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The current research proposes to fill a research gap by testing how reward uncertainty, different
types of motivation, as well as individual risk-taking attitude affect consumers’ promotion
participation. Being offered with an uncertain reward, relative to individuals with extrinsic motivation,
individuals with intrinsic motivation will have greater intention to participate in marketing promotion.
In contrast, being offered with a certain reward, relative to individuals with intrinsic motivation,
individuals with extrinsic motivation will have greater intention to participate in marketing promotion.
This effect arises only among consumers having a low level of risk-taking attitude. For consumers
having a high level of risk-taking attitude, their participation intention shows no significant difference
between the two motivation type groups, under both certain and uncertain reward conditions. With
an understanding of how consumer’s response heterogeneously to promotions involving rewards,
marketers can better understand not only how to use this promotional tactic more effectively, but
also how to better allocate their budget for promotions.

Key words: Reward Uncertainty, Motivation Type, Risk-taking Attitude, Promotion

Consumer promotions constitute a significant (Marketing Fact Pack[ MFP] 2016). Promotions
part of the marketing effort of consumer goods have become more usual, more repetitive, and
and services. Within the United States, promotion longer practices than before, and companies
spending alone was $77.2 billion in 2016 are becoming increasingly creative in the types
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of promotions that they are offering consumers.
Besides traditional promotions such as advertising
and publicity, many marketers are making use
of various promotional events as an effective
supporting method to boost brand awareness
and customer loyalty. Currently, more than 96
percent of U.S. corporations include event
marketing in their promotional strategies (Meeting
Professionals Internationall MPI] Foundation
2005).

Promotional events provide an opportunity to
engage the customer with a company, its brand,
and help raise attendees involvement level.
Therefore, attendees are apt to be more
receptive to marketing messages and images
associated with the event than they are to
those presented via other methods (Pope and
Voges 2000). Since a promotional event will
only be effective when customers are willing
to experience it, designing attractive events to
boost participation to the maximum level is
essentially important to marketers. Using material
rewards to make the participation more rewarding
is a commonly used method. The largest
industry to adopt such a promotion is cosmetics,
with 60% of department store makeup and
40% of prestige fragrance sales associated with
such offers (Sexton and Upton 1987). These
promotions may sometimes mention the value
of the reward and other times not (Raghubir
2004). In some occasions, consumers know
exactly what the reward is (ie., “Participate

in the event and get three pieces of Godiva
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Chocolate for free”), while in some other occasions,
consumers will receive one of an array of
possible rewards (i.e., “Participate in the event
and get either one or five pieces of Godiva
Chocolate for free”). The current research seeks
to answer a foundational question in consumer
psychology: how reward uncertainty affects
promotion participation. Does uncertainty increase
or decrease participation intention?

Previous research offers contradictory answers.
On the one hand, both normative theories (ie.,
Expected-Utility Theory: Bernoulli 1954:
Neumann and Morgenstern 2007) and descriptive
theories (i.e., Prospect Theory: Kahneman
and Tversky 1979) predict that consumers are
risk averse and will thus prefer a sure reward
over an uncertain reward of equal expected
value. This preference is robust and universal
in evaluations of outcomes, and thus it is
possible that people would express higher
participation intention toward a certain reward.
On the other hand, from an affective experience
perspective, the reward uncertainty can give
rise to several types of psychological processes
and recent evidence suggests that people
sometimes view uncertainty positively (Laran
and Tsiros 2013: Shen, Fishbach, and Hsee
2015). Thus, it is also possible that people
would express higher participation intention
toward an uncertain reward.

Given the mixed predictions based on existing
theories as well as findings from previous

research in marketing, it is still unclear if, how



and why an uncertain reward in promotions
differs from a sure reward of equal expected
monetary value — questions that should be of
importance for marketers that are trying to
improve on their promotion strategies. Therefore,
the main objective of the current research is to
find a framework that could explain both
when reward uncertainty will harm and when
it will benefit promotions.

Prior research has already examined some
relevant boundary conditions (i.e., effort
requirements, cognitive vs. affective decision,
process vs. outcome focus: see, ie., Kivetz
2003: Laran and Tsiros 2013: Shen, Fishbach,
and Hsee 2015). Based on their findings, the
current research will mainly examine the
consumer heterogeneity in response to uncertain
rewards. Clustering groups according to
consumers characteristics and implementing
specific marketing promotional strategies are
extremely important for enhancing promotional
effectiveness. However, there is little research
on consumer heterogeneity in response to
uncertain rewards in marketing promotions.
With a reasonably rigorous understanding of
how a specific group of consumers evaluate a
promotional event offering certain or uncertain
rewards, marketers can better understand both
when to use a specific promotional tactic and,
in turn, how to better allocate their budget for
effective consumer promotions.

The current research predicts that the

effectiveness of promotions offering uncertain

rewards depends on the consumer’s motivation
type. In the current research, reward uncertainty
refers to which reward consumers will receive
(reward of a higher expected monetary value
vs. reward of a lower expected monetary
value) rather than whether they will receive a
reward or not, as is the case with other
promotional strategies (ie., sweepstakes,
contests). Individuals with extrinsic motivation
have a higher reward expectation than individuals
with intrinsic motivation. Uncertainty is not
appreciated, because consumers do not know
whether the reward of a higher expected
monetary value will be received and thus will
have a feeling of loss. In contrast, individuals
with intrinsic motivation are likely to lower
their reward expectations, become more open
to being surprised with a reward, and believe
in a higher likelihood of receiving the higher
valued reward. This will make consumers more
likely to participate in a promotional event in
the presence of uncertainty when there is
intrinsic motivation involved. Further, this study
proposes one boundary condition to the above
joint effect by introducing consumer’s risk-

taking attitude into the conceptual model.

I. Theoretical Background and
Hypotheses

Existing research on the effects of reward
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uncertainty, motivation type, as well as individual
risk-taking attitude on customers’ promotion
participation can be categorized into four streams:
(1) different types of consumer promotions, (2)
the role of reward uncertainty in promotions,
(3) the interaction effect of motivation type
and reward uncertainty on promotion participation,
(4) the moderating effect of individual risk-
taking attitude.

1.1 Consumer Promotions

Marketers continue to struggle to design
effective promotional campaigns. Common forms
of promotional strategies include public relations,
advertising, sales promotion, and direct marketing.
Promotions vary on multiple dimensions in
attempts to increase the return on investment
(ROI) and positively affect brand equity in
the long term. Although advertising and sales
promotion are the most widely used marketing
communications tools, study finds that in
terms of ROI, face-to-face promotional events
outperforms public relations, internet advertising,
sales promotion, direct marketing, and print
and broadcast advertising (MPI Foundation
2004). In lieu of their customary supporting
role to traditional promotions such as advertising
and publicity, promotional events have assumed
a key role in the contemporary marketing mix.
By providing consumers with a social setting,
promotional events help raise consumers’

involvement level and improve the customer
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experience (Close et al. 2006).

