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Abstract 
This study investigated English teachers’ motivation to implement gamification through the lens of Self-Determination Theory (SDT), focusing on the types of motivation teachers reported and the personal and contextual factors shaping them. Asynchronous written interviews were conducted with eight teachers at a private English language center in Hanoi, Vietnam, and analyzed through hybrid deductive–inductive thematic analysis in QDA Miner Lite, using explicit rules to separate motivational regulations from working conditions. External regulation, mainly institutional requirements, was the most frequently coded regulation, alongside identified regulation (especially strengthening teacher–student relationships), intrinsic motivation (enjoyment) and introjected regulation (internal pressure). Contextual constraints, competence-related difficulties, professional and personal beliefs, and collaboration were treated as conditions or personal factors rather than as integrated regulation or amotivation. The findings suggest that controlled and autonomous motivation coexist and that teachers’ use of gamification is shaped by both their reasons and their working conditions. Implications for teacher training and institutional support are discussed.
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1. Introduction  
[bookmark: _xpdrrojia1bc]1.1 Research context
English language education has become a national priority in Vietnam, as reflected in Conclusion No. 91-KL/TW (Bộ Chính trị, 2024), which aims to gradually make English the second language in schools. In line with this policy, English teachers are encouraged to adopt innovative, student-centered approaches, such as gamification, to enhance learner engagement and motivation. However, whether such approaches are used, and how, depends largely on teachers themselves. This study therefore investigated English teachers’ motivation to implement gamification in English language classrooms.

[bookmark: _jwg9mxr84x4]1.2 Background and problem statement 
Gamification has been increasingly promoted as an approach to enhancing student engagement in English language classrooms over the past decade. Previous studies have mainly highlighted its positive effects on learners’ motivation and participation (Gini et al., 2025; Tsay et al., 2018). However, the successful implementation of gamification largely depends on teachers’ willingness and motivation to adopt it in practice. Existing research has paid limited attention to teachers’ motivational challenges and lived experiences when implementing gamification. As a result, little is known about how teachers experience and sustain motivation to use it. This study therefore examined the types of motivation teachers reported and the factors shaping them, which may inform teacher training, institutional support and teachers’ well-being.

[bookmark: _a98fqpc0ggnz]1.3 Literature review
Gamification has received increasing attention in education because of its potential to enhance students’ motivation and participation. It generally refers to the use of game elements in non-game contexts to encourage desired behaviors and engagement (Chiriboga et al., 2025; Zainuddin et al., 2020). In language education, gamification involves incorporating game-related elements, such as points, rewards, competition and challenges, into teaching and learning activities to promote learner engagement, motivation and participation.
Motivation generally refers to the processes that initiate, direct and sustain behavior, influencing individuals’ choice of activities, persistence and level of effort (Ushioda & Dörnyei, 2021). For teachers, Ushioda and Dörnyei (2021) distinguish between motivation to become a teacher and motivation to remain in the profession, and highlight intrinsic interest in teaching, social and contextual influences such as working conditions, long-term commitment, and demotivating experiences.
Despite its potential benefits, gamification also poses challenges for teachers. Piteira et al. (2018) highlight that designing gamified activities is time-consuming and may require considerable preparation time and effort. Huang and Soman (2013) further caution that gamification can have demotivating effects when it is not well matched to learners and their circumstances. These demands may make it difficult for teachers to integrate gamification into their regular teaching practice.
Studies such as Tsay et al. (2018) and Gini et al. (2025) have drawn on Self-Determination Theory (SDT) to understand motivation in gamified learning, particularly in relation to students’ autonomy, competence and relatedness. In other words, SDT has been applied mainly to students’ motivation, while less attention has been paid to teachers’ motivation to implement gamification. This gap matters because teachers play a central role in designing and implementing gamified activities in the classroom. Therefore, this study applies SDT to examine teachers’ reported motivation and the factors shaping it when implementing gamification in English language teaching.

