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ABSTRACT

The concept of gamification, including its mechanics in the marketing field, has become a fast-emerging
practice to increase customer engagement. This study examined the mechanics by which consumers who en-
joy personality tests provided by brands respond positively toward the brands as well as their engagement
with and attitudes toward the tests, In terms of gamification. An online survey was conducted with consumers
who had experience engaging with such personality tests being employed as brand communication tools re-
lated to aspects of lifestyle including fashion and interior decoration, resulting in a final dataset of 337
respondents. A PLS-SEM analysis was performed using SmartPLS 3.0 to test the research model. The results
demonstrated that the gamification characteristics of usefulness, enjoyment, and social influence had effects on
brand attitude mediated by communication engagement and communication attitude. Among them, enjoyment
had the most powerful effect on communication engagement and attitude. Furthermore, social influence
emerged as pivotal in shaping communication attitudes, indicating the need for socially interactive content in
brand communications. This research provides an understanding regarding the characteristics of the gamifica-
tion of marketing communication and holds a practical and theoretical implication for how brands might use

personality tests to augment consumers’ itrinsic gamification motivation and positive brand attitudes.
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AHE E8% BAE AFYUA L AFal, o,
F5. 7% 58 © tYS AgelA FES By
o)

A (Kim, Kim, Kim, & Kim, 2022). MBTI
(Myers-Briggs Type Indicator)= 292 AAIR
Al §o A2 2AstY Bk
I8 % mpoloj At NS A £33 &R/ AAL
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Al o] w] 3] A o] A (gamification) = ‘Al Y (game) 2}
‘~3}(~ification)’e] F TAE T Lojolt}
Aelrg Aol MEE §ole o AT, Wi
g g dex 7] AlEsE A& 2000 o] §
olt}, 20109 thol2 AT AL A Schell
Games®] tWEolHA 7h]7] WE 8 (Carnegie
Mellon University) olA A
& 349 dHol OPLWJr

=3

(Bulencea & Egger, 2015). o35 Alo]usA o)A
olgt= &7t gyl EEA7] AR

3 A7, B RUA = rhekdl Ropo) z
I F870] ik

Adstel] thgh 2wzl %94% 1o}, Deter-

ding, Dixon, Khaled, Nacke(2011)¢] A <7}
g AREEHI ek o] AFAES Aelw A o]
As AL 249 Hals e Tl o9
Wetol A ALk AoRE ARl Zichermann
& Cunningham(2011)& Alolu]gAo]dE HAH

=4 i}-rﬂ/\] ] ] O]sﬂ ;Qixqo 71]01 2

99

tE g9 et o

F9olA A HAUETS At AHAE
AN A5 A5l JTFS VA= HFeR A
otaldtl. Deterding et al.(2011, p. 10)2 #Alo]r]
_47{] ]1\44 7HLﬂ0 EFH E;GJ,]_ _4_,_% 7]—_—]7_ ]
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94 82 AYH 434S 2 AL TR
Agshe A% LRI AYsan 4 5
of, BYANN BER/NE TAIGE gEAol
G A S BEsT FAE, AL #9904
Ae FASE 0 =g HAW o)1 Aot
A Al 912 4 ek AYol o171 sl ¢
Be Avisl deEuEd 4 Fohw Aol
Wzl Ae ol7ln Ax Auths AFE

ste d o 345 9 (Deterding et al.,
2011). Huotari & Hamari(2017)o ¢, A o]u]
Aol AH 7ol TEL § AMEAY 7HA]

o

22 AQe) 99 B0 AY A9S E
AgAE AFH AFS FWIA BEE A
22 gskse RS wath 5 AoHnA A
S Eal, AY DA 249 Agol AgRe 4
W3 A%RE FAND & QoH, Hie] AEA
o9 AP B 1E0) BEF st mYAY
& gz AEas.

Seaborn & Fels(2015) Alolm|gA ol A& A
dol obd FRelM Tr%4, = ! =1
dEste A SRR s AL WA &3l
o & Alelw Al dold o A 9
A AR EYe WC%H HIA Y& <l
ADH AL WA ESs Edste Aol
itk @9 Caballé & Clarlso(2016)% Aol

g 5
ARAC A Lie HPOE FoHALd, A
Qe g Aol ARt 2HER F17} Z7ks
3 2EY2T Fad] gRel d5e gedt
T Fasdeh w4, AclvnAeld AgAte A
e Mo Z7H0)y ARG dFol s
A BMEE AAUZS B AEAA A
$9718 2453 GHE 1 AR Brele] 3
A RS dlok 94 WA 24T F A B
3 A9 oA AolEsiA ol del A A
2HE Qo] Fset Ausd 44 4%
S o8t Arhxel AhE ¥ol3 AWE L7

