correct way to understand gamification influence.

It is often noted that there is no proper measurement instrument for capturing the emotional and
involving qualities of gamification, that is, gameful experiences (Huotari & Hamari 2017).
Although it has been suggested that users can have a gameful experience without actually playing
a game (Eppmann et al., 2018), existing measures of the construct (e.g., Game engagement
questionnaire by (Brockmyer et al. 2009), Game experience questionnaire by (Eppmann et al.,
2018)) cannot be used for potential users of the system or for testing gamified systems, which are
only available in a form of a description, e.g., a gamified loyalty program rules description.

3.2 Perceived gamification and gameful experiences

Using a measure of perceived gamification in a complementary way with gameful experience
estimation should allow distinguishing the range of positive user effects, which occur from actually
engaging with the system from those, which occur from its general evaluation, e.g., seeing the
promotional stimuli, hearing the description of the system, reading the rules concerning the game
mechanics, or watching a video depicting gamified system usage. In turn, it can be expected that
gameful experiences can change perceived gamification, as actual game engagement can evoke
memories of previous interaction with the same or similar game mechanic from either game- or
non-game contexts. For example, the description of a gamified loyalty program of a grocery store
offering awards for stickers collection, which are handed to the user upon each purchase, by itself
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may be perceived as potentially entertaining or enjoyable, and lead to a better perception of the
store.

Furthermore, the actual process of collecting, peeling off the promotional stickers, and attaching
them to a promotional brochure has the potential to bring even more value to the consumer, and
increase the store image further. However, if the stickers are hard to peel off, or, for example, there
are no brochures left in the store at the moment of purchase, this gamified system will likely to be
less effective by evoking fewer positive associations with the store and less purchase intention. To
be able to comprehensively understand the success and failure factors of gamification, it is
therefore important to distinguish the perception of gamified system design from the results of
experiencing the game mechanics embedded in the system. It is possible to suggest that the positive
impact on consumer perception of gamified system design can be partially attributed to perceived
gamification, which is a common but not mandatory consequence of such designs. Therefore,
based on results of research on consumer responses to gamified stimuli (e.g., (Blohm & Leimister,
2013)), it is possible to assume that a higher level of perceived gamification will be associated

with higher consumer intrinsic motivation.

3.3 Consumer personal characteristics and perceived gamification

It should be noted that most studies on the subject investigate the behavior of users of gamified
systems without taking into consideration personality characteristics. According to certain views,
this fact does not allow to accurately determine the individual user experience (Ferro et al., 2013).
The game elements that form the basis of a gamified system only set the possibilities of the gaming
experience. At the same time, the user experience itself depends on the perception of these
possibilities, i.e. whether the user is aware of their existence, as well as whether he or she uses
these capabilities. Thus, different game elements can in different ways influence the motivation of
different users, which is currently not considered in such studies.

Five main typologies consider the relationship between characteristics of consumers as players,
their leading motivation, and game mechanics which could have influenced the efficiency of
particular mechanics usage (Tondello et al., 2019).

1. Bartle’s typology of players. The initial version included 4 types of players: killers,
achievers, socializers, and explorers. These types were allocated depending on the
player's action preferences concerning the system (*"act on" or "act with") and to other
players (Bartle, 1996).

2. The first demographic game design model (DGD1). A prerequisite for the study was
the assumption that players with different degrees of commitment to games (hardcore
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and casual gaming) have different personality characteristics. According to this
assumption, individuals who identify themselves as avid players should demonstrate
such characteristics of the Myers-Briggs typology as introversion, thinking, and
judgment (Bateman et al., 2011)

3. Brainhex typology. The prerequisite for its creation was precisely the absence of a
universal typology of players capable of describing the behavior in any kind of game.
The authors adapted the “top-down” approach, building on existing research in the field
of neuroscience to highlight possible types of gaming experience (Bateman et al.,
2011). Subsequently, these types were certified by empirical data using a specially
developed questionnaire (Nacke et al., 2011).

4. Hexad model. Following this classification, players of different types can be motivated
by external or internal factors to varying degrees. Thus, the division into types occurred
not based on the observed behavior, but based on motivation factors, which were
adapted from the self-determination theory, and was also partially identified by the
author himself. This "bottom-up™ approach (from theory to behavior) differs from the
approach used in the compilation of most existing typologies. When creating the Hexad
typology, the top-down approach was adopted, which distinguishes it from the others
presented earlier for the better. In addition to that, this typology has a questionnaire
designed to determine the type of player, the validity of which was tested by its authors
(Tondello et al., 2019).

5. Octalysis typology. This model includes 8 basic drivers that motivate users of
gamification: self-importance, achievement, self-improvement (mission), ownership,
social influence, limited resources, secrecy, and the avoidance of negativity (Choi,
2017). Thus, the model Octalysis is not a typology of the player in its pure form.
Instead, it is a framework for developing high-quality gamified services. The model is
often used to assess the quality of gamification in various areas. However, there are
other methods of applying the model. There was a study that utilized this typology and
the questionnaire has been developed to determine the extent to which each driver
describes the motivation of an individual (Freitas et al., 2017). The disadvantage of this
questionnaire is a small number of questions (1 for each driver). Thus, the Octalysis
model can be used to determine the types of users of gamification, but there is a need
to develop and test a special questionnaire.

These typologies demonstrate that there is a rationale in the attempt to connect the personal

characteristics of people and their gaming experience with the attitude towards gamification and
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its acceptance in general. As perception is influenced by previous experiences it would be right to

introduce some personal characteristics into understanding the perceived gamification.

4. Testing a scale for perceived gamification

As was previously noted, the existing measures of gameful experiences (e.g., Game engagement
questionnaire by (Brockmyer et al. 2009), Game experience questionnaire by (Eppmann et al.,
2018)) do not take into account the fact of game recognition by the respondents and require the
respondents to go through the actual game-like experience before survey completion.
Consequently, these measures cannot be used for estimating the effect of gamification on potential
users of gamified systems, which limits the possibilities of empirical application. Therefore, there
is a need to develop a measure that can estimate the user effects resulting from the mere exposure
to gamification cues, e.g., seeing the promotional stimuli, hearing the description of the system,
reading the rules, etc. To develop the scale for perceived gamification, we applied the
methodology proposed by (Hinkin, 1995; Boateng et al., 2018) and sequentially performed item

development, scale development, and scale evaluation.

4.1 Scale development procedure

For item generation purposes we applied the inductive method as we used qualitative data obtained
through focus groups and individual interviews. To generate items for the measure, we undertook
in-depth interviews using interview guides with 11 men and 12 women in the age range of 18 to
55 gathered through convenience sampling. We showcased to the respondents a series of ads
depicting various gamified promotions from different industries and asked to describe what they
have in common. The total number of stimuli included 7 gamified promotion cues from
McDonald's (fast food restaurant chain), Starbucks (cafe chain), Dua Lingua (language learning
app), Lays (chips), Tide (detergent), Yandex Taxi (taxi service), and Sherbank (banking)
campaigns. The variety of promotion types and contexts was taken to avoid construct
underrepresentation, which is when a scale does not capture important aspects of a construct
because its focus is too narrow, for example, on a particular industry or a particular game
mechanic.

According to the interview guide, the respondents had to elaborate on the following aspects of the
stimuli: the goals of the promotion, the feelings they arise, the target audience of the promotion,
and the persuasion tools used. The data from these interviews were thematically analyzed, with
the results informing the identification of items to be added or deleted from the initial
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questionnaire. The resulting pool of questions consisted of 10 items in line with Schinka et al.
(2012) who note that the initial pool of items developed should be at minimum twice as long as
the desired final scale (see Table 2). Five points Likert-type scales have been chosen based on

recommendations from (Krosnick & Presser, 2009).

Table 2
The initial pool of scale items for perceived gamification
Item Dimension Comment
This oromotion is verv complicated Gamified  promotion Deleted on content
P y P attribute validity stage
: L . Gamified  promotion Deleted on content
This promotion is not serious . L
attribute validity stage
: . . . Gamified  promotion Deleted on content
This promotion tries to entertain . L
attribute validity stage
This promotion is for those who like to take Target audience
a chance perception
This promotion is for those who are curious Target . audience
perception
This promotion is for those who like to play Target audience
perception
. . Target audience Deleted on content
This promotion is for those who are young . o
perception validity stage
This promotion is for those who are smart Target . audience Del_et_ed on content
perception validity stage
This promotion looks like a game Game resemblance

There are game elements in this promotion ~ Game resemblance

Content validity was assessed through evaluation by expert judges, consisting of 5 marketing and
consumer behavior professors independent from those who developed the item pool. They have
evaluated each of the items to determine whether they represent the domain of interest. Items were
either accepted, rejected, or modified based on majority opinion. After item development and
expert judgment, cognitive interviews were conducted with 18 respondents with similar
characteristics to the target population to refine and assess item interpretation. The interviews were
done in two rounds until saturation was established. Five items were dropped after cognitive
interviews for lack of clarity or importance (see Table 2). Mild modifications were made to

grammar, word choice, and answer options based on the feedback from the interviews.

4.2 Scale test
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Further item reduction was performed by conducting a test on the target audience. The sample
included participants of an online consumer panel from a population which satisfies the following
requirements: age 18-55, the equal division between genders, income according to which the
respondent has at least enough money for food and clothes, and the respondent must be personally
purchasing groceries from chain retail stores at least once per month. The overall sample amounted
to 250 participants, which well exceeds the minimum recommendation for a ratio of a sample size
to a number of items tested (Nunnally, 1978).

The preliminary research was designed as an experiment with a control group and an experimental
group, to which the respondents were assigned randomly. In each group the respondent first had
to answer questions concerning demographical characteristics and purchase behavior, then they
were exposed to one of the two stimuli (see Appendix A). Then they were asked to fill in a
questionnaire, which included the tested scale, game attitude original measure, and also measures
of related constructs taken from the literature: willingness to participate in the promotion (Petrevu
& Lord, 1994) and entertainment value (Mathwick, et al., 2001).

