Please quote as: Benner, Dennis; Schobel, Sofia & Janson, Andreas: It is only for
your own good, or is it? Ethical Considerations for Designing Ethically Conscious
Persuasive Information Systems. 2021. - Americas Conference on Information
Systems (AMCIS). - Montreal, Kanada.



Ethical Considerations for Designing Persuasive Information Systems

It is only for your own good, or is it? Ethical
Considerations for Designing Ethically
Conscious Persuasive Information Systems

Completed Research
Dennis Benner Sofia Schobel
University of Kassel University of Kassel
dennis.benner@uni-kassel.de sofia.schoebel @uni-kassel.de

Andreas Janson
University of St. Gallen
andreas.janson@unisg.ch

Abstract

Persuasive designs, including gamification and digital nudging, have become well renowned during the last
years and have been implemented successfully across different sectors including education, e-health, e-
governance, e-finance and general information systems. In this regard, persuasive design can support
desirable changes in attitude and behavior of users in order to achieve their own goals. However, such
persuasive influence on individuals raises ethical questions as persuasive designs can impair the autonomy
of users or persuade the user towards goals of a third party and hence lead to unethical decision-making
processes. In human-computer interaction this is especially significant with the advent of advanced
artificial intelligence that can emulate human behavior and thus bring new dynamics into play. Therefore,
we conduct a systematic literature analysis with the goal to compile an overview of ethical considerations
for persuasive system design, derive potential guidelines for ethical persuasive designs and shed light on
potential research gaps.
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Introduction

The ever increasing digitalization of our every life and the continuous influx of new information technology
and systems has changed the way machines and people interact as the influence of technology on human
decision-making is steadily growing (Skjuve et al. 2019). This rise of new technology together with the
advent of artificial intelligence and “smart” technical artifacts (e.g., recommendation systems) have
transformed the human decision-making process in a way that these technologies gained more influence in
the overall process, for example by giving advice or incentivizing certain outcomes (Maedche et al. 2019).
With this digital transformation of human-computer relations and the associated decision-making
processes, new designs for information systems (IS) have emerged during the last years. These new designs
with the power to influence the behavior and attitude of users are called persuasive designs (Fogg 2003).

With gamification, gamblification and digital nudging, three design concepts with persuasive
characteristics have made their way into the design of information systems and have been established since.
These concepts can be united under the umbrella term of persuasive system design (PSD). Persuasive
system design offers the means for IS designers to exert influence on the IS users by design and in doing so
influence their behavior and attitude (Fogg 1998). Drawing on the concepts of gamification, gamblification
and digital nudging, IS designers have gained new means to design engaging and motivating IS by providing
joyful or gameful experiences with the use of gamification, improve information and feedback flow for
better transparency, trust and acceptance by including digital nudging elements, or use gamblification for
a more exotic spin on their IS design by introducing excitement and uncertainty as underlying mechanics.
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With the rise of new persuasive information systems ethical issues have emerged. Baldwin (2014) highlights
a lack of conceptual precision for persuasive design, especially with regards to nudging and policies. This
lack in the design department can lead to unethical designs and from the user’s point of view ineffective
use. The negative effects and outcomes associated with bad designs are, for example, undesirable financial
outcomes (Sunstein 2016), political manipulation (Winkel et al. 2015) or unplanned purchase decisions (Ho
and Lim 2018). While policy-makers and government institutions have awakened to the existing challenges
and opportunities at hand (e.g., behavioral designs for public policy) during the last few years, the described
issues persist until today (Nacke and Deterding 2017; Kuehnhanss 2019).

With regard to these issues, persuasive designs based on gamification and gamblification also have a set of
very similar issues. Some of these issues have caused considerable outrage and damage to players of
computer games with the introduction of gamble design elements and microtransactions into videos games
that incentivize harmful behavior like overspending (Brown and Osman 2020). Popular game publishers
like Electronic Arts (EA), Blizzard Entertainment or 2K Games have introduced so called “lootboxes”, which
are treasure chests with uncertain rewards that oftentimes can be bought with real money, into their
economy system and faced severe backlash since as these gamble design elements are perceived as highly
unfair by users, with some users suffering financial and psychological damage (e.g., addiction) from this
introduction (Brown and Osman 2020). This development is not restricted to gaming as some scholars have
voiced their concerns about lacking ethical boundaries in gamification and gamblification (Lopez-Gonzalez
and Griffiths 2018a, 2018b; Weiss 2019). Humlung and Haddara (2019) for example laid out the issues of
introducing gamification to enterprise context as persuasive design as employees may feel exploited and
forced to participate and compete. Additionally, Hassan et al. (2019) highlight the parallels of issues
between digital nudging and gamification, which is not surprising as these concepts are related and share
the same problems in persuasive design. This highlights that current design for persuasive IS does not
suffice and should be improved by setting an ethical framework and if necessary, introducing policies and
laws accordingly. This need for better ethical design is reinforced by the fact that many national laws do not
cover persuasive design, which China has realized as first country and introduced laws to limit the abuse of
persuasive design elements (Brown and Osman 2020). To address these issues from an academic point of
view, we therefore formulate the following research question that we will answer in this article:

RQ: What ethical considerations for persuasive system design exist in current literature?

