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ABSTRACT
Game‐based assessments (GBAs) have become increasingly popular in personnel selection. However, research on perceptions of GBAs 
has yielded mixed results, highlighting the need to explore variables that may shape perceptions of GBAs. Therefore, we examined 
whether test takers' occupational background and other person‐related characteristics (i.e., gender, age, video game usage, openness to 
experience) are associated with their perceptions of GBAs. N = 179 individuals from technical and social occupational backgrounds 
rated their perceptions of GBAs and non‐gamified tests. We found that GBAs were generally rated more positively than non‐gamified 
tests in terms of organizational attractiveness, behavioral intentions toward the organization, enjoyment, and modernity. Furthermore, 
test takers' occupational background and several individual difference variables were related to perceptions of GBAs. These findings 
show the need to include individual difference variables as antecedents in applicant reaction models.

The war for talent puts organizations under increasing 
pressure to identify and hire qualified candidates. Accord
ingly, organizations are seeking strategies to position 
themselves as attractive employers in order to attract qual
ified applicants to work for them. A shift towards innovative 
and technology‐based selection methods that enable a more 
engaging and entertaining experience for candidates while 
offering organizations valuable insights into applicants' job‐ 
related skills and abilities represents one of these strategies 
(Chamorro‐Premuzic et al. 2016).

A method that has gained particular popularity in organizations in 
recent years is game‐based assessment (GBA), that is, the use of 
(computer) games as personnel selection tools to measure the 
constructs of interest (Landers and Sanchez 2022; Ohlms 
et al. 2024b).1 Depending on their specific configuration (e.g., game 
elements), GBAs can take on various forms and might be used to 
measure any combination of knowledge, skills, abilities, or other 
characteristics (KSAOs, Landers and Sanchez 2022). It has been 

suggested that GBAs can help organizations to position themselves 
as attractive employers, as GBA is an innovative method that could 
attract applicants through playful design, which may lead to better 
applicant perceptions and an improved organizational image as 
compared to traditional methods (e.g., Bhatia and Ryan 2018; 
Woods et al. 2020). Applicant perceptions, in turn, are crucial as 
they influence key assessment outcomes such as applicants' per
formance in selection tests and their intentions to accept a job offer 
(Hausknecht et al. 2004).

However, the evidence for these proposed benefits of GBAs on 
applicant perceptions is somewhat mixed: Some studies found 
more positive applicant perceptions of GBAs compared to tra
ditional non‐gamified tests (e.g., Landers et al. 2022), while 
others revealed more negative applicant perceptions of GBAs 
(e.g., Ohlms et al. 2024a). One potential explanation for these 
mixed findings may be that there are person‐related differences 
in perceptions of GBAs (Barends and Ohlms 2025; Ramos‐ 
Villagrasa et al. 2022). For instance, individuals with high levels 
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of video game usage and high technology self‐efficacy tend to 
perceive GBAs more favorably than those with lower levels of 
video game usage and lower technology self‐efficacy (Ellison 
et al. 2020; Ohlms and Melchers 2025; Ohlms et al. 2024a). 
Unfortunately, a practical challenge for organizations is the 
inability to collect these psychological variables, such as video 
game usage, during the application process. Instead, organiza
tions can typically only rely on observable or documentable 
proxy variables such as applicant′s occupational background. 
Occupational background, in turn, may be related to systematic 
differences in demographic and psychological characteristics 
relevant to GBA perceptions. For instance, it may well be 
assumed that applicants from technical occupational back
grounds are more likely to be men and use video games more 
often, compared to applicants with a social occupational back
ground who are stereotypically more likely to be women and 
have less video game usage (Charles and Bradley 2009; Kuhn 
and Wolter 2022; Su et al. 2009).

The occupational background of applicants may thus provide 
organizations with a practical cue through which to anticipate 
variations in perceptions of GBAs, however, this also raises 
important concerns. If individuals from different occupational 
backgrounds systematically differ in their perceptions of GBAs, 
owing, for instance, to differences in video game usage, this 
may call into question the perceived fairness and universal 
applicability of GBAs in selection processes, and may result in 
unintended disadvantage. Such a disadvantage may occur 
indirectly if particular applicant groups perceive the assessment 
context as being less relevant to the job or less fair in terms of 
procedure, which can decrease their motivation to take the test 
and thus their performance (Hausknecht et al. 2004). For 
instance, applicants who do not play video games often may 
find the game mechanics confusing or irrelevant to the job, 
leading to a lower perceived fairness and performance, 
regardless of their actual abilities (Ohlms, Hohner, et al. 2025). 

Hence, examining whether test takers' occupational back
ground is associated with their perceptions of GBAs not only 
has practical usefulness but also contributes to the discourse on 
how individual differences are associated with applicant per
ceptions of selection instruments.

One reason why applicants from different occupational back
grounds may differ in their perceptions of technology‐based 
GBAs may be that GBA performance requires at least some 
technical competencies. Consequently, applicants from less 
technologically advanced occupational backgrounds may have 
more negative perceptions of GBAs (see Bauer et al. 2006, for a 
similar argument), whereas applicants from more technologi
cally advanced occupational backgrounds may see some con
nection between the content of a GBA and the KSAOs required 
for their job, leading to more positive applicant perceptions. 
Furthermore, identifying such occupational background group‐ 
based differences in GBA perceptions enables organizations to 
make informed decisions about when and for whom GBAs are 
more or less appropriate to use in personnel selection processes.

The present study therefore examines whether test takers' 
occupational background impacts their perceptions of GBAs. 
Particularly, we assessed whether individuals from occupations 
that require predominantly technical skills rather than social 
skills (referred to in this article as technical vs. social occupa
tional background, Peterson et al. 2001) have more favorable 
attitudes toward GBAs. Specifically, we have chosen to compare 
the perceptions of test takers from technical and social occu
pational backgrounds because the required KSAOs, the educa
tional background, and the vocational interests differ 
considerably between these two occupational fields 
(Holland 1996; National Center for O*NET Development 2024). 
Additionally, we sought to examine how the person‐related 
characteristics of potential applicants (i.e.,age, gender, video 
game usage, and openness to experience) relate to their per
ceptions of GBAs. This stems from assumptions (Bhatia and 
Ryan 2018; Fetzer et al. 2017) that these psychological and 
demographic variables may also be associated with applicants' 
perceptions of GBAs, although initial empirical evidence yiel
ded mixed results, leaving a need for further research before 
definite conclusions can be drawn.

