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Abstract: With the widespread use of digital gaming, there is a growing need to determine how games and its
components might be used for learning and teaching. The majority of study in this topic has taken place in more
economically established and developed regions, leaving a research void in emerging country situations. To gain a
deeper understanding of the learning engagement, it is of significance to examine the gamification perceived ease of use
as well as a dive into the learning goal orientation. This study examines the moderating effect of learning goal
orientation that influences the relationship between gamification application and learning engagement. The theoretical
model was tested in a quantitative study using structural equation modelling based on a PLS-SEM approach, conducted
in Jakarta, with actual local college students. The findings of this investigation noted that gamification perceived ease of
use was positively related to learning engagement, and learning goal orientation partially mediated this positive
relationship. The value of this research may aid educators and practitioners in determining which factors may influence
the adoption of gamification in formal higher education.
Index Terms: e-learning, gamification, learning goal orientation, learning engagement, perceived ease of use,
technology acceptance model.

1. Introduction
With proper integration of gamification in the field of e-learning into higher education, positive effects on the
learning process, such as increased satisfaction, motivation, and student engagement, can be achieved [1]. Higher
education institutions are striving to achieve goals and outcomes through e-learning, such as increased student
happiness, motivation, effectiveness, and efficiency. Many e-learning systems, however, fail to accomplish their
objectives due to non-compliance and a lack of knowledge of methodologies and processes for the development of
online information systems [2].
Gamification can increase the efficiency, effectiveness, motivation, and engagement of students in e-learning by
incorporating video game characteristics (game mechanics and game dynamics) into non-game applications. Its goal is
to increase people’s engagement and encourage particular actions [3,4]. Due to its technological character, online
learning [5] is one of the sectors where gamification may have a stronger impact. In the realm of e-learning, the usage
of games in learning is expanding in popularity [6]. The paper outlines an e-learning approach for higher education that
is enhanced by gamification.
Meanwhile, students react to learning failures in different ways; some regard them as a challenge, while others
remain gloomy [7]. When given ideas on how to enhance their performance, students react differently; some react
negatively, displaying sentiments of disdain and perplexity, whereas others use them to flourish [8,9]. What variables
play a role in these disparities in attitudes and behaviors? Individuals have goal orientations toward growing or
demonstrating ability in accomplishment situations, according to Dweck et al. [10]. Goal orientation has been found to
influence students’ affective, behavioral, and cognitive responses in academic settings [11,12]. Thus, goal orientation is
contingent to the requirements of individual achievements, and especially when it comes to learning and teaching, it
becomes crucial to maintain purposeful motivation.
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Acosta-Medina et al. [13] and Rahman et al. [14] conducted systematic studies and found mixed results regarding
the effect of perceived ease of use on participation. As a result, we claim that learning goal orientation is a critical
mediating mechanism that explains how the simplicity of use of gamification can be leveraged to promote learning
engagement. As a result, the goal of this study was to investigate the impact of gamification ease of use on learning
engagement, as well as an intervening learning goal orientation variable.
1.1. Problem Statement
Universities were forced to carry out their activities with students completely online as a result of the epidemic.
Positive benefits on the learning process could well be attained with appropriate integration of gamification in the field
of e-learning into higher education. In this study, we wanted to see if there is a link between gamification perceived
ease of use and learning engagement, and if so, what conclusions can be drawn and how they can be used to understand
and gain insights into students’ declining motivation and delayed feedback or help due to lecturers' inadequate
knowledge of methods at the time when students may need help. It is possible to obtain a better knowledge of the link
between learning engagement, learning goal orientation, and gamification ease of use by researching them, while this
affects the students and learning institutions.
1.2. Objectives of the Study
The specific main objective was to determine if there is a relationship between learning engagement and
gamification perceived ease of use. The secondary objective was to determine whether learning goal orientation
mediates the relationship.