The focus of the current research is a common
type of consumer promotion that offers consumers
a reward for their efforts in a promotional
event. The effectiveness of rewards has been
mixed, while some prior studies suggest such
offer can help increase deal value (Darke and
Chung 2005), others insist the promotional
strategy can have negative effects on the brand
value of the product that has been offered as
a reward (Raghubir 2004).

In terms of the framing of this kind of
promotion, some may clearly mention the value
of the reward and some may not (Raghubir
2004). In some occasions, consumers know
exactly what the reward is (ie., “Participate
in the event and get three pieces of Godiva
Chocolate for free”), while in some other
occasions, consumers will receive one of an
array of possible rewards (ie., “Participate in
the event and get either one or five pieces of
Godiva Chocolate for free”). These strategies
have also been diversified to telling consumers
the probabilities associated with winning some

rewards over others (Laran and Tsiros 2013).

1.2 Reward Uncertainty

People invest money, time and effort in
pursuit of rewards (Amir and Ariely 2008:
Kivetz 2005: Koo and Fishbach 2010: Nunes
and Dreze 2006: Soman 1998). Most prior

researchers distinguish between two basic types



of rewards that people pursue: certain and
uncertain. While a certain reward has a fixed
and known expected value, an uncertain reward
offers several possible results with known or
unknown possibilities. In the real market place,
many companies are running promotions
offering rewards to attract customers. For the
majority of these promotions, receipt of the
reward is a certainty, but there are also several
promotions where it is not. Examples include
sweepstakes, contests, instant-win games and
lucky draws. Typically, such promotions offer
consumers the possibility of receiving a reward
in exchange for their patronage or in exchange
for their efforts.

Considering the widespread use of consumer
promotions involving uncertainty, retailers must
consider it an effective and cost-saving method
of attracting customer’s participation. However,
academic research suggests that the effectiveness
of reward uncertainty can be limited. Specifically,
consumers have been found to be risk-averse,
even extremely so, in a variety of situations
(Gneezy, List, and Wu 2006: Narayanan and
Manchanda 2009). For example, the “certainty
effect” as coined by Kahneman and Tversky
(1979) posits that “people overweight outcomes
that are considered certain, relative to outcomes
which are merely probable” (for all 0 { p { 1,
n(p) + m- (1 — p) {1). Similar to the certain
effect, the “uncertain effect” (Gneezy, List,
and Wu 2006) posits that people may value an

uncertain reward even less than an event's

worst possible reward. Yet for very small stakes,
consumers have been shown to be risk neutral
(Rabin 2000), which would imply indifference
between the two promotions. Uncertainty can
also affect people’s likelihood of taking an
action. The disjunction effect (Tversky and
Shafir 1992) posits that not knowing the
outcome of an event (ie, grade on a final
exam) makes people less likely to act (ie., go
on a cruise) even though they would act
independently of the outcome (ie., go on a
cruise independently of the grade on the
exam). Thus, these findings indicate that
uncertainty can be perceived less valuable and
may prevent people from taking actions until
it is resolved. They are also aligned with the
notion that in many aspects of human behavior,
there exists the need to transform uncertainty
into certainty and reduce the associated anxious
feelings (Calvo and Castillo 2001).

Although in general uncertainty is not favored
by consumers, laboratory experiments have also
found positive consumer responses to reward
uncertainty in situations with certain restrictions.
Mobley, Bearden, and Teel (1988), as well as
Dhar, Gonzalez-Vallejo, and Soman (1999) show
that consumers prefer tensile claims, where the
size of the discount is uncertain, over certain
discounts when the probability of getting a
discount is low. Goldsmith and Amir (2010)
show that in a low-stakes situation that does
not demand much thinking, consumers prefer

uncertain rewards almost as much as the more

Effect of Motivation Type and Reward Uncertainty on Consumers’ Marketing Promotion Participation 49



preferred outcome, and suggest that this is
driven by innate optimism. Kivetz (2003)
demonstrates that the absence of effort
requirements enhances the preference for large-
uncertain rewards over sure-small rewards.
Laran and Tsiros (2013) demonstrate that
when the decision involves affective thinking,
people like to be surprised and appreciate
uncertainty in the purchase process. Shen,
Fishbach, and Hsee (2015) show that when
the focus is on the process of reward pursuit,
a reward of an uncertain magnitude can be
more motivating than a reward of a certain
magnitude, even if the uncertain reward has a
lower expected value.

However, the reward uncertainty discussed
in the current research differs from the uncertainty
studied previously in important ways that
leave open the question of its effectiveness.
Firstly, and most conspicuously, it requires the
customer to make an effort (ie., participate in
a promotional event), other than to make a
purchase decision with the possibility of
getting a reward. Thus the “pain of paying”
does not exist and the positive results in
previous studies may not apply to the current
research because of the different dependent
variables (participation intention vs. purchase
intention). Although in the research of Shen,
Fishbach, and Hsee (2015), participants are
also required to make an effort to get the
reward, the two studies are still different since

the process of reward pursuit is not involved in
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the current research. In addition, the uncertainty
of rewards discussed in the current research
depends not on the stated odds as in the
studies discussed above, but on the consumer’s
subjective belief in personal luck (ie., participants
have to flip a coin by themselves to decide the

specific reward).

1.3 Interaction Effect of Motivation
Type and Reward Uncertainty

Motivation is demonstrated by an individual's
choice to engage in an activity and the intensity
of effort or persistence in that activity (Garris,
Ahlers, and Driskell 2002). Current approaches
concern two dominant clusters that play a role
in determining consumer’s motivation: extrinsic
and intrinsic motivation (Deci, Koestner, and
Ryan 1999: Ryan and Deci 2000).

According to Self-Determination Theory (Deci
and Ryan 1985: Deci, Koestner, and Ryan
1999: Ryan and Deci 2000), intrinsic motivation
refers to performing a behavior for its own
sake—out of interest or for the pleasure and
inherent satisfaction derived from the experience.
In other words, intrinsic motivation emphasizes
experience-driven reasons, stems inherently
from the activity, and is closely tied with
individual interests. Therefore, an intrinsically
motivated activity is inherently enjoyable, and
thus represents a pleasurable end in itself (ie.,
participating in the favorite brand’s promotional

event). Some examples of intrinsic motivators



are excitement, enjoyment, accomplishment
and achievement (Gorman 2004: Holbrook et
al. 1984).