In doing so, our study aims to provide empirically informed 
insights into how test takers' occupational background and 
person‐related characteristics are related to applicant percep
tions of GBAs that may help to explain the divergent findings in 
previous studies (e.g., Landers et al. 2022; Ohlms et al. 2024a). 
Specifically, we provide insights into whether test takers' 
occupational background, as well as their age, gender, video 
game usage, and openness, are associated with their perceptions 
of GBAs. To do so, we used applicant perception variables from 
Gilliland's (1993) fairness model as well as more modern 
applicant perception variables (i.e., enjoyment, modernity of the 
organization) that may be particularly relevant in the context of 
GBAs (Ohlms et al. 2024b). Our findings may help to clarify the 
divergent results observed in prior studies and offer implica
tions for whether GBAs constitute a “one size fits all” solution 
that improves perceptions across different applicant groups or 
whether their use should be adapted to specific applicant 
groups to promote fairness and acceptance. Theoretically, our 
findings illuminate whether individual difference variables 
influence applicant perceptions. This provides valuable 

Summary 
• Game‐based assessments (GBAs) have become 

increasingly popular in personnel selection, but it 
remains unclear whether GBAs are equally attractive 
to all applicants

• This study contributes to our understanding of 
whether individual differences, including the occu
pational background, gender, age, video game usage, 
and openness to experience can explain differences in 
applicant perceptions of GBAs

• In general, GBAs were rated more positively than 
non‐gamified tests on organizational attractiveness, 
behavioral intentions towards the organization, en
joyment, and modernity but participants from tech
nical occupational backgrounds had somewhat more 
positive perceptions than individuals from social 
occupational backgrounds

• Perceptions of the GBAs were also more negative for 
older test takers, while individuals who had more 
video game usage or who were more open perceived 
GBAs more positively
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empirical information on whether such variables need to be 
explicitly incorporated into theoretical models of applicant 
reactions (e.g. Hausknecht et al. 2004; Landers and 
Sanchez 2022) as factors that influence how applicants evaluate 
(digital) selection instruments. Moreover, our results may offer 
valuable information for organizations seeking to tailor their 
selection instruments to the specific needs of the industry and 
applicant group in order to attract and target suitable job 
seekers.

1 | Theoretical Background and Previous 
Research on Applicant Perceptions of Game‐Based 
Assessments 

One reason why applicant reactions matter to organizations is 
the growing war for talent (Vaiman et al. 2021), because of 
which organizations cannot afford to put off applicants with 
selection processes that are not well‐received. Meta‐analytic 
evidence has shown that traditional non‐gamified personality 
and cognitive ability tests, particularly those used to pre‐select 
applicants, are only moderately accepted by applicants (e.g., 
Anderson et al. 2010; Hausknecht et al. 2004). This may be 
explained by Gilliland's (1993) fairness model, the most 
important applicant reaction model. It postulates ten rules of 
procedural fairness (e.g., perceived job‐relatedness, opportunity 
to perform) as important for the perception of fairness, with 
procedural fairness describing the perceived fairness of the 
selection process. The fairness rules of perceived job‐relatedness 
and opportunity to perform may be only partially met in tra
ditional non‐gamified tests. First, this may be due to the fact 
that non‐gamified personality and cognitive ability tests typi
cally do not provide a direct link to the actual work task, as the 
items are often abstract, and thus these tests may reflect little 
job‐relatedness. Secondly, the opportunity to present oneself 
may be limited in traditional non‐gamified tests, which usually 
have a rigid structure with predetermined response options.

In recent reviews and book chapters, GBAs have been discussed 
as a promising way to improve applicants' perceptions com
pared to traditional tests (e.g., Bhatia and Ryan 2018; Woods 
et al. 2020). Theoretically, on the basis of Gilliland′s fairness 
model (as well as on Landers and Sanchez 2022 extension of it 
to the context of game‐related assessments), this may be ex
plained by the fact that GBAs can integrate a storyline that 
embeds the actual items in a context (e.g., a simulation of a 
work day) and that thereby induces a higher level of perceived 
job‐relatedness. In addition, because technology‐based GBAs 
are fundamentally different from traditional tests in terms of 
their controls and appearance, they may be perceived differ
ently in terms of their perceived opportunity to perform. For 
instance, in a GBA, applicants may have the opportunity to 
move freely around in the game environment and to choose the 
order in which they complete the GBA′s tasks (e.g., Ohlms 
et al. 2024a), which may increase their perceived opportunity to 
perform.

Moreover, empirical evidence confirmed that adherence to the 
fairness rules and perceptions of procedural fairness have sub
stantial positive correlations with applicants' attitudes and 
behavioral intentions toward the organization, such as the 
perceived organizational attractiveness and the likelihood of 

accepting a job offer (Hausknecht et al. 2004). Thus, if GBAs 
improve the perceived fairness of the selection process, they 
may also lead to higher perceived organizational attractiveness 
and more positive behavioral intentions toward the organiza
tion compared to traditional tests.

Technology‐based GBAs may improve not only traditional 
applicant perception variables, but also more novel perception 
variables such as the perceived enjoyment of the selection 
instrument and modernity of the organization. GBA is a rela
tively new selection method. Thus, applicants may perceive the 
use of such a new selection method as a signal that an orga
nization has a modern culture, embraces new trends, and that 
people working in such an organization have an innovative 
mindset (Bangerter et al. 2012; Spence 1973). In addition, ap
plicants may consider GBAs, which are games developed for 
selection purposes, as more enjoyable than traditional non‐ 
gamified tests without any game elements.

Research on GBAs is still relatively sparse and the few studies 
that have been published in the context of personnel selection 
and assessment have yielded mixed results so far. Landers et al. 
(2022), for example, compared applicants' perceptions of a GBA 
measuring cognitive ability from the mini‐game genre with a 
traditional paper‐pencil cognitive ability test. Their results 
showed that this GBA was rated more positively than a paper‐ 
pencil cognitive ability test in terms of intrinsic motivation, test 
motivation, test anxiety, procedural justice, distributive justice, 
perceived job relatedness, and test propriety. Similarly, Ohlms 
et al. (2024b) discovered that potential applicants perceived 
GBAs as more enjoyable and modern than paper‐pencil or 
computer‐based tests. Finally, al‐Qallawi and Raghavan (2022) 
analyzed actual user reviews of different mobile‐based GBAs 
and found that applicants generally showed positive perceptions 
of GBAs and perceived them as novel. In the same study, 
negative reactions to mobile‐based GBAs were mostly associ
ated with technical problems (e.g., connection errors, bugs). In 
contrast to these three studies, there is also some evidence that 
applicants' perceptions of GBAs can be more negative than 
those of their traditional counterparts or that there are no dif
ferences. Ohlms et al. (2024a), for example, found that an 
adventure genre GBA that assessed cognitive ability was per
ceived as less fair, and was related to lower organizational 
attractiveness and behavioral intentions but to higher test 
anxiety compared to a paper‐pencil cognitive ability test. 
Finally, in another study Ohlms et al. (2024b) found that 
potential applicants rated GBAs and their traditional counter
parts equally well on perceived fairness, job‐relatedness, and 
opportunity to perform.

Given the paucity of prior research on applicant perceptions of 
GBAs that could provide a rationale for specific hypotheses, and 
the mixed results of the few studies that have been conducted, 
we propose the following research question:

Research Question 1: Are GBAs rated differently from non‐ 
gamified tests on (a) procedural fairness, (b) job relatedness, 
(c) opportunity to perform, (d) organizational attractiveness, 
(e) behavioral intentions, (f) modernity, and (g) enjoyment?

One potential explanation for the inconsistent findings regard
ing applicant perceptions of GBAs across studies may be that 
person‐related characteristics influence how applicants perceive 
selection instruments, particularly digital or gamified ones. 
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However, Gilliland's (1993) fairness model primarily focuses on 
procedural justice rules and contextual features of the selection 
process. It does not account for individual difference variables 
that may shape how these processes are perceived and eval
uated. Although Landers and Sanchez (2022) extended 
Gilliland′s model to the context of GBAs by emphasizing game 
design elements such as mechanics and dynamics, their 
framework also neglects person‐related characteristics as 
potential antecedents of applicant perceptions. Addressing this 
theoretical gap, we propose that incorporating person‐related 
characteristics such as occupational background, gender, age, 
video game usage, and openness to experience improves theo
retical accounts of why applicants react differently to GBAs.