[bookmark: _438kwr2py4up]1.4 Research aims and research questions
Two research questions guided the study:
RQ1: What types of motivation do English teachers report when implementing gamification?
RQ2: What personal and contextual factors shape teachers’ motivation to implement gamification?
The factors identified in RQ2 were interpreted through the SDT framework, particularly in relation to the basic psychological needs for autonomy, competence and relatedness.

[bookmark: _2lgco6e3rmpy]1.5 Theoretical framework
This study draws on Self-Determination Theory (SDT), as outlined by Ryan and Deci (2000), to examine teachers’ motivation to implement gamification in English language teaching. SDT proposes three basic psychological needs: autonomy, the feeling that one’s actions are self-chosen and aligned with personal values; competence, the sense of effectiveness and ability to master tasks and skills; and relatedness, the need to feel connected to and cared for by others.
SDT also distinguishes between types of motivation according to the degree to which they are self-determined:
• Intrinsic motivation: doing an activity for the inherent satisfaction of the activity itself. It is the prototype of self-determined action.
• Extrinsic motivation: doing an activity to attain a separable outcome. SDT proposes that extrinsic motivation varies in its relative autonomy through internalization and integration:
    ◦ External regulation: acting solely to satisfy an external demand or obtain a reward.
    ◦ Introjected regulation: acting to avoid guilt or anxiety, or to enhance ego or pride.
    ◦ Identified regulation: consciously valuing a goal as personally important.
    ◦ Integrated regulation: the most autonomous form of extrinsic motivation, in which values are fully assimilated into one’s sense of self.
• Amotivation: a state of lacking any intention to act, often resulting from feeling incompetent, not valuing the activity or not expecting it to produce the desired outcome.
[image: ]
Figure 1: The Self-Determination Continuum (Ryan & Deci, 2000)
The regulations were used to answer RQ1, and the basic needs to interpret the personal and contextual factors in RQ2; conditions and personal factors were not treated as regulations in themselves.
[bookmark: _x3kwmdb3od8u]2. Methodology
[bookmark: _e6xxqpy4wiz2]2.1 Research design
A qualitative interpretive design was adopted, using hybrid deductive–inductive thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006): SDT guided the coding of motivational regulations, while inductive coding identified personal and contextual factors.

[bookmark: _se53pwjty11i]2.2 Participants and context
A. Setting: The study was conducted at a private English language center in Hanoi, Vietnam, which is not named in order to protect the participants. The researcher had worked there for nearly one year. The center offers IELTS, TOEIC and General English courses using in-house materials.
B. Participants: Eight teachers across three course types, aged 22–25 and each with more than one year of teaching experience, were selected through convenience sampling. They held English-related and non-English-related bachelor’s degrees and are identified as T1–T8.
C. Researcher position: Because the researcher knew the participants as colleagues, responses may have been socially desirable. To reduce this risk, participation was voluntary and confidential, management had no access to the raw data, participants were told there were no right or wrong answers, and the researcher kept reflexive notes.

[bookmark: _g8940ugzy6nu]2.3 Data sources and instruments
Data were collected over one month through asynchronous written interviews by email. Participants received the questions in three parts and answered each part in English within three days (about 700 words per participant in total). They received follow-up probes where needed and could review and clarify their answers.
The questions were adapted from Elsawah (2025), reworded for teachers and grouped under contextual and personal/experiential factors (see Appendix).

[bookmark: _c5svii12d1up]2.4 Data collection procedures
The study was conducted in seven steps (Figure 2):
[image: ]
Figure 2: The data collection procedures 
Permission was first obtained from the center’s Board of Directors and academic manager. The interview questions, adapted from previous research, were then emailed to participants, who returned written responses within the agreed timeframe; follow-up questions were sent where clarification was needed. The responses were checked for completeness and relevance, coded and categorized using the hybrid approach described in Section 2.5, organized by category and theme, and finally interpreted in relation to the research questions and the SDT framework.
 