2. Literature Review
2.1. The Model for Introduction of Gamification to e-Learning in Higher Education
Contact between students and faculty members, reciprocity and cooperation among students, prompt feedback,
time on task, active learning techniques, communication of high expectations, and respect for the diversity and learning
styles of each student should all be encouraged in an effective online learning environment [15]. The primary goal of elearning is to increase student efficiency, effectiveness, engagement, contentment, and motivation, which may be
accomplished through the use of game mechanics and gamification [16].
The basic goal of e-learning is to establish conditions in which students are motivated, satisfied, effective, and
efficient. The model includes e-learning management. The model is depicted in Figure 1 and includes the following
main elements: e-learning management, important factors in e-learning, user experience elements, development phases
(analysis, planning, development, implementation, and evaluation), game mechanics, game dynamics, gamification
elements in e-learning, and their effects on students. Organizing, planning, staffing, directing, and regulating all major
parts of e-learning constitutes good e-learning management [17]. Pedagogical, technological, design, administration,
human, financial, and gamification factors are all important in e-learning [18].
2.2. e-Learning in Higher Education
Universities are the most common setting for higher education. University students select a subject of study that is
narrowly specialized and matches their needs. A study's individual selection contributes to the study's seriousness. Elearning is becoming increasingly popular in higher education. Higher education has its unique set of peculiarities when
it comes to e-learning. Students’ age, demographic features, topic of study, complexity, and other factors influence the
characteristics of e-learning in higher education. Student characteristics, such as the learning ideas with which they
attend courses; course environment, such as teaching methods; learning context, such as student perceptions of teaching
quality and quantity of work; and student approaches to learning in higher education have all been studied.
Furthermore, the characteristics of higher education have changed dramatically in recent years. As previously
stated, the growing number of inter- and transdisciplinary programs, as well as a larger level of involvement in foreign
mobility programs, provide unique learning scenarios that can be better managed using gamification theory [19]. The
next part covers the fundamentals of game mechanics, game dynamics, gamification, and their use in e-learning (see
Figure 1).
2.3. Gamification
Gamification is a set of activities and processes that employ or apply game-design elements and game concepts in
non-game contexts to improve user experience and engagement [20], or as a tool for influencing people’s motivation or
engagement to solve hard problems, complete specific actions, or simply have fun [21]. Some see it as a new way of
thinking about problems, devising solutions, and implementing them [22]. Technology has long been connected with
business and work, assisting in the completion of duties, but it may also be used for ludic purposes. Gamification was
inspired by the idea that people enjoy having fun in their life. Normally used to influence, engage, and motivate
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individuals, groups, and communities, game concepts, methods, and systems are now being utilized to drive behaviors
and deliver results.
The link between digital games and learning has been investigated from several angles, including informal learning
that occurs during play and the integration of digital games into formal learning activities [23,24]. However, in order to
support cognitive growth, games, simulations, and gamification frequently blur the lines between formal and informal
learning [25]. While it is crucial to understand the terminology, the primary distinction between a digital game and
gamification is that the latter is not as thoroughly developed as a complete game [26].

Fig.1. The model for introduction of gamification into e-learning.