Both of the stimuli described the introduction of a new promotion in a food retail chain, in which
the respondent occasionally shops in. Based on a question, where the respondent would indicate
the chain of grocery retail stores, he or she attends the most, the name of that chain was
automatically added to the stimuli. The preassigned variants of store chains were: Semya, Diksi,
Pyatorochka, Okey, Prisma, Lenta, Magnit, Karusel, Azbuka vkusa, Spar, Metro, Perekryostok,
and Ashan. The value of the promotion as well as the requirements for promotion completion was
adjusted to the sum of money the respondent typically spends in that store for one week, and the
number of visits of the store per week, as indicated by each respondent at the beginning of the
experiment. In the high-intensity gamification group, such game mechanics were embedded as
symbolic points collection, levels, and narrative. The control group lacked the division of the
levels, narrative and additional points symbolism, which are expected to attribute to a lesser value
of perceived gamification.

To identify items that are the least-related to the domain under study for deletion or modification,
analysis of inter-item, item-total correlations and factor analysis were conducted. The lowest
correlations (0.43) were found between items 1 and 3, while the rest of the correlations averaged
from 0.50 to 0.76. Item-total correlations indicated desirable values from 0.78 to 0.85. Therefore,
no indication was found for the need for potential deletion of items from the tentative scale. The
factor analysis revealed a single factor structure with factor loadings from 0.70 to 0.84 and no

notable cross-loadings or uniqueness of particular items. An alpha coefficient of 0.89 indicates

98



high internal consistency of the scale items, i.e., the degree to which the set of items in the scale
co-vary, relative to their sum score (DeVellis, 2012).

Construct validity assessed by evaluating differentiation by known groups, convergent validity,
and discriminant validity. In this study, the mean perceived gamification scores were compared
over groups with or without the high intensity of gamification by using ANOVA (control group
versus experimental groups). Consistent with expectation, respondents from groups with higher
perceived gamification indicated significantly higher perceived gamification than the respondents
from the control group (diff=0.229; p=0.05). This suggested that the scale could discriminate
between particular known groups. Convergent validity was ensured by using the following criteria:
average variance extracted (AVE) >0.5, scale composite reliability (CR) >0.7, and the item factor
loadings >0.6 (Bagozzi and Yi, 2012) (see Table 3).

Table 3
Reliability and convergent validity analysis of the scale
. St. factor Cronbach's KM AV
Construct/ items loading Alpha o CR E
Perceived gamification
This promotion is for those who 0.81
are curious '
This promotion is for those who 0.83
like to play ' .89 .82 89 .62
This promotion is for those who 0.78

like to take a chance
This promotion looks like agame 0.8
There are game elements in this 0.7
promotion '

For all the constructs the Fornell-Larcker (Fornell and Larcker, 1981) criterion has been met, thus
ensuring discriminant validity between the constructs of the conceptual model (see Table 4).
Table 4

AVE and squared correlation coefficients

1. 2. 3. 4.
1. Perceived 0.62 0.35 0.24 0.07
gamification
2. Entertainment value 0.59 .87 0.84 0.1
3, Willingness 0 549 0.92 92 0.09
participate
4. Game attitudes 0.28 0.32 0.3 52

5. Conclusion
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The analysis of 76 state-of-art gamification studies has allowed distinguishing three approaches to
defining gamification for research designs. The first approach — Gamification as a motivation
management tool — is focused on the interaction between a system where gamification has been
introduced and the user of this system. The second approach — Gamification as an experience
management tool — deals with various kinds of engagement-oriented outcomes, which include:
value co-creation activities efficiency, customer engagement, reaction to advertising messages,
and change of attitudes towards the brand, program or any system after engagement in the gamified
activity. The two approaches are characterized by different outcomes, which are measured in
respective studies. Both of them also consider gamification from the system’s designer point of
view. The limitations of the approaches’ implementation have been discussed, such as the
extensive focus on motivational research, the misuse of both approaches at once, and the limited
results application possibilities for the marketing discipline due to difficulties in construct
operationalization.
The third approach — Gamification as a perception management tool — is a new approach proposed
to enrich existing understanding of gamification by considering the perspective of the consumer,
who can form an opinion on the efficiency of the gamification even before engaging with the
gamified system. To develop this approach, a new construct — perceived gamification — has been
introduced. We have defined perceived gamification as the willingness and ability to recognize
promotional activity as the game-like activity without the need to distinguish any particular game
elements. This study thus helps to narrow down the gap existing in current literature dedicated to
gamification in marketing. The research also helps to widen the understanding of the relationship
between gamification and intrinsic motivation. Practitioners can use the developed concept of
perceived gamification to investigate their current or planned gamification introduction into the
market and predict potential behavioral outcomes which will, as research revealed, differ as
perception changes.
In response to the limitations of existing original scales in gamification research, which do not
allow us to measure the perception of gamification by the user or consumer, we have developed a
scale to measure perceived gamification. In the process of scale development, we sequentially
performed item development, scale development, and scale evaluation. Interviews and focus
groups were conducted to form the initial item pool, while experts help to determine content
validity. The scale was tested on a sample of 250 participants, and have passed all the required
reliability and validity tests. The final version of the scale included 5 items with overall Cronbach
Alpha of 0,89.
The fact that the final test for the scale was conducted for food retail to a certain extent limits the
scope of scale application. Further studies should apply the measure in other marketing contexts.
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As the stimuli for the empirical research contained just the description of gamification, it was
impossible to additionally test the other scales for gameful experiences (e.g., Game engagement
questionnaire by (Brockmyer et al. 2009), Game experience questionnaire by (Eppmann et al.,
2018)), because they are used to assess the consumers experience only during and after, but not
before actual engagement with the gamified system. The information on the relative comparison
of the impact of gamification perception and game experience evaluation on such outcome
variables as purchase intentions and customer advocacy can be invaluable to marketing
researchers. Finally, the study mentions the potential impact of personal consumer characteristics
on the perceived gamification and consequently — its impact on gamification outcomes. However,
apart from game attitude, the potential variables are not evaluated in this study. Further
development of this approach is likely to rely on such research, which would explore the

antecedents of perceived gamification in more detail.
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Appendix A

High-gamification stimuli:

Store X* is your road to benefits!

Dear customer! We invite you to register and receive a personal card of a member of the "Club of
Roads". The card will be issued to you the next time you visit our store or exchanged for your
existing loyalty card. At the same time, all the conditions and benefits of using the old card will
also remain.

It is the "key" to your "Road Knight" - a virtual car on which you can make the trip to the most
profitable purchases!

Each one-time purchase in stores of our network in the amount of (A + 20%)/ B or more rub.
propels your “Knight” 50 km ahead! Every month, your “Knight” needs to overcome a 4*B*50
km long track!

All riders who have reached the mark of 2*B*50 km have the opportunity, upon their first purchase
next month, to receive a discount on any product in the amount of 2*(A*10/100) rubles.
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All riders who have reached the finish line (4*B*50 km) for this month have the opportunity, upon

their first purchase in the next month, to receive a discount on any product in the amount of

4*(A*20/100) rubles!

Low-gamification stimuli:

Store X is your road to benefits!

Dear customer! We invite you to register in the new X loyalty program and receive a new store
card. The card will be issued to you the next time you visit our store or exchanged for your existing
loyalty card. At the same time, all the conditions and benefits of using the old card will also remain.
Each one-time purchase in stores of our network in the amount of (A + 20%)/ B rub. or more gives
you 50 points!

All buyers who collected 4*B*50 points for this month get the opportunity to receive a discount
on any product in the amount of 4*(A*20/100) rub. on their first purchase next month.

*X stands for the food retail store chain brand (out of a range of preassigned variants), which the
respondent attends the most. The preassigned variants were: 7 semya. Diksi, Pyatorochka, Okey,
Prisma, Lenta, Magnit, Karusel, Azbuka vkusa, Spar, Metro, Perekryostok, Ashan.

**A stands for the sum of money the respondent typically spends in that store for one week.

*** B is the number of visits of the store per week.
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Article 5. Are you playing fair? Consequences of gamification recognition in fast-food chains’
promotion

1. Introduction

Among academics, gamification is either considered as “the use of game mechanics in non-game
context” or as “process of enhancing a service with affordances for gameful experiences in order
to support users’ overall value creation”. Recent studies, however, often use a hybrid definition,
which allows to include wider variety of issues under gamification research umbrella [Leclerq et
al., 2020]. In practice, the implementation of gamification in marketing is among the most popular
areas, while the situation is different different for research in. marketing. The largest amount of
empirical studies about gamification are published in the area of education (46.7%) as the business
research field does not even make top-5 (3.6%) [Koivisto, Hamari, 2019].

The relevance of studying gamification in marketing is primarily determined by the
growing conflict between the existing theoretical knowledge about gamification in information
systems and the effectiveness that gamification tools demonstrate when implemented in a real
business context [Xi, Hamari, 2019]. Despite repeated scientific evidence of increased motivation
among users of gamified systems compared to non-gamified systems [Sailer et al., 2017; Yang et
al., 2017, Mitchel et al., 2020; Lecrerq et a., 2018, etc.], there is evidence that in practice the costs
of creating such systems often do not pay off [Xi, Hamari, 2020; Buil et al., 2020]. Similar

contradictions have already led to an increase in companies’ distrust of gamification.
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Most of the research in the field of gamification is devoted to the study of individual
mechanics or to testing hypotheses regarding the motivational mechanisms that they act on
[Koivisto, Hamari, 2019] which is undoubtedly important, but covers only one area with limited
number of issues raised. The majority of papers have a well-developed empirical component, but
the theoretical basis and the positioning of gamification in management theory are fragmented.

Another issue in both theory and practice of gamification in marketing concerns the ethics.
It has been noted that the covert nature of gamification designs that influences cognitive level to
certain extent rais questions about the use of deceptive tactics [Thorpe, Roper, 2019]. The rationale
for ethical problems in place lies in the not fully realized mechanism of motivation change
underling the behavioral shift. Current literature allows us to draw the basic understanding of a
concept of gamification from a designer perspective [Ding, 2019], while the lack of research
dedicated to study consumers’ point of view stays a significant barrier for expanding the research
area to marketing. The same barrier does not allow to thoroughly research the attitude consumers
have towards potential manipulative nature of gamification.

In response, this paper adopts the persuasion knowledge theory together with the self-
determination theory (further — SDT) to explain what happens if consumers recognize gamification
and how their identification of the company’s manipulative intents influences intrinsic motivation.
We propose an empirical model which uncovers relationshipa between consumers’ perception of
a promotion as gamelike and the formation of behavioral intention. Then we investigate an effect
of the sense of manipulation on intrinsic motivation formation.

