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Abstract

Game-based assessment is a tool that an organization could use to test the skills of applicants 

applying for a job. This study, based on previous research, aimed to study the relationships 

between conscientiousness, perceived fairness and organizational attractiveness. Specifically, 

the individual relationships between conscientiousness and perceived fairness and the 

between perceived fairness and organizational attractiveness, as well as the mediating effect 

of perceived fairness on the relationship between conscientiousness and organizational 

attractiveness. We performed a correlational study based on an experimental design with a 

sample of 267 participants. Statistical analysis showed evidence for a positive correlation 

between perceived fairness and organizational attractiveness. No evidence was found for a 

relation between conscientiousness and perceived fairness, or a mediating effect of perceived 

fairness on the relationship between conscientiousness and organizational attractiveness. The 

conclusion states that organizations should choose game-based assessments with high 

perceived fairness. Further research is needed to create a reliable overview of applicants’ 

reactions and attitudes to, as well as the fairness and validity of game-based assessment.
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Examining the relationship between conscientiousness, perceived fairness and 

organizational attractiveness in a selection setting using GBA

Whenever an employer hires a new employee, they run the risk of hiring someone that 

is unsuited for the task. For this reason, many different methods have been used to uncover 

the ideal candidate for the position. Interviews and resumé's are popular techniques, but other 

methods have certainly been tried, like, flyers, employee referrals, or networking events. The 

way open positions are filled works very differently nowadays than it did several years ago. 

Online job-advertisements have the possibility to reach more people. While that may create a 

higher likelihood of finding the ideal candidate, it also increases the number of unsuitable 

candidates.  Since so many more candidates need to be considered, new assessment methods 

are needed by employers to get a clear overview of who the applicants are. Methods that are 

time-efficient and do not require as much manpower are preferred (Ellison et al, 2020). 

The other side of the coin is also interesting to look at. Not only is the point of view of 

the employers interesting, the applicants also have their own feelings and opinions. 

Applicants are more likely to accept a job if they feel positively towards both the selection 

procedure and the organization (Bazerman et al., 1994). Employers would not want their 

ideal candidate to reject the position. Therefore, they need to use a selection method which 

leaves a positive imprint on the applicants.

A possible method of selection assessment, which might be beneficial for both sides, 

is game-based assessment. Game-based assessment, or GBA, refers to psychometric methods 

of assessment that include multiple game elements and assess an individual's ability (Bhatia, 

2018). Game elements can differ vastly, from basic aspects such as levels or badges, to more 

complicated ones like simulations, challenges and situations in which the applicant must 

apply strategy. (Garris et al., 2002) Game-based assessments that seek to determine personal 

traits such as reaction speed or cognitive ability, will naturally adopt the more complicated 

elements. Game-based assessment requires to be differentiated from gamification, which is 

“the use of game elements to non-game contexts” (Deterding, 2011, p.1). Game-based 

assessment uses a game, specifically designed for assessment of a certain skill.

Game-based assessment (GBA) has several possible upsides. These include an 

increased amount of test-taking motivation, decreasing the amount of score contamination 

due to stress, and an increased validity of measurement, due to gameplay being a behavioural 

outcome (Landers, 2015). Game-based assessment has also shown to increases the likelihood 
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of recommending the company to others (Ellison et al, 2020). Game-based assessment has 

also been shown to be correlated with justice perceptions (Bhatia, 2018). Bhatia suggests this 

is because people might be in a flow state. Other options could be related to a sense of control 

over one's own actions. On a personal note, the objectivity of a program might be preferable 

over the subjectivity of an interviewer.

A downside of game-based assessment is that the research on it is all very new. The 

first research published on the topic is from 2007 (Kearney, 2007). Due to the limited 

exploration of the topic, a logical fear is that the games themselves might be biased. It could 

be argued that people who have previous experience with computer technology, or video 

gaming in particular, might have an unfair advantage. Apart from technological efficacy, 

other variables spring to mind. Age and gender might have an effect, although it is possible 

this could overlap with technological efficacy (Midão et al., 2020). Another possibility is that 

people of certain cultural or educational background would score differently on these types of 

assessment, without it indicating a difference in job performance. Finally, people of different 

personality types might respond differently to game-based assessment. 