Our article is structured as follows: Firstly, we briefly introduce the necessary theoretical background for
our research. Secondly, we present our research approach and applied methods. To answer our research
questions, we conduct a systematic literature analysis according to rigorous methods for literature reviews
in accordance with Cooper (1988), Webster and Watson (2002), as well as Vom Brocke et al. (2009) to
answer the RQ. Following, we consolidate current literature to provide an overview on research concerning
ethical design for persuasive information systems. Our research will contribute to theory on the current
understanding of ethics in regard to persuasive designs including gamification, gamblification and digital
nudging. Additionally, we suggest implications and derived considerations from literature for ethical
persuasive designs from our literature findings which can be used by researchers and practitioners to
develop and design ethically conscious information systems. We then conclude our paper highlighting
directions for future research towards ethically conscious persuasive designs.

Theoretical Background

Persuasive System Design and Related Concepts

Persuasion itself can be defined as a specific way of interaction or communication with the outcome-
oriented intention to influence the decision-making, behavior and attitude of users (of information systems)
in order to achieve or promote a desired outcome (Brifol and Petty 2009; Simons et al. 2001). The aim of
persuasive system design in the context of information systems is to persuade users to achieve a desirable
outcome using persuasive design elements (Fogg 1998, 2003). These persuasive design elements may draw
on related concepts such as gamification, gamblification or digital nudging, as these prominent concepts
for designing IS have persuasive characteristics on their own (Benner et al. 2021).

As mentioned, one concept that can be classified as persuasive system solution is gamification. Gamification
aims to influence human behavior with motivational incentives which address intrinsic motivation (Ryan
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and Deci 2000) that can be more powerful than monetary incentives (Blohm and Leimeister 2013). A well-
established and popular definition of gamification is with a wider scope is the use of game design elements
in any non-game context (Deterding et al. 2011). Gamification persuades users by providing motivational
affordances that address the users’ psychological needs and additionally provide a joyful experience which
relates to the inherent playfulness of humans (homo ludens) and hedonic aspects of the usage of
information technology (Huizinga 2009; Sharp et al. 2019). These aspects of gamification can persuade
users to pursue a certain outcome to gain rewards or simply experience the gamified application itself.

A similar concept to gamification that has similar roots is gamblification. While gamification is primarily
skill-based, or at least merit- or effort-based, gamblification is based on uncertainty and chance (Macey and
Hamari 2020). However, with the liberalization of gambling in the recent years in western society
(Markham and Young 2015), as well as the convergence of gaming and gambling (Lopez-Gonzalez and
Griffiths 2018a, 2018b; Macey and Hamari 2018), borders between these concepts have diminished. A
prominent example of gamblification is the addition of lootboxes which can be regarded to as small treasure
chests with random content that may or may not be valuable to the user (Brown and Osman 2020). Unlike
the skill-based gamification, gamblification provides persuasive character in a slightly different way. The
contents of a lootbox, or in other words the rewards for gambling, can come with uncertainty that itself can
motivate users by drawing on a basic human instinct — curiosity. This element of uncertainty is missing
from gamification as in gamification is more transparent with its effect mechanism. Today, some academic
scholars define gamblification as an extension of gamification as similarities arguably grow increasingly
slim or use game design elements in gamification which have gambling characteristics (i.e., lootboxes) as
demonstrated by Lichtenberg and Brendel (2020). Thus, gamification and gamblification can be considered
closely related concepts with persuasive characteristics.

Another prominent concept of PSD is digital nudging. While gamification and gamblification provide
motivational and joyful experiences to users, digital nudging does not. Instead, digital nudging focuses on
persuading users towards desired outcomes by the use of small or subtle design modifications (Acquisti
2009). These small or subtle design modifications influence the users’ decision-making, behavior and
attitude in a predictable way, some by addressing the subconsciousness of the user (Thaler and Sunstein
2008). In this way, digital nudging can complement other PSD concepts (Benner et al. 2021). However,
nudging places some restrictions on the design as nudges shall not forbid any options or significantly alter
the (economic) incentives of the users (Thaler and Sunstein 2008), unlike gamification and gamblification
that allow the restriction of options, change in incentives and even the application of strict punishment.

Nonetheless, the concepts of gamification, gamblification and digital nudging all have certain persuasive
characteristics that can complement each other when designing persuasive information systems. For
example, gamification can motivate the user and provide joyfulness (Schobel et al. 2020a), while nudging
ensures a subtle but steady level of information and feedback adding to transparency (Schobel et al. 2020b).
Gamblification can provide an exotic relief in persuasive systems as it is still a rather uncommon sight in
current information systems. However, it seems that current PSD and IS design are not using these design
elements effectively and may even use them in unethical ways deliberately.