The contribution of this paper is twofold. First, we provide new insights on recent work
arguing an importance of consideration the consumer / user perspective to gamification studies
[Roy etal., 2019; Leclerq et al., 2020]. We are considering a situation where the gamified incentive
represented real-life promotions of the McDonald's fast-food restaurant chain, the design of which
did not have an explicit claim of gamification. While existing research relies on the assumption
that the direct application of the gamification mechanics leads to behavioral changes, we consider
the case of consumer meeting with promotion without necessarily knowing if it is gamification or
not. We are contributing to gamification literature by uncovering another side of understanding
and managing the effectiveness of gamification.

Second, we suggest an extension of understanding of the intrinsic motivation formation
process by studying gamification as a covert marketing tool. Theory suggests that only when
consumers both recognize the marketing attempt as concealed and find the intent behind it as
manipulative than the positive impact of perceived gamification can be diminished . There are few
studies , which showed negative or insignificant effect of gamification implementation, but results
were linked to the experience of either winning or losing in the game.
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2. Theoretical background

2.1 Gamification as an engagement tool

According to the literature on gamification, gamification is considered as an experiential process
where the consumer is voluntarily involved in value co-creation game activities [Nobre, Ferreira,
2017]. Two main components could be determined of this view: the voluntary nature of
participation and the presence of elements that make the experience look like a game. While the
influence of game elements on behavioral outcomes is an area thoroughly researched [Sailer et al.,
2017; Koivisto, Hamari, 2019; Kim, Ahn, 2017], the mechanisms behind the voluntary
participation are still out of the focus of an attention.

There is a well-established tradition to explain the mechanism of gamification through the
lenses of the self-determination theory [Huotari, Hamari, 2015; Mitchel et al., 2018; Sailer et al.,
2017; Kim, Ahn, 2017; Ding, 2019]. Some researchers use the cognitive evaluation theory to for
a more detailed look at the mechanism of intrinsic motivation enhancement [Mitchel et al., 2018;
Tondello et al., 2019; Kim. Ahn, 2017; Sailer et al., 2017]. Consideration of gamification from
this position allows to draw conclusions regarding its applicability in loyalty programs as the
mitigator for an extrinsic reward attachment and further catalysator of the willingness to participate
[Kim, Ahn, 2017; Hwang et al., 2019]. Another research direction is to study intrinsic motivation
activation because of system design changes, where the leading theoretical framework is the
technology acceptance model (further — TAM) [Hamari, 2014; Yang et al., 2017; Hassan et al.,
2019]. The use of this logic has become the foundation for the development of perspective on
gamification as a holistic process of an experience design [Hamari, Huotari, 2017] rather than just
implementation of certain elements in various systems.

Gamification studies have repeatedly confirmed the fact of increased intrinsic motivation
among users of gamified systems [Mitchell et al., 2018; Yang et al., 2017; Kim, Ahn, 2017; Sailer
et al., 2017], which allowed to view gamification as a tool for motivation management. By
increasing motivation, gamification can cause behavioral changes, increasing the desire of
consumers to act and creating a convenient and effective way to help them achieve long-term goals
[Servick, 2015].

Another perspective that has been developing among researchers of gamification in
marketing is approaching gamification as a tool of engagement rather than motivation alone
[Leclerq et al., 2020]. Consumer engagement — is the level of interaction of the consumer with the
company, which goes beyond the scope of ordinary transactions and manifests itself as non-
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purchase consumer behaviors with respect to the brand or company, based on increased motivation
to maintain relationships [van Doorm et al., 2010].

Understanding the causes of consumer behavior and shaping desired behavioral intentions
is one of the key marketing goals. Changes in behavior require enough daily motivation
[Eisingerich et al., 2019], which might be reached both by direct motivation boost and by
engagement through experience. The study of actual behavior within the gamification domain led
to increase in bias towards specially created promotions, systems, and loyalty programs where the
behavior is formed in a simulated environment. Such a research design involves the designer
working out a system of goals for the desired behavior in a specific situation, which cannot always
be transferred to the context of a real business. Additionally, when it comes to gamification in
marketing, most real-life cases are related either to an offline interaction environment or to a mixed
one. While the majority of papers testing gamification suggest an online environment or the
presence of digital applications, it appears to be needed to instead look at behavioral intentions
first (see Table 1).

Behavioral intention is considered as the subjective probability that the consumer is ready
to carry out one or another action [Fishbein, Ajzen, 1975]. Behavioral intention is based on
attitudes toward action, subjective norms, and perceived control of action. The connection between
behavioral intention and real action is explained by the theory of planned behavior by Ajzen and
Fishbein [Fishbein, Ajzen, 1975].

Based on the theoretical analysis we can assume that engagement together with intentions
to participate or share information would be among the main behavioral consequences. However,
that requires an understanding of whether the formation of these intentions is directly related to
gamification and which scenario will affect efficiency better: if the consumer recognizes the game
in the system or vice versa?

In line with the study by [van Roy, Deterding, and Zaman, 2019], which showcased that
for different users the same gamification tool can be perceived as a different game mechanic (either
badges, or point collection), it could be argued that when it comes to consumer perception, the
extent to which a system is gamified is a subject to the eye of the beholder. Similarly, the same
gamified system can be viewed as game-like by some users, while it may not be recognized as a
game at all by other users.

It is often noted that there is no proper measurement instrument for capturing the emotional
and involving qualities of gamification, that is, gameful experiences [Huotari and Hamari 2017;
Leclerq et al., 2020]. Although it has been suggested that users can have a gameful experience
without actually playing a game [Eppmann, Bekk, and Klein, 2018], existing measures of the
construct (e.g., Game engagement ques-tionnaire by [Brockmyer et al. 2009], Game experience

112



questionnaire by [Eppmann, Bekk, and Klein, 2018]) cannot be used for potential users of the sys-
tem or for testing gamified systems only available in a form of a description, e.g., a gamified
loyalty program rules description.

To make a unified measure of perception, we suggest operationalizing it with a new
concept — perceived gamification. We will consider perceived gamification in the marketing
context, because the perspective of a consumer is crucial in marketing studies and gamification of
marketing is still on the first place in market share for gamification in the world [octalysis. com]

Using a measure of perceived gamification in a complementary way with gameful
experience estimation should allow to distinguish the range of positive user effects, which occur
from actually engaging with the system from those, which occur from its general evaluation, e.g.,
seeing the promotional stimuli, hearing the description of the system , reading the rules concerning

the game mechanics, or watching a video depicting gamified system usage.
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Table 1. Behavioral intention researched in gamification studies

Author, year

Research context

Research design

Behavioral intentions

Findings

real application, mixed
method: interview and
survey

using

Buil et al., 2020 Recruiting Business simulation, Willingness to recommend | Meeting the needs of participants in competence
survey of participants a company and autonomy is associated with their
according to the results independent motivation to participate and
recommend participation to others
Diefenbach, 2019 | Health Analysis of the use of a | Willingness to continue Negative aspects of the influence of

gamification on motivation and further desire to
use associated with the wrong balance of game
mechanics in the application are revealed

Ding, 2019

Online learning

Analysis of activity in
online discussions,
mixed method: interview
and experiment

Engagement

Students in the group where gamification was
applied showed higher engagement. At the same
time, students who knew that the process was
gamified were more active.

Eisingerich et al., Health Two types of Engagement, willingness | Two additional mediators affecting engagement
2019 experiment: laboratory to buy have been identified - hope, which increases
and field engagement and coercion, which has a reverse
mechanism.
Hwang et al., 2019 | Loyalty programs | Laboratory experiment Willingness to participate | Gamified loyalty programs influence loyalty
in loyalty programs, formation better than classic loyalty programs
download applications
Kim, Ahn, 2017 Loyalty programs | Laboratory experiment Willingness to participate | The degree of readiness to participate in
in loyalty program gamified loyalty programs depends on how
successfully selected game mechanics.
Nobre, Ferreira, Branding Interviews and focus Engagement Consumer engagement increases when they find
2017 groups, users of various 5 types of benefits: utilitarian, hedonistic, social,
applications inalienable and aesthetic.
Leclerqg et al., 2018 | Brand Product competition, Engagement There is a relationship between increased
communities field experiment engagement and the valency of previous gaming

interaction experiences. There are no significant
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differences between the mechanics of
cooperation and competition for engagement.

Mekler et al., 2017 | Productivity Selection of game Willingness to continue The willingness and effectiveness of the work in
elements to increase the | working in the system the system is determined not so much by the
efficiency of work in the choice of a game element as by the
system compatibility of this element and orientation to

control vs user autonomy.

Hollig et al., 2020 | Project Distinction between Willingness to use the The ability to compete on an individual rather

management individual and group system than a team level is positively associated with a
effects, laboratory willingness to use the system.
experiment

Yang et al., 2017 Brand Attitude to the brand Willingness to participate | Perceived usefulness has a positive effect on

management after the gaming in brand gaming activity people's intention to participate; perceived ease

experience, field
experiment

of use is not significantly related to the intention
to participate.

Groening et al.,
2019

Online learning

3 experiments to
determine the changes in
motivation and
performance based on
achievement

Task performance

Task performance is influenced by achievement
partially but increase overtime; motivation is
more influenced by its introduction but does not
increase overtime.

Hamari, Koivisto,
2015

Health

Testing of TAM model
as a framework for
gamification. Field
experiment.

Continued use

There are 3 groups of values influencing
continued use of gamified apps: hedonic,
utilitarian and social. The same groups of values
are influencing attitude towards the app.