The focus of the study is on the differentiation between applicant reactions and 

attitudes towards game-based assessment, based on their personality. The reactions and 

attitudes of applicants towards game-based assessment are examined. One goal of our 

research is to discern how different groups of the population react differently to game-based 

assessment. Do they think it is a fair way to decide whether someone is suitable to the job? 

Do they have a higher opinion of the company based on this method of recruitment? 

Questions like this are important for organizations. Logically they will desire the best 

applicants. If applicants are turned off by the idea of working for a company based on the 

selection procedure, it might be beneficial for that organization to change their selection 

procedure, however cheap or efficient. The focus of this study specifically is how perceived 

procedural justice varies across different levels of conscientiousness, when exposing 

applicants to game-based assessment. It also seeks to find out what the link is with 

organizational attractiveness. Specifically, the focus is to determine to what extent the level 

of organizational attractiveness varies across different levels of conscientiousness, when 

exposing applicants to game-based assessment, and does perceived fairness have a mediating 

role in that relationship.

Conscientiousness
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According to Roberts et al. (2015), conscientiousness is the ability to control 

impulses, be goal directed, plan and delay gratification. These traits are considered ideal to be 

present in one's employees, from an employer's perspective. People with a higher level of 

conscientiousness have been shown to experience a more positive relationship between 

family-to work facilitation and job performance compared to people with a lower level of 

conscientiousness (Srivastava, 2018). It has also been demonstrated that it is positively 

related to job performance rating itself (Ohme & Zacher, 2015). Given that candidates that 

record high conscientiousness scores could be seen as optimal contenders, it is natural to 

assume employees would prefer using methods that would both highlight applicants with 

high levels of conscientiousness, while also being positively perceived by those same 

participants. The research on the relationship between level of conscientiousness and opinion 

of selection systems is limited and does not show a consistent direction. Viswesvaran and 

Ones (2004) found a moderate negative relationship between conscientiousness and 

importance of selection system context variables, while Dineen et al. (2004) found a positive 

relationship between level of conscientiousness and the weight given to procedural justice 

characteristics. The relationship might differ depending on the assessment method, creating 

an interesting research point in relation to GBA.

Procedural Justice

Procedural justice is often used interchangeably with procedural fairness. It relies on 

the idea that the opinion of individuals pertaining to the fairness of the system, is influenced 

more by the perceived fairness of the process (procedure), than it is by the fairness of the 

outcome (The Case for Procedural Justice: Fairness as a Crime Prevention Tool, n.d.). 

Perceptions of procedural justice have an influence over the applicant's decision to accept a 

job offer (Bazerman et al., 1994, Harold et al., 2015). This naturally leads to a situation in 

which an employer would be looking for an assessment method which applicants perceive to 

be procedurally fair and just.

This relationship can be explained through the need for competence.  Since a higher 

level of conscientiousness is correlated with a more satisfied need for competence (Prokesova 

et al., 2019), and a more satisfied need for competence is correlated with a higher level of 

perceived fairness, specifically in gamified recruitment (Buil et al., 2020). One could assume 

that this same relationship works similarly in the setting of a game-based assessment. 

Therefore, because conscientiousness is positively correlated with satisfaction of the need for 

competence, and a more satisfied need for competence is correlated positively with a 
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perceived fairness, we tested whether conscientiousness has a direct positive correlation with 

perceived fairness.

Hypothesis 1: Conscientiousness is positively correlated to perceived fairness.

Organizational Attractiveness

Organizational attractiveness is generally referred to as an applicant's “attitude or 

expressed general positive affect towards an organization” (Aiman-Smith, et al., 2001, p. 