Potential Ethical Pitfalls of Persuasive System Design

Since PSD influences the users’ behavior, attitude and decision-making, ethical issues and questions are
guaranteed to arise, and scholars have already argued for an in-depth discussion of these topics (Weinmann
et al. 2016). The abovementioned concepts that can be defined as PSD have their own characteristics and
potential ethical pitfalls.

While the intention behind nudging it to help achieve users their own goals, in reality many nudges are
designed to achieve some outcome in the interest of a third party like the general populace (i.e. “the greater
good”) which contradicts its original definition (van den Hoven 2021). This circumstance can lead to
potentially highly ethically questionable designs. The most prominent example of this which everyone
knows from personal experience is the design of so called dark pattern. These dark pattern can be observed
in the design of cookies and consent options on websites where many default options are set in favor of the
operator of the website. Such ethically questionable designs can lead to compromised information security
and privacy of the user (Acquisti et al. 2017). The existence of such issues is no surprise as ethical
assessments of digital nudge design has been neglected in the past, especially with regard to fairness and
autonomy (Schubert 2017).
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As gamification has its origins in gaming and video games the dynamics and pitfalls of these environments
partially translate to gamification. Some game design elements rely on competition and rivalry. While this
is not an issue in gaming it may very well become an issue in professional context such as enterprise and
business. Humlung and Haddara (2019) have researched the ethical implications of applying gamification
to enterprise context. According to their results, employees that do not have a competitive personality or
are very competent at their job, may feel undesired or even exploited. Additionally, employees may feel
obliged to participate in the gamification efforts and lose focus on work itself which may have negative
implications for both employees and enterprise. Moreover, Hassan and Hamari (2020) note that the
introduction of gamification in professional context has paternalistic characteristics that share the same
issues and pitfalls of paternalism in digital nudging resulting in the same problems and thus limiting the
users autonomy and freedom of choice. The potential ethical pitfalls of gamblification however are not as
well researched as gamification or digital nudging ethical pitfalls. Nevertheless, Lopez-Gonzalez and
Griffiths (2018a) note the potential moral, ethical and legal issues of gamblification and highlight the need
for further research. Considering the recent situation of gamblification of video games and the raised
concerns of other scholars (e.g., Brown and Osman 2020; Macey and Hamari 2018). In general, the ethical
pitfalls of gamblification share some of its characteristics with gamification and true gambling.

Methodology

In order to answer our research question, we conduct a systematic literature analysis (SLA) as this approach
is an effective and efficient way to compile a knowledge base to present an overview of current
understandings and derive novel contributions (e.g., important ethical considerations for persuasive IS
design) from (vom Brocke et al. 2015; Webster and Watson 2002). We conduct the SLA according to
rigorous and well-established methodology as introduced by Cooper (1988), Webster and Watson (2002),
as well as Vom Brocke et al. (2009). First, we present the process of our SLA as shown in Figure 1 below.

Definition
Define the focus of the
literature review
Classify the literature
review

L o

Preparation
Define key words
Define search strings

Select databases > -

Database search
Search selected DBs
Peer-reviewed only

Year >= 2010 >

Analyze by Title and
Abstract

Advanced search
Forward and
backward search
Open search
No restrictions
Analyze abstracts

Literature analysis
Final selection
Detailed analysis
Organize in literature
matrix

Figure 1: Systematic Literature Analysis Process

We start our SLA by classifying the review and setting the focus (see Table 1). As our goal is to provide an
overview of relevant literature and derive possible solutions of ethical PSD, our goal is to integrate the
results, shed light on potential shortcomings and formulate constructive criticism. The scope of our SLA is
selective and explorative. While this may seem contradictory, we desire to follow an explorative approach
on selected topics and research areas, hence the dual scope. In accordance with our goals, we focus mostly
on the design and outcomes (e.g., proposed guidelines or frameworks) of the analyzed literature.

Characteristic

Goal Integration Criticism Central topics
Scope Representative Selective Explorative
Focus Outcomes Designs Theories
Structure Historical Thematical Methodical

Table 1: Systematic Literature Analysis Classification

Next, we prepare our literature review by selecting databases, defining important keywords and formulating
a search string from these. Because of our dual scope decide to search multiple databases including ones
that are not common in information systems research although they commonly cover interdisciplinary IS
topics like e-health, which are potentially important articles on PSD. Therefore, we use AISeL, ACM,
IEEEXplore, Emerald, JSTOR, PubMed (NCBI), ScienceDirect and SpringerLink for our search process. As
restraints on our search process we only consider peer-reviewed articles and articles that are not from
before 2010 as we want to provide as timelier overview of literature. Followingly and as we described earlier,
gamification, gamblification and digital nudging are also important topic for PSD, so consequently we
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include these terms and formulate the following search string that we adapt to the unique characteristics of
each database (e.g., no support of wildcards [*]):

(persuas* OR gamif* OR gambl* OR nudg*) AND ethic*

After our initial search by title and abstract where we found a total of 464 potentially relevant articles, we
then screen potential literature in detail for relevance and conduct a forward and backward search for
relevant literature (Webster and Watson 2002). We kept only those articles that directly acknowledge and
address ethical issues in any way form or shape (i.e., pointing out issues or proposing solutions). Finally,
we organize all relevant literature in a literature matrix (Webster and Watson 2002) and derive our finding.