2.4. Learning Goal Orientation (LGO)
Goals are frequently specified in terms of the performance requirements to be met in the goal-setting literature, and
researchers look at the effects of variables like goal specificity, goal difficulty, and goal acceptance on goal
achievement [27]. Individuals have goal orientations, which are characterized as differences in goal preferences in
attainment contexts, according to Dweck and Leggett [10], who theorized objectives at a higher level and in more
subordinate classes. As such, two major classes of goal orientation were identified: (1) Learning goal orientation: a
desire to grow as a person through learning new skills and mastering new situations, (2) Performance goal orientation:
to seek favorable judgements and avoid negative judgments regarding one’s ability to demonstrate and validate one’s
competence. The latter class was later developed into two separate dimensions: prove (performance) goal orientation
and avoid (performance) goal orientation.
For these reasons, the focus of this study is on learning goal orientation. Badges, which represent achievement
feedback in the form of milestones, might serve as a demanding goal, according to Sailer et al. [27]. Badges resemble
adaptive reaction patterns seen in people with greater LGO levels. Furthermore, badges aided students with higher LGO
[28], corroborating the theory that those with higher LGO are better suited to a tough profession. Individuals with a
higher LGO, on the other hand, are more likely to seek and use performance feedback during the learning process to
preserve or build self-efficacy [29].
2.5. Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)
For forecasting technological acceptance, one of the most extensively used models is the TAM., having been used
in a number of theoretical research [30,31]. In essence, TAM contends that prior use-related perceptions influence IT
adoption. Perceived usefulness (PU) and perceived ease of use (PEOU) are two such principles that IT adoption is
influenced by. PU refers to a person’s belief that employing a particular system will improve his or her job performance,
while PEOU is the degree to which a person believes that using a certain system will be effortless [32].
PU has been found to influence IT adoption, but it has largely failed to do so when it comes to PEOU [28]. Their
research demonstrates that whether PEOU has a direct impact on usage intention is determined by the task or type of
intended use. Gefen and Straub’s [33] findings give researchers a starting point for answering questions about the
importance and role of PEOU that have been addressed in some TAM investigations (e.g., [34,35]).
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Furthermore, TAM’s lack of task concentration was highlighted by Dishaw and Strong [36], which as a result, in
order to improve TAM’s external validity, more research into the nature and specific influences of technology and
usage-context elements that may influence user acceptability is required. Hence, the necessity to focus on PEOU in this
research.
2.6. Learning Engagement
Students get more engaged in their learning when they use an online learning platform, because the learning
materials are exclusively accessible by the students themselves in this environment [37]. Student’s engagement refers to
how involved students are in their educational activities, and it is associated to a variety of positive outcomes, such as
excellent grades, student happiness, and perseverance [38]. Active and collaborative learning, participation in rigorous
academic activities, formative dialogue with academic staff, pleasant educational experiences, and a sense of legitimacy
and support are all examples of engagement [39]. Maintaining students’ interest and participation is a difficult task that
puts educators in a bind, and it’s a concern because students’ involvement weakens their achievement and performance
[40].
2.7. Hypothesis Development
The model in Figure 2 intimated that learning goal would influence the learning engagement of students.
Gamification is more likely to be accepted by students if they perceive it is straightforward to apply. As such, several
hypotheses are proposed:
H1: Gamification perceived ease of use affects learning engagement.
H2: Gamification perceived ease of use influences learning goal orientation.
H3: Learning goal orientation impacts learning engagement.

Fig.2. Proposed research model.