Hamari, 2017

Engagement in
online discussion

Testing effect of badges
as social confirmation
tool. Field experiment

Engagement in platform
usage

Posting, sharing behavior and overall
engagement was higher after implementation of
badges as gamification mechanic.
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It can be expected that gameful experiences can change perceived gamification, as actual game
engagement can evoke memories of previous interaction with the same or similar game mechanic
from either game- or non-game contexts. For example, the description of a gamified loyalty
program of a grocery store offering awards for stickers collection, which are handed to the user
upon each purchase, by itself may be perceived as potentially entertaining or enjoyable, and lead
to a better perception of the store. Furthermore, the actual process of collecting, pee-ing of the
promotional stickers and attaching them to a promotional brochure has the potential to bring even
more value to the consumer and increase the store image further. However, if the stickers are hard
to peel off, or, for example, there are no brochures left in the store at the moment of purchase, this
gamified system will likely to be less effective by evoking fewer positive associations with the
store and less purchase intention. To be able to comprehensively understand the success and failure
factures of gamification, it is therefore important to distinguish the perception of a gamified system

design from the results of experiencing the game mechanics embedded in the system.
3. Covert nature of gamification and persuasion knowledge model

It has been noted recently that the use of gamification in marketing has certain ethical limitations
[Thorpe, Roper, 2019]. Firstly, gamification, like any tool aimed at changing behavior, implies a
certain level of manipulation, which is the basis of design. In a situation with gamification, such
manipulation becomes especially important for control, since the mechanism itself involves an
inconspicuous, smooth consumer involvement through experience management [Huotari, Hamari,
2017]. It is worth noting that one of the first theories of the gamification mechanism was the theory
of the “state of the flow” [Hamari, Koivisto, 2014], in which the consumer becomes involved in
the interaction and ceases to notice external stimuli [Csikszentmihalyi et al., 1990]. Secondly,
gamification, as a popular way to create innovative, involving promos, has been repeatedly
considered as covert marketing [Wojdynski, Evans, 2019; Thorpe, Roper, 2019]. Among the gaps
in theoretical conceptualization of gamification is an uncertainty about the concept boundaries.
Attempts to distinguish gamification from other game-related activities were made at the very
beginning of research area development [Deterding et al., 2011]. However, in marketing context
it is not always transparent both for promotion designers and for consumers where to draw the line
between gamification and advergames [Terlutter, Capella, 2013]. Some research showed that if

consumers recognize advertising or another marketing tool as a covert marketing they tend to form
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negative attitude towards the company or advertising platform in context of sponsored posts, social
media and advergames [Wojdynski, Evans, 2019].

A person’s ability to recognize the persuasive nature of a marketing tool and develop
coping mechanism can be referred as persuasion knowledge activation [Friestad, Wright 1994;
Friestad, Wright 1999]. According to the persuasion knowledge model (further — PKM) consumers
possess some common beliefs about how “agents” (brands, advertisers, salespeople) act in order
to persuade them to buy, participate or advocate for the brand and they activate that knowledge
and coping mechanism in situations when they feel this persuasion attempt. In that sense,
gamification is an almost perfect tool to reduce persuasion knowledge, because it is not supposed
to be noted. However, if consumers recognize gamification in promotion and attribute it to an
attempt of persuasion - it might change the outcome. Recent studies showed that the moment when
consumers both recognize persuasion attempt and consider it manipulation then an effect on
outcomes would be negative [Evans et al., 2018]. However, considering an engaging nature of
gamification and its ability to manage intrinsic motivation the effect might not be in place.

Gamification regardless the approach to definition is created to change behavior. Any
experience that is created to change attitudes, behaviors, or both is persuasive experience [Fogg,
2008]. Gamification is doing it “by focusing on the entirety of the users’ experience to find the
relevant spots where it can blend in the experience and do its magic” [smashmagazine. com]. Also,
gamification by enhancing motivation can influence subconscious decisions and, by its automated
structure, quickly become the part of our irrational behavioral pattern. That is why it’s crucially
important to understand how the fact that consumer recognize some type of promotion as
gamification would influence attitude, behavioral intentions towards brand, product or loyalty
program.

Gamification represents a valuable “trigger” in its own. A game already elicits an impact
irrespective whether the game is played and experienced. In other words, offering a game or
inviting people to play a game is like a signal or cue for consumers which directly leads to
favorable purchase reactions. Therefore, the relationship between gamification-intrinsic
motivation which are positioned as direct ones in a number of researches does evoke doubts
whether it’s the only or the most correct way to understand gamification influence.

Using a measure of perceived gamification in a complementary way with gameful
experience estimation and manipulation recognition should allow to distinguish the range of

positive and negative effects, which occur from actually engaging with the system from those who
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recognizes the promotional stimuli, hearing the description of the system, reading the rules

concerning the game mechanics, or watching a video depicting gamified system usage.

4. Theoretical model and method

To establish a view of gamification from the consumer perspective, it was suggested to view it as
an example of manifestation of consumer persuasion knowledge — consumer awareness of the fact
that gamification is used in the promotion and corresponding assumptions as to the aim of this
tactic. In order to empirically test the place of gamification perception in the model of consumer
response to gamification, it is first necessary to reveal the impact of perceived gamification on
behavioral outcomes, such as willingness to participate in the gamified promotion and recommend
it to other.

This impact must be distinguished from the impact of other factors within the persuasion
knowledge model — topic knowledge and agent knowledge, which also determine the way
consumers will cope with a recognized persuasion attempt [Friestad and Wright,1994]. Agent
knowledge consists of beliefs about the traits, competencies, and goals of the persuasion agent,
and therefore can be operationalized as attitudes towards the company brand. Topic knowledge
consists of beliefs about the topic of the message; i.e. the context of the promotion. The topic being
a gamified promotion, which the company invites the consumers to play along with, the construct
can be operationalized as attitude towards games: the extent to which they think high about playing

games in general.

BRAND
ATTITUDE
CUSTOMER
ADVOCACY
perceivep  |Hiat
GAMIFICATION
H1b+
WILLINGNESS
ATTITUDE TO PARTICIPATE
TO GAMES

Figure 1. Model for Study 1

H1: The extent to which consumers perceive the promotion as gamified has a significant impact
on their willingness to participate in the promotion and recommend it to others.
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Further, the mechanism by which perceived gamification impacts consumer behavioral outcomes
related to the promotion must be explicated. It has been established by existing research that
gamification boosts the intrinsic motivation of consumers, which then stimulates the behavior
desired by the product producer. In order to contribute to a thorough distinguishing of the effects
of gamification implementation and those of gamification perception is important to find out,
whether perceived gamification has the same impact.

Previously, we have assumed that the recognition of a game in the promotion might evoke
emotions that could make the promotion look more fun or playful. While playfulness is a
characteristic of system, and intrinsic motivation is the result of consumer-system interaction, it is
possible to a assume that there is an order as to what is being evoked by the perception of
gamification: in response to recognizing the usage of gamification, the consumer may consider the
promotion as more playful, which then would boost the intrinsic motivation necessary to drive
behavioral outcomes.

H2. The more the consumers perceived a promotion as gamified, the more playfulness they

attribute to it, which then increases intrinsic motivation.

To further explicate the nature of perceived gamification as a manifestation of persuasion
knowledge, it is necessary to establish its relationship with inferences of manipulative attempts.
There is evidence to suggest that if the perceived gamification applied by the producer is
recognized by the consumer as a persuasion attempt aimed at manipulation, its impact on
behavioral outcomes would be negative [Evans et al., 2018]. Previously, it has been assumed, that
considering the engaging nature of gamification and its ability to manage intrinsic motivation the

effect might not be in place.

H3. If perceived gamification is accompanied by inferences of manipulative intent, the positive

impact of perceived gamification on behavioral outcomes will diminish.
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Figure 2. Model for Study 2

5. Study 1 — MacDonald’s Macfest promotion

5.1 Research design

To test the hypotheses, it was decided to conduct a survey among random but homogeneous
respondents, who would indicate their behavioral intentions with regard to a gamified promotion,
while evaluating the degree to which they see this promotion as game-like, their attitude towards

games, and general brand attitude.

Brand choice. Consequently, an analysis was conducted for well-known consumer brands of
Russian market leaders, which are known to occasionally introduce gamified promotions, resulting
in the following choice of brands: MacDonald’s, KFC, Pizza Hut, Teremok — from the fast-food
restaurant industry; Delivery Club and Yandex Food — from the food delivery services industry;
Uber and Yandex Taxi — from the taxi app services industry. On the second stage of analysis, an
overview of gamified promotions was conducted for the above-mentioned brands. Those brands
which did not have a gamified promotion in the last 6 months were eliminated from the list as
respondents should be able to recall their previous experience in participating in similar
promotions, when exposed to the stimuli. This resulted in the choice of MacDonald’s for the
gamifier-brand, and “MacFest” and “Macdonald Monopoly” gamified promotions as possible
stimuli. The two promotions share similar game mechanics: bonuses for a fixed monitory amount
purchase, sticker collection, lottery and Grandpre. They also both are recurring promotions, which
were repeated at least once during the previous year and a half before the survey has been
conducted. For the first study MacDonald’s MacFest promotion has been chosen randomly among

the two.
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Survey structure and measures. The survey included the a set of consecutive structural elements:
filtering questions, stimuli exposure, dependent variables evaluation, independent and control
variables evaluation, questions on prior experience with the brand and similar promotions, and
demographical questions. The stimulus contained a promotional message depicting a mock
reintroduction of the MacFest promotion. The stimulus included both text descriptions and visuals

pretraining to the original promotions (see Appendix A).

Scales from the previous research were used to measure most of the constructs within the
conceptual model (see Table 2). Perceived gamification and attitude towards games were
measured using original scales. The measure for perceived gamification was developed based on
the previously explored conceptualization of what perceived gamification is and how it is different
from related concepts related to gameful experiences. It included five questions, measuring
whether the consumer recognizes any game elements in the promotion, whether the promotion as
a whole reminds them of a game or aims at entertaining them, and whether they feel that the
promotion is aimed at people who are curious or who like to play games in general. The scale was
tested in a previous study according to the recommendations of [Hinkin, 1995; Boateng et al.,
2018].

The control variables included: previous participation in similar programs, the result of previous
participation in similar programs, having children, marriage status, income, sex, education and age
and education. Before the data collection process, a back-translation and pre-test for the scales
were conducted on a small sample (n=32) of respondents similar in characteristics to the sample

in the main study.

Sample description. The sample for the first study amounted to 209 subjects (see Appendix B),
who were registered in the same online panel and shared sufficient similarities in terms of income
(have enough money for food and clothes), geographical residence (Moscow and Saint-
Petersburg), and purchasing behavior with regard to MacDonald’s (had to have visited a
MacDonald’s restaurant). They were asked to undergo the survey on a computer in an online
format. The survey took about 15-20 minutes, and the questionnaire averaged 54 questions. The
participants were asked to evaluate their willingness to participate in the promotion, to recommend

the promotion to others as well as other related indicators.

5.2 Analysis
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Reliability and validity tests

The construct validity was checked by performing confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and the

initial measurement scales were refined based on suggestions from Gerbing and Anderson [1988].