[bookmark: _jcmgnwkhjcgv]2.5 Data analysis
Data were analyzed in QDA Miner Lite. After repeated reading (Braun & Clarke, 2006), responses were coded descriptively and then assigned to SDT categories (Figure 1) using five decision rules:
(1) A code was assigned to a motivational regulation only when the excerpt stated a reason for using gamification; descriptions of conditions or beliefs that gave no reason for acting were not assigned to a regulation.
(2) Implementation difficulties, limited confidence and student reactions were coded as conditions related to competence or relatedness. They were classified as amotivation only when the excerpt also indicated reduced intention to continue, helplessness, or a lack of value in using gamification.
(3) Professional and personal beliefs were coded as a personal factor. They were classified as integrated regulation only when the excerpt showed that the value of gamification had been integrated into the teacher’s sense of self or wider teaching identity (e.g., describing gamified teaching as part of who they are as a teacher).
(4) Contextual constraints (e.g., time, class size, autonomy) and collaboration were coded separately from the motivational regulations.
(5) Excerpts describing difficulty or frustration within a motivational category were marked (N). The marker does not represent an additional type of motivation.
Participants were given the opportunity to review their written responses and clarify information where necessary, but they were not asked to validate the researcher’s thematic interpretations. Code frequencies indicate how prominent a topic was within the dataset and do not represent statistical prevalence. Because one participant could mention a code several times, the number of teachers (cases) is reported alongside the number of references. With eight participants, counts are descriptive aids only, and interpretation rests on the content of the data.

[bookmark: _buvuhtqs7uba]2.6 Ethical considerations
The study followed established ethical guidelines. Participants gave informed consent and could withdraw at any time. Because the researcher knew who had written each response, the data were confidential rather than anonymous: participant codes were used, identifying details were removed, the center was not named, and data were stored securely.
The study adhered to the principle of doing no harm, ensuring that participation did not cause psychological, professional or social discomfort. The researcher maintained reflexivity to minimize bias and represented participants’ voices respectfully.

[bookmark: _z6rx37n47ape]2.7 Significance of the study
The study contributes to theory by applying SDT to teachers’ motivation to implement gamification, to methodology by showing how explicit coding rules can separate motivational regulations from working conditions in qualitative analysis, and to practice and policy by identifying barriers and facilitators relevant to teacher training, workload and institutional support.

[bookmark: _gldk7d4io52k]2.8 Feasibility and limitations
This study was feasible within the available time and resources. Data were collected through low-cost asynchronous written interviews. The research scope was deliberately narrowed to teachers’ motivation to implement gamification at one English center. Participants were recruited through acquaintance at one center, were of similar age and experience, and may have responded in socially desirable ways. The responses were relatively short (about 700 words per participant), which limits depth; for some categories, such as introjected regulation and negatively coded experiences, the data provided few extended excerpts, so these categories are described in summary rather than through lengthy quotations. Frequencies are descriptive only, and the findings are not generalizable.

3. Findings  
3.1 Overview of the coded data
A total of 141 coded references were identified across the eight participants and organized into three groups (Table 1): motivational regulations, negatively coded experiences (N), and conditions and personal or professional factors.
Table 1
Coded categories, references and cases (N = 8 teachers; 141 coded references)
	Category / code
	References
	% of codes
	Cases
	% of cases

	A. Motivational regulations
	
	
	
	

	Intrinsic motivation (20)
	
	
	
	

	    Enjoyment
	12
	8.5%
	6
	75.0%

	    Emotion
	7
	5.0%
	4
	50.0%

	    Relation
	1
	0.7%
	1
	12.5%

	Identified regulation (20)
	
	
	
	

	    Strengthening relationships
	9
	6.4%
	7
	87.5%

	    Boosting motivation
	6
	4.3%
	5
	62.5%

	    Learning outcomes
	4
	2.8%
	3
	37.5%

	    Classroom management
	1
	0.7%
	1
	12.5%

	Introjected regulation (13)
	