Status Quo from Literature

As result of our SLA we identified 17 relevant articles, of which four are the result of the forward and
backward search process. The literature findings are displayed in Table 2. We organize the literature results
along their PSD topics, domain of application and type of solution the article provides (if any).

Author (year) PSD Topic Domain of Application Solution

Brown and Osman (2020) X X X X NA
Hassan and Hamari (2020) X X X X NA
Ho and Lim (2018) X X NA
Humlung and Haddara (2019) X X X NA
Kim and Werbach (2016) X X Fw
Lades (2014) X X NA
Lembcke et al. (2019) X X GL
%;gfsz;()}onzalez and Griffiths X X X NA
Macey and Hamari (2020) X X X NA
Meske and Amojo (2020) X X GL
Pilaj (2017) X X FW
?;;Tg;d and Zimmermann X X X X | oL
Schubert (2017) X X X NA
Selinger and Whyte (2011) X X NA
Sunstein (2016) X X NA
Weiss (2019) X X NA
Winkel et al. (2015) X X X X FW
Total (n = 17) 10 6 3 5 5 10 2 2 1 1 1

ND = nudging; GF = gamification; GB = gamblification; LP = law or policy concerning ethics of PSD (incl. ND, GF, GB)

BE = business, economy, trading, enterprise; AC = strong academic focus; EG = e-government; HS = e-health, sustainability;
GG = gaming, games; TS = information technology and systems; SP = security and privacy

NA = none or not intended; FW = framework; GL = guidelines, guiding questions, guiding checklist

Table 2: Literature matrix

We organized the literature along three major categories. First, the PSD topic that encompasses the several
concepts behind PSD. Additionally, we included the LP category to account for literature that discusses
policies and potential law to ensure ethical integrity of PSD. Second, we included the domain of application
of literature to provide an overview on the background and where ethics of PSD are being discussed most.

Twenty-Seventh Americas Conference on Information Systems, Montreal, 2021 5



Ethical Considerations for Designing Persuasive Information Systems

Here we also included the AC label to reflect literature that specifically focuses on theory strongly as we
want to highlight a possible gap between academic research and actual application of ethical PSD. Third,
we included the solution category to provide an overview on what potential solutions for ethical PSD are
being developed.

Concerning the PSD topic most literature is about the ethics of digital nudging (10) and literature on
gamification is lacking behind with (6) while literature on the ethics of gamblification (3) barely even exists.
However, literature discussing policy and law of ethical PSD (5) includes only two articles on digital
nudging, while the other three articles discuss policy and law on gamification and gamblification. This
highlights a potential gap of the awareness on ethical PSD between academia and real world. This
impression is reinforced when locking at the distribution of literature regarding the domain of application
as most (10) articles have strong academic focus with seven being of purely academic context. Among the
application domains BE is the most prominent by a slim margin. Regarding potential solutions for ethical
PSD, three articles each propose a framework or guidelines while the majority of articles offers no solution
or precise direction towards ethical PSD.

Ethical Considerations for Persuasive System Design

Following the status quo overview on literature about ethical considerations on PSD we present
consideration for ethical persuasion (CEP) in information systems derived from literature and discuss their
implications for IS researchers and designers. We derive these CEP with focus on applicable ideas or
recommendations for theorists and practitioners alike. The CEP are shown in table 3.

CEP Description Source
Consciousness PSD should be designed with ethical intent in mind. Pilaj (2017)
of intent As long as no malicious intent is present, PSD may be
applied
Extent of ethics | Designers should consider the extent ethical and Pilaj (2017)
and PSD persuasive components to find a balance that ensures | Sunstein (2016)
implementation | autonomy, transparency and outcome
Opt-in design, As PSD may include competitive elements (i.e., Humlung and Haddara
anonymization gamification) this may demotivate non-competitive (2019),
users, therefore and opt-in design is recommended to | Renaud and Zimmermann
not force the user in an ethically undesirable (2018)
situation
Ethical PSD must keep the users desired outcomes in mind Hassan and Hamari
outcomes when persuading the user towards a specific (third (2020), Renaud and

party) outcome (e.g., sustainability, politics)