As aresult, one item comprising customer advocacy and one item from brand attitude were deleted

for exhibiting low factor loadings. Convergent validity was ensured by using the following criteria:

average variance extracted (AVE) >0.5, scale composite reliability (CR) >0.7, and the item factor
loadings >0.5 [Bagozzi & Yi, 2012]. Overall, the CFA resulted in the following model fit:
CMIN/df = 1.56 (p = 0.00), CFI = 0.967, RMSEA = 0.061 (pclose = 0.63), SRMR = 0.083. The

results of the CFA, validity and reliability tests are presented in Table 10.

Table 2. Measurement items overview, standardized factor loadings, reliability and validity

measures
. St. factor Cronbach KMO
Construct/ items loading ‘s Alpha CR AVE

Perceived gamification
There are game elements in this promotion 0.82
This promotion tries to entertain me 0.75
This promotion looks like a game 0.9 0.9 0.85 09 064
This promotion is for those who are curious 0.73
This promotion is for those who like to play 0.77
Customer advocacy [Bridson et. Al, 2008]
I would try to convince my friends, colleagues, to 0.88
participate in this promotion '
I am ready to share my positive opinion about this

- . 0.93
promotion with other people 0.94 0.76 94 83
I would recommend this promotion to anyone who 0.92 ' ' ' '
asks me for advice '
| believe that other people should participate in this *
promotion
Willingness to participate [Petrevu & Lord, 1994]
Participating in this promotion is a good choice 0.82
I would participate in this promotion 0.82 0.86 0.5 0.8 067
Game attitude
I like to play games (e.g., boardgames, sports 0.76
games, computer games, intellectual games) '
I like to watch as others play games 0.77
! o‘f‘ten’ act as’? gheerlng fan (e.g., in sports games, 0.71 0.86 082 087 057
in “let’s play” video translations)
I would like to encounter more games in my daily 0.75
life '
I think that games is a useful activity for adults 0.75
Brand attitude [MacKenzie & Lutz, 1989]
Bad — Good 0.94
Unfavorable — Favorable * .96 0.86 97 .89
Unpleasant — Pleasant 0.97
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Negative — Positive 0.95
Low quality — High quality 0.89
Notes: * = items were deleted during the CFA stage.

The significant control variables included results of previous participation in similar promotions
and age. The other control variables, which according to the CFA did not have any significant
effect on mediating or outcome variables were dropped from the model to ensure better fit (i.e.,
having children, marriage status, income, sex, and education). For hypotheses testing procedures
the remaining control variables were transformed into item parcels based on the previous results

of the unidimensionality tests [Bandalos & Finney, 2001].

For most of the constructs the Fornell-Larcker [Fornell & Larcker, 1981] criterion has been met,
ensuring that measures of constructs that theoretically should not be highly related to each other
are, in fact, are not found to be highly correlated to each other. The discriminant validity
coefficients for the dependent variables of the study — customer advocacy and willingness to
participate — were not smaller in magnitude than the convergent validity coefficient. The high
correlation between the constructs (0.849) can be explained by their theoretically established
interconnectedness — both being the primary indicators of consumer behavioral intentions, they
can be predicted by a number of common variables. Therefore, we estimate the discriminant
validity between the constructs of the conceptual model as overall acceptable at the condition that
the abovementioned high correlation will be taken into account during the path analysis and model
estimation. The correlations between the constructs of the study and results of discriminant validity
test are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. AVE and squared correlation coefficients

1. 2. 3. 4. S.
1. ADVO 0.83 0.72 0.32 0.2 0.444
2. WILL 0.849 0.67 0.341 0.197 0.438
3. PERGAM 0.566 0.584 0.64 0.165 0.266
4. GAMAT 0.458 0.444 0.407 0.57 0.227
5. BRAT 0.667 0.662 0.516 0.477 0.89

ADVO - customer advocacy, WILL — willingness to participate, PERGAM — perceived
gamification, GAMAT — attitude towards games, BRAT — attitude towards MacDonald’s.

Preliminary analysis
In order to test the hypothesis that high perceived gamification has an impact on the effectiveness

of the promotion, a series of between-groups variation tests was performed. The sample was
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divided based on the mean value of perceived gamification (M=3.835) to two groups: high
perceived gamification (n=116, M=4.4, SD=0.366) and low perceived gamification (n=93,
M=3.11, SD=0.701). Prior to conducting the tests, the assumption of normality was evaluated and
determined to be unsatisfactory [Schumider et al., 2010] as the distributions for customer advocacy
and willingness to participate in the high perceived gamification group were associated with
significant skewness (skewness coefficient = -1.15; -1.23). Furthermore, the assumption of
homogeneity of variances was tested and accepted based on Levene’s F test (F (1, 207) = 0.68,
p=0.41; F (1, 207) = 1.07, p=.301). To account for the skewness, the Kruskal-Wallis equality-of-
populations rank test was used to determine if there is significant variance in willingness to

participate and customer advocacy between the two groups.

The descriptive statistics across the two groups are reported in Table 4. It can be seen that the
subsample of respondents, who evaluated perceived gamification higher was associated with the
numerically highest mean level of customer advocacy (M=3.88 versus M=2.86) and willingness
to participate in the promotion (M=4.1 versus M=3.29). The results of the Kruskal-Wallis equality-
of-populations rank test revealed significant differences in both customer advocacy (chi-squared
= 413.57, p = 0.005) and willingness to participate (chi-squared = 35.68, p = 0.002). To evaluate
the nature of the differences between the means further, Dunn’s post-hoc test was conducted,
which revealed that the differences are in fact statistically significant (p = .000). The effect size
associated with the discussed effect was 0.94 — for customer advocacy, and 0.84 — for willingness

to participate, which is considered “large” based on Cohen’s [1991] guidelines.

Table 4. Descriptive results for subsamples and Kruskal-Wallis test

Group Group Dunn's
“high PG 116” “low PG 93”  Chi-squared Pairwise
Constructs Comparison
M SD M SD
1. ADVO 3.88 1.04 2.86 1.15 413.57** 0.000
2.  WILL 4.1 0.86 3.29 1.06 35.68** 0.000

Note: p-values: #p < 0.05, =4 < 0.01, ##*+p < 0.001.
ADVO - customer advocacy, WILL — willingness to participate, GAMAT — intrinsic motivation,
GAMAT - attitude towards games, BRAT — attitude towards MacDonald’s.

This suggests that the fact that the respondents recognized a game in the promotion does have an

effect on consumer motivation to participate and advocate for the promotion. The results are
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consistent with H1 as they highlight preliminary confirmation on the positive impact of perceived

gamification on consumer behavioral outcomes.
Main analysis

The results of testing the main effects for the model (see Table 5) using structural equation
modeling confirm the significant positive impact of perceived gamification on both customer
advocacy (0.425***) and willingness to participate in the promotion (0.366***). As expected,
brand attitude is the main contributing factor in the model, which positively impacts customer
advocacy (0.57***) and willingness to participate in the promotion (0.456***), while game
attitude shows significant effect only on customer advocacy (0.165*). Age has no effect In the
model, while result of previous experience of participation in similar promotions only has a small

effect on customer advocacy (0.032%).

Table 5. Results of model testing

Variable / path Effect on Effect on
coefficients Customer advocacy Willingness to participate
Perceived gamification 0.425*** 0.366***
Game attitude 0.165* 0.128
Brand attitude 0.57*** 0.456***
Result of experience 0.032* 0.006
Age 0.148 0.004
R-squared 57% 61%

Notes:
a) p-values: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, **xp <0.001.

b) ADVO - customer advocacy, WILL — willingness to participate, INTR — intrinsic
motivation, PLAY - playfulness, PERGAM — perceived gamification, GAMAT —
attitude towards games, REWA — reward responsiveness, ATTI — attitude towards
MacDonald’s, party — prior participation in a similar promotion.

c) Goodness of fit for the model: X2 (259)/df (154) = 1.68 (0.000), CFI = 0.971, SRMR=0.056,
RMSEA = 0.057 (pclose = 0.16)

5.3 Results

The empirical analysis has confirmed hypotheses H1, revealing that the degree to which consumers
recognize the gamification embedded in a brand’s promotion has a strong and positive impact on
the formation of intentions for behavioral outcomes, such as promotion participation and customer
advocacy. The results suggest that this impact is strong and is even comparable with that of brand
attitude, which is traditionally considered as one of the strongest predictors of promotion

evaluation.
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Despite the rationale behind hypotheses H1, the general attitude of the respondents towards games
has little to no significant effect in the model. That might serve as an indication that perception of
gamification is a more complex phenomenon, which is not necessarily determined by previous
experiences of playing games, and the general appreciation for playing and watching games.
Additionally, there is evidence to that even prior participation in the gamified MacFest promotion
also does play a small role in promotion evaluation: the effect was only present on the formation

of customer advocacy desire.
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6. Study 2: “MacDonald’s Monopoly promotion”

6.1 Research design

To test the hypotheses 3-4, it was decided to conduct a survey among random homogeneous
respondents, who would indicate their intrinsic motivation and associated playfulness with regard
to a gamified promotion, while evaluating the degree to which they see this promotion as game-
like. The brand choice for Study 2 followed the same logic as Study 1 as “MacDonald’s
Monopoly” gamified promotion has been chosen as stimulus. The promotion shares similar game
mechanics with MacDonald’s MacFest: bonuses for a fixed monitory amount purchase, sticker
collection, lottery and Grandpre. They also both are recurring promotions, which were repeated at
least once during the previous year and a half before the survey has been conducted. As the fixed
purchase amount required to participate is the same in both promotions as well as the range of
products involved in the promotion, it is possible to conclude that the target audience for the two
promotions is similar. Therefore the sample has been drown from the same population among
respondents, who have not participated in Study 1. The sample for the second study amounted to

212 subjects (see Appendix B)

Survey structure and measures. The survey included a set of consecutive structural elements:
filtering questions, stimuli exposure, dependent variables evaluation, independent and control
variables evaluation, questions on prior experience with the brand and similar promotions, and
demographical questions. The stimuli contained a promotional message depicting a mock
reintroduction of the MacDonald’s Monopoly promotion. The stimuli included both text

descriptions and visuals pretraining to the original promotions (see Appendix A).