Conversely, extrinsic motivation centers on
behaviors that one performs for instrumental
values, such as monetary rewards, or for goals
that are separable from the behavior (Deci and
Ryan 1987: Deci et al. 1991). According to
this definition, individuals can be viewed as
extrinsically motivated when their behaviors
are based on reasons that can be separated
from the activity itself. Therefore, an extrinsically
motivated activity becomes a means to an end
rather than an end in itself (ie., participating
in a promotional event for a reward). Some
examples of extrinsic motivators are money,
prize, praise, relationship building, and career
progression (Gorman 2004: Morris and Empson
1998).

Extant studies suggest that the type of
motivation has a significant effect on people’s
valuation of options as well as preferences.
Platow and Shave (1995) show that when
individuals are intrinsically motivated, they
feel less sacrifice upon the task completion. Park
(2015) demonstrates that if the achievement is
to be attributed to extrinsic motivation, people
feels more perceived loss, and want to receive
a reward for compensation.

Based on the prior studies, the current
research predicts an interacting effect of
reward uncertainty and motivation type on

consumer's promotion participation intention.

Specifically, extrinsic motivation gives rise to
reward expectations, and therefore to a feeling
of loss when an uncertain reward is afforded.
In contrast, people who see themselves as
intrinsically motivated to engage in an effort
activity are less likely to make the attribution
that they are engaging in the activity only to
obtain some extrinsic intensive and are rather
more likely to attribute their participation to
the enjoyment and interest inherent in the
activity itself (Deci and Ryan 1985: Greene
and Lepper 1978: Kivetz 2003: Lepper 1981).
Therefore, the intrinsic motivation is likely to
lower or even diminish their expectations of
the external reward and thus leads to a higher
preference for uncertainty. Furthermore, when
the intrinsic motivation induces individuals’
positive emotions (ie., excitement, fun), they
may grow more open to the prospect of being
surprised, and thus regard an uncertain reward
as more attractive than a certain reward
(Laran and Tsiros 2013: Shen, Fishbach, and
Hsee 2015). Thus:

Hypothesis la: Being offered with an
uncertain reward, relative to individuals with
extrinsic motivation, individuals with intrinsic
motivation will have greater Intention to
participate in marketing promotion.

Hypothesis 1b: Being offered with a certain
reward, relative to individuals with intrinsic
motivation, individuals with extrinsic motivation

will have greater intention to participate In
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marketing promotion,

1.4 Moderating Role of Risk-taking
Attitude

The impact of extrinsic motivation on lower
participation intention toward uncertain promotions
was predicted based on the notion that extrinsic
motivation gives rise to reward expectations,
and therefore to a feeling of loss when an
uncertain reward is afforded. However, individual's
risk-taking attitude may contribute to the
heterogeneity in response to uncertain rewards
even within the same motivation type group.
To be specific, risk is often closely associated
with uncertainty in consumer behavior research.
Perceived risk increases with higher level of
uncertainty and/or the chance of greater
associated negative consequences (Campbell
and Goodstein 2001: Dowling 1986). Therefore,
consumer's risk-taking attitude may affect the
evaluation of a risky situation (ie. receiving
an uncertain reward), and thus may moderate
the joint effect of reward uncertainty and
motivation type on participation intention.

Researchers have defined risk as an everyday
experience, and everyone experiences it to
varying degrees (Pizam et al. 2004). People
differ in the way they resolve work-related or
personal decisions that involve risk and
uncertainty. Such differences are often described
or explained by differences in risk-taking
attitude. Weber, Blais, and Betz (2002) define
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risk-taking attitude as an individual's likelihood
of involvement in risky behavior. According to
Schoemaker (1990), people’s risky choices are
often inconsistent across different domains and
situations, both in laboratory studies and
managerial contexts. For example, MacCrimmon
and Wehrung (1990) find that business managers
show different degrees of risk taking in gambling,
financial investing, business, and personal
decisions, and thus appear to have different
risk attitude when making decisions involving
personal versus company money, or when
evaluating financial versus recreational risks.
Most prior studies assess risk-taking behaviors
in five content domains: financial decisions
(separately for investing versus gambling),
health/safety, recreational, ethical, and social
decisions (Cheung, Wu, and Tao 2013: Weber,
Blais, and Betz 2002). Among the five domains,
individual's risk-taking attitude in the financial
domain is mainly discussed in the current
research because of the similarities between
uncertain promotions and gambling. To be
specific, uncertain promotions have entertainment
values and share some elements with gambling
(ie., both rely on chances), so gambling
proneness may be associated with response to
uncertain reward. For example, McDaniel (2002)
finds a positive relationship between gambling
participation and involvement in uncertain
promotions such as contests and sweepstakes.
In sum, the current research predicts that

the joint effect of reward uncertainty and



motivation type on participation intention will
be moderated by consumer's risk-taking attitude
in financial domain. Specifically, as mentioned
in the former part, in the uncertain reward
condition, relative to intrinsically motivated
individuals, who are likely to have low reward
expectations and be open to surprise, extrinsically
motivated individuals have higher expectations
toward the promotional reward and thus are
more easily to have a feeling of loss considering
the possibility of receiving the less valued
reward. However, high risk-taking attitude is
expected to increase the preference for risky
choice (receiving an uncertain reward) and
thus reduces the participation intention difference
between the two motivation type groups. On
the contrary, in the certain reward condition,
high risk-taking attitude is expected to reduce
the satisfaction of extrinsically motivated
individuals with a certain reward, and thus
will reduce the participation intention difference

between the two groups. In other words,

relative to intrinsically motivated consumers,
extrinsically motivated consumers are more
sensitive and have much higher expectations
toward the promotional reward, and thus are
expected to be more affected by individual

risk-taking attitude. Formally,

Hypothesis 2a: Being offered with an
uncertain reward, high risk-taking individuals
with intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation
will show no significant differences in participation
Intention of marketing promotion.

Hypothesis 2b: Being offered with an
uncertain reward, low risk-taking individuals
with intrinsic motivation (vs, extrinsic motivation)
will have greater intention to participate in
marketing promotion,

Hypothesis Zc: Being offered with a certain
reward, high risk-taking individuals with
Intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation
will show no significant differences in participation

Intention of marketing promotion,

{Figure 1) The Conceptual Model
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Hypothesis 2d: Being offered with a certain
reward, low risk-taking individuals with
extrinsic motivation (vs, intrinsic motivation)
will have greater intention to participate In

marketing promotion,

Based on the aforementioned literature,
Figure 1 illustrates the proposed theoretical

framework.