221). It is studied in the context of selection procedures, providing an indication to what 

extent the organization in question is seen as an inviting option. Naturally, an organization 

will strive to appear as attractive as possible, in order to recruit the best applicants. Lowery, 

2017 has found low levels of perceived fairness may have negative impacts such as decreased 

organizational attraction, a loss of qualified applicants, and potential litigation troubles. 

Lowery stated that when the organisation was not perceived to be fair, the applicants do not 

view it as a safe place to work. This would be because the procedure may not be seen as 

related to the job and does not provide an opportunity for applicants to demonstrate their 

knowledge, skills, and abilities related to the work. 

This provides the second hypothesis for our study.

Hypothesis 2: Perceived fairness is positively correlated to organizational 

attractiveness.

Current study

Combining these three aspects, our aim is to research the relationship between 

conscientiousness level and level of perceived fairness, specifically in the situation of a 

game-based assessment.  The two hypotheses already formulated are:

Hypothesis 1: Conscientiousness is positively correlated to perceived fairness
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Hypothesis 2: Perceived fairness is positively correlated to organizational 

attractiveness

These lead to an exploratory hypothesis. If conscientiousness is positively correlated to 

perceived fairness, which is positively correlated to organizational attractiveness it is possible 

that there is an indirect effect of conscientiousness on organizational attractiveness, mediated 

by perceived fairness.

Hypothesis 3: Perceived fairness is a mediator between conscientiousness and 

organizational attractiveness.

Figure 1.

The mediating effect of perceived fairness on the relationship between conscientiousness and 

organizational attractiveness
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Methodology

Participants and Design

Participants were recruited through social media outreach by the researchers, as well as from 

a sample of FEB students. In total 267 participants completed the study. In the demographic 

section, 25 people did not answer the questions. Most of the candidates indicated to be 

between 18 and 25 (216, 88.9%). The sample comprised 168 (62.9%) males, 73 (27.3%) 

females, 1 (0.4%) non-binary/third gender, and 1 (0.4%) chose the category “prefer not to 

say”. The first language of the participants varied greatly, with the most common ones being 

Dutch (159, 59.55%) and German (32, 11.99%). No other first language was represented over 

7 times. When asked about their English proficiency, 53 (20.2%) participants indicated a 

basic understanding, 159 (59.6%) reported a fluent understanding, while 29 (10.9%) reported 

they possessed a native or bilingual proficiency. In terms of education, 164 (61.4%) reported 

to have obtained a high school diploma. 46 (17.2%) reported they had some college, but no 

degree. The rest of the options were barely chosen. Out of our 267 participants, 130 (48.7%) 

had prior experience with recruitment/selection in the workplace, while 112 (41.9%) did not. 

When asked about their identity as a gamer, most applicants stated that they like playing 

video games (65.5%), but most did not identify as playing a lot, being a gamer or playing 

more than others. Additionally, 31 (11.6%) of the participants had experience with game-

based assessment prior to the study, while 122 (45.7%) did not, and 89 (33.3%) reported that 

they were not sure. The limitations of the study were that the participants had to have a basic 

understanding of the English language. The participants were also required to be at least 18 

years old.

Measures

The variables measured were conscientiousness, perceived fairness and organizational 

attractiveness. Conscientiousness was measured using a 7-point Likert scale. On either side of 

the scale an antonymous word would be placed (example: thorough versus careless for 

conscientiousness, and rude versus polite for agreeableness). The participants had to choose 

how much they identified with either of the words. There were ten questions for 

conscientiousness. For perceived fairness, there were two questions. Each of the questions 

was measured using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from "very fair” to “not fair at all”. The 

same scale was used for organizational attractiveness, but that scale used six questions.