Scales from the previous research were used to measure most of the constructs within the
conceptual model (see Table 6). Perceived gamification and attitude towards games were
measured using original scales. The control variables included: attitude towards MacDonald’s,
previous participation in similar programs, results of previous participation in similar programs,
having children, marriage status, income and education, and attitude to the boardgame Monopoly.
Before the data collection process, a back-translation and pre-test for the scales were conducted
on a small sample (n=32) of respondents similar in characteristics to the samples in the main

studies.

6.2 Analysis
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The analysis was conducted in a similar fashion to that done for Study 1 as first reliability and
validity tests were conducted based on the factorial design from the previous analysis. Between-
group variation tests are then conducted to receive preliminary results on the impact of
inferences of manipulation intent on outcome variables. Structural equation modeling is applied

to confirm the nature of relationships between the constructs.

Reliability and validity tests
The construct validity was checked by performing confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Convergent
validity and scale composite reliability were ensured using the criteria previously mentioned.
Overall, the CFA resulted in the following model fit: CMIN/df = 1.75 (0.000), CFI = 0.956,
SRMR=0.039, RMSEA = 0.06 (pclose = 0.095). The results of the CFA, validity and reliability
tests are presented in Table 6.

Table 6. Measurement items overview, standardized factor loadings, reliability and validity
measures

St. factor Cronbach KMO

Construct/ items loadi . CR AVE
oading s Alpha
Perceived gamification (original)
There are game elements in this promotion 0.82
This promotion tries to entertain me 0.79
This promotion looks like a game 0.82 0.88 0.84 089 0.1
This promotion is for those who are curious 0.69
This promotion is for those who like to play 0.75
Playfulness [Hwang & Choi, 2019]
This promotion seems to me as playful 0.82
Th!s promot!on seems to me as preatw_e 0.89 0.9 0.81 09  0.69
This promotion seems to me as inventive 0.89
This promotion seems to me as experimenting 0.7
Intrinsic motivation [Deci et al, 1994]
I would love to participate in this promotion 0.84
I think participating in this promotion is fun 0.88
I would describe this promotion as very interesting 0.89
The terms of this promotion could not hold my *
attention
It would be important for me to win in this *
promotion 0.88 0.82 09 064
I believe that the action gives freedom of choice 0.65
with the participation of '
I think participation in this action would be useful *
for me
I think participation in this action would have a 067

certain value for me
Game attitude
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I like to play games (e.g., boardgames, sports

. 0.69
games, computer games, intellectual games)
I like to watch as others play games 0.66
| often act as a cheering fan (e.g., in sports games, 0.83 0.83 0.78 084 0.56
in “let’s play” video translations) '
:_\f/vould like to encounter more games in my daily 0.79
ife
I think that games is a useful activity for adults
Bad — Good 0.94
Unfavorable — Favorable 0.9
Unpleasant — Pleasant 0.93 0.94 089 09 08
Negative — Positive 0.88
Low quality — High quality 0.8
Manipulation [Campbell, 1995]
The advertiser tried to manipulate the audience in
ways that I don’t like. 0.78
I was annoyed by this ad because the advertiser 0.83 0.5 0.76 0.61
seemed to be trying to inappropriately manage or 0.78

control the consumer audience.

Notes: * = items were deleted during the CFA stage.

The significant control variables included results of previous participation in similar programs,
age and attitude towards monopoly. The other control variables, which according to the CFA did
not have any significant effect on mediating or outcome variables were dropped from the model
to ensure better fit (i.e., having children, marriage status, sex, income and education). For
hypotheses testing procedures the remaining control variables were transformed into item parcels
based on the previous results of the unidimensionality tests [Bandalos & Finney, 2001]. For all of
the constructs the Fornell-Larcker [Fornell & Larcker, 1981] criterion has been met, ensuring
discriminant validity. The correlations between the constructs of the study and results of

discriminant validity test are presented in Table 7.

Table 7. AVE and squared correlation coefficients

1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6.
1. INMOT 0.64 0.6 0.32 0.05 0.06 0.39
2. PLAY 0.778 0.69 0.429 0.06 0.08 0.29
3. PERGAM 0.574 0.655 0.61 0.07 0.00 0.26
4, MANI -0.236 -0.251 -0.274 0.61 0.00 0.07
5. GAMAT 0.261 0.283 0.094 -0.05 0.56 0.03
6. BRAT 0.625 0.541 0.519 -0.269 0.197 0.8
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ADVO - customer advocacy, WILL — willingness to participate, INMOT — intrinsic motivation,
PLAY — playfulness, PERGAM — perceived gamification, GAMAT — attitude towards games,
BRAT- attitude towards MacDonald’s.

Testing mediation effects

The results of testing the main effects for the model (see Table 8) using structural equation
modeling confirm the significant positive impact of perceived gamification on both playfulness
(0.497***) and intrinsic motivation (0.636***). The path analysis confirms that the impact of
perceived gamification on the intrinsic motivation is indirect. Subsequent comparison of direct and
indirect effects demonstrates that playfulness mediates the effect of the perceived gamification on

intrinsic motivation.

Table 7. Model
Varlgb_le /'path Direct effects Indirect effects Total effects
coefficients
On INMOT, 82%
PLAY 0.745%** - 0.745%**
PERGAM 0.023 0.474%** 0.497***
GAMAT 0.002 0.116* 0.119*
BRAT 0.274%** 0.378*** 0.653***
Result 0.033 -0.012 0.021
Monopoly 0.014 -.009 0.023
Age 0.003 -0.001 0.001
On PLAY, 60%
PERGAM 0.636*** - 0.636***
GAMAT 0.151* 0.004 0.155*
BRAT 0.16* 0.33%** 0.491%**
Result 0.034 -0.048 -0.014
Monopoly 0.004 0.008 0.011
Age -0.004 0.002 -0.002
Notes:

a) p-values: #p < 0.05, »#p < 0.01, ###p < 0.001.

b) INMOT - intrinsic motivation, PLAY — playfulness, PERGAM - perceived gamification,
GAMAT - attitude towards games, BRAT — attitude towards MacDonald’s, Result — prior
participation in a similar promotion.

c) Goodness of fit for the models: X2 (235)/df (129) = 1.82 (0.000), CFl = 0.956,
SRMR=0.039, RMSEA = 0.062 (pclose = 0.054)

Game attitude had a significant direct effect on playfulness, and only in indirect impact on intrinsic
motivation. Previous participation in similar promotions consistently showcased an insignificant

impact within the model. Attitude towards MacDonald’s had a positive but indirect effect.
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Testing moderator effect

The sample was divided based on the mean value of inferences of manipulative intent (M= 2.464)
to two groups: high manipulation (n=108, M=3.41, SD=0.849) and low manipulation (n=104,
M=1.4755, SD=0.442). The assumption of normality was evaluated and determined to be
unsatisfactory (Schumider et al., 2010) as the distributions for outcome variables were associated
with significant skewness. Furthermore, the assumption of homogeneity of variances for intrinsic
motivation, playfulness and perceived gamification was tested and not accepted based on Levene’s
F test. Consequently, the Kruskal-Wallis equality-of-populations rank test was applied. The
subsample of respondents, who experiences less inferences of manipulative intent evaluated
playfulness of the promotion as higher and expressed higher intrinsic. Dunn’s post-hoc indicated
that these differences are in fact statistically significant (p = 0.000). The effect size associated with
the discussed effect was 0.52 — for playfulness, and 0.54 — for willingness to participate, which is

considered “medium” based on Cohen’s [1991] guidelines.

Table 8. Descriptive results for subsamples and Kruskal-Wallis test

Group Group '
“high “low Chi- Dunn's
. . . . Pairwise
Constructs manipulation manipulation squared Comparison
108” 1047
M SD M SD
1. INMOT 3.54 0.94 4.01 0.75 13.25%** 0.000
2. PLAY 3.67 0.94 4.11 0.72 12.13*** 0.000
3. PERGAM 3.99 0.8 4.4 0.6 14.15%** 0.000
4. GAMAT 3.38 0.89 3.57 0.89 1.44 0.1147
5. BRAT 4.01 0.85 4.48 0.75 20.89*** 0.0000
Note:

a) p-values: #p < 0.05, »4p < 0.01, »*xp < 0.001.
b) INMOT - intrinsic motivation, PLAY — playfulness, PERGAM - perceived gamification,
GAMAT - attitude towards games, BRAT — attitude towards MacDonald’s.

Results

The results of the analysis contribute to explicating the mechanism behind the impact of perceived
gamification on consumer behavioral outcomes. In particular, the indirect impact on intrinsic
motivation arousal is exposed, which brings evidence towards the fact that as the consumers

perceives the gamification embedded in the promotion, they find the promotion in general more
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playful, which then translates into higher intrinsic motivation. Moreover, we bring up evidence to
that this positive direct impact of perceived gamification on playfulness is moderated by inferences
of manipulative intent, which mitigates this effect if activated.

Conclusion

This study develops the view of gamification as a persuasive tool by applying to persuasion
knowledge theory. It showcases that gamification can be viewed by consumer as a tool designed
to convince them to perform an action or form an attitude. Due to the engaging nature of
gamification the recognition of game elements in the promotion does not take away from the
effectiveness of the promotion, but on the opposite — significantly contributes to its success.

The results of Study 1 suggests that the fact that the promotion is viewed as gamified
increases both customer advocacy and willingness to participate in the promotion. In comparison
with other components of the persuasion knowledge model, perceived gamification has almost as
strong of an effect as brand attitude representing for “agent knowledge”, and a much more
prominent effect than “topic knowledge” operationalized as game attitudes. This implies that
perceived gamification is both absolutely and comparatively is an important factor to consider
when designing a gamified promotion and analyzing its effectiveness.

Study 2 explicates that the effect of gamification on intrinsic motivation as described by
previous research may be more complex, as perceived gamification has not a direct, but indirect
impact in the arousal of intrinsic motivation through playfulness. The study also brings evidence
towards the peculiarity of perceived gamification as a persuasion knowledge manifestation — its
effect is inherently positive, unlike inferences of manipulative intent. However, in perceived
gamification is followed by inferences of manipulative intentions, this significantly diminishes the
positive impact on playfulness, and by extension — on intrinsic motivation.

Theoretical implication of this study helps to narrow the gap existing in current literature
dedicated to gamification in marketing where research designs are often suitable for one perceptive
—the system designers. The research also helps to widen the understanding of relationship between
gamification and intrinsic motivation. Practitioners can use the developed concept of perceived
gamification in order to investigate their current or planned gamification introduction into market
and predict potential behavioral outcomes which will, as research revealed, differ as perception

changes.