II. Method

2.1 Overview

The objective of the main study is to
investigate the two-way interacting effect of
reward uncertainty and motivation type on
promotion participation intention, as well as
the moderating effect of individual risk-taking
attitude. It is designed to find out (1) whether
intrinsically motivated (vs. extrinsically motivated)
consumers show higher participation intention
for promotion offering uncertain reward, while
extrinsically motivated (vs. intrinsically motivated)
consumers show higher participation intention
for promotion offering certain reward: (2) if
so, whether the participation intention difference
only exists among consumers having a low
level of risk-taking attitude, while a high risk-
taking attitude will attenuate the difference.

In the study, coffee shop promotions are
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selected as the scenarios mainly for the
following two reasons. Firstly, coffee shop
promotions are commonly witnessed in consumers’
daily lives due to the wide range of coffee
brands, the large number of coffee shops
worldwide, and the highly developed marketing
promotion tactics in the field. Secondly, coffee
is widely loved worldwide, and that coffee
consumers usually have their own favorite
coffee brands, which means that it would be
relative easy for respondents to recall their
favorite coffee brands and therefore arouse

intrinsic motivation.

2.2 Pretest

In order to test the manipulation effect of
the motivation type scenarios (see Appendix
1), a pretest was conducted to compare the
aroused intrinsic and extrinsic motivation across
the two scenarios.

Thirty participants (17 males and 13 females,
80% of which age between 25-34) were
recruited through Amazon's Mechanical Turk
(MTurk) for a small amount of incentive.
Participants were first asked to answer four
general questions about coffee habits and
favorite coffee brand to arouse coffee related
memories.

Afterwards, participants were randomly assigned
to two motivation type conditions (intrinsic
motivation vs. extrinsic motivation, see Appendix

1). In the intrinsic motivation condition,



participants were asked to imagine that their
favorite coffee brand shop was running a
promotional event, and their participation could
help decide the company’s new seasonal beverages.
In the extrinsic motivation condition, participants
were told that a newly opened coffee shop was
running a promotional event, and that their
participation could win them one free gift as
the reward. In both conditions, participants were
informed that participating in the promotional
event would cost them approximately five
minutes.

After reading the scenarios, participants were
asked to rate on how much they felt intrinsic
motivated and extrinsic motivated when thinking
about the promotional event using eight items
of The Situational Motivation Scale (SIMS)
(Cronbach’s Alpha = .89). SIMS (Guay et al.
2000) is developed to assess the motivation of
engaging in an activity. In the current study,
four items are served as measure of intrinsic
motivation (ie., "I think that the event itself
will be quite interesting”, “I will enjoy
participating in the event”) and extrinsic
motivation (i.e., T am supposed to participate
in the event for some benefits”, "I feel that I
have to participate in the event for the
benefits”) respectively using a seven-point
Likert scale (see Appendix 2).

To check whether the manipulation was
successful, a one-way Analysis of variance
(ANOVA) with the intrinsic and extrinsic

motivation as the dependent variables and the

motivation type as the factor was conducted.
As expected, participants exposed to intrinsic
motivation scenario perceived themselves to
participate in the promotional event more out
of intrinsic motivation than those exposed to
extrinsic motivation scenario (Miginse = 5.38
VS, Mextrinsc = 4.70, p < .05). On the contrary,
participants assigned to extrinsic motivation
scenario indicated a higher extrinsic motivation
than those assigned to intrinsic motivation
(Mestrinsic = 5.35 vS. Mintrinsic = 3.67, p < .01),

suggesting a successful manipulation.

2.3 Participants and Research Design

Two hundred and eighty-nine participants
(170 males and 119 females, 52% of which age
between 25-34) were recruited through Amazon's
Mechanical Turk (MTurk) for a small amount
of incentive. The study design is a 2 (reward
uncertainty: certain vs. uncertain) x 2
(motivation type: intrinsic motivation vs.
extrinsic motivation) x 2 (risk-taking attitude:

high vs. low) between-subjects design.

2.4 Procedure

Participants were first asked to answer four
general questions about coffee habits and favorite
coffee brand to arouse coffee related memories.
As those in Pretest did, participants then read
one of the two motivation type scenarios and

rated on multiple items for the measurement
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of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Next, to
eliminate possible confounding effects, participants
were asked to rate on the degree of effort they
have to make to participate in the promotional
event on a seven-point scale (1 = very low,
and 7 = very high). The degree of effort
requirement has been regarded as an important
determinant of reward preference in prior
research (Kivetz 2003: Kivetz and Simonson
2002: Soman 1998).

Then, participants were randomly assigned
to two reward conditions. In the certain reward
condition, participants were told that they
would get three pieces of Godiva Chocolate as
the reward for their participation. In the
uncertain reward condition, they were told
that they would get either one or five pieces of
Godiva Chocolate, and that they would flip a
coin to determine whether the reward would
be one or five chocolate pieces. After reading
the scenario, participants rated on three seven-
point items (Chen and Teng 2013) about their
promotion participation intention. Participants
in the uncertain reward condition were also
asked to rate on their percentage likelihood of
receiving the five pieces of Godiva Chocolate.

Participants then indicated their risk-taking
attitude through five seven-point items (Blais
and Weber 2006). Finally, they completed further
questions about brand perception of Godiva
Chocolate, reported demographic information,

and were thanked for their participation.
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2.5 Measures

2.5.1 Manipulation check

SIMS (Guay et al. 2000) was adapted to
assess the participants’ motivation of engaging
in the promotional event. The scale is developed
to assess the motivation of engaging in an
activity, and thus fits the purpose of the main
study. With a total of 16 items, the questionnaire
uses a seven-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) to assess
individual's intrinsic and extrinsic motivation.
Based on the specific scenarios used in the
study, I deleted several unrelated items and
made a slight revision to the original questionnaire
to better fit the promotional event context
(Cronbach’s Alpha = .89: see Appendix 2).

2.5.2 Promotion participation intention

Participants were required to indicate their
participation intention using three items
(Cronbach's Alpha = .86: see Appendix 2)
and a seven-point scale anchored at 1 (strongly
disagree) and 7 (strongly agree). The scale
has been adapted and modified from Chen and
Teng (2013).