Procedure
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The procedure of the research was different between two situations. The first situation 

is that the link to the survey was sent out to people, where they could finish it in their own 

time, at a location of their own choosing. Either on a laptop, PC, or mobile device. The 

second situation was that students from the Faculty of Economics and Business at the RUG 

participated in the study at the Business Research Lab. The procedure for the participants was 

the same otherwise. Respondents first completed the ethics section. After that they could 

answer non-mandatory questions related to their demographics. Next, they filled out 

questions related to their personality or attitudes, pertaining to conscientiousness, 

agreeableness, technological self-efficacy and self-esteem. After this they played two small 

games that can be used in workplace recruitment, followed by questions related to their 

attitudes and reactions towards the game-based assessments. 

Results

Analytic Strategy

All analysis but one was conducted using SPSS v. 29. The Sobel Test was used for 

this extra computation of the mediation effect of perceived fairness on the relationship 

between conscientiousness and perceived fairness. The hypotheses were checked by 

individually checking the correlations between the items. This was done as a combined 

variable, and by correlating each item individually. Subsequently, a regression analysis was 

performed. The information gained from this was used to test the hypotheses. For one of the 

questions, the data had to be inversed. 

Assumption checks

The assumptions for linear regression were checked for conscientiousness, perceived fairness 

and organizational attractiveness. None of the variables turned out to be normally distributed. 

This should be taken into consideration when discussion the results. (Table 1).

Table 1

Kolmogor
ov-
Smirnov

Shapiro-
Wilk

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Conscienti
ousness

0.08 211 0.00** 0.99 211 0.03

Fairness 0.13 203 0.00** 0.97 203 0.00**
Attractive
ness

0.13 203 0.00** 0.97 203 0.00**
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Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis 1

The first hypothesis proposed that there would be a positive correlation between 

conscientiousness and perceived fairness. Table 1.1 shows the overall correlation between 

conscientiousness and perceived fairness. The correlation (r = -0.003) is nearly zero, 

suggesting that there is no relation found between the two variables. Each individual item 

regarding conscientiousness was tested for correlation with each individual item regarding 

perceived fairness. Here the highest correlation found between two individual items was r = 

0.210, which is considered weak. Thereafter, a regression analysis was performed, the results 

of which are visible in Table 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4. An R Square of 0.000 is found, indicating that 

0% of the variance in perceived fairness is accounted for by conscientiousness. Additionally, 

a significance of p = 0.97 was found. Based on these results, Hypothesis 1 was rejected.

Hypothesis 2

The second hypothesis proposed that there would be a positive correlation between perceived 

fairness and organizational attractiveness. Akin to the method of Hypothesis 1, Table 2.1 

shows the overall correlation between perceived fairness and organizational attractiveness, r 

= .24. This is higher than the previous one, but still quite low. This suggests a possible weak 

relationship between perceived fairness, but no strong evidence. In Tables 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and 

2.5, the results of the regression analysis are shown. These show that 5.8% of the variance in 

organizational attractiveness is explained by perceived fairness. That is very low. The 

significance test shows a value of p = <0.001, which would indicate that perceived fairness 

has a small but significant relation to organizational attractiveness. These results provide 

evidence that supports Hypothesis 2.

Hypothesis 3

The third hypothesis it was proposed that perceived fairness had a mediating effect on the 

relationship between conscientiousness and organizational attractiveness. To assess this, a 

regression analysis was performed. This analysis showed the indirect of conscientiousness on 

organizational attractiveness, via the mediator variable perceived fairness. The results in 

Tables 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 show how the indirect effect of perceived fairness was measured. The 

p-value of the indirect effect is p = 0.97, indicating there is no mediator effect of perceived 

fairness on the relation between conscientiousness and organizational attractiveness. This 

leads to the conclusion to reject Hypothesis 3

Table 0.1
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Normality test for Conscientiousness

Kolmogorov-
Smirnov

Shapiro-Wilk

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Conscientiousness 0.083 211 0.001 0.986 211 0.033

Table 0.2 

Normality test for Perceived Fairness

Kolmogorov-
Smirnov

Shapiro-Wilk

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Fairness 0.125 203 <0.001 0.972 203 <0.001