132



Reference list

10.

11.

Alsawaier R. S. 2018. The effect of gamification on motivation and engagement.
International Journal of Information and Learning Technology 35 (1): 56-79.
Aparicio A. F., Vela F. L. G., Sanchez J. L. G., Montes J. L. I. 2012. Analysis and
application of gamification. In: F. Botella, M. Lozano, J. A. Gallud, A. Pefalver, A.
Mashat (eds.). Proceedings of the 13th International Conference on Interaccion
Persona-Ordenador. New York, NY: ACM; 17.

Aparicio M., Oliveira T., Bacao F., Painho M. 2019. Gamification: A key determinant
of massive open online course (MOOC) success. Information & Management 56 (1):
39-54.

Bagozzi, R.P. and Yi, Y., 2012. Specification, evaluation, and interpretation of
structural equation models. Journal of the academy of marketing science, 40(1), pp.8-
34.

Bartle R. 1996. Hearts, clubs, diamonds, spades: Players who suit MUDs. Journal of
MUD Research 1 (1): 19.

Bateman, C., Lowenhaupt, R. and Nacke, L.E., 2011, September. Player typology in
theory and practice. In DiIGRA Conference.

Blohm I., Leimeister J. M. 2013. Gamification: Design of IT-based enhancing
services for motivational support and behavioral change. Business and Information
Systems Engineering 5 (4): 275-278.

Chou Y. K. 2017. Actionable Gamification: Beyond Points, Badges, and
Leaderboards. Octalysis Media.

Csikszentmihalyi M. 2014. Toward a psychology of optimal experience. In:
Csikszentmihalyi M. Flow and the Foundations of Positive Psychology. Dordrecht:
Springer; 209-226.

Csikszentmihalyi, M., 2014. Toward a psychology of optimal experience. In Flow
and the foundations of positive psychology (pp. 209-226). Springer, Dordrecht.

Deci, E. L., Eghrari, H., Patrick, B. C., & Leone, D. R. (1994). Facilitating
internalization: The self-determination theory perspective. Journal of

personality, 62(1), 119-142.

133



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Deci, E.L. and Ryan, R.M., 2010. Intrinsic motivation. The corsini encyclopedia of
psychology, pp.1-2.

Deterding S., Dixon D., Khaled R., Nacke L. 2011. From game design elements to
gamefulness: Defining gamification. In: A. Lugmayr (ed.). Proceedings of the 15th
International Academic MindTrek Conference: Envisioning Future Media
Environments. New York: ACM; 9-15.

Ding L. 2019. Applying gamifications to asynchronous online discussions: A mixed
methods study. Computers in Human Behavior 91: 1-11.

Eisingerich A. B., Marchand A., Fritze M. P., Dong L. 2019. Hook vs. hope: How to
enhance customer engagement through gamification. International Journal of
Research in Marketing 36 (2): 200-215.

Eppmann R., Bekk M., Klein K. 2018. Gameful experience in gamification:
Construction and validation of a Gameful Experience Scale [GAMEX]. Journal of
Interactive Marketing 43: 98-115.

Hamari J. 2015. Why do people buy virtual goods? Attitude toward virtual good
purchases versus game enjoyment. International Journal of Information Management
35 (3): 299-308.

Hamari J., Koivisto J. 2014. Measuring flow in gamification: Dispositional flow
scale-2. Computers in Human Behavior 40: 133-143.

Hamari J., Koivisto J. 2015. Why do people use gamification services? International
Journal of Information Management 35 (4): 419-431.

Hassan L., Dias A., Hamari J. 2019. How motivational feedback increases user’s
benefits and continued use: A study on gamification, quantified-self and social
networking. International Journal of Information Management 46: 151-162.
Hinkin, T.R., 1995. A review of scale development practices in the study of
organizations. Journal of management, 21(5), pp.967-988.

Hofacker, C.F., De Ruyter, K., Lurie, N.H., Manchanda, P., Donaldson, J., 2016.
Gamification and mobile marketing effectiveness. Journal of Interactive
Marketing, 34: 25-36.

Hogberg J., Hamari J., Wistlund E. 2019. Gameful Experience Questionnaire
(GAMEFULQUEST): An instrument for measuring the perceived gamefulness of

system use. User Modeling and User-Adapted Interaction 29 (3): 619-660
134



24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

Hsu C. L., Chen M. C. 2018. How gamification marketing activities motivate
desirable consumer behaviors: Focusing on the role of brand love. Computers in
Human Behavior 88 (November): 121-133.

Hsu C. L., Lu H. P. 2004. Why do people play on-line games? An extended TAM
with social influences and flow experience. Information & Management 41 (7): 853—
868.

Huotari K., Hamari J. 2012. Defining gamification: A service marketing perspective.
In: Proceeding of the 16th International Academic MindTrek Conference. Tampere:
ACM; 17-22.

Huotari K., Hamari J. 2017. A definition for gamification: Anchoring gamification in
the service marketing literature. Electronic Markets 27 (1): 21-31.

Hwang J. Choi L. 2020. Having fun while receiving rewards? Exploration of
gamification in loyalty programs for consumer loyalty. Journal of Business Research
106 (January): 365-376 (in press).

Kim K., Ahn S. J. 2017. Rewards that undermine customer loyalty? A motivational
approach to loyalty programs. Psychology & Marketing 34 (9): 842-852.

Koivisto J., Hamari J. 2019. The rise of motivational information systems: A review
of gamification research. International Journal of Information Management 45: 191
210.

Leclercq T., Hammedi W., Poncin I. 2018. The boundaries of gamification for
engaging customers: Effects of losing a contest in online co-creation communities.
Journal of Interactive Marketing 44 (1): 82-101.

Leclercq T., Poncin I., Hammedi W. 2020. Opening the black box of gameful
experience: Implications for gamification process design. Journal of Retailing and
Consumer Services 52: 1-10 (in press).

LiuC.R.,Wang Y. C., Huang W. S., Tang W. C. 2019. Festival gamification:
Conceptualization and scale development. Tourism Management 74: 370-381.
Lopez C. E., Tucker C. S. 2019. The effects of player type on performance: A
gamification case study. Computers in Human Behavior 91: 333-345.

MacKenzie, S. B., & Lutz, R. J. (1989). An empirical examination of the structural
antecedents of attitude toward the ad in an advertising pretesting context. Journal of

marketing, 53(2), 48-65.
135



36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

Mathwick, C., Malhotra, N., & Rigdon, E. (2001). Experiential value:
conceptualization, measurement and application in the catalog and Internet shopping
environmentsc. Journal of retailing, 77(1), 39-56.

Mekler E. D., Brithlmann F., Tuch A. N., Opwis K. 2017. Towards understanding the
effects of individual gamification elements on intrinsic motivation and performance.
Computers in Human Behavior 71 (7): 525-534.

Mitchell R., Schuster L., Jin H. S. 2020. Gamification and the impact of extrinsic
motivation on needs satisfaction: Making work fun? Journal of Business Research
106 (January): 323-330 (in press).

Mullins J. K., Sabherwal R. 2020. Gamification: A cognitive-emotional view. Journal
of Business Research 106 (January): 304-314 (in press).

Nobre H., Ferreira A. 2017. Gamification as a platform for brand co-creation
experiences. Journal of Brand Management 24 (4): 349-361.

Ramaswamy V., Ozcan K. 2018. What is co-creation? An interactional creation
framework and its implications for value creation. Journal of Business Research 84:
196-205.

Rapp A., Hopfgartner F., Hamari J., Linehan C., Cena F. 2018. Strengthening
gamification studies: Current trends and future opportunities of gamification research.
International Journal of Human-Computer Studies 127 (2018): 1-6.

Ryan R. M., Deci E. L. 2000a. Self-determination theory and the facilitation of
intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-being. American Psychologist 55
(1): 68-78.

Ryan R. M., Deci E. L. 2000b. Intrinsic and extrinsic motivations: Classic definitions
and new directions. Contemporary Educational Psychology 25 (1): 54-67.

Sailer M., Hense J. U., Mayr S. K., Mandl H. 2017. How gamification motivates: An
experimental study of the effects of specific game design elements on psychological
need satisfaction. Computers in Human Behavior 69: 371-380.

Seaborn K., Fels D. I. 2015. Gamification in theory and action: A survey.
International Journal of Human-Computer Studies 74: 14-31.

136



47.

48.

49,

50.

51.

52.

53.

54,

55.

56.

Seiffert-Brockmann J., Weitzl W., Henriks M. 2018. Stakeholder engagement through
gamification: Effects of user motivation on psychological and behavioral stakeholder
reactions. Journal of Communication Management 22 (1): 67—78.

Sicart M. 2008. Defining game mechanics. Game Studies 8 (2). URL.:
http://gamestudies.org/0802/articles/sicart (accessed: 30.10.2019).

Thorpe A. S., Roper S. 2019. The ethics of gamification in a marketing context.
Journal of Business Ethics 155 (2): 597-609.

Tondello G. F., Mora A., Marczewski A., Nacke L. E. 2019. Empirical validation of
the gamification user types hexad scale in English and Spanish. International Journal
of Human-Computer Studies 127: 95-111.

Van Doorn J., Lemon K. N., Mittal V., Nass S., Pick D., Pirner P., Verhoef P. C.
2010. Customer engagement behavior: Theoretical foundations and research
directions. Journal of Service Research 13 (3): 253-266.

Van Roy R., Deterding S., Zaman B. 2019. Collecting Pokémon or receiving
rewards? How people functionalise badges in gamified online learning environments
in the wild. International Journal of Human-Computer Studies 127: 62—-80.

Van Roy R., Zaman B. 2019. Unravelling the ambivalent motivational power of
gamification: A basic psychological needs perspective. International Journal of
Human-Computer Studies 127: 38-50.

Xi N., Hamari J. 2019. Does gamification satisfy needs? A study on the relationship
between gamification features and intrinsic need satisfaction. International Journal of
Information Management 46: 210-221.

Yang Y., Asaad Y., Dwivedi Y. 2017. Examining the impact of gamification on
intention of engagement and brand attitude in the marketing context. Computers in
Human Behavior 73: 459-469.