2 | Occupational Field and Applicant Perceptions 
of Game‐Based Assessments 

As noted in the introduction, applicants' occupational back
ground and the job they are applying for might affect their 
attitudes toward a technology‐based GBA (see Ramos‐Villagrasa 
et al. 2022; Woods et al. 2020). Given that different job profiles 
vary considerably regarding the level of technology, communi
cation, and/or interpersonal skills required for a specific occu
pation, GBAs may more or less reflect the KSAOs required for a 
particular occupation (Woods et al. 2020) and may also be more 
or less aligned with the image people have of a particular 
occupation (Holland 1996). According to Holland's (1996) well‐ 
established classification of occupational images and types, 
GBAs might be perceived as congruent with the competencies, 
interests, and self‐beliefs of individuals working in realistic 
occupations (i.e., according to Holland's classification, these are 
occupations that require technical and mechanical skills as well 
as the use of machines and tools). For example, a technology‐ 
based GBA might be perceived as face valid for people with 
occupational backgrounds that require predominantly technical 
skills (Peterson et al. 2001), such as engineers or computer 
scientists, because technical skills are also required to complete 
a technology‐based GBA (Woods et al. 2020). Additionally, jobs 
that require good technical and digital skills often demand 
fewer social skills (e.g., software programmer, National Center 
for O*NET Development 2018). According to Holland's (1996) 
typology, realistic occupational types also show low similarity to 
social occupational types (i.e., occupations that require inter
personal competencies as well as skills in teaching, nurturing, 
and caretaking). Therefore, people with an occupational back
ground in and applying for realistic job types may be less likely 
to expect the job and its selection process to include social 
components. Thus, the lack of social interaction in completing a 
GBA may be perceived as less negative by applicants from 
technical occupational backgrounds because social interaction 
is not considered relevant to the job.

In contrast, social occupations, such as kindergarten teachers or 
therapists, are characterized by social interaction with humans, 
and engaging with technical systems plays a subordinate role in 
these occupations (Holland 1996; National Center for O*NET 
Development 2024). Therefore, it is conceivable that people 
from social occupational backgrounds who are applying for jobs 
in social occupations may wonder why they have to complete a 
technology‐based selection procedure to get a job offer, as this 
does not match the image they have of a social occupation 

(Holland 1996). Matching this rationale, research shows that 
individuals working in social occupations (e.g., healthcare sec
tor) tend to be averse to the introduction of new technologies in 
the workplace (e.g., Holden et al. 2016; Shulzhenko and 
Holmgren 2020). Accordingly, perceptions of technology‐based 
GBAs may potentially vary depending on the occupational 
background or the level of technological skills required for a job 
(Woods et al. 2020).

In line with this reasoning, research on applicant perceptions 
found that perceptions of selection instruments can vary 
depending on the applicant's occupational background and the 
job for which they are applying (e.g., Martin and Nagao 1989; 
Murphy et al. 1990). For example, Martin and Nagao (1989) 
found that the use of nonsocial paper‐pencil and of computer‐ 
based interviews for a high‐status managerial position resulted 
in significantly higher levels of applicant dissatisfaction with 
the selection process compared to applicants for a low‐status 
clerk position who perceived a nonsocial interview process to be 
appropriate for the position. This suggests that the perceived job 
relatedness of a given selection instrument can be influenced by 
one's occupational background and the specific job for which 
one is applying (e.g., Martin and Nagao 1989; Murphy 
et al. 1990). Independent of the content of a technology‐based 
GBA, this may contribute to higher job‐relatedness perceptions 
for people with a technical occupational background. As dis
cussed above, the perceived job relatedness, in turn, may have 
far‐reaching consequences for organizations, as it is related to 
the perceived procedural fairness of the selection process, 
organizational attractiveness, and other behavioral intentions 
toward the organization (e.g., job offer acceptance intentions, 
Hausknecht et al. 2004). Accordingly, the question arises as to 
whether individuals from technical occupational backgrounds, 
for whom GBAs may generally provide some degree of job 
relatedness, consider GBAs to be more suitable for selecting 
applicants for a vacancy than individuals from non‐technical 
occupational backgrounds, for whom technology‐based GBAs 
have lower job relatedness.

Given that technical and social occupations differ in terms of 
the technical skills required to perform these jobs and 
the degree to which one must interact with technical systems 
(National Center for O*NET Development 2024), we compared 
the perceptions of GBAs of test takers from these two occupa
tional backgrounds. Based on Holland's (1996) classification of 
occupational images and types and the above‐discussed 
research, which suggests that applicants with technical occu
pational backgrounds may perceive GBAs as fairer, and orga
nizations that use them as more attractive, we propose the 
following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1. GBAs are rated more positively by test takers 
with technical occupational backgrounds than by test takers with 
social occupational backgrounds with respect to (a) procedural 
fairness, (b) job relatedness, (c) opportunity to perform, (d) 
organizational attractiveness, and (e) behavioral intentions.

3 | Person‐Related Characteristics and Applicant 
Perceptions of Game‐Based Assessments 

Another possible explanation for the mixed results on appli
cants' perceptions of GBAs may be related to individual 
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differences in perceptions of GBAs based on person‐related 
differences. Therefore, we also aimed to examine whether test 
takers' gender, age, video game usage, and openness are asso
ciated with their perceptions of GBAs. These person‐related 
characteristics are theoretically expected to be particularly 
related to perceptions of GBAs (Bhatia and Ryan 2018). 
Although some initial studies examined the relationship 
between person‐related characteristics and perceptions of 
GBAs, the empirical evidence remains limited and 
inconsistent—which highlights the need for systematic repli
cation, extension, and further research before drawing final 
conclusions. For instance, research on gender differences in 
perceptions of GBAs has yielded equivocal results: Although 
Ohlms and Melchers (2025) found no differences between men 
and women, other studies reported that men tend to evaluate 
GBAs more favorably than women do (Ellison et al. 2020). 
These inconsistencies underscore the importance of further 
research to broaden the available empirical basis and to estab
lish more generalizable insights in this still emerging field. 
Nevertheless, there are several reasons to expect gender differ
ences in GBA perceptions. First, women may have less favor
able perceptions of GBA than men because they are often less 
motivated to play video games, play them less frequently than 
men, and tend to have lower technology self‐efficacy (e.g., 
ESA 2023; González‐González et al. 2022; Greenberg et al. 2010; 
Hartmann and Klimmt 2006; Lucas and Sherry 2004). Second, 
(video) games often contain competitive content and lack 
meaningful social interaction, which renders them less enjoy
able to women than to men (Hartmann and Klimmt 2006). 
These factors may cause women to perceive GBAs as less 
attractive or appropriate for personnel selection purposes 
compared to men.

The role of age has received even less attention in the literature. To 
our knowledge, only two studies investigated whether age is 
associated with GBA perceptions—likely because much of the 
research is based on student samples with limited age variability 
(e.g., Ohlms et al. 2024a). Two studies used non‐student samples: 
Ellison et al. (2020) found no age‐related difference in perceptions, 
whereas Ohlms and Melchers (2025) reported a negative relation
ship between age and perceptions of GBAs. From a theoretical 
perspective, it seems plausible that older applicants may be more 
skeptical of novel selection instruments such as GBAs than 
younger applicants are. This may be because older people tend to 
play fewer video games (ESA 2022), usually find new technologies 
more challenging to use than younger people (Hauk et al. 2018), 
and tend to have a lower computer self‐efficacy and less video 
game usage (Reed et al. 2005; Williams et al. 2008).