Zimmermann (2018),
Sunstein (2016)

Fairness and
Exploitation

PSD must not abuse its persuasive effects to exploit
users (e.g., financially or emotionally), fairness
should be ensured

Kim and Werbach (2016),
Winkel et al. (2015)

Negative morals

Because of the characteristics of PSD a badly
designed implementation can induce moral decay
(e.g., fostering a gambling culture in forex trading)

Kim and Werbach (2016),
Lopez-Gonzalez and
Griffiths (2018a),

Macey and Hamari (2020)

Asymmetrical
power dynamics

Designers of persuasive IS must be conscious of their
power of influencing the users decision-making
process and the implicit paternalism

Hassan and Hamari
(2020); Winkel et al. (2015)

Table 3: Ethical Considerations for PSD derived from Literature

In the following, we will first briefly discuss the general results and CEP which we derived from literature
and then continue discussing each major category of ethical considerations that track back to the presented
CEP for PSD in detail. These major categories include the outcome-orientation of PSD, freedom of choice
and user autonomy, and the transparency of persuasion and PSD.
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The most common ethical concerns in current literature cover the topics of what degree of transparency
should be implemented, what effect on morals does PSD have (i.e., moral decay) or how to design persuasive
IS in a way that no users feels pressured, unfairly treated or even exploited. With these considerations in
mind, one potential approach could be an opt-in implementation of PSD. This approach could bypass the
entire debate on what degree of autonomy is required as with an opt-in approach the user decides to actively
participate in the persuasive application. Thus, preserving freedom of choice and obtaining explicit consent
from the user. In the following subsections we address these ethical considerations and implications for
PSD in further detail.

Outcome-orientation of persuasive system design

Both literature analyzed in our review as well as unrelated literature attribute a certain outcome-orientation
to persuasive system design. For example, components rooted in digital nudging use small design elements
to influence users towards desired outcomes (e.g., ethical investment decisions, see Pilaj 2017).
Gamification and gamblification also influence the user’s behavior but follow a far less subtle approach than
nudging to achieve a desired outcome. Gamification primarily targets the users’ motivation by providing
affordances that address the users’ psychological needs (e.g., setting goals for self-fulfillment and providing
rewards accordingly). Gamblification, which can be seen as extension of gamification follows an approach
that is based on chance and uncertainty in contradiction to skill-based gamification (Macey and Hamari
2020).

These characteristics may lead to undesired effects such as rivalry among employees (Humlung and
Haddara 2019) or even worse outcomes like financial, emotional and psychological ramifications (Brown
and Osman 2020). Therefore, PSD should inform the user about potentially negative consequences as
minimum design requirement for persuasive IS. Preferably, these issues should be circumvented by design
taking the users’ needs (e.g., level of competition) into account and implementing PSD as opt-in solution so
that users’ outcomes are not endangered.

Freedom of choice and user autonomy

In accordance with the original definition of nudging the users’ freedom of choice and autonomy must be
preserved (Thaler and Sunstein 2008). This sentiment is supported by many researchers (e.g., Kim and
Werbach 2016; Winkel et al. 2015). In order to implement PSD that respects the users’ needs for freedom
of choice and autonomy, literature on digital nudging seems to be the most promising approach. Lembcke
et al. (2019)for example argue that nudges, or in this context persuasive design, should be disclosed.
Additionally, literature provides first ethical frameworks in this regard (e.g., Winkel et al. 2015) that may
be used for PSD. Nevertheless, as researchers noted, too much disclosure may lead to undesirable and
negative outcomes and users react differently when they realize they are being persuaded towards a specific
outcome, even if that outcome may be in their own interest (van Reijmersdal et al. 2010).

The needs and issues of transparent persuasion

While many academics emphasize the need for transparency when designing persuasive systems, many also
ignore the drawbacks. Transparency is a very important part of any IS design and even more so of persuasive
IS design that influences the users’ attitude and behavior. However, transparency can also harm the
outcome-oriented component of PSD as theories on persuasion knowledge and cognition predict that if
users are aware of persuasion the likelihood and effect of persuasion can decrease immensely (Friestad and
Wright 1994). Carried to the extreme, awareness of persuasion can even lead to negative effects and reverse
outcomes like negative attitudes towards products or services (van Reijmersdal et al. 2010).

Therefore, PSD should be designed in a way that ensures transparency but does not reveal all details to
users as complete disclosure can have the exact opposite effect. Thus, a balance between transparency and
outcome-orientation should be maintained when designing persuasive IS (Pilaj 2017; Sunstein 2016). The
significance of achieving a balance between transparency and outcome-orientation becomes even more
important with the current development of artificial intelligence artefacts like conversational technology in
mind, as for example conversational agents can include PSD components (Benner et al. 2021).
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Conclusion and Directions for Future Research

The contribution of our research article is twofold. Firstly, as the goal of our research was to provide an
overview of the ethical considerations on PSD in current literature, we conducted an SLA, organized
literature finding in a concept matrix and additionally provided derived considerations. We hope these
findings will prove useful for theorists and practitioners alike to design ethical persuasive information
systems and continue the research towards a generally acceptable gold standard for ethical PSD.