2.5.3 Risk-taking attitude

As mentioned previously, risk-taking attitude

measures individual’s likelihood of engaging in



risky behaviors (Cheung, Wu, and Tao 2013).
In the main study, participants’ risk-taking
attitude was assessed by the 30-item Domain-
Specific Risk-Taking (Adult) Scale (the
DOSPERT Scale, Blais and Weber 2006). The
DOSPERT scale is developed to evaluate the
likelihood with which respondents might engage
in risky activities/behaviors originating from
five domains of life (ethical, financial, health/
safety, social, and recreational risks), using a
seven-point rating scale ranging from 1
(extremely unlikely) to 7 (extremely likely).
The version of DOSPERT scale used in the
study was downloaded from the online open
source of Columbia Business School.
Considering the specific scenarios used in the
study, I only kept the five items related to the
finance domain, which is the only related
domain in the current study. To be specific,
since the expected values of the two possible
rewards in the uncertain reward condition are
largely different, and that receiving a less
valued reward can be seen as a monetary loss,
participants’ risk-taking attitude in financial
related decisions might affect their preferences
toward the uncertain rewards. Participants were
asked to indicate their likelihood of engaging
in each activity or behavior (ie., “Betting a
day's income at the horse races”, “Betting a
day’s income at a high-stake poker game”).
Reliability was satisfactory (Cronbach’s Alpha =
87) and responses to the items were averaged.

All participants were divided into either high

or low level of risk-taking attitude groups,
according to whether their scores were higher
or lower than the mean (Mean (M) = 3.19).
In this way, 149 participants were assigned to
the low level of risk-taking attitude group, and
140 participants were assigned to the high
level of risk-taking attitude group. I have also
tried to use the median value (Median =
3.00) to divide the participants, and the results
turned out to be the same (149 in low level
group, 140 in high level group). The specific
items are attached in the appendix (see

Appendix 2).

2.5.4 Confounding variables and other
variables

To eliminate any confounding variables, the
main study measured the degree of effort
requirement by using one item and a seven-
point scale anchored at 1 (very low) and 7
(very high) (Kivetz 2003: Kivetz and Simonson
2002: Soman 1998). Meanwhile, in order to
eliminate the influence of Godiva Chocolate
brand, the following two items were used to
assess participants brand perception of Godiva:
“Do you know the brand Godiva?” "Do you
like Godiva Chocolate?” Furthermore, in order
to eliminate the influence of coffee drinking
habits, the following two questions on a seven-
point scale were used to assess participants’
coffee habits: “Do you like coffee?” “On average,

how often do you visit a coffee shop?” Finally,
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in light of prior research, the likelihood of
receiving the higher valued reward (five pieces
of Godiva Chocolate) in the uncertain reward
condition was also assessed by one item on a
sliding scale from 1 to 100. Reczek, Haws, and
Summers (2014) found that loyal customers
(intrinsically motivated customers in the current
study) reported higher subjective likelihoods
for randomly determined outcomes (uncertain
reward in the current study), which led the
subjective likelihood for higher valued reward
to be a possible mediator under the uncertain

reward condition in the current study.

Ill. Results

3.1 Manipulation Check

A one-way ANOVA with the intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation scores as dependent variables
and the motivation type as an independent
variable was conducted to check whether the
manipulation was successful. The results revealed
that participants exposed to extrinsic scenario
indicated a higher extrinsic motivation than
those assigned to intrinsic motivation (Meinge =
4.80 vs. Mitrinsic = 4.15, p € .01). On the contrary,
participants assigned to intrinsic motivation
scenario indicated a higher intrinsic motivation
than those exposed to extrinsic motivation

Scenario (Mntn'nsjc = 566 VS. Mextrlhsic = 535,
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p < .01), suggesting a successful manipulation.

3.2 Two-way Interaction Effect

The ANOVA with promotion participation
intention as the dependent measure elicited a
significant effect of the interaction term of
reward uncertainty x motivation type (F (1, 279)
= 28837, p = .000: see Table 2). Godiva
Chocolate brand perception and preference
were included as covariates in order to rule out
any possible explanations regarding them. The
degree of effort requirement and participants’
coffee habits were also included as covariates
in the model, yet would not be discussed
further since their effects were not significant.
The significant two-way interaction effect
indicates that under uncertain reward message
frame, participants with intrinsic motivation
displayed greater promotion participation intention
than those with extrinsic motivation (Miytinsic
= 5.89 vs. Mexrinse = 4.96), supporting Hla.
On the other hand, under certain reward message
frame, participants with extrinsic motivation
displayed greater promotion participation intention
than those with intrinsic motivation (Mexginsic =
5.87 vs. Mutinsc = 5.27), supporting Hlb (see
Fig. 2 and Table 1).

Planned contrasts further revealed that among
individuals who exposed to uncertain reward
message, those with intrinsic motivation displayed
greater participation intention than those with

extrinsic motivation (Muyncertain * intrinsic = .89



{Figure 2> Two-way Interaction Effect between Reward Uncertainty andMotivation Type on
Participation Intention

Participation Intention

Reward Uncertainty

Uncertain Reward Certain Reward

] Extrinsic Motivation
B Intrinsic Motivation

(Table 1) Two-way Interaction Effect between Reward Uncertainty and Motivation Type on
Participation Intention

Dependent variable: Participation Intention

Reward Uncertainty Motivation Type Mean (SD) N
Uncertain Reward Intrinsic Motivation 539 (.833) 73
Extrinsic Motivation 496 (1.223) 71

Total 543 (1.140) 144

Certain Reward Intrinsic Motivation 527 (1.347) 72
Extrinsic Motivation 5.87 (.709) 73

Total 557 (1.112) 145

Total Intrinsic Motivation 558 (1.157) 145
Extrinsic Motivation 542 (1.092) 144

Total 550 (1.126) 289

VS, Muncertain * extrinsic = 4.96, F (1, 283) =
21763, p = .000), supporting Hla. On the
other hand, among individuals who exposed to
certain reward message, those with extrinsic

motivation displayed greater participation

intention than those with intrinsic motivation
(Meertain * extrinsc = 9.87 VS. Meatain * intrinsic =
527, F (1, 283) = 9763, p = .002),
supporting Hlb. Taken together, these results

indicate a significant interacting effect of
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reward uncertainty and motivation type on
participant’s promotion participation intention,

supporting HI.

3.3 Three-way interaction effect

A three-way ANOV A with the participation
intention as the dependent measure and reward
uncertainty (uncertain = 1, certain = 0),
motivation type (intrinsic = 1, extrinsic =0),
risk-taking attitude (high =1, low = 0), as

well as the interaction terms among them as

the independent measures elicited a significant
three-way interaction effect (F (1, 279) =
11.350, p = .001: see Table 2). Godiva
Chocolate brand perception and preference
were included as covariates in order to rule out
any possible explanations regarding them. The
results were summarized in Table 2.