Kim(2013) & Alojm A o)A AlEAe] 7]
Bojol FoE fFrstas WHoRE AYLlis)
Me B4ae Floly 1 AA7F AYS obd S

1338t7] 98 wAE sldsta 1
S717F S7kekH, ol
L) S8kl AHEAE ghdE =9s)
= 4EE stdA éajr;‘qoi# 3T #okel &
d & A Aok Aolm Aol dS Fad 7
St A gHE A% 7es Ve
2 g JdHEHRIYE %L%i (Lule, Omwansa,
& Waema, 2012), % Al 2~" 3 A3 gskat 7+
- ThFEE okl A &% “"4’. B3 ARG &
o} et aHE FLstAY EAAT7] S8 A
l, Ak B ARFYEY A5 IS FEF A
SHE o7 fAel 93, Z='

Sl AlolwgA o] o] AHE-FH AL

et al., 2011).
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W Al 01w 3 A ©] A (gamification) ©]
E "z mAE 9%

WE 253 ANH LFE U & JoDE
2B AEo] AolvlslAoldol Folshs AL B
/)% @k oledt AolusAelde] Fi A

(Yang et al, 2017).
Miiller — Stewens et al.(2017) <
Mol F

R Pt HB 2
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A
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N
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zol:t
R

MR o] $AASE AolnsAeld A4S ¥
S o8 B2POEA AAE L WEFY F
HEA ARE 9 5 Az ST o4
o oy HAATEE AolmlslzolHe] EHOE

ARA {84 (usefulness), 9 &+Al (entertainment)
3+ A3 A 9482 (social influence) S AlAISke] Sk

tHKuo & Rice, 2015: Miiller — Stewens et al.,

2017: Van Berlo et al., 2021). & Alelm A o)A
o] F8 BEAS 53 IAqA Fad WAAE
Agsta ol ARSI AHe §84, vt
AR Ao FostHA Aol w4 F AUe
EA%, AT 5 2 284, dAE nygYy
(eg. 2PlEE HEY PC 5) S49 i 3
BAG AAZ AFHUA DAt F88HA o
71 549 AEA %Y F A AR RS
T Atk

WA, AelugA ol A {44 S A
AgA et 2 54 71E9 Aol ARl HE
ol AAE FAANZD RAor AAHE JEE T
Sh(Davis, 1993). Koufaris(2002) & 22k81 1.7
o] Bl &3S & HIAE ol lojA 7]
date SAS BAseH, Aztd f843 ¢
mjolx Zhe] FAAQ] JAHAAAE HATh ol F
Aol A AAFAY Fej A A A Anape] 2] 7}
H fF84g0 HEY Fulee HHHoR g3
< vRtE AE B3 tH(Gefen, Karahanna, &

Straub, 2003: Pikkarainen, Pikkarainen, Karja-
luoto, & Pahnila, 2004). &< Alo|n A o)A &

H F8A] JFHS AR AFelA] Aojnd
AolE A& Zx ko] BT tigt 4w
2] FAHA HEE g7 g8 BHE
A7 448 5 gl 25 AAYS gL
P H(Yang et al, 2017). E3h A3LAES 2H2}
7 ALE oAGA QA=A that =oelA Al
Pg HAse OWJJr A I
Z Ia1

ir/]— o AR

AolmgA o] o] Q&4 EAL AfFUA -l
Al AJDLAE HEAA EAH AvE F
2 o)m 3t} (Miiller — Stewens et al., 2017). &
g2 94F AHMEdA F23 sHXolA AT
o] AdelH, wEpA AL FHoldES EAR
2 o8y 54 wid dss ALEA "o
(Deci, Koestelr, & Ryan, 1999). ¢]2{3 QA2
AFUA I HdFol g AHAES] FJTE
EUE AT EAN FTAHAR] BAE HEE
Aok (Miiller — Stewens et al,, 2017: Yang et

al. 2017). B&e] AolmA )] e &
HlZtE0] AYRM 54 v FPsA st
]

£
P,L
£
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& Schipper, 2014).
Eol vlal] Aoln A oS
2HAEY FYEE Fole
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o A EE Jde] gEFolE EHolR]| ¥E
bl thE AtROlAl e Fo fddte dF
Az =7 e BEe] #stE A o] ®vh(Dhahaka
& Huseynov, 2020). Alelm @A o] o] A3 A 4
e 542 "HEe g5l WstE 4o+ F8
202 AU ZgolofdA T8 FUNEE ¢
HA dom AY HAAAM AHES TFT UE
AtdEd d9siAd A o8 F& AFIA
GFS AT F Ut vAE RofolA BE 3]
T, T8, diFzwA, 7 Ve 5 A4S A
state Aol IS WA FRF FFHES 2
=t (Gunter & Furnham, 1998). 44 wtjoje
7k FHE A, 7HA 2 s 7R 2]
IFold ArUEe F4S 7P gtth(Laroche,