YiY., Gong T. 2013. Customer value co-creation behavior: Scale development and
validation. Journal of Business Research 66 (9): 1279-1284.

Appendix A. Stimuli

Stimuli 1. MacFest
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26 Hos16psi — 31 nekabps
22 000 000 NMPU3OB

CKAHUPYUN YEKU

CKaH " pyﬁ yekun lapaHTMpoBaHHbIE NPU3bI
1 BbIUrpbiBan NpU3bl N —
h  Mokynai MpoayKTh! * CTaHgapTHasa nopuus Kaptodens gpu;
ﬂ yHacTBytoLMe B Ma‘checr*. » CTaHOapTHLIA cTakaH XoNoAHOro HanuTKa ;
* Poxok ¢ MopoxeHbIM;
CkaHupyit 3 yeka ot 200 py6. * Ynabyprep;
— B npunoxeHun MakpgoHanesac » CTakaH Karny4vHo.
B Te4eHne 2 JHewn rnocrne
~2 MOKY MKK. ¢ [Npomokog Ha 1 000 py6.Ha caitte OZON.ru
* [1pomokop Ha 500 py6. Ha caiiTe ozon.travel;
m Morny4n opguH na * [1pomokog Ha 500 6oHycoB Ha caiiTe HOna;
| rapaHTUpOBaHHbIX NPU3OB. * Mpomokop, Ha 1 kHUry Ha caiiTe litres.ru;

*Bur Mak, Bur TedcTy, Gune-O-Ouw, eoiHon @une-O-Puw, Yuabyprep He Jloke, Heovinoi Yuabyprep He Moke, MNpang HYuabyprep,
HeoiiHoi Mpang Yuabyprep, Yuken Maknarretc, Bectepr MNypma, pine [ypma, Yvkern Typms Sk20Tik, Gonbluan Nopumsa kapTogens gpu,
XONOZHbIA HarmuTok 0,5 N 1k ropsaymii HanuTok.

Stimuli 2. MacDonald’s Monopoly
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9 |/ 26 HosI6pA — 31 gekabps
MOHdOAHFi 22 000 000 NMPU3OB

[ | | COPBU CTUKEP

CprBaﬁ CTMKepb| MomeHTansHeIe Npuas
N BbIUIPbIBan Npu3abl * BulHeBbId nupoxok;

* CtaHgapTHas nopums kaptodens dpw;
. . ¢ CTaHJapTHbIA CTakaH XoNoQHOro HanuTKa ;
ﬂ Mokynari ”pOPyKl-\rnb" " * PoXOK C MOPOXEHbIM;
yyacTeytoime B MoHononumn®. * Ynabyprep;
y . e CTakaH Kany4uHo.
CpbiBait cTukepbl. Ha o6paTtHoi

= CTOPOHE MOMEHTAIbHBIN NPU3 * [1pomokog Ha 1 000 py6.Ha caite OZON.ru
WU CTUKEpP ynnu. * [1pomokog, Ha 500 py6. Ha caiiTe ozon.travel;
* [lpomokog, Ha 500 6oHycoB Ha caTe lOna;
ﬁ Cobepu KONNeKUMo pasHbIX * [1lpomokog Ha 1 KHUry Ha caiTe litres.ru;
YWy ofiHOTO LBeTa W y4acTBy i
B pO3bIrpbiLle cynep Npu3oB. Cynep npusabl
Bonblue cTukepos ynuy — 5
HonblUe LWAaHCOB BblMrpaTh. * AeTomo6uns SKODA RAPID Monte Carlo;
» NByxKomHaTHasi kBaptupa B Mockee;
*Bur Max, Bur TeiicTy, ®une-O-duw, [BoiHoi Gune-O- * 2 500 000 py6neix;
D, Yuadyprep Je ok, Jeoinoi Yuadyprep Je Jhoke, . |-|y'|'e LecTBMe OT TyponepaTtopa TUI;

lpang HYuabyprep, deovinodi [paHg Yuabyprep, Yuker
Maxnarretc, Bectepn lNypma, Mpune [Nypma, Yuked MNypma
BK30TiHK, GoNblUaA NOPUMA KapTohens hpu, XONOQHbIA
HanuTok 0,5 11 i ropa4ni HamnuTok.

¢ Camokart oT cepeuca lOJ1A;
¢ CmaptchoH HUAWEI P20 Pro.

Appendix B. Sample description

Socio-demographic characteristics Study 1 Study 2
n=212 n=209
Share % Share %
Gender Male 49.5% 50.7%
Female 50.4% 49.2%
Age 18-27 20.3% 18.1%
28-36 33.0% 32.5%
37-45 24.5% 26.3%
46-55 22.1% 22.9%
Income level We have enough money for food and clothes, but 20.75% 26.7%

it will be difficult forustobuya TV, a
refrigerator, or a washing machine

We can buy basic household appliances, but 46.2% 42.5%
cannot afford to buy a car
We have enough money for everything, except for 28.3% 22.0%

such expensive acquisitions as an apartment or a
country house

We have no financial difficulties. If necessary, we 4.7% 8.6%
can buy an apartment or a house
Education Incomplete high school 1.0% 1.9%
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High school 20.7% 29.6%

Incomplete college/university 11.7% 7.6%
College/University 66.5% 60.7%
Previous Have participated in the promotion before 36% 63%
participation I Have participated in the promotion before 63% 36%

promotion

Conclusion and discussion

Gamification remains a hot topic among both researchers and practitioners and will stay that way
for a quite some time. The main reason for that is its interactive and engaging nature which
promises companies an ability to shorten consumer decision journey and transform it into a loyalty
loop by making an experience engaging.

The approaches to the study of gamification are determined by its interactive nature, as
well as the continuing trend of digitalization and the development of virtual and augmented reality
services, originating in computer games [Zaidi et al., 2018].

An applied focus in the research of gamification is related to empirical verification of its
effectiveness in various contexts [Rebrov, Cherkasov, 2017; Koivisto, Hamari, 2019], while
conceptual articles that establish the boundaries of the phenomenon and determine its basic
features do not allow a complete picture of the phenomenon due to its fragmentation. Further
development of the theory, which allows conceptualizing gamification more accurately, makes it
possible not only to expand the understanding of the mechanisms and place of gamification in
management theory, but also to separate it from other interactive methods.

The movable boundaries of the definition of gamification have their advantages. The
convergence of gamification with other interactive technologies makes it possible to enrich the
consumer experience and opens up opportunities for the company to experiment with the
innovative component of the business and gain additional competitive advantages. Nevertheless,
the lack of operationalization of the concept due to such mobility affects both the quality of
scientific work in the field of gamification and the prospect of using it in business practice. The
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establishment of boundaries will open up possibilities for measuring such parameters as the
degree of gamification, the perception of gamification, and hence its effect on effectiveness.
Currently, using the proposed scales, either individual characteristics of gamified systems are
measured [Eppman et al., 2018], or personal characteristics of users [Tondello et al., 2019]. In
both cases, the question arises about the validity of the proposed scales at a conceptual level:
does gamification really have a key impact on the effectiveness of the systems under study and
changes in user behavior.

One of the important problems remains the adaptation of gamification outside of
information systems to create the most comfortable consumer experience. For example, the
gamification of loyalty programs was studied only in the context of the Starbucks mobile
application [Kim, Ahn, 2017] or the online digital library communities [Hsu, Chen, 2018], while
the popular promotions of food retailers, which are a form of gamification of consumer relations,
were not analyzed . As one of the areas for the further development of research, both for the
academic and for the business environment, it will be useful to study the effect of gamification
on the features of consumer behavior in an offline environment or on multi-channel platforms.

Currently, approaches to the study of gamification, both empirical and those in which
attempts are made to conceptualize the phenomenon, are focused on the analysis of the design of
gamified systems. The psychological mechanisms of gamification explain how a particular
design or set of elements will work in different groups of consumers and employees of companies
[Mitchell, Schuster, Jin, 2020; Sailer et al., 2017], how the attitude to the system will change
after its gamification, and the change in motivation is considered as the reason and result of the
success of gamified systems [Rapp et al., 2018].

The choice of approach to determination is reflected not only in the terminological
preferences of a particular field of knowledge, but also in the formation of approaches to the
research design, subject and positioning of results. The current situation in the field of
gamification research leads to the lack of a clear principle for the operationalization of the
concept and the erosion of the initially established boundaries between gamification and a full-
fledged game in a non-game context. The danger of such erosion, as well as the lack of
differentiation between gamification and other interactive technologies, is that the complexity of
measuring the effectiveness of gamification will increase. In turn, this can lead to an increase in
data manipulation in scientific papers and a decrease in the speed of adaptation of systems to

changing user experience.
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So, answering the first research question it is safe to say that the definition of the

boundaries for gamification in marketing should be based on following principles:

- The choice of a perspective: for the gamification designer and for consumers
boundaries can differ and the main responsibility for marketers is to educate
consumers about those.

- The choice of underlining mechanism: if the aim is to engage consumer fully to help
them to test new car or experience, to make the gamification as a simulation, then it
is better to use “flow theory” rather than any other. But if the aim is different the use
of the same design might lead to rapid increase in suspicion and hurt both consumer

and company
Continuing the discussion of a manipulation and suspicion we can answer two other questions.

The results of Study 1 suggest that the fact that the promotion is viewed as gamified
increases both customer advocacy and willingness to participate in the promotion. In comparison
with other components of the persuasion knowledge model, perceived gamification has almost as
strong of an effect as brand attitude representing for “agent knowledge”, and a much more
prominent effect than “topic knowledge” operationalized as game attitudes. This implies that
perceived gamification is both absolutely and comparatively is an important factor to consider
when designing a gamified promotion and analyzing its effectiveness.

The results explain the process which is behind the mechanism of gamification recognition
by consumer and that mechanism both a) closely related with persuasion knowledge theory and b)
allows to conclude that persuasive nature of gamification doesn’t harm the outcome.

Study 2 explicates that the effect of gamification on intrinsic motivation as described by
previous research may be more complex, as perceived gamification has not a direct, but indirect
impact in the arousal of intrinsic motivation through playfulness. The study also brings evidence
towards the peculiarity of perceived gamification as a persuasion knowledge manifestation — its
effect is inherently positive, unlike inferences of manipulative intent. However, in perceived
gamification is followed by inferences of manipulative intentions, this significantly diminishes the

positive impact on playfulness, and by extension — on intrinsic motivation.
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