3. Research Methodology
In this study, the authors utilized quantitative method with primary data. This research was conducted in Jakarta in
August 2021. The authors conducted the survey by utilizing an online questionnaire platform, comprising a set of
survey items in Likert Scale measurement which was sent online to the respondents. The sample frame included 46
undergraduate students: 52% are male and 48% female. The majority of them were from private institutions (71%). Of
all respondents, they were familiar with Kahoot! (98%), Quizizz (28%), Bamboozle (7%), Gimkit (2%), Worldwall
(2%), Socrative (2%), and Flippity (2%).
This study measures the items employing a Likert scale having five points from “1” strongly disagree to “5”
strongly agree. All the variables will be measured empirically using a 5-point Likert scale developed by Rahman et al.
[13]. An altered version of Vandewalle’s [12] 13-item measure was used to assess learning goal orientation. Since the
focus of this study is on the learning goal orientation, which is one-third of the scale, four items were adapted. Example
items for LGO are “I am willing to select a challenging work assignment that I can learn a lot from” and “I would rather
prove my ability on a task that I can do well than try a new task.” Gamification ease of use is measured by adapting
Rahman et al.’s [13] study. Some of the items are “Interacting with the online gamification system does not require a lot
of my mental effort” and “I find the online gamification system to be flexible to be used.” Learning engagement is
measured by adapting Dogan’s [41] study. Example items for learning engagement are “The teachers/lecturers at my
school/college are always ready to help whenever I need them” and “I always participate in class activities.”
A face validation was necessary after arriving at a draft version of the scale. The judges added weight to the facial
validation [42]. Face validation offers the benefit of increasing the likelihood of statistical testing approval of an
instrument [43]. The face validation method began with the judge(s) (in this context, a university professor teaching a
gamification course) being invited to return the questionnaire by e-mail. The goal of this stage is to determine whether
the scale’s elements are suitable for measuring a construct [42]. After establishing the face validation and setting the
procedure, the purification of the scale begins with calculating the reliability of the model's application to a sample of
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respondents using an electronic questionnaire. In the context of this investigation, the use of Structural Equation
Modeling facilitated this step (SEM).
The Partial Least Square (PLS) approach was utilized in this study to estimate the associations hypothesized in the
current model. When formative constructs are present in the structural model, PLS is the preferable method [44].
Convergent validity, indicator collinearity, statistical significance and relevance of the indicator weights are all factors
that are considered when evaluating formative measurement models [45].
Cronbach’s alpha was utilized as the criterion for determining whether the scale was reliable during the reliability
test. According to Field [46], the scale should have a Cronbach’s alpha of at least 0.7. The alpha value must be in the
range of 0.7-0.8 or above to be considered reliable and accurate. If the value is less than 0.7, it is regarded
untrustworthy. Two dependent variables (learning engagement and learning goal orientation) and two independent
factors make up the current study’s questionnaire (learning goal orientation and gamification perceived ease of use).
Table 1. Validity and Reliability
Constructs

Items
GEOU1
GEOU2
GEOU3
GEOU4
LENG1
LENG2
LENG3
LENG4
LGO1
LGO2
LGO3
LGO4

Gamification Ease of Use

Learner’s Engagement

Learning Goal Orientation

Loadings
0.691
0.832
0.645
0.815
0.781
0.645
0.841
0.866
0.780
0.878
0.855
0.782

Alpha

CR

AVE

0.755

0.836

0.562

0.804

0.866

0.621

0.842

0.894

0.680

4. Results and Discussion
Cronbach’s alpha and Composite Reliability (CR) scores were above 0.70 in the reliability analysis, indicating a
reliable measurement instrument for this investigation (Table 1). The latent constructs’ Average Variance Extracted
(AVE) values, implying how much of the indicators’ variance can be explained by the latent variable, were above 0.50.
Table 2. Collinearity
Constructs
GEOU

LENG

LGO

Items
GEOU1
GEOU2
GEOU3
GEOU4
LENG1
LENG2
LENG3
LENG4
LGO1
LGO2
LGO3
LGO4

Outer VIF
1.239
1.666
1.553
1.682
4.569
3.872
3.244
2.550
1.985
2.664
2.170
2.274

GEOU

LENG

LGO
1.000

1.192

1.192

The variance inflation factor (VIF) is frequently used to assess formative indicator collinearity. The level of
collinearity is greater when VIF values are higher. Collinearity issues between the predictor components are indicated
by VIF values of 5 or above (Hair et al., 2018). In Table 2, all the values are below 5 indicating no issues in collinearity.
Table 3. Path Analysis
Path
GEOU  LENG
GEOU  LGO
LGO  LENG

β
0.463
0.401
0.617

Mean
0.534
0.463
0.563

SD
0.181
0.160
0.189

t statistics
2.557
2.514
3.267

p values
0.011
0.012
0.001

After that, we ran a bootstrapping analysis using 5,000 subsamples and a 95% significance level to get the standard
error and p value for each path coefficient (see Table 3). From the hypotheses, they show that GEOU affects LENG (β =
0.463, t = 0.2557). Therefore, hypothesis 1 is supported. The findings also discovered that GEOU is related to LGO (β =
0.401, t = 2.514). Thus, we can confirm hypothesis 2. The effect of LGO has shown a positive relationship with LENG
(β = 0.617, t = 3.267). Therefore, hypothesis 3 is confirmed. Table 4 summarizes the findings.
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Table 4. Summary of the Findings
H#
H1
H2
H3

Hypothesis
Gamification ease of use affects learning engagement.
Gamification ease of use affects learning goal orientation.
Learning goal orientation affects learning engagement.