Habibi, Richard, & Sankaranarayanan, 2012). ©]
23k ICTAIHA ARl A FeE 2 LuaEe] 3§
ol o3 JFE 1A F Jdor(Hsu & Lu,
2004), aHlAHEol AZgE ALElA GOl A=
- A" A g B =
o Yoprt BAHE Eke 95 nE Fx 9
(Kamaruddin & Mokhlis, 2003). &}
Alelm A A o] Z2A 27} 48 H o] i
2 St Q7] wiiwell AzkE ARelE gkl
Lo g wE 7FsAol Atk(Yang et al.,
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AolulgA o] o] A2nAFL] AA A HES} ¥
=g = we]7] ¥l Yang et
al.(2017) 2 AMEL 7)ol A" F80] 4H]
7o) AZE &5 AZ4E AR &ol Aol 93
ARG A AT TAM(Technology Acceptance
Model) & AHEsF T 18y TAMS 4AuAl 3
59 FAAA ool FEFete] I APHIG
58 AR A3 AFAEAA =7t Holsk
om, o]o] Yang et al.(2017)& Aeln| A oA
ATFE 3l LA AE A JFE S AT Wl
o7 F/HEAT L84S Ad ZEole M
8% F7loi A F JFYH S AR HE
o} o E 3] A AdEHAT(Hsu & Lu,
2004; Li, 2014). 2 AFdAAMZ AoluIA o]
ATLE Y3 Q9lo7 oA AIAH JTHE
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£o g FAEAT

A, Eelel Al dis) EojE7el A A
ANAEE 43 BA= AFYA A thal
The 3 o] AREigith "AA AZHAE 7t
AfFUA ol dolet IEYloly SNSE Fall 1hedh
AEEdd gt SHAe] A v A4S
G FE AU YU o]g e BA o] 4lF
H2E A g ool AN A AE e A
AH 2E B ofz}t & FE, 29 #3454,
HE BUT 5o FAFR AMEClY AF H B
Ao Hlfate] Al AFgH HY 5 gElF
JFHE AFolY AHIAE FHIE FuTh”
A& olgiol= JAJU, CATCH SolA A3
AR ZEY BAE AfUAold AHIAE oA
2 A/fskdtt ol Awgh oo} Ak AAH)
2EY BAE ARUAolde g AR
5 dHY £¥oE &E35to, gkl g &
HAe 35 T3 98 F f=E At

ZAdol doia ' sHAES 7 7
oo He HXEE Wi dF H2EV I
A, e, golZaEd, &4 § ot AT
HeA AdsES stk o] 2de O S H
AelAE g AFrUAde FEd] 518 F
A= ek E3h B 23S SHY FYPoR
ggato] A7 FAS #E fle Bokd =4, 71
Btoll @3 SEAE A TAAAM AE
54 AHlE ASEE AASA K3 SHA

= “
ek whes AdE7 A W42 % (Kang

et al, 2019: Kim, Lee, & Lee, 2023), W& Elg
e "od F doy AP S w9 A+
Holgk & 4 Atk

o]l 7} 719el P& vHl2E] thal Al
Aol EAF AFUA LA W3S FUIEES
Stk WA, Aoln Aol BT FE4,

FA S Kang et al.(2019)¢ =S L3497,

LS d FEFE S Yang et al(2017)9] d+E F
aste] AfFUA oMol HestEE T4 AL E
gtk ARFUAIA o Z = ARFYA )
A QACAHES ARFUACA BE, BT g

g FASAT AFUANA AACINHER
Yang et al.(2017)9] A=E &&3tH o, #
AolA Bl=+E Kang et al.(2019) ¢ HF=

H¥E Bl=& Fishbein & Ajzen(1975)
o] AxE &ttt Aol gAold 593 A
FUA el §hgol tigt Hries BT 53 EAE
Ao 2 S5 v 2% 10 ds 1%

[e)

>

&5
g2 -2 62.0%7F A4, 375%7F FAdol
Pdom, A= 200 234%, 3000 31.5%, 40t
326%, 50Ul 125%=% FAA=ATE JHAH2EY
AFUA M o AES FHA &
&3 A3 600 ol SHAE F&
okt 71E e E¥dF A5 30094

Th 22.7%, 3005+ o1/ 5009H wRF 26.7%,
5009k ©14F 7005H PR 253%, 7005+ o]
253%= A=Ak FES 116%7F IE,
65.6%7F E, 19.8%7F tiskd A ooz
Bttt AAHZEY AFYAIA Fe A
ek A A, 1-23] FHe 302%, 3-53] FH
372%, 63-103] ol 186%. 113 o4 o]
140%% Yeht o8 8B2E0] Fod SEAb v

fo] 2 ZoE =AU

(op)

)

ui

—_

u!

u!