Planned contrasts were further applied to
test hypothesis 2. Firstly, under the uncertain
reward condition, although the participation
intention difference between intrinsically and

extrinsically motivated individuals was significant

(Table 2> Three-way ANOVA - Tests of Between-Subjects Effects on the Participation Intention

Dependent variable: Participation Intention

Source Type III Degree of Mean F Sig.
Sum of Squares Freedom Square
Corrected Model 96.781° 9 10.753 11.171 .000
Intercept 157.059 1 157.059 163.152 .000
Brand Perception 5.700 1 5.700 5.921 016
Brand Preference 25.188 1 25.188 26.165 000
Reward Uncertainty 1.614 1 1.614 1.677 196
Motivation Type 670 1 670 696 405
Risk-taking Attitude 5.083 1 5.083 5.281 022
Reward Uncertainty * 27.760 1 27.760 28.837 .000
Motivation Type
Reward Uncertainty * 9.762 1 9.762 10.141 002
Risk-taking Attitude
Motivation Type * 123 1 123 51 387
Risk-taking Attitude
Reward Uncertainty * 10.926 1 10.926 11.350 001
Motivation Type *
Risk-taking Attitude
Error 268.580 279 0.963
Total 9109.444 289
Corrected Total 365.361 288 289

a. R Squared = 265 (Adjusted R Squared = .241)
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within the low level of risk-taking attitude
group, it was not significant within the high
level of risk-taking attitude group. Specifically,
among high level of risk-taking attitude
individuals, those with intrinsic motivation
displayed similar participation intention as
those with extrinsic motivation (Miginse =
5.96 vs. Mextrinse = 5.60, F' (1, 279) = 981, p
> 1), supporting H2a. They are statistically
indifferent, meaning that with a high level of
risk-taking attitude, consumers with extrinsic
motivation are as much likely as consumers
with intrinsic motivation to participate in the
promotional event (see Fig. 3). On the other
hand, among low level of risk-taking attitude
individuals, those with intrinsic motivation
displayed greater participation intention than

those with extrinsic motivation (Mitinsic =

5.81 vs. Mextrinsic = 4.46, F (1, 279) = 28.244,
p = .000), supporting H2b. Similarly, under
the certain reward condition, although the
participation intention difference between
intrinsically and extrinsically motivated individuals
was not significant within the high level of
risk-taking attitude group, it was significant
within the low level of risk-taking attitude
group. In specific, among high level of risk-
taking attitude individuals, those with intrinsic
motivation displayed similar participation intention
as those with extrinsic motivation (Mg =
528 vS. Meytinsic = 5.73, F (1, 279) = 1.042,
p > .1), supporting H2c. They are statistically
indifferent, meaning that a high level of
risk-taking attitude reduces extrinsically motivated
consumer's preference for a certain reward,

and thus makes them be as much likely as

{Figure 3> Three-way Interaction Effect among Reward Uncertainty, Motivation Type and
Risk-taking Attitude on Participation Intention
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intrinsically motivated consumers to participate
in the promotional event. On the other hand,
among low level of risk-taking attitude
individuals, those with extrinsic motivation
displayed greater participation intention than
those with intrinsic motivation (Mipise = 5.26
VS, Mextrinsic = 6.03, [ (1, 279) = 13143, p =
.000), supporting H2d (see Fig. 3).

IV. Discussion

The main study found a two-way interaction
effect between reward uncertainty and motivation
type on consumer's promotion participation
intention. In specific, when consumers are
offered an uncertain reward for participation,
those with an intrinsic motivation are much
more likely to join the promotion than those
with an extrinsic motivation: whereas when
they are offered a certain reward for
participation, extrinsically motivated ones tend
to be more willing to participate in the promotion
than intrinsically motivated ones. Moreover,
this interaction effect is also found to be
moderated by consumer’s individual risk-taking
attitude. Specifically, when a promotional event
offers an uncertain reward, while extrinsically
motivated consumers are less likely to participate
compared to intrinsically motivated consumers
within the low level of risk-taking attitude

group, they become evenly likely to participate
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within the high level of risk-taking attitude
group. In other words, consumers’ intentions to
participate in promotions are at similar level
when they have a high level of risk-taking
attitude. On the contrary, when a promotional
event offers a certain reward, whereas extrinsically
motivated consumers are more likely to participate
in promotion compare to intrinsically motivated
consumers within the low level of risk-taking
attitude group, they become evenly likely to
participate within the high level of risk-taking
attitude group. Taken together, since extrinsically
motivated consumers are more sensitive and
have higher expectations toward the promotional
reward, they are affected more by individual
risk-taking attitude compared to intrinsically
motivated consumers, and thus evaluate the
promotion offer differently according to the
extent to which the reward matches their
risk-taking attitude. These results are consistent
with the hypotheses 1 (a & b) and 2 (a, b, c,
& d).

Moreover, although the main effects of reward
uncertainty and motivation type variables
were not significant in the main study, the
main effect of risk-taking attitude was found
to be significant (F (1, 279) = 5281, p < .05)
(see Table 2). Specifically speaking, consumers
with high level of risk-taking attitude are
more likely to participate in promotions in
general than those with low level of risk-taking
attitude (Mpen = 5.66 vs. My = 5.39). It is

easy to understand since participating in a



new promotional event can be seen as a risky
choice to some extent. Therefore, consumers
with high level of risk-taking attitude would
have a higher likelihood of involving in this
kind of risky behavior (Weber, Blais, and Betz
2002).

In addition, the two-way interaction effect
between reward uncertainty and risk-taking
attitude on participation intention was also
found significant (F (1, 279) = 10.141, p <
01) (see Table 2). Further planned contrasts
revealed that under the uncertain reward
message frame, participants with high level of
risk-taking attitude displayed greater participation
intention than those with low level of risk-
taking attitude (Myen = 5.77 vs. Miw = 5.12,
F (1, 283) = 15112, p = .000). On the other
hand, under the certain reward message frame,
participants with high level of risk-taking
attitude displayed similar participation intention
as those with low level of risk-taking attitude
(Mhyigh = 5.57 vs. Moy = 560, F (1, 283) =
025, p » .1). As mentioned, perceived risk
increases with higher level of uncertainty and/
or the chance of greater associated negative
consequences (Campbell and Goodstein 2001:
Dowling 1986). Therefore, consumer’s risk-taking
attitude may largely affect the evaluation of a
risky situation (ie. receiving an uncertain
reward), yet may not affect the evaluation of
a safe situation (ie., receiving a certain reward).