Supported?
Yes
Yes
Yes

5. Conclusion
According to the study, students were more likely to adopt gamification if the technology was simple to use. The
involvement of students in their learning activities was also shown to be better predicted by learning goal orientation, as
they did not have to worry about the technology’s “know how” in addition to solving the quizzes.
The study also found that students’ participation may be utilized as a metric for measuring student approval of
gamification. To predict student engagement, however, the constructs of learning goal orientation and learning
engagement toward employing gamification technologies must be factored as a whole. As a result, in order to promote
student engagement in the classroom, gamification of the educational environment must guarantee that the technology
used is simple to use and appealing to students.
5.1. Theoretical Implications
The findings in current study show that gamification perceived ease of use has a significant relationship with
learning engagement. The result of current study is in line with Rahman et al.’s [13] study. The result of hypothesis 2
validates several previous studies (e.g. [47]) which found that perceived ease of use has a significant relationship with
learning goal orientation. Based on hypothesis 3, this study found that learning goal orientation is a part of learning
engagement, and it validates a past study from Li and Tsai [48].
5.2. Managerial Implications
Students were more likely to employ gamification if the technology was simple to use, according to the findings.
Learning goal orientation was also discovered to be an inferior indicator towards using gamification technology, yet
students are still encouraged to concern themselves with the desire of learning new skills while attaining enjoyment in
getting challenged [49,50]. Higher education institutions are recommended to provide sufficient trainings of the
technology and equipment usage in order to upgrade and enhance skills and competencies of its faculty members [51]
as well as better engagement for the students [52].
The result suggests that gamification is more closely linked to students’ views of ease of use than learning goal
orientation. In the field of gamification research, these present findings are noteworthy. These findings might be utilized
to establish methods for adopting effective programs that will aid in the professional growth of educators.
5.3. Limitation and Future Research
Since the present study is a preliminary attempt to understand gamification ease of use, learning goal orientation,
and learning engagement, it is limited to the relationship between the three variables. Furthermore, because the study’s
demographic and sample are restricted to undergraduate students, the results cannot be extended to other levels of
education. Furthermore, utilizing a quantitative method with a self-administered questionnaire may have reduced the
ability to elicit more in-depth and meaningful information about the reasons for disposal. All of the data indicated that
the primary survey may be continued with minor changes.

Acknowledgment
This research has been supported by the research grant from Sampoerna University under the CRCS Research
Grant (Reference No: 057/CRCS/BA/III/2021).

References
[1]

[2]
[3]
[4]

H. Mahmood and S. Noor, “Acceptance, effectiveness, and relationship of blended learning implementation among lecturers in
Polytechnic Sultan Mizan Zainal Abidin,” International Journal of Integrated Education, Engineering and Business, vol. 3, no.
1, pp. 1-9, 2020.
M. A. Almaiah, A. Al-Khasawneh, and A. Althunibat, “Exploring the critical challenges and factors influencing the e-learning
system usage during COVID-19 pandemic,” Education and Information Technologies, vol. 25, pp. 5261-5280, 2020.
J. Simões, R. D. Redondo and A. F. Vilas, “A social gamification framework for a K-6 learning platform,” Computers in
Human Behavior, vol. 29, pp. 345-353, 2013.
H. M. D. Soewardini, H. Setiyawan, D. Juniati, S. Khabibah, and A. T. bin Bon, “Fostering innovation of thinking for studentfacing mathematics difficulty through commercial sport video games,” International Journal of Integrated Education,
Engineering and Business, vol. 3, no. 1, pp. 33-41, 2020.