AR 2EES 243 BT AFYFA o]l x
AfyAld HE 9

wEe) BAS 93 SPSS 270 % SmartPLS A2 yAAngo] FE

40 ZE2IAE o] &3t SHEY ] gYE 4 ™, Cronbach’s a9t CR E%¥

=3 MEAZES 93] PLS-SEM(Partial Least AT 7Es HEALE

Squares- Structural Equation Modeling) 4% 1>. AVE #2 7191

Algstel W 7he] AAE AT SATh FBA G AFitel AVE %,\L
o7 Yeht JFEHGE

HE A Table 2).

AdE gL
oo 2 et
T YA Table
BE HF 7
Pt = A
TEF BF &

1. Mol AMEE 4 Elete HS 2. 7tMe| AZ

2 At AR HUE 98 SmartPLS TR g oist AReE WA gt
405 ol g3kl AolmFA o)Al A 7kA 542 A3, SRMRZ 072 QAA(08 ©l3l, Hu &
AFUA A QACIAHE, AFUANA HE, Bentler, 1999), NFI= 9022 A X]().90, Bentler
BAC gro 3 AT, IFEGE, dHed & Bonnet, 1980)& o] &AL XYoo g ¥
EE AT SAHRYP Y 21RstE2 73 o datdtt. 7HaAS Ads (Table 3), (Fig. 2)9

{Table 1) Validity and Reliability for Constructs

Latent Factor Cronbach'’s
I E
Variables 2 Loadings v = alpha
This test provides customized information to me. .86
Usefulness This test provides the information I need. 84 73 .89 82
The information provided meets my needs well. .86
This test gives me pleasure. 90
Enjoyment This test is entertaining. 82 75 90 84
This test is exciting. .88
A consensus will be formed among those who have 86
taken this test. ’
Social People who have tgken this test will feel friendly 9 7 88 79
Influence with each other.
New relationships will be formed if I participate in
. 73
this test.
o I concentrate while participating this test. .86
Communication I'm deeply immersed while participating this test. 92 .80 92 87
Engagement
I don't notice time passing while participating this test. .89
o This test is favorable. 93
Communication I think positively about this test. 93 87 9 93
Attitudes
I like this test 95
The brand providing this test is favorable. 94
Brand [ think positively about the brand providing this test. 95 89 .96 94
Attitudes
I like the brand providing this test. 94
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(Table 2> Discriminant Validity

u E SI CE CA BA
Usefulness .86
Enjoyment 45 87
Social Influence .51 .60 .84
Communication Engagement 50 55 55 89
Communication Attitudes .60 .64 .61 .69 93
Brand Attitudes .55 .38 45 40 57 95

Notes, Values on the diagonal (bolded) represent the square root of the Average Variance Extracted (AVE), while
the off-diagonal elements represent the correlations between the constructs.

2, S HIL(B=24, t=515), A+ F F&H(p=14,

HA, Alolm A o)Al Al kA Edo] HAE (=4.76) 224, F8A vlE] dwro] A7+ |

HE AFYA A AA A HE n| l% TS T AE s At 28y Al 54 AR
gt Ax, g FFgo] s e
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SV UAlold BEel mAEs gFAMe 54 ke A
(e]

l [¢]
6. /=538) FEAE "RIVHAE Fd 4FY ol7F AA esken,

Il
34

S (B=29. t=594), A}

{Table 3> Results of Structural Model

Vel t Sig. Hypothesis
Usefulness -) Engagement 24 5.15 .000 Hla is supported
Enjoyment -)» Engagement 26 5.38 .000 H1b is supported
Social Influence -) Engagement 14 4.76 .000 Hlc is supported
Usefulness -) Communication Attitudes 24 7.48 .000 H2a is supported
Enjoyment -) Communication Attitudes 29 5.94 .000 H2b is supported
Social Influence -) Communication Attitudes 25 5.31 .000 H2c is supported
Engagement -) Communication Attitudes 35 12.33 .000 H3 is supported
Communication Attitudes -) Brand Attitudes 57 13.86 .000 H4 is supported

R?=.42 R?=33

Communication
Engagement

Brand Attitudes

Communication
Attitudes

Social Influence

w5 p<.001

(Fig. 2> Path Analysis Results
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