Our findings show that current research is strongly driven by and focused on academic concerns that may
not be fully aligned with the real world as real world application domains make up for the minority of
literature in our review. Moreover, the topics or concepts of PSD that we investigated are unevenly
distributed with digital nudging being the most prominent. Gamification and especially gamblification are
underrepresented in current research on ethical PSD. Considering the potential negative effects of
gamification and more so gamblification this research gap should be addressed in future research.

Secondly, we highlight potential research gaps and future directions towards ethical PSD. In this regard
future research on ethical PSD should take both negative and positive effects of PSD into account that we
have discussed (e.g., transparency and autonomy are required but unbalanced design can lead to negative
and undesired outcomes).

Additionally, while research on ethical PSD continues and contributions including frameworks and design
guidelines emerge, empirical validation of existing frameworks and guidelines as well as contributions to
be made is necessary as it is currently virtually nonexistent (Meske and Amojo 2020). Therefore, future
research should not only focus on theoretical contributions but translate those contributions into practice
and evaluate them accordingly.

However, our own research is not without limitations too. With the rise of artificial intelligence digital
artifacts such as conversational agents have emerges. These conversational agents have a persuasive
character on their own. Although this may be the case, we did not specifically include conversational agents
in our research as conversational technology and the ethical issues associated with it present a whole
research field on their own. Nevertheless, future research should take conversational agents into account
and determine connections and ethical implications of conversational agents and PSD as this may prove as
emerging future research topic.

Acknowledgements

This research paper was funded by the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) in the context of the
project KlI-based Subscription Business Automation (KI-BA) with the Grant No. 998/019/2020 -
20007305. The project is done in cooperation with the subscription business service provider billwerk

GmbH (https://billwerk.com/forschungsprojekt-kiba/) in Germany.
References

Acquisti, A. 2009. “Nudging Privacy: The Behavioral Economics of Person Information,” IEEE Security &
Privacy (7:6), pp. 72—75 (available at https://doi.org/10.1109/MSP.2009.163).

Acquisti, A., Sleeper, M., Wang, Y., Wilson, S., Adjerid, I., Balebako, R., Brandimarte, L., Cranor, L. F.,
Komanduri, S., Leon, P. G., Sadeh, N., and Schaub, F. 2017. “Nudges for Privacy and Security,” ACM
Computing Surveys (50:3), pp. 1—41 (doi: 10.1145/3054926).

Baldwin, R. 2014. “From Regulation to Behaviour Change: Giving Nudge the Third Degree,” The Modern
Law Review (77:6), pp. 831-857.

Benner, D., Schobel, S., and Janson, A. 2021. “Exploring the State-of-the-Art of Persuasive Design for Smart
Personal Assistants,” Wirtschaftsinformatik (16).

Blohm, I., and Leimeister, J. M. 2013. “Gamification,” Business & Information Systems Engineering (5:4),
pp-. 275—278 (doi: 10.1007/512599-013-0273-5).

Brinol, P., and Petty, R. E. 2009. “Chapter 2 Persuasion,” in Advances in experimental social
psychologyAdvances in Experimental Social Psychology, M. P. Zanna (ed.) (Vol. 41), London and
Amsterdam and Oxford and Burlington, MA and San Diego, Calif.: Academic Press, pp. 69—118 (doi:
10.1016/S0065-2601(08)00402-4).

Twenty-Seventh Americas Conference on Information Systems, Montreal, 2021 8


https://billwerk.com/forschungsprojekt-kiba/

Ethical Considerations for Designing Persuasive Information Systems

Vom Brocke, J., Simons, A., Niehaves, B., Riemer, K., Plattfaut, R., and Cleven, A. 2009. “Reconstructing
the giant: On the importance of rigour in documenting the literature search process,” in European
Conference on Information Systems.

vom Brocke, J., Simons, A., Riemer, K., Niehaves, B., Plattfaut, R., and Cleven, A. 2015. “Standing on the
Shoulders of Giants: Challenges and Recommendations of Literature Search in Information Systems
Research,” Communications of the Association for Information Systems (37) (doi:
10.17705/1CAIS.03709).

Brown, M., and Osman, S. 2020. “Addiction, Gambling and Gaming: Chasing the Digital Dragon,” in Video
Games Crime and Next-Gen DevianceC. Kelly, A. Lynes, and K. Hoffin (eds.), Emerald Publishing
Limited, pp. 91—111 (doi: 10.1108/978-1-83867-447-220201006).

Cooper, H. M. 1988. “Organizing knowledge syntheses: A taxonomy of literature reviews,” Knowledge in
Society (1:1), pp. 104—126 (doi: 10.1007/BF03177550).