Table 0.3

Normality test for Organizational Attractiveness

Kolmogorov-
Smirnov

Shapiro-Wilk

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Attractiveness 0.125 203 <0.001 0.967 203 <0.001

Table 1.1

Overall correlation between conscientiousness and perceived fairness

Correlation Count Lower C.I. Upper C.I.
Conscientiou
sness

Perceived 
Fairness

-0.003 194 -0.144 0.138

Table 1.2

Regression analysis on conscientiousness and perceived fairness: correlations

Fairness Conscientiousness
Pearson Correlation Fairness 1.000 -0.003

Conscientiousness -0.003 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) Fairness 0.485

Conscientiousness 0.485
N Fairness 194 194

Conscientiousness 194 194
Table 1.3
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Regression analysis on conscientiousness and perceived fairness: Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R 
Square

Std. Error of the 
Estimate

1 0.003 0.000 -0.005 0.81106

Table 1.4

Regression analysis on conscientiousness and perceived fairness: ANOVA

Model Sum of 
Squares

df Mean 
Square

F Sig.

1 Regression 0.001 1 0.001 0.001 0.969
Residual 126.301 192 0.658
Total 126.302 193

Table 2.1

Overall correlation between perceived fairness and organizational attractiveness

Correlation Count Lower C.I. Upper C.I.
Conscientiou
sness

Perceived 
Fairness

0.241 202 0.107 0.367

Table 2.2

Regression analysis on perceived fairness and organizational attractiveness: correlations

Fairness Conscientiousness
Pearson Correlation Fairness 1.000 0.241

Conscientiousness 0.241 1.000
Sig. (1-tailed) Fairness <0.001

Conscientiousness <0.001
N Fairness 202 202

Conscientiousness 202 202

Table 2.3

Regression analysis on perceived fairness and organizational attractiveness: Model 

Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R 
Square

Std. Error of the 
Estimate

1 0.241 0.058 0.054 0.71009

Table 2.4
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Regression analysis on conscientiousness and perceived fairness: ANOVA

Model Sum of 
Squares

df Mean 
Square

F Sig.

1 Regression 6.237 1 6.237 12.369 <0.001
Residual 100.845 200 0.504
Total 107.082 201

Table 2.5

Regression analysis on conscientiousness and perceived fairness: Coefficients

Model Unstandardized 
B

Coefficients 
Std. Error

Standardized 
Coefficients 
Beta

t Sig

1 (Constant) 1.827 0.190 9.633 <0.001
Fairness 0.219 0.062 0.241 3.517 <0.001

Table 3.1

Regression analysis on the mediating effect of perceived fairness on the relation between 

conscientiousness and organizational attractiveness: Coefficients of conscientiousness

Model Unstandardized 
B

Coefficients 
Std. Error

Standardized 
Coefficients 
Beta

t Sig

1 (Constant) 2.955 0,263 11.234 <0.001
Conscienti
ousness

-0.003 0.082 -0.003 -0.038 0.969

Table 3.2

Regression analysis on the mediating effect of perceived fairness on the relation between 

conscientiousness and organizational attractiveness: Coefficients of conscientiousness and 

perceived fairness

Model Unstandardized 
B

Coefficients 
Std. Error

Standardized 
Coefficients 
Beta

t Sig

1 (Constant) 1.297 0.294 4.409 <0.001
Conscienti
ousness

0.168 0.071 0.163 2.347 0.020

Fairness 0.214 0.063 0.237 3.413 <0.001
Table 3.3

Regression analysis on the mediating effect of perceived fairness on the relation between 

conscientiousness and organizational attractiveness: Sobel test of mediator effect

Input
A: Correlation Conscientiousness and 
Perceived Fairness

-0.003
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B: Correlation Perceived Fairness and 
Organizational Attractiveness

0.214

Standard Error A 0.082
Standard Error B 0.063

Test Test statistic Standard Error p-value
Sobel Test -0.037 0.018 0.971
Aroian Test -0.035 0.018 0.972
Goodman Test -0.038 0.017 0.969

Discussion

Game-based assessments are a relatively new method of selection, that has several 

clear advantages. As selection has been under scrutiny in the past, any new method would 

need to be examined, as to avoid issues such as gender bias (Heilman et al., 2015).