With regard to video game usage, it can be expected that ap
plicants who play video games in their spare time, and thus 
have extensive experience with video games and enjoy playing 
them, might also have more positive perceptions of GBAs than 
applicants who have little or no experience with video games. 
Compared to other person‐related characteristics, initial studies 
examining the association between video game usage and per
ceptions of GBAs offer more consistent results. In alignment 
with this assumption, Ohlms et al. (2024a) and Ohlms and 
Melchers (2025) found that video game usage was positively 
associated with test taker perceptions of GBAs.

Finally, individuals with high openness to experience are 
curious and flexible in their values and attitudes (Costa and 

McCrae 1992). Accordingly, applicants with higher openness 
may perceive novel selection procedures, such as GBAs, more 
positively than applicants with lower levels of openness (Ryan 
and Ployhart 2000). In line with this, previous research found 
that individuals who score higher on openness are more willing 
to adopt novel, technology‐based applications (e.g., Guadagno 
et al. 2008; Witt et al. 2011) and perceive technology‐based 
selection procedures more positively (e.g., Oostrom et al. 2010). 
So far only one study examined the role of openness to ex
perience in perceptions of a gamified assessment (Georgiou and 
Nikolaou 2020) and this study found only a marginal positive 
association between openness and perceptions.

By replicating and extending prior research in a more age‐ 
diverse sample and simultaneously examining four person‐ 
related characteristics, our study contributes building a more 
cumulative and generalizable evidence base. On the basis of the 
above considerations and of findings on person‐related differ
ences in perceptions of technology‐based selection instruments 
in general and GBAs in particular, we posit that person‐related 
characteristics such as gender, age, video game usage, and 
openness are related to applicants' perceptions of GBAs. That is:

Hypothesis 2. Men perceive GBAs more positively than 
women.

Hypothesis 3. Age is negatively associated with perceptions 
of GBAs.

Hypothesis 4. Video game usage is positively associated with 
perceptions of GBAs.

Hypothesis 5. Openness to experiences is positively 
associated with perceptions of GBAs.

4 | Methods 

4.1 | Procedure and Sample 

The study was conducted online and used a quasi‐experimental 
design between‐groups to determine effects of the occupational 
background from which participants stem (social vs. technical 
occupational background) on perceptions of GBAs and of non‐ 
gamified tests. We recruited participants through social media 
(e.g., LinkedIn), e‐mail, or via direct contact. All participants 
evaluated both types of assessments. The order of the two types 
of assessment was determined randomly for each participant.

After giving their informed consent, all participants were pre
sented with the same cover story: They were asked to imagine 
that they were looking for a job, had applied at two different 
organizations, and were now invited by both organizations to 
participate in an online assessment. One organization used a 
non‐gamified test and the other a GBA. Based on the approach 
by Ohlms et al. (2024b), participants were each shown a video 
of approximately 4.5 min in length, featuring examples of GBAs 
and non‐gamified computer‐based tests to illustrate to them 
what these two selection tools might look like. The video of 
non‐gamified tests showed various examples of cognitive‐ and 
of personality‐oriented tests. Furthermore, to clarify for parti
cipants that GBAs may take on very different appearances, the 
video of GBAs included examples of various GBAs from dif
ferent vendors (e.g., Aon assessment, LTP), with different 
designs, game genres (e.g., adventure, mini‐game, role‐play, 
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simulation), that measured different constructs (e.g., cognitive 
ability, personality). The constructs targeted in the examples 
provided for non‐gamified tests and GBAs were thus kept 
constant by presenting assessments for both types of instru
ments that assessed personality as well as cognitive abilities.

Directly after reading the description and watching the video of 
either the non‐gamified tests or the GBAs, participants rated 
various applicant perception variables related to the respective 
type of selection instrument. Finally, participants answered 
questions about their video game usage, and openness, as well 
as their demographics. The order in which the selection 
instruments (i.e., GBA vs. non‐gamified test) were shown was 
determined randomly across participants.

We conducted a priori power analyses to determine the 
required sample size to test our hypotheses and research 
question with a power of 0.80. The analysis revealed a required 
sample size of N = 108 for a one‐way analysis of variance 
(ANOVA) with repeated measurements to detect a small to 
intermediate‐sized main effect to examine Research Question 1 
(f = 0.15, correlation among repeated measures = 0.40). Fur
thermore, for the power analysis for the multivariate analysis of 
variance (MANOVA) related to Hypothesis 1, we assumed a 
small to intermediate effect size of f2 = 0.10. This analysis 
revealed a sample size of N = 134 for five dependent variables. 
Furthermore, to examine the association between person‐ 
related characteristics and applicant perceptions by conducting 
two‐tailed bivariate correlation analyses required a minimum N 
of 84 to detect a medium‐sized effect of r = 0.30. Thus, we aimed 
to collect data from at least 134 participants.

Inclusion criteria were that participants (a) were currently working, 
would work (e.g., were currently studying or in training), or had 
worked in an occupation requiring predominantly technical or 
social skills (for a list of occupations classified as social or technical 
occupational field, see Table S1 in the supplemental material) and 
(b) answered both attention check items correctly (see below). For 
the present study, occupational backgrounds were classified as 
social when they require a high level of interpersonal interaction 
and involve little use of technology. In contrast, technical occu
pational backgrounds were defined as jobs in which technology is 
required for the majority of daily tasks. Here, the classification of 
occupations from O*NET (National Center for O*NET Develop
ment 2024) was used as a guideline. To test whether our catego
rization of social and technical occupational backgrounds was 
accurate, we had a second coder who was blind concerning the 
study′s research goals and who independently coded the occupa
tional backgrounds that participants reported. The classification of 
the second coder showed substantial overlap with our categoriza
tion of the occupational backgrounds (κ = 0.79, Landis and 
Koch 1977). Altogether, we excluded 60 participants prior to data 
analysis, 41 as they did not have a technical or a social occupational 
background, 16 as they failed the attention check, and 3 as they 
failed both inclusion criteria.

The final sample consisted of 179 participants (60.9% female, 
38.0% male, 1.1% diverse), of which 109 were considered to have 
a social occupational background and 70 to have a technical 
occupational background. In the sample, age ranged from 18 to 
79 years with a mean of 32.27 (SD = 14.39). Of the participants, 
72.1% indicated that they already knew non‐gamified computer‐ 
based tests, while 14.5% had only heard of GBAs.

4.2 | Measures 

4.2.1 | Applicant Perception Variables 

To measure the different applicant perception variables, we 
used established scales. Furthermore, unless specified differ
ently, all items were answered on 5‐point Likert scales ranging 
from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. Scales for which 
no German version existed were translated into German and 
checked via back‐translation. All items are shown in Table S2 in 
the online supplement.