Deterding, S., Sicart, M., O’Hara, K., Dixon, D., and Nacke, L. 2011. Gamification: Using Game Design
Elements in Non-Gaming Contexts, New York, NY: ACM.

Fogg, B. J. 1998. “Persuasive computers,” in Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing SystemsM. E. Atwood (ed.), New York, NY: ACM Press/Addison-Wesley Publishing Co,
pp. 225—232 (doi: 10.1145/274644.274677).

Fogg, B. J. 2003. “Computers as persuasive social actors,” in Persuasive Technology, Elsevier, pp. 89—120
(doi: 10.1016/B978-155860643-2/50007-X).

Friestad, M., and Wright, P. 1994. “The Persuasion Knowledge Model: How People Cope with Persuasion
Attempts,” Journal of Consumer Research (21:1), pp. 1—31 (doi: 10.1086/209380).

Hassan, L., Dias, A., and Hamari, J. 2019. “How motivational feedback increases user’s benefits and
continued use: A study on gamification, quantified-self and social networking,” International Journal
of Information Management (46), pp. 151-162 (doi: 10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2018.12.004).

Hassan, L., and Hamari, J. 2020. “Gameful civic engagement: A review of the literature on gamification of
e-participation,” Government  Information Quarterly (37:3), p. 101461 (doi:
10.1016/j.81q.2020.101461).

Ho, S. Y., and Lim, K. H. 2018. “Nudging Moods to Induce Unplanned Purchases in Imperfect Mobile
Personalization Contexts,” MIS Quarterly (42:3), pp. 757—778 (doi: 10.25300/MISQ/2018/14083).

van den Hoven, M. 2021. “Nudging for others’ sake: An ethical analysis of the legitimacy of nudging
healthcare workers to accept influenza immunization,” Bioethics (35:2), pp. 143—150 (doi:
10.1111/bioe.12819).

Huizinga, J. 2009. Homo Ludens: A study of the play-element in culture (30. print.), Boston: The Beacon
Press.

Humlung, O., and Haddara, M. 2019. “The Hero’s Journey to Innovation: Gamification in Enterprise
Systems > Procedia Computer Science (164), pp. 86—95 (doi: 10. 1016/_] procs.2019.12. 158).

Kim, T. W., and Werbach, K. 2016. “More than just a game: ethical issues in gamification,” Ethics and
Informatlon Technology (18:2), pp. 157—173 (doi: 10.1007/510676-016-9401-5).

Kuehnhanss, C. R. 2019. “The challenges of behavioural insights for effective policy design,” Policy and
Society (38:1), Routledge, pp. 14—40 (doi: 10.1080/14494035.2018.1511188).

Lades, L. K. 2014. “Impulsive consumption and reflexive thought: Nudging ethical consumer behavior,”
Journal of Economic Psychology (41), pp. 114—128 (doi: 10.1016/j.joep.2013.01.003).

Lembcke, T.-B., Engelbrecht, N., Brendel, A. B., and Kolbe, L. 2019. “TO NUDGE OR NOT TO NUDGE:
ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS OF DIGITAL NUDGING BASED ON ITS BEHAVIORAL ECONOMICS
ROOTS,” European Conference on Information Systems.

Lichtenberg, S., and Brendel, A. B. 2020. “Arrr you a pirate? Towards the Gamification Element Lootbox,”
American Conference on Information Systems.

Lopez-Gonzalez, H., and Griffiths, M. D. 2018a. “Betting, Forex Trading, and Fantasy Gaming
Sponsorships-a Responsible Marketing Inquiry into the ‘Gamblification’ of English Football,”
International journal of mental health and addiction (16:2), pp. 404—419 (doi: 10.1007/s11469-017-
9788-1).

Lopez-Gonzalez, H., and Griffiths, M. D. 2018b. “Understanding the convergence of markets in online
sports betting,” International Review for the Sociology of Sport (53:7), pp. 807-823 (doi:
10.1177/1012690216680602).

Macey, J., and Hamari, J. 2018. “Investigating relationships between video gaming, spectating esports, and
gambling,” Computers in Human Behavior (80), pp. 344—353 (doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2017.11.027).

Macey, J., and Hamari, J. 2020. “GamCog: A measurement instrument for miscognitions related to

Twenty-Seventh Americas Conference on Information Systems, Montreal, 2021 9



Ethical Considerations for Designing Persuasive Information Systems

gamblification, gambling, and video gaming,” Psychology of addictive behaviors : journal of the
Society of Psychologists in Addictive Behaviors (34:1), pp. 242—256 (doi: 10.1037/adb0000526).

Maedche, A., Legner, C., Benlian, A., Berger, B., Gimpel, H., Hess, T., Hinz, O., Morana, S., and Sollner, M.
2019. “Al-Based Digital Assistants,” Business & Information Systems Engineering (61:4), pp. 535—
544 (doi: 10.1007/512599-019-00600-8).