Copyright © 2022 MECS

I.J. Information Engineering and Electronic Business, 2022, 4, 39-46

The Direct and Indirect Influence of Gamification on Learning Engagement:
The Importance of Learning Goal Orientation (A Preliminary Study)

[5]
[6]
[7]
[8]
[9]
[10]
[11]

[12]
[13]
[14]

[15]
[16]

[17]
[18]
[19]

[20]

[21]
[22]
[23]
[24]
[25]
[26]
[27]
[28]
[29]
[30]
[31]
[32]
[33]
[34]
[35]

45

A. Dominguez, J. Saenz-De-Navarrete, L. De-Marcos, L. Fernández-Sanz, C. Pages and J. J. Martinez-Herráiz, “Gamifying
learning experiences: practical implications and outcomes,” Computers & Education, vol. 63, pp. 380-392, 2013.
R. Parlika, L. Azizah, A. C. Nugroho, D. A. Putri, and S. F. Handono, “Game learning fisika ‘Asah Otak’ berbasis android
dengan app Inventor 2,” International Journal of Integrated Education, Engineering and Business, vol. 4, no. 2, pp. 25-34, 2018.
C. S. Dweck and D. S. Yeager, “Mindsets: A View From Two Eras,” Perspectives on Psychological Science, vol. 14, pp. 481496, 2019.
J. M. Harackiewicz, J. L. Smith, and S. J. Priniski, “Interest Matters: The Importance of Promoting Interest in Education,”
Policy Insights from the Behavioral and Brain Sciences, vol. 3, pp. 220-227, 2016.
A. R. Taggart and M. Laughlin, “Affect Matters: When Writing Feedback Leads to Negative Feeling,” International Journal
for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning, vol. 11, pp. 1-11, 2017.
C. S. Dweck and E. L. Leggett, “A social-cognitive approach to motivation and personality,” Psychological Review, vol. 95, pp.
256-273, 1988.
P. U. Supervía, C. S. Bordás and V. M. Lorente, “The Mediating Role of Goal Orientation (Task) in the Relationship between
Engagement and Academic Self-Concept in Students,” International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health,
vol. 17, 8323, 2020.
D. Vandewalle, “Development and Validation of a Work Domain Goal Orientation Instrument,” Educational and
Psychological Measurement, vol. 57, pp. 995-1015, 1997.
J. K. Acosta-Medina, M. L. Torres-Barreto and A. F. Cárdenas-Parga, “Students’ preference for the use of gamification in
virtual learning environments. Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, vol. 37, pp. 145-158, 2021.
R. A. Rahman, S. Ahmad and U. R. Hashim, “The effectiveness of gamification technique for higher education students
engagement in polytechnic Muadzam Shah Pahang, Malaysia,” International Journal of Educational Technology in Higher
Education, vol. 15, pp. 1-16, 2018.
P. J. Shea, A. M. Pickett and W. E. Pelz, “A follow-up investigation of teaching presence in the SUNY learning network,”
Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, vol. 7, pp. 61-80, 2003.
M. Urh, G. Vukovic, E. Hereb and R. Pintar, “Introduction of gamification into e-learning in higher education,” in the 7th
World Conference on Educational Sciences, (WCES-2015), 05-07 February 2015, Novotel Athens Convention Center, Athens,
Greece.
H-P. Yueh and S. Hsu, “Designing a learning management system to support instruction,” Communications of the ACM, vol.
51, pp. 59-63, 2008.
A. Saleem, N. Noori and F. Ozdamli, “Gamification applications in e-learning: A literature review,” Technology, Knowledge
and Learning, vol. 27, pp.1-21, 2021.
G. I. Biro, “Ready, Study, Share: An Inquiry into the Didactic Approach of Gamification With a Special View to the Possible