Perceived procedural fairness (three items; mean α = 0.90), job 
relatedness (two items; mean α = 0.91), and opportunity to 
perform (four items; mean α = 0.90) were measured with three 
subscales of the Selection Procedural Justice Scale (Bauer 
et al. 2001) in a German translation used by Ohlms et al. (2024). 
We used a German translation from Ohlms, Melchers, and 
Lievens (2025) of five items each from Highhouse et al. (2003) 
to capture organizational attractiveness (mean α = 0.88) and 
behavioral intentions (mean α = 0.89). We assessed modernity 
of the organization using a semantic differential with two 
adjective pairs on a 5‐point Likert scale (mean α = 0.83) taken 
from Kanning et al. (2019). Furthermore, enjoyment of the test 
was assessed using three items (mean α = 0.92) from Wilde 
et al. (2009).

We conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with seven 
correlated factors to examine whether the different applicant 
perception variables represent separable factors. This CFA 
showed adequate fit for both the applicant perception variables 
concerning the GBA, χ2

GBA(231) = 354.95, p < 0.001, CFIGBA = 
0.97, SRMRGBA = 0.04, RMSEAGBA = 0.06, and concerning the 
non‐gamified test, χ2

test(231) = 479.51, p < 0.001, CFItest = 0.93, 
SRMRtest = 0.06, RMSEAtest = 0.08.

We also tested several alternative models. First, we tested a single‐ 
factor model that fitted poorly, χ2

GBA(252) = 1344.90, p < 0.001, 
CFIGBA = 0.70, SRMRGBA = 0.09, RMSEAGBA = 0.16; χ2

test(252) = 
1454.17, p < 0.001; CFItest = 0.65, SRMRtest = 0.10, RMSEAtest = 
0.16. We found that the seven‐factor model fitted significantly better 
than the single‐factor model, Δχ2

GBA(21) = 989.95, and 
Δχ2

test(21) = 974.67, both ps < 0.001. Secondly, we conducted a CFA 
with six correlated factors that defined organizational attractiveness 
and behavioral intentions as one factor, χ2

GBA(237) = 396.36, 
p < 0.001, CFIGBA = 0.96, SRMRGBA = 0.04, RMSEAGBA = 0.06; 
χ2

test(237) = 546.44, p < 0.001; CFItest = 0.91, SRMRtest = 0.06, 
RMSEAtest = 0.09. This six‐factor model performed significantly 
worse than the seven‐factor model, Δχ2

GBA(6) = 41.41, and 
Δχ2

test(6) = 66.94, both ps < 0.001. And thirdly, we conducted a CFA 
with five correlated factors that defined the variables of Gilliland′s 
fairness model (i.e., perceived job‐relatedness, procedural fairness, 
opportunity to perform) as one factor and separate factors for 
organizational attractiveness, behavioral intentions, modernity, and 
enjoyment. This model fitted moderately, χ2

GBA(242) = 567.97, 
p < 0.001, CFIGBA = 0.91, SRMRGBA = 0.05, RMSEAGBA = 0.09; 
χ2

test(242) = 736.31, p < 0.001; CFItest = 0.86, SRMRtest = 0.06, 
RMSEAtest = 0.11. Furthermore, the fit for this five‐factor model was 
significantly worse than for the seven‐factor model, Δχ2

GBA(11) = 
213.02, and Δχ2

test(11) = 256.8, both ps < 0.001. Thus, taken together 
we considered the results of the CFAs as support for considering the 
applicant perception variables as separable constructs.
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4.2.2 | Person‐Related Characteristics 

In addition to the demographic variables, the other person‐ 
related characteristics of interest were measured with estab
lished scales. First, participants' video game usage (e.g., “I often 
play video games”, α = 0.93) was measured using a 5‐item scale 
from Bourgonjon et al. (2010) in the German translation from 
Ohlms, Melchers, Kanning, et al. (2025). Finally, we used ten 
items from the German version of the HEXACO‐60 (Moshagen 
et al. 2014) to measure openness (e.g., “I like people who have 
unconventional views”, α = 0.69).

4.2.3 | Attention Check 

We included two attention checks in our study. First, after 
answering the applicant perception items, participants were 
asked which selection instrument they had just evaluated, 
allowing them to choose between “game‐based assessment”, 
“computer‐based test”, and “I don′t know”. And second, in 
between the applicant perception items another attention check 
was included: “We would like to know if you read everything 
carefully. Therefore, please tick ‘strongly agree′ to show that 
you read everything”. All participants who failed one or both of 
these attention checks were excluded from the study.

5 | Results 

Means, standard deviations, intercorrelations, and reliabilities 
for the study variables are shown in Table 1. Intercorrelations 
for the perceptions of the GBA are presented below the diagonal 
and intercorrelations for the perceptions of the non‐gamified 
test are presented above the diagonal. In line with previous 
research, younger participants and men reported higher video 
game usage than older participants and women (e.g., Gkorezis 
et al. 2021; Ohlms, Melchers, Kanning, et al. 2025).

Before testing the hypotheses and research question, we ex
amined whether participants from the two occupational back
grounds differed on the various individual difference variables 
using t‐tests for independent groups as well as regarding gender 

using a χ²‐test. In line with common workforce statistics (U.S. 
Bureau of Labor Statistics 2024), there was a significant differ
ence between occupational background groups in terms of 
gender, with more women than men having a social occupa
tional background and more men than women having a tech
nical occupational background, χ²(1) = 19.88, p < 0.001. 
Furthermore, and not surprisingly, participants from the two 
occupational backgrounds also differed in terms of their video 
game usage, with individuals with a technical occupational 
background having higher scores, t(131.34) = 2.25, p = 0.03, and 
we also found a significant difference in age, t(125.88) = 2.23, 
p = 0.03, indicating that participants with a social occupational 
background were on average younger than participants 
with a technical occupational background. Participants from 
the two backgrounds did not differ regarding openness, 
t(177) = 0.13, p = 0.90.

Given the significant differences between the two occupational 
groups, we followed Spector's (2021) advice and examined 
potential covariates (i.e., gender, age, video game usage, open
ness) individually in the subsequent analyses. Hence, we con
ducted exploratory correlation analyses to examine how the 
different individual characteristics related to participants' per
ceptions of GBAs and computer‐based tests (see below).

5.1 | Perceptions of Game‐Based Assessments 
Versus Non‐Gamified Tests 

Separate means and standard deviations for game‐based and 
non‐gamified assessments for all applicant perception variables 
for the two occupational backgrounds are depicted in Table 2. 
To examine Research Question 1, which asked whether differ
ent applicant perception variables would be rated differently for 
GBAs than for non‐gamified tests, we conducted a series of one‐ 
way ANOVAs with repeated measurement, with the different 
applicant perception variables as the dependent variable and 
the selection instrument (GBA vs. non‐gamified test) as the 
independent variable. Results of the ANOVAs indicated that 
GBAs were rated more positively than non‐gamified tests re
garding organizational attractiveness, behavioral intentions, 

TABLE 1 | Descriptive information and correlations among study variables.