Lastly, in light of prior research, the likelihood
(1 to 100) of receiving the higher valued

reward (five pieces of Godiva Chocolate) in
the uncertain reward condition was also assessed
in the main test to further investigate the
underlying mechanism of the two-way interaction
effect in hypotheses 1. Firstly, a linear regression
with of the subjective likelihood for higher
valued reward as the dependent variable indicated
a significant difference between intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation groups. Specifically, intrinsically
motivated participants reported higher subjective
likelihood for higher valued reward than
extrinsically motivated participants (Mitinse =
70.88 vs. Mextrinse = 5956, B= 279°, p =
001). Then, I regressed the participation intention
on motivation type in the uncertain reward
condition. The main effect of motivation type
on participation intention was statistically
significant (8 = 933, p = .000). Lastly, I
regressed participation intention on motivation
type as an independent variable and the
subjective likelihood for higher valued reward
as a mediator. In this model, the effect of the
motivation type was still significant, while the
size of the effect became smaller (B= .723, p
= .000). The effect of the mediator was also
significant (8 = 018, p = .000), concluding
that subjective likelihood for higher valued reward
was partially mediating the main effect (see
Fig. 4). SPSS PROCESS MODEL 4 (Hayes
2013: Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes 2007)
further revealed similar effects. In specific, a
95% confidence interval for the direct effect

was significant and excluded zero (B= .723,
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95% bias corrected CI [.382 to 1.065], p < .01),
the CI for the indirect effect was also significant
and excluded zero (G= 209, 95% bias corrected
CI [.069 to .466], p < .01), which proved that
the subjective likelihood for higher valued reward
was a mediator to the effect of motivation
type on participation intention (see Fig. 4).
This result is also in consistency with prior
research. Reczek, Haws, and Summers (2014)
found that loyal customers reported higher
subjective likelihood for randomly determined
outcomes, and called that lucky loyalty effect.
This result could also help explain the underlying
mechanism of intrinsically motivated consumers’
preferences for promotion offering uncertain
rewards. That is, consumers with intrinsic
motivations are open to surprise, and believe in
rather high subjective likelihood for randomly

determined outcomes, though they are likely to

have relative low reward expectations, and
thus lead to a preference for receiving an
uncertain reward. This result may be useful

for relevant future research.

V. General Discussion

Marketers struggle to design effective and
profitable promotional campaigns. The current
research examines the role of uncertainty in
promotions involving rewards, because several
previous findings point to either possible positive
or negative effects of adding uncertainty to
this type of promotion. For example, in the
domain of gains, previous literature reveals a
preference for certain over uncertain rewards in

evaluation of outcomes (Arrow 1965: Bernoulli

{Figure 4) Mediation Analysis Results Under Uncertain Reward Condition

Uncertain Reward Condition:

Subjective Likelihood for

Higher Valued Reward
0.2792 0.018%*
sk * 3k
Motivation Type 0.933** (0.723**) Participation
(Intrinsic vs. Extrinsic) Intention
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1954 Kahneman and Tversky 1979). Meanwhile,
some recent laboratory experiments and marketers
have also found consumers’ favorable responses
to uncertain rewards in situations with certain
restrictions (Goldsmith and Amir 2010; Kivetz
2003: Laran and Tsiros 2013: Shen, Fishbach,
and Hsee 2015). In an attempt to understand
these inconsistencies, the current research
provides insight into conditions that make
uncertainty beneficial or detrimental to such
promotional efforts. The current study finds
that consumers” motivation type and individual
risk-taking attitude could affect their evaluation
of uncertain rewards.

These effects were demonstrated by a 2
(reward uncertainty: certain vs. uncertain) x
2 (motivation type: intrinsic motivation vs.,
extrinsic motivation) x 2 (risk-taking attitude:
high vs. low) between-subjects experiment
involving coffee shop's promotional event
scenarios. The main study found that when
participants were offered an uncertain reward
for participation, those with intrinsic motivation
were much more likely to join the promotion
than those with extrinsic motivation: whereas
when they were offered a certain reward for
participation, extrinsically motivated ones tended
to be more willing to participate than intrinsically
motivated ones. We further found in the main
study that the mentioned preference differences
between the two motivation type groups
occurred only for those holding a low level of

risk-taking attitude, rather than those having

a high level of risk-taking attitude. High
expectation of rewards makes extrinsically
motivated consumers more sensitive to the
reward uncertainty and be easily affected by
individual risk-taking attitude. Therefore, a
high level of risk-taking attitude would largely
enhance extrinsically motivated consumer’s
evaluation of receiving an uncertain reward
and lower their evaluation of receiving a certain
reward, which leads them to display similar
participation intention as those with intrinsic
motivation (H2a & H2c). In sum, the effectiveness
of promotions involving uncertain rewards depends
on consumers motivation type. Importantly,
consumers individual risk-taking attitude
contributes to the heterogeneity in response to
uncertain rewards even within the same

motivation type group.

5.1 Theoretical Contributions

The theoretical contributions of the current
study go beyond those of previous research in
three important ways. First, people tend to be
risk averse (Kahneman and Tversky 1979),
and decision research has largely viewed
uncertainty as a negative influence in decision
making (Gneezy, List, and Wu 2006: Rabin
2000: Neumann and Morgenstern 2007). However,
there is ample evidence of such promotions
being used in the marketplace, and recent works
on uncertainty demonstrate that consumers

can develop quite optimistic interpretations of
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promotions whose benefits are uncertain (Shen,
Fishbach, and Hsee 2015). For example, Laran
and Tsiros (2013) have explored the idea that
consumers positive affective state may strengthen
their receptiveness to pleasant surprise. Other
research has shown the effects of effort
requirements and intrinsic motivation on higher-
risk choices (Kivetz 2003). The present study
extends these previous findings by observing
the interaction effect between motivation type
and reward uncertainty on participation intention,
and treating individual trait (risk-taking
attitude) as a boundary of the relationship. To
the best of our knowledge, no research has yet
explored the topic of how consumers of
different motivation types evaluate promotions
with certain or uncertain rewards.

Second, Self-Determination Theory (SDT)
has been widely used to learn users” perceptions
of educational services by researchers (ie.,
Standage, Duda, and Ntoumanis 2005), yet
SDT's application to consumers’ perceptions of
marketing promotions is still a poorly understood
subject that warrants more attention. The
current research applies SDT to marketing in
general and contributes to the literature by
integrating SDT with personal traits (ie.
risk-taking attitude).

Third, the current research applies the
DOSPERT Scale developed by Blais and
Weber (2006) as the measure of risk-taking
attitude in the main study, and reveals that

consumers with high level of risk-taking
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attitude are more likely to participate in
promotions in general than those with low
level of risk-taking attitude. In addition,
consumers with extrinsic motivation are more
easily affected by individual risk-taking attitude

when evaluating promotions.,

5.2 Practical Implications

The findings of this study offer compelling
insights and practical implications for marketers.
One of the main findings is that by establishing
a match between the types of reward and
the types of motivation, marketers can both
simultaneously reduce promotion costs and
maintain potential customers’ participation interests.
That 1is, positive responses to promotions are
strengthened when marketers provide rewards
that satisfactorily match the potential customer’s
motivation type. For example, when marketers
want to motivate loyal customers with intrinsic
motivation, they should offer uncertain reward
that acts as an incentive strengthening participation
intention. In contrast, when marketers want to
reach more customers or collect personal
information of potential new customers with
extrinsic motivation, they should offer certain
reward that acts as an incentive enhancing
participation.