Application in Higher Education,” in 1st Annual International Interdisciplinary Conference, Conference Proceedings, Vol.2,
EGALITE, European Scientific Institute Publishing, 2013.
S. Deterding, D. Dixon, R. Khaled and L. Nacke, “From game design elements to gamefulness: Defining ‘gamification,’” in
Proceedings of the 15th International Academic MindTrek Conference: Envisioning Future Media Environments (pp. 9–15).
New York, NY, USA, 2011.
R. K. Mishra, “Infosys Labs briefings gamification: rediscover the power of engagement,” Infosys Labs Briefings, vol. 11, pp.
2-4, 2013.
L. F. Rodrigues, C. J. Costa and A. Oliveira, “The adoption of gamification in e-banking,” Proceedings of the 2013
International Conference on Information Systems and Design of Communication (ISDOC), ACM, pp. 47-55, 2013.
I. Leftheriotis, M. Giannakos and L. Jaccheri, “Gamifying informal learning activities using interactive displays: An empirical
investigation of students’ learning and engagement,” Smart Learning Environments, vol. 4, pp. 1-19, 2017.
L. Pan, A. Tlili, J. Li, F. Jiang, G. Shi, H. Yu and J. Yang, “How to implement game-based learning in a smart classroom? A
model based on a systematic literature review and Delphi method,” Frontiers in Psychology, vol. 12, 749837, pp. 1-13, 2021.
K. Davis and S. Singh, “Digital badges in afterschool learning: Documenting the perspectives and experiences of students and
educators,” Computers & Education, vol. 88, pp. 72-83, 2015.
S. Deterding, D. Dixon, R. Khaled and L. Nacke, “From game design elements to gamefulness: Defining gamification,” In
Proceedings of the 15th international academic MindTrek conference: Envisioning future media environments, pp. 9-15, 2011.
M. Sailer, J. Hense, H. Mandl and M. Klevers, “Psychological perspectives on motivation through gamification. Interaction
Design and Architecture(s) Journal, vol. 19, pp. 28-37, 2014.
L. Hakulinen and T. Auvinen, “The effect of gamification on students with different achievement goal orientations,” in 2014
international conference on teaching and learning in computing and engineering (pp. 9–16). IEEE, 2014.
E. S. Elliott and C. S. Dweck, “Goals: An approach to motivation and achievement,” Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, vol. 54, pp. 5-12, 1988.
P. C. Lai, “The literature review of technology adoption models and theories for the novelty technology,” JISTEM-Journal of
Information Systems and Technology Management, vol. 14, pp. 21-38, 2017.
D. J. Lemay, M. M. Morin, P. Bazelais and T. Doleck, “Modelling Students’ Perceptions of Simulation-Based Learning Using
the Technology Acceptance Model,” Clinical Simulation in Nursing, vol. 20, pp. 28-37, 2018.
F. D. Davis, “Perceived Usefulness, Perceived Ease of Use and User Acceptance of Information Technology,” MIS Quarterly,
vol. 13, pp. 319-339, 1989.
D. Gefen and D. W. Straub, “The Relative Importance of Perceived Ease of Use in IS Adoption: A Study of E-commerce
Adoption,” Journal of the Association for Information Systems Online, vol. 1, pp. 1-28, 2000.
M. Aparicio, C. J. Costa and R. Moises, “Gamification and reputation: Key determinants of e-commerce usage and repurchase
intention,” Heliyon, vol. 7, e06383, 2021.
A. Panagiotarou, Y. C. Stamatiou and C. Perrakeas, “Gamification Acceptance for Learners with Different E-Skills,”
International Journal of Learning, Teaching and Educational Research, vol. 19, pp. 263-278, 2020.