Variable MD SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

MD 0.62 32.27 1.91 3.62 2.89 2.92 2.63 3.05 3.17 2.96 3.33

SD 0.49 14.39 1.10 0.58 1.04 0.95 0.90 0.86 0.80 1.00 1.14

Gendera 0.62 0.49 (–) −0.28*** −0.36** .14 −0.11 −0.04 −0.09 −0.02 −0.09 .08 .04

Age 32.27 14.39 −0.28*** (–) −0.19** .21*** .02 −0.03 .02 −0.12 −0.05 .05 .002

Video game usage 1.91 1.10 −0.36*** −0.19** (0.93) −0.11 .06 .06 .06 .09 .11 −0.12 −0.08

Openness 3.62 0.58 .14 .21** −0.11 (0.69) −0.06 .04 −0.02 −0.03 −0.04 −0.03 .05

Procedural fairness 2.79 1.01 −0.04 −0.18* .19* −0.07 (0.90) .61*** .63*** .67*** .62*** .31*** .31***

Job relatedness 2.83 0.97 .03 −0.29*** .18* −0.02 .66*** (0.91) .71*** .68*** .61*** .28*** .36***

Opportunity to perform 2.66 0.95 −0.05 −0.20** .21** −0.05 .71*** .72*** (0.90) .68*** .58*** .20*** .32***

Organizational attractiveness 3.31 0.91 −0.02 −0.32*** .26*** .03 .61*** .68*** .61*** (0.88) .81*** .35*** .42***

Behavioral intentions 3.34 0.83 −0.04 −0.24** .21** .16* .63*** .63*** .55*** .84*** (0.89) .37*** .38***

Modernity 4.19 0.81 .05 −0.17* .05 .06 .41*** .31*** .31*** .49*** .44*** (0.83) .23**

Enjoyment 3.91 1.09 .07a −0.36*** .25*** −0.001 .44*** .46*** .44*** .64*** .59*** .48*** (0.92)

Note. N = 179. Intercorrelations for perceptions of the GBA are presented below the diagonal, and intercorrelations for perceptions of the non‐gamified test are presented 
above the diagonal. Mean scale reliabilities (internal consistencies) are shown in the diagonal. Gender is coded as 0 = male, 1 = female. 
an = 177. 
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.
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enjoyment, and perceived modernity of the organization, all 
Fs > 7.67, all ps < 0.007. According to Cohen's (1988) guidelines, 
the effect for modernity was large (d = 1.35), the effect for en
joyment was moderate (d = 0.52), and the effects for organiza
tional attractiveness (d = 0.29) and behavioral intentions 
(d = 0.21) were small. In contrast, there were no significant 
differences between the two selection methods concerning rat
ings of procedural fairness, job relatedness, and opportunity to 
perform, Fs ≤ 1.85, all ps ≥ 0.17.

5.2 | Effect of the Occupational Background on 
Perceptions of Game‐Based Assessments 

To assess whether individuals with a technical occupational 
background show more positive perceptions of GBAs than 
individuals with a social occupational background 
(Hypothesis 1), we conducted a MANOVA and subsequent 
ANOVAs with the different perception variables of GBAs as 
dependent variables and the occupational field as the 
independent variable. The multivariate effect was not sig
nificant, Wilk′s λ = 0.96, F(5, 173) = 1.56, p = 0.17, η2 = 0.04, 
but subsequent ANOVAs revealed significant effects of the 
occupational field for organizational attractiveness 
(Hypothesis 1 d), F(1, 177) = 4.16, p = 0.04, d = 0.31, and 
behavioral intentions toward the organization (Hypothesis 
1e), F(1, 177) = 5.01, p = 0.03, d = 0.34, indicating higher 
ratings by participants with technical occupational 
backgrounds than participants with social occupational 
backgrounds (see Table 2). Furthermore, the difference 
between the two occupational backgrounds for opportunity 
to perform fell just short of significance, F(1, 177)  
= 3.35, p = 0.07.

In addition, we examined exploratively whether the occupa
tional background also influenced perceptions of non‐gamified 
computer‐based tests. Therefore, we conducted another MAN
OVA, this time with the different applicant perceptions of non‐ 
gamified tests as dependent variables. We found that neither the 
multivariate effect, Wilk′s λ = 0.96, F(5, 173) = 1.51, p = 0.19, 
η2 = 0.04, nor the subsequent ANOVAs were significant, all 
Fs < 2.49, all ps > 0.11. Thus, participants with social and 
technical backgrounds did not differ in their perceptions of non‐ 
gamified tests.2

5.3 | Relationships Between Person‐Related 
Characteristics and Applicant Perception Variables 

In addition to investigating the impact of the occupational 
background on perceptions of GBAs, we also aimed to explore 
how participants' gender, age, video game usage, and openness 
would be related to perceptions of this assessment method 
(Hypotheses 2 to 5). To do so, we determined two‐tailed cor
relations between participants' person‐related characteristics 
and the different applicant perceptions (see the correlations 
below the diagonal in Table 1).

Regarding the perceptions of GBAs, we found significant neg
ative correlations between participants' age and all applicant 
perception variables, with medium‐sized correlations for orga
nizational attractiveness (r = −0.32, p < 0.001) and enjoyment 
(r = −0.36, p < 0.001), as well as small correlations for the other 
perception variables (all rs > |−0.16 | , all ps < 0.03), supporting 
Hypothesis 3. Similarly, in line with Hypothesis 4 there were 
small but significant positive correlations between participants' 
video game usage and all perception variables (all rs > 0.18, all 
ps < 0.01), except for modernity (r = 0.05, p = 0.49). Further
more, the participants' openness was positively related to their 
behavioral intentions toward the organization (r = 0.16, 
p = 0.03), while the correlations for the other perception vari
ables were not significant (all rs < |.07 | , all ps > 0.38). Thus, 
Hypothesis 5 was partly supported. Additionally, in contrast to 
Hypothesis 2, gender did not correlate with any of the percep
tion variables (all rs < |.08 | , all ps > 0.35).

As we found a correlation of r = –0.19 (p = 0.01) between par
ticipants' age and video game usage, we determined partial 
correlations between age and the applicant perception variables 
while controlling for video game usage. The partial correlations 
were only slightly smaller (decreased by r = 0.03/.04 in com
parison to the initial product‐moment correlations), suggesting 
that differences video game usage account for only a small 
portion of the relationship between age and applicant percep
tion variables.

Finally, we also considered the correlations for the non‐ 
gamified tests exploratively. In contrast to the correlations with 
perceptions of GBAs, all the correlations between participants' 
person‐related characteristics and these perceptions were rather 
small and nonsignificant (see the correlations above the diag
onal in Table 1).

TABLE 2 | Results of the one‐way ANOVAs with the ratings of a) GBAs and b) non‐gamified tests on the different perception variables as 
dependent variables and the occupational background as independent variable.

Dependent variable

GBA Non‐gamified test
Social Technical

d
Social Technical

dM (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Procedural fairness 2.74 (0.99) 2.87 (2.74) 0.13 2.92 (1.05) 2.83 (1.03) −0.09
Job relatedness 2.76 (0.92) 2.94 (1.04) 0.19 2.87 (0.99) 2.99 (0.88) 0.13
Opportunity to perform 2.56 (0.91) 2.83 (0.99) 0.29** 2.60 (0.94) 2.66 (0.84) 0.07
Organizational attractiveness 3.20 (0.94) 3.48 (0.83) 0.31* 3.02 (0.93) 3.09 (0.74) 0.08
Behavioral intentions 3.23 (0.85) 3.51 (0.76) 0.34* 3.09 (0.83) 3.28 (0.73) 0.24

Note: Nsocial = 109; Ntechnical = 70. Positive values for Cohen's d indicate higher means for technical occupations. 
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.10.
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Taken together, the analyses related to Hypotheses 2 to 5 
revealed that particularly individuals' age and video game usage 
as well as, to some extent, their openness, were associated with 
their perceptions of GBAs. These person‐related characteristics, 
however, were not related to perceptions of non‐gamified tests.