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between the personality 

aspect conscientiousness and the applicant reactions and attitudes, specifically perceived 

fairness and organizational attractiveness. As a result of this, the first hypothesis states that 

conscientiousness is positively correlated to perceived fairness.

The results do not support Hypothesis 1. In opposition to the inference drawn based 

on the research that found a positive correlation between conscientiousness and the need for 

competence (Prokesova et al., 2019) and the need for competence and perceived fairness 

(Buil et al., 2020), conscientiousness is an ineffectual predictor for perceived fairness in this 

sample. It explains 0% of the variance and has a negligible positive correlation. A possible 

reason for this might be that the sample consisted of young people, many of whom did not 

have previous experience with recruitment procedures. It is possible this may affect their 

perception of what a fair recruitment procedure consists of. Perhaps a sample that has on 

average more experience with recruitment can more clearly compare game-based assessment 

to the types of assessment they are used to. It seems possible this would yield different 

results. Another possibility is that the game-based assessments used in this research were not 

designed in a way that allows for the need for competence to be filled, at least to a significant 

extent. Given that the previous findings based their results on studies using more job-specific 

games, it might be that those job-specific games were vital in fulfilling of the need for 

competence. When this factor is affected, relationship between conscientiousness and 

perceived fairness is as well. 
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Given that one of the proposed advantages of game-based assessments is a higher 

level of perceived fairness, this research aimed to study the relationship between perceived 

fairness and organizational attractiveness as well. Therefore, the second hypothesis suggests a 

positive correlation between perceived fairness and organizational attractiveness.

Hypothesis 2 was supported by the findings. As expected from the research conducted 

by Lowery (2017), perceived fairness was found to be positively correlated with 

organizational attractiveness. While the correlation is weak, and the variance in 

organizational attractiveness explained by perceived fairness is low, it was found to be 

significant. The positive correlation between perceived fairness and organizational 

attractiveness not only feels logical, it is reported in multiple different studies (Georgiou & 

Nikolaou, 2020; Lowery, 2017), even rejected candidates report higher levels of 

organizational attractiveness when they felt the procedure was fair (Schinkel et al., 2013). A 

fair way of assessment could indicate a good understanding of what the job needs.

The earlier proposed separate relationships are between conscientiousness and 

perceived fairness, and perceived fairness and organizational attractiveness. We proposed that 

if there is a positive correlation between conscientiousness and perceived fairness, as well as 

a positive correlation between perceived fairness and organizational attractiveness, perceived 

fairness would mediate the relationship between conscientiousness and organizational 

attractiveness. Based on this, the third hypothesis suggest an indirect relationship between 

conscientiousness and organizational attractiveness mediated by perceived fairness.

The results did not support the third hypothesis. Given that no evidence was found for 

a relationship between conscientiousness and perceived fairness, the mediation hypothesis 

between perceived fairness conscientiousness and organizational attractiveness was brought 

into question. The same arguments for the rejection of the first hypothesis apply here. The 

study utilized a sample of young people, with limited job experience. In a study that aims to 

research work-related situations, it seems plausible that job experience would have an impact. 

The same goes for the game-based assessments themselves. As stated earlier these were not 

designed specifically for the job that the applicants had in mind. The situation might be that 

our subjects did not feel like they were a proper reflection of the job-specific skills they feel 

are needed for the job they have in mind. This may affect the levels of perceived fairness and 

organizational attractiveness.