Copyright © 2022 MECS

I.J. Information Engineering and Electronic Business, 2022, 4, 39-46

46

The Direct and Indirect Influence of Gamification on Learning Engagement:
The Importance of Learning Goal Orientation (A Preliminary Study)

[36] M. T. Dishaw and D. M. Strong, “Extending the Technology Acceptance Model with Task Technology Fit Constructs.
Information and Management, vol. 36, pp. 9-21, 1999.
[37] M. Hu, H. Li, W. Deng and H. Guan, “Student Engagement: One of the Necessary Conditions for Online Learning,” in
Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE) (Ed.), 2016 International Conference on Educational Innovation
through Technology (EITT). Red Hook, NY: Curran Associates, Inc., Tainan, Taiwan, 22-24 September 2016.
[38] J. Reeve and C-M. Tseng, “Agency as a fourth aspect of students’ engagement during learning activities,” Contemporary
Educational Psychology, vol. 36, pp. 257-267, 2011.
[39] H. Coates, “A model of online and general campus-based student engagement,” Assessment and Evaluation in Higher
Education, vol. 32, pp. 121-141, 2007.
[40] M. M. Handelsman, W. L. Briggs, N. Sullivan and A. Towler, “A measure of college student course engagement,” The Journal
of Educational Research, vol. 98, pp. 184-192, 2005.
[41] U. Dogan, “Validity and Reliability of Student Engagement Scale,” Bartin University Journal of Faculty of Education, vol. 3,
pp. 390-403, 2014.
[42] R. F. DeVellis, “Scale development: theory and applications (2nd ed.),” Sage Publications, Inc., 2003.
[43] H. Taherdoost, “Validity and reliability of the research instrument; How to test the validation of a questionnaire/survey in a
research,” SSRN Electronic Journal, vol. 5, pp. 28-36, 2016.
[44] J. F. Hair, J. J. Risher, M. Sarstedt, and C. M. Ringle, “When to use and how to report the results of PLS-SEM,” European
Business Review, pp. 00-00, 2018.
[45] J. F. Hair, G. T. M. Hult, C. M. Ringle and M. Sarstedt, “A Primer on Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling
(PLS-SEM),” Sage, 2017.
[46] A. Field, “Discovering Statistics Using SPSS 4th ed., SAGE Publications, 2009.
[47] T. M. Loraas and M. C. Diaz, “Learning New Technologies: The Effect of Ease of Learning,” Journal of Information Systems,
vol. 25, pp. 171-194, 2011.
[48] D-C. Li and C-Y. Tsai, “Antecedents of Employees’ Goal Orientation and the Effects of Goal Orientation on E-Learning
Outcomes: The Roles of Intra-Organizational Environment,” Sustainability, vol. 12, 4759, 2020.
[49] B. D. Cahyono, S. Muslim, J. Joko, and B. A. W. Putra, “The effect of Delphi-based learning media on the students’ learning
outcomes in electricity and electronic lessons reviewed from the level of independence learning students,” International Journal
of Integrated Education, Engineering and Business, vol. 2, no. 1, pp. 43-57, 2019.
[50] C. H. Pangaribuan, D. Hidayat, O. P. B. Putra, G. Aguzman and R. Febriyanto, “Digital badge from the perspective of selfdetermination theory,” PalArch’s Journal of Archaeology of Egypt/Egyptology, vol. 18, pp. 116-128, 2020.

Authors’ Profiles
Soepriyatna received his Doctoral degree from Atma Jaya Catholic University in 2012. He specialized in English
Applied Linguistic focusing on English Language Teaching. His areas of interest are teacher preparation and training,
curriculum development, assessment, and module development. He is now a senior lecturer and Vice Rector of
Academic Affairs of Sampoerna University, Jakarta, Indonesia.

Christian Haposan Pangaribuan received the Bachelor of Science in Productions & Operations Management from
the Ohio State University, his MBA degree from University of New Haven, and PhD from BINUS University. He is
now a lecturer at Sampoerna University, Jakarta, Indonesia. His research interest includes digital marketing and
tourism management.

How to cite this paper: Soepriyatna, Christian Haposan Pangaribuan, "The Direct and Indirect Influence of Gamification on
Learning Engagement: The Importance of Learning Goal Orientation (A Preliminary Study)", International Journal of Information
Engineering and Electronic Business(IJIEEB), Vol.14, No.4, pp. 39-46, 2022. DOI:10.5815/ijieeb.2022.04.05

Copyright © 2022 MECS

I.J. Information Engineering and Electronic Business, 2022, 4, 39-46