6 | Discussion 

The primary aim of the present study was to explore whether 
occupational background and person‐related characteristics are 
associated with perceptions of GBAs, in order to help explain 
the mixed results regarding applicants' perceptions of GBAs in 
previous studies (e.g., Landers et al. 2022; Ohlms 
et al. 2024a, 2024b). More specifically, our first goal was to 
examine whether test takers' occupational background affects 
their perceptions of GBAs. Although an applicant's occupa
tional background may serve as a proxy for other person‐related 
characteristics, it is often one of the few pieces of available 
information an organization may have when job seekers apply. 
Our second goal was to investigate whether person‐related 
characteristics (i.e., gender, age, video game usage, openness) 
are related to perceptions of GBAs. In doing so, we adhered to a 
call for research by Ramos‐Villagrasa et al. (2022) in providing a 
deeper understanding of relevant variables that may explain 
differences in test takers' perceptions of GBAs (see Ramos‐ 
Villagrasa et al. 2022). Furthermore, we sought to explore 
whether applicant reaction models such as Gilliland's (1993) 
fairness model and its extension to the GBA context by Landers 
and Sanchez (2022) should take person‐related characteristics 
into account as antecedents of applicant perceptions of digital 
selection instruments. By highlighting the role of such indi
vidual difference variables, our study advances theory by pro
posing that expanded fairness models should incorporate 
individual difference antecedents that shape how applicants 
perceive GBAs.

Concerning the first goal, our results indicate that test takers' 
occupational background indeed tends to influence their per
ceptions of GBAs. Specifically, we found that individuals with 
occupational backgrounds requiring predominantly technical 
skills rated organizational attractiveness and behavioral inten
tions toward an organization using GBAs for personnel selec
tion and assessment more positively than did individuals with 
occupational backgrounds requiring mostly social skills. Inter
estingly, participants' occupational background was not related 
to fairness perceptions (i.e., procedural fairness, job relatedness, 
opportunity to perform). Thus, our findings suggest that test 
takers' occupational background may not be related to their 
perceptions of fairness in relation to Gilliland's (1993) justice 
model. However, test takers' occupational background may be 
relevant to their broader evaluations of the organization and 
their intentions to pursue employment.

Regarding the second goal, person‐related characteristics 
appeared to be associated with perceptions of GBAs, suggesting 
that this novel assessment method may not improve perceptions 
equally for all applicants. In line with results by Ohlms and 
Melchers (2025) and Ohlms et al. (2024a), we found that video 
game usage was positively related to GBA perceptions. Con
sistent with previous research (Ohlms and Melchers 2025; 
Ohlms et al. 2024a), we found that test takers' age was signifi
cantly related to perceptions of GBAs, with younger individuals 

having more positive attitudes toward GBAs than older in
dividuals. However, this result stands in contrast to findings by 
Ellison et al. (2020), who found no age‐related differences in 
perceptions of a cognitive GBA, though the reasons for this 
inconsistency remains uncertain. Generally, age‐related differ
ences in GBA perceptions are plausible. Older individuals 
generally report lower computer self‐efficacy and are less likely 
to use video games frequently, which are factors that may 
contribute to their greater skepticism toward GBAs compared to 
younger applicants (Reed et al. 2005; Williams et al. 2008). In 
line with results from Georgiou and Nikolaou (2020), partici
pants' openness appears to have relatively weak positive rela
tionship with their perceptions of GBAs. In addition, and 
consistent with recent findings by Ohlms and Melchers (2025), 
but in contrast with earlier studies from Ohlms et al. (2024a) 
and Ellison et al. (2020), our results did not show an association 
between gender and perceptions of GBAs. One possible ex
planation for the absence of gender‐related differences in our 
study may lie in the changing landscape of gaming behavior. 
Recent representative statistics indicate that video game usage 
is now almost equally distributed across genders, with 53% of 
players identifying as male and 46% as female (ESA 2023). 
However, men and women continue to differ in the types of 
games they prefer playing. As a result, variations in the specific 
game mechanics or aesthetics used in different GBAs may dif
ferentially appeal to certain gender groups—potentially ex
plaining why some studies report gender differences and others 
do not.

Our findings suggest that individuals' video game usage and their 
age may help to some extent to explain the equivocal results across 
studies. Test takers from technical occupational backgrounds used 
video games more frequently and were younger than participants 
from social occupational backgrounds. Accordingly, test takers' 
age and their video game usage may provide two reasons why test 
takers from technical occupational backgrounds had more positive 
perceptions of GBAs than test takers from social occupational 
backgrounds. When we controlled for test takers' gender, video 
game usage, and age, more positive perceptions of GBAs were still 
evident for test takers from technical occupational backgrounds. 
Thus, occupational background appears to explain (some of) the 
variance in applicants' perceptions of GBAs over and above video 
game usage and age.

Furthermore, our findings showed that GBAs were generally 
rated more positively in terms of perceived organizational 
attractiveness, behavioral intentions, enjoyment, and modernity 
of the organization compared to more traditional non‐gamified 
computer‐based tests. In particular, there was a large effect for 
perceived modernity of the organization, a medium‐sized effect 
for enjoyment, as well as small effects for organizational 
attractiveness and behavioral intentions. Thus, in line with 
previous findings on GBAs (Ohlms et al. 2024a, 2024b), our 
results suggest that the use of GBAs might serve as an employer 
branding tool, helping organizations to position themselves as 
modern and to provide a more enjoyable applicant experience. 
In contrast, the use of GBAs seems to have less influence on 
direct perceptions of the actual assessment such as fairness 
perceptions. This is consistent with previous findings on GBAs 
that imply that not all applicant perceptions variables are 
affected equally positively (see Ramos‐Villagrasa et al. 2022). 
More specifically, in their literature review, Ramos‐Villagrasa 
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et al. emphasized that playful selection methods show the 
largest improvements on organizational attractiveness com
pared to their traditional counterparts, whereas positive effects 
on perceptions of procedural fairness and motivational out
comes were only small in most studies (e.g., Georgiou and 
Nikolaou 2020; Hommel et al. 2022; Landers and 
Collmus 2022).

These findings also raise concerns about the potential of GBAs 
to indirectly disadvantage certain applicant groups. If applicants 
from certain occupational backgrounds, or those who play video 
games less frequently, perceive GBAs as being less fair, enga
ging, or job‐related, they may be less motivated to take the 
assessment, which could result in poorer performance. A recent 
study by Ohlms, Hohner, and Melchers (2025) indeed found 
that test takers with less video game usage performed worse 
on GBAs.

Taken together, our findings advance applicant reaction the
ories by showing that characteristics related to the individual, 
such as test takers' occupational background, age, video game 
usage, and openness to experience can systematically influence 
how they perceive GBAs. This implies that relevant concep
tualizations such as Gilliland' (1993) applicant reaction model, 
as well as its extension to the GBA context (Landers and 
Sanchez 2022), should be explicitly extended to incorporate 
such person‐related antecedents, given that they can impact 
how applicants perceive GBAs (Hausknecht et al. 2004).