Markham, F., and Young, M. 2015. “Big Gambling’: The rise of the global industry-state gambling
complex,” Addiction Research & Theory (23:1), pp. 1—4 (doi: 10.3109/16066359.2014.929118).
Meske, C., and Amojo, I. 2020. “Ethical Guidelines for the Construction of Digital Nudges,” in Proceedings
of the 53rd Hawaii International Conference on System SciencesProceedings of the Annual Hawaii
International Conference on System Sciences, T. Bui (ed.), Hawaii International Conference on

System Sciences (doi: 10.24251/HICSS.2020.480).

Nacke, L. E., and Deterding, S. 2017. “The maturing of gamification research,” Computers in Human
Behavior (771), pp. 450—454 (doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2016.11.062).

Pilaj, H. 2017. “The Choice Architecture of Sustainable and Responsible Investment: Nudging Investors
Toward Ethical Decision-Making,” Journal of Business Ethics (140:4), pp. 743-753.

van Reijmersdal, E. A., Neijens, P. C., and Smit, E. G. 2010. “Customer Magazines: Effects of Commerciality
on Readers’ Reactions,” Journal of Current Issues & Research in Advertising (32:1), pp. 59—67 (doi:
10.1080/10641734.2010.10505275).

Renaud, K., and Zimmermann, V. 2018. “Ethical guidelines for nudging in information security & privacy,”
International  Journal of Human-Computer  Studies (120), pp. 22-35 (doi:
10.1016/j.ijhcs.2018.05.011).

Ryan, R. M., and Deci, E. L. 2000. “Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivations: Classic Definitions and New
Directions,” Contemporary educational psychology (25:1), pp. 54—67 (doi: 10.1006/ceps.1999.1020).

Schobel, S., Barev, T., Janson, A., Hupfeld, F., and Leimeister, J. M. 2020b. “Understanding User
Preferences of Digital Privacy Nudges — A Best-Worst Scaling Approach,” in Proceedings of the 53rd
Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences (doi: 10.24251/hicss.2020.479).

Schobel, S., Janson, A., and Sollner, M. 2020a. “Capturing the complexity of gamification elements: a
holistic approach for analysing existing and deriving novel gamification designs,” European Journal
of Information Systems, pp. 1—28.

Schubert, C. 2017. “Green nudges: Do they work? Are they ethical?,” Ecological Economics (132), pp. 329—
342 (doi: 10.1016/j.ecolecon.2016.11.009).

Selinger, E., and Whyte, K. 2011. “Is There a Right Way to Nudge? The Practice and Ethics of Choice
Architecture,” Sociology Compass (5:10), pp. 923—935 (doi: 10.1111/j.1751-9020.2011.00413.X).
Sharp, H., Preece, J., and Rogers, Y. 2019. Interaction design: Beyond human-computer interaction (Fifth

edit.).

Simons, H. W., Morreale, J., and Gronbeck, B. E. 2001. Persuasion in society, Thousand Oaks, Calif.: SAGE.

Skjuve, M., Haugstveit, I. M., Folstad, A., and Brandtzaeg, P. B. 2019. “Help! Is my chatbot falling into the
uncanny valley? An empirical study of user experience in human-chatbot interaction,” Human
Technology (15:1), pp. 30—54 (doi: 10.17011/ht/urn.201902201607).

Sunstein, C. R. 2016. “DO PEOPLE LIKE NUDGES?,” Administrative Law Review (68:2), pp. 177—232.

Thaler, R. H., and Sunstein, C. R. 2008. Nudge: Improving decisions about health, wealth, and happiness
(Rev. and e.), New Haven, Conn.: Yale Univ. Press.

Webster, J., and Watson, R. T. 2002. “Analyzing the Past to Prepare for the Future: Writing a literature
Review,” MIS Quarterly (26), pp. 13—21.

Weinmann, M., Schneider, C., and Vom Brocke, J. 2016. “Digital Nudging,” Business & Information
Systems Engineering (58:6), pp. 433—436 (doi: 10.1007/s12599-016-0453-1).

Weiss, J. 2019. “Gamification and Scholarly Ethical Perspectives on Industries, A Bibliometric Analysis,” in
Proceedings of the 52nd Hawaii International Conference on System SciencesProceedings of the
Annual Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences, T. Bui (ed.), Hawaii International
Conference on System Sciences (doi: 10.24251/HICSS.2019.827).

Winkel, T. D., Jensen, T., and Poulsen, S. B. 2015. “Who Is To Change? Nudging and Provocative
Communication Discussed through Logtrup’s Ontological Ethics,” SIGCAS Computers & Society

(45:3), Pp- 337—343.

Twenty-Seventh Americas Conference on Information Systems, Montreal, 2021 10