Theoretical and practical implications
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The results of this study add to the existing literature regarding recruitment in general, and 

more specifically to recruitment using game-based assessment. Our results show no 

significant relation between the personality trait conscientiousness and the reactions of 

perceived fairness or organizational attractiveness. Given the limitations of our research and 

the existing literature that supports this phenomenon, there is reason to believe it can be 

found in future research. Our research highlights several factors that could influence the 

process of recruitment through game-based assessments. One of these is perceived fairness. 

We found that a higher level of perceived fairness indicated a higher level of organizational 

attractiveness. This means that organizations interested in using game-based assessments 

should focus on different points. One of their goals should be to utilize game-based 

assessments that score high in perceived fairness, since this will likely correspond to a higher 

level of organizational attractiveness, leading to a higher likelihood of the desired applicants 

accepting a hypothetical job offer. Furthermore, organizations should be aware that different 

groups may respond differently to game-based assessment. Before using it as a method of 

selection, it would be best to consider their target group, or likely group of applicants, and 

check the whether the existing literature contains useful information.

Strengths and limitations

In our study there are several strengths to be highlighted. Our sample consisted mainly 

of students from the same age group (18-25) and nationalities (Dutch and German). This is 

helpful, since it lowers the likelihood of alternative explanations or inconsistencies in the 

results. While it decreases the generalizability, it increases the value the study has for a 

specific group. The availability of actual game-based assessments is another strength to our 

study. The ability for the applicants to play the game-based assessments highly increases the 

validity of their reported attitudes and reactions.

The study is not without limitations either. The game-based assessments were not 

specifically designed for a certain field of work. Instead, they tested general cognitive 

abilities. While this did allow us to accrue a larger sample, it possibly limited the experience 

of the subjects. A more intensive game, related more closely to the job that our subjects 

would be applying for, would result in a clearer idea of what the reaction to game-based 

assessment would be. Furthermore, the homogeneity of the sample does not allow for 

generalization. Given that our sample was young, mainly from only two nations, of the same 

education level, experienced with technology and unexperienced with workplace recruitment, 

means that a large portion of the applicant population was not accounted for in this sample. 
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There was no control group either, which created a situation in which we could not compare 

our findings to a group that did not take part in a game-based assessment. Lastly, the 

participants were under no real pressure throughout the study. There was a time element to 

the game, but no punishment or reward based on their performance. In a situation where the 

job of an applicant is actually on the line, reactions and attitudes might be different.

Future research

In line with the limitations mentioned, future research should aim to create a situation 

that would be more representative of a recruitment process. Primarily with the use of games 

related to specific jobs. While using a game specifically designed for a certain branch of work 

may lower the generalizability of the research, it highly increases the validity of the results. 

Firstly, because it would allow participants to feel more engaged in the game itself. By 

putting them in a situation they might actually encounter, it is possible they would answer 

more truthfully and be more motivated to perform. Secondly, there might be differences in 

reactions and attitudes towards game-based assessment between different types of work. By 

separating them from each other, the possibility of these differences influencing results are 

eliminated. Aside from that, more diverse samples should be used in order to create a proper 

idea of reactions and attitudes towards game-based assessment. This could be done in the 

form of fewer, heterogenous studies or multiple homogenous studies on different groups. 

Future research should also try and compare game-based assessment to other forms of 

recruitment. The conclusions derived from it mean very little when not compared to other 

methods. The element of motivation is also one that future studies should try to include. 

Possibly in the form of a reward for the best performing subject(s).

Conclusion

The novelty of gamified recruitment is a strong argument for the necessity of future 

research (Vardarlier, 2021). The efficiency of game-based assessments could be a popular 

motivator for organization to implement them heavily into their selection processes. This 

study found evidence for a positive correlation between perceived fairness and organizational 

attractiveness. While this may not be the case exclusively in settings using game-based 

assessment, it does highlight a focus point for organizations on what selection procedure to 

choose. There are several variables that could have an effect, that still need to be studied. If 

game-based assessments are to become a mainstream method of selection, there needs to be 

substantial evidence for its validity and fairness.
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