Alternatively, beyond Gilliland's (1993) applicant reaction 
model, future research could draw on alternative theoretical 
frameworks that have been widely applied to explain technol
ogy acceptance and use. One such model is the Technology 
Acceptance Model 3 (TAM, Venkatesh and Bala 2008). The 
central assumption of the original TAM (Davis 1989) was that 
individuals' intention to use a technology is determined by their 
perceived usefulness (i.e., the extent to which a person thinks 
that using a technology enhances their performance or makes it 
easier) and perceived ease of use (i.e., the degree to which using 
a technology is free of effort). TAM3 extends this by adding 
determinants of perceived ease of use, such as computer self‐ 
efficacy, computer anxiety, and perceived enjoyment 
(Venkatesh and Bala 2008). Applying TAM3 to the context of 
GBAs could therefore help explain why applicants with lower 
technology self‐efficacy or higher technology anxiety may per
ceive GBAs as more difficult to use and, consequently, perceive 
them less favorably than individuals with high technology self‐ 
efficacy or low technology anxiety. Another suitable framework 
could be the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Tech
nology (UTAUT, Venkatesh et al. 2003). UTAUT postulates that 
an individual's behavioral intentions and actual technology use 
are driven by performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social 
influence, and facilitating conditions. Importantly, the model 
also emphasizes the moderating role of individual difference 
variables, including gender, age, experience, and voluntariness 
of use, which influence the strength of these relationships. In 
the context of GBAs, these moderators could explain why spe
cific applicant groups, such as older individuals or those with 
limited gaming or technology experience, might evaluate GBAs 
less favorably than younger or more experienced applicants. 
Integrating insights from these technology acceptance models 
with applicant reaction models could therefore provide a more 
comprehensive theoretical foundation for understanding how 

applicants perceive and evaluate technology‐based selection 
procedures such as GBAs.

6.1 | Practical Implications 

Regarding applicant perceptions, GBAs may not be equally 
appropriate for all applicant groups—or in other words, GBAs 
might be used selectively to target specific applicant groups. 
Our results suggest that younger and more open individuals, as 
well as those who play video games more often, may perceive 
GBAs more favorably than older individuals and individuals 
with limited openness and video game usage. Similarly, 
potential applicants from technical occupational backgrounds 
might perceive organizations using GBAs for personnel selec
tion and assessment at least slightly more positively and may be 
more likely to accept a job offer from such organizations than 
potential applicants from social occupational backgrounds. 
Thus, when organizations must decide whether to use a tradi
tional computer‐based test or a GBA with comparable psycho
metric properties, it might be recommended to consider, in 
particular, the use of GBAs for young people, those who fre
quently use video games, and open‐minded applicant groups for 
technical positions in order to motivate potential applicants to 
apply and to encourage them to accept a job offer. In contrast, 
GBAs seem less suitable for older individuals, and people who 
use video games less frequently. Consequently, recruiters and 
organizations may select either a GBA or a more traditional 
assessment to select applicants depending on the applicant 
target group they aim to reach.

6.2 | Limitations and Directions for Future 
Research 

We acknowledge several limitations. The first limitation arises 
from the fact that participants were only shown videos of dif
ferent GBAs and computer‐based tests and did not complete 
whole assessments. Nevertheless, by showing participants a 
wide variety of different GBAs und computer‐based tests 
(keeping the constructs constant across GBAs and computer‐ 
based tests), we aimed to give participants a detailed overview 
of what these assessments might look like by showing that 
GBAs can vary in their specific design and content.

Another limitation of our study is that we examined and 
compared only two different occupational backgrounds: tech
nical versus social occupational backgrounds. We considered 
these occupational backgrounds as good examples of occupa
tional backgrounds that differ considerably concerning com
puter and technology usage (National Center for O*NET 
Development 2024) and interests (Holland 1996). Nevertheless, 
we encourage future research to examine a wider range of 
different occupational backgrounds and to assess how various 
occupational groups might differ in their perceptions of GBAs. 
Related to this, another limitation concerns the classification of 
participants into technical and social occupational back
grounds. Although this categorization was informed by the 
O*NET occupational framework (National Center for O*NET 
Development 2024) and showed substantial coder agreement, 
the occupational diversity within each group may have intro
duced heterogeneity that could have affected the results. Using 
broader categories allowed for a more generalizable 
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examination of trends across occupational domains. Future 
research should consider focusing on more narrowly defined 
and clearly distinguishable occupational backgrounds (e.g., 
software developers vs. nurses) to enhance conceptual clarity 
and interpretability of between‐group comparisons.

A further limitation concerns the relatively small sample size of 
the technical occupational background group. Although our 
a priori power analysis indicated sufficient power for the main 
analyses, future studies may aim to replicate our findings with a 
larger sample in order to additionally detect smaller differences 
between occupational groups for certain variables.

Another limitation of our study is that we used a cross‐sectional 
design, meaning we were unable to draw causal conclusions about 
the associations between person‐related characteristics and appli
cant perceptions of GBAs. Therefore, future research should build 
on these findings by employing longitudinal or experimental 
designs to better identify causal relationships and uncover the 
psychological mechanisms underlying these associations. However, 
a longitudinal design would have placed a greater burden on the 
participants, making the study less feasible.

Building on our study, future research could examine how 
individual characteristics (e.g., occupational background, per
sonality traits) and specific game elements of GBAs shape 
applicant perceptions. In particular, we encourage future 
studies to re‐examine our findings using a between‐subjects 
experimental design, where participants from distinct occupa
tional backgrounds complete either a GBA or a traditional 
computer‐based test.

7 | Conclusion 

In recent years, interest in technology‐based selection instruments, 
such as GBAs, has increased rapidly among both practitioners and 
researchers (Armoneit et al. 2020; Ohlms et al. 2024b; Woods 
et al. 2020). This created a need to develop a better understanding 
of how different applicant groups perceive this novel assessment 
method, and whether GBAs are equally effective at attracting and 
targeting applicants from different occupational backgrounds, and 
with different in person‐related characteristics. Our results suggest 
that GBAs are not perceived equally positively by all applicant 
groups. Specifically, individuals from technical occupational back
grounds, younger applicants, and those with more video game 
usage and a greater openness to experience tend to view GBAs 
more positively than individuals from social occupational back
grounds, older applicants, and those with less video game usage. 
These results help to explain some of the divergent findings in 
previous studies on applicant perceptions of GBAs, and emphasize 
the importance of considering applicants' characteristics when 
evaluating the suitability of GBAs for personnel selection. For 
organizations, our results suggest that GBAs might be a suitable 
employer branding tool for applicants from occupational back
grounds requiring predominantly technical skills. At the same 
time, care should be taken to avoid unintentionally deterring ap
plicants who are less familiar with or comfortable around GBAs.
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Endnotes 
1GBAs do not necessarily need to be computer‐ or internet‐based; they 
can also take analog forms (see, e.g., Fissler et al. 2018 who examined 
how performance on a traditional game [a jigsaw puzzle] was related 
to various measures of cognitive ability). However, given that the vast 
majority of GBAs for selection and assessment purposes are 
computer‐ and internet‐based, we focused on these in the present 
study.

2In our analyses related to Research Question 1, which compared the 
different occupational backgrounds controlling for participants’ 
gender, age, and video game usage did not qualitatively change the 
results and the conclusions for all dependent variables regarding the 
different perceptions of the GBA and the non‐gamified test.

3Ohlms M. L. (2024). Digitization in personnel selection: Adaptation 
and enhancement of traditional personnel selection instruments using 
gamification and game‐based assessment [Doctoral dissertation]. kiz 
Universität Ulm, Germany.
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