This match between the types of reward
and the types of motivation can also be applied
to the design of loyalty programs. That is,

since loyal customers (intrinsically motivated)



and potential new customers (extrinsically
motivated) prefer different types of rewards,
they should be rewarded differently within a
loyalty program. For example, marketers can
highlight attractive certain rewards when
recruiting new members and highlight uncertain
rewards when motivating existing loyal customers.
This is also in consistency with prior research
that an uncertain reward can be more motivating
than a certain reward of a higher expected
value, when consumers focus on the pursuing
process rather than the outcome (Shen, Fishbach,
and Hsee 2015). Therefore, existing customers
who are already in the “process” of the loyalty
program will be more motivating with uncertain
rewards, while potential new customers who
are attracted to the loyalty program by its
“outcome™ will be more satisfied with certain
rewards.

Another practical implication of the current
study is that marketers should consider conducting
preliminary research to figure out the extent to
which particular market segments strongly
prefer risky choices. After analyzing the risk-
taking attitude, marketers should try to tailor
suitable promotion campaigns to such segments.
For example, if the market segment strongly
prefers risky choices in general, then promotions
whose benefits are uncertain should be provided
to boost participation. Considering the difficulty
and high cost of measuring customers’ individual
differences prior to executing a promotion

campaign, priming customers subliminally

with risk-related stimuli (ie., colors or words)
may be a more practical and economic method
for marketers. For example, marketers who
want to offer customers an uncertain reward
as the promotional campaign incentive could
use the orange color or risk related quotes (ie.,
“with great risk comes great reward”, “the
adventure begins”) in the shop or on the
campaign poster to strengthen customers’
preference of risky behavior, and ultimately
enhancing their participation intention of the

promotion.

5.3 Limitations and Directions for
Future Research

This study’s limitations leave several areas
open for future research. The first limitation of
the current study is the absence of underlying
mechanism analysis of the two-way and three-
way interaction effects. According to prior
research, the difference in reward expectation
between two motivation type groups, as well
as intrinsically motivated consumers’ pursuit of
excitement and fun may be the underlying
mechanism of the two-way interaction effect
between motivation type and reward uncertainty
on participation intention (Kivetz 2003: Laran
and Tsiros 2013: Shen, Fishbach, and Hsee
2015). Moreover, the main study found that
under the uncertain reward condition, the
subjective likelihood for higher valued reward

was partially mediating the main effect of
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motivation type on participation intention.
Therefore, future research can dig further to
demonstrate the underlying mechanism of the
suggested model in the current study.

The second limitation of the study is that
although we would like to test the hypotheses
in promotional campaigns with real consequences
as prior research did (ie., Laran and Tsiros
2013 Shen, Fishbach, and Hsee 2015), the
lack of control of other confounding variables
in real situations prevented from collecting field
data. Instead, we used scenarios and pictures
to make the participants choose through
imagination. Moreover, this study focuses only
on attitudinal tendency and ignores psychological
states and behavioral willingness to participate
in promotions. Therefore, the findings of the
current research may not fully reflect the real
situations.

In addition, the data of pretest and main test
were collected through Amazon's Mechanical
Turk (MTurk) with a small amount of monetary
rewards. There are still concerns about the
reliability and quality of the data collected
from MTurk. For example, Buhrmester, Kwang,
and Gosling (2011) demonstrate that the
participation and the quality of data on
MTurk are also affected by the compensation
rate and task length. Moreover, the monetary
rewards may also lead to a priming effect of
extrinsic motivation, and thus affects the
experimental results. Therefore, future research

is suggested to recruit participants offline and
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control the priming effect of monetary rewards.
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{Appendix 1>

Manipulation of motivation type.

Situations Scenarios

Imagine that one day you pass by [one of your favorite coffee shopl, and
you find that the shop is running a promotional event for this Summer.

Intrinsic Motivation Through the event, you could know more about the brand and even decide
what the company’s new seasonal beverages will be. (Participating in the
event will take you approximately five minutes.).

Imagine that one day you pass by a newly opened coffee shop, and you find
that the shop is running a promotional event to collect customer

Extrinsic Motivation information. [ You will receive one free gift as the reward for
participation] (Participating in the event will take you approximately five
minutes.).

Stimuli of reward uncertainty.

Situations Scenarios

Certain Reward To thank your participation, the shop will offer you [three pieces of
Godiva Chocolate] as the gift.

Uncertain Reward To thank your participation, the shop will offer you [either one or five
pieces of Godiva Chocolate] as the gift. You will flip a coin to
determine whether the reward will be one or five chocolate pieces.
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{Appendix 2)

The measurement items used in the study.

Variables Measurement Items Sources

* [ think that the event itself will be quite interesting

» Participating in the event is something I have to do for the
benefits

* | think participating in the event will be quite pleasant

e | am supposed to participate in the event for some benefits

1.
Motivation Type < I think participating in the event will be quite fun Guazsz)oe(;t 4
e [ have no choice but to participate in the event for some
benefits
* | will enjoy participating in the event
e [ feel that I have to participate in the event for the benefits
(1 = strongly disagree: 7 = strongly agree)
) » [ think the promotional offer is attractive
Promotion . .. ) .
Particination e [ would like to participate in the promotional event Chen and
p' * [ would like to recommend the promotional event to others. Teng 2013
Intention .
(1 = strongly disagree: 7 = strongly agree)
» Betting a day’s income at the horse races
* Betting a day's income at a high-stake poker game
Risk-taking * Investing 5% of your annual income in a very speculative stock Blais and
Attitude e Betting a day’s income on the outcome of a sporting event Weber 2006
* Investing 10% of your annual income in a new business venture.
(1 = Extremely unlikely: 7 = Extremely likely)
D f Effort
egree.o or a seven-point scale anchored at 1 (very low) and 7 (very high) Kivetz 2003
Requirement
Brand * Do you know the brand Godiva (yes, no, not sure)
Perception of e Do you like Godiva Chocolate (1 = strongly disagree: 7 =
Godiva strongly agree)
. * Do you like coffee (1 = strongly disagree: 7 = strongly agree)
Coffee Drinking .
Habits « On average, how often do you visit a coffee shop (1 = never to
7 = Multiple times per day)
leethOd of Please indicate what you believe your percentage likelihood of Reczek, Haws,
Receiving the . ) . . .
Hicher Valued receiving the five pieces of Godiva Chocolate would be if you and Summers
& participate in the promotional event. (a sliding scale from 1 to 100) 2014

Reward
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