	
	
	

	    Internal pressure
	13
	9.2%
	5
	62.5%

	External regulation (27)
	
	
	
	

	    Institutional requirements
	23
	16.3%
	7
	87.5%

	    Dependence on lesson structure
	4
	2.8%
	4
	50.0%

	B. Negatively coded experiences (N)
	
	
	
	

	Identified regulation (N) (17)
	
	
	
	

	    Goal-oriented demands
	12
	8.5%
	4
	50.0%

	    Learner needs
	5
	3.5%
	4
	50.0%

	Intrinsic motivation (N) (1)
	
	
	
	

	    Satisfaction
	1
	0.7%
	1
	12.5%

	C. Conditions and personal/professional factors
	
	
	
	

	Contextual constraints (14)
	
	
	
	

	    Time constraints and class size
	13
	9.2%
	7
	87.5%

	    Lack of autonomy
	1
	0.7%
	1
	12.5%

	Competence-related difficulties (7)
	
	
	
	

	    Difficulty planning or managing gamified activities
	7
	5.0%
	5
	62.5%

	Student- and support-related conditions (3)
	
	
	
	

	    Student responses
	1
	0.7%
	1
	12.5%

	    Student feelings
	1
	0.7%
	1
	12.5%

	    Social support
	1
	0.7%
	1
	12.5%

	Professional and personal beliefs (12)
	
	
	
	

	    Professional beliefs
	7
	5.0%
	4
	50.0%

	    Personal beliefs
	5
	3.5%
	4
	50.0%

	Collaboration (7)
	
	
	
	

	    Collaboration with colleagues
	7
	5.0%
	6
	75.0%



3.2 Identified regulation
Identified regulation generated 20 references (Table 1), mainly strengthening relationships (nine references; seven teachers) and boosting student motivation (six; five teachers), followed by learning outcomes (four) and classroom management (one). Teachers valued gamification as a way to connect with students; T1 noted that it “makes it earlier [easier] to connect with them.” These benefits represent teachers’ perceptions rather than evidence of improved learning.
3.3 Intrinsic motivation
Intrinsic motivation generated 20 references: enjoyment (12; six teachers), emotion (seven; four teachers) and relation (one). Teachers linked enjoyment with livelier interaction: “Gamification usually helps improve my relationship with students because it makes the class more enjoyable. Students become more active and comfortable interacting with the teacher” (T3).

3.4 External regulation and contextual constraints
External regulation generated 27 references, mostly institutional requirements (23; seven teachers) and dependence on lesson structure (four; four teachers). T3 explained: “The center expects teachers to create engaging lessons, so this encourages me to use gamification. However, I still need to balance games with the main learning objectives of the lesson.” These expectations were not necessarily experienced as coercion: “They encourage it, it is not forceful” (T1).
Contextual constraints, coded separately, generated 14 references, mainly time and class size (13; seven teachers): “In large classes, it can be difficult to control students during games, and when the lesson time is limited, it may be hard to organize activities effectively” (T3).

3.5 Professional and personal beliefs and integrated regulation
Professional and personal beliefs generated 12 references (seven and five; four teachers each) and, under rule 3, were coded as a personal factor. Most expressed views about what gamification does for learners, for example “using the mechanics of play to make learning the language feel less like a chore and more like a challenge” (T5), or cautioned that “if it is not organized well, students may focus more on winning the game than on learning the language” (T3). Two accounts came closer to integrated regulation. T2 felt the decision was their own because “I have myself experienced gamification as students, so it’s come naturally to me when deciding,” and T5 described a change in role: “It breaks down the traditional teacher-as-authority barrier and makes me seen as a facilitator, which builds trust.” These statements were brief and were not developed into a broader account of teaching identity, so they were treated as tentative indications of integration rather than as sufficient evidence of integrated regulation.

3.6 Identified regulation (N)
Negative experiences within identified regulation generated 17 references: goal-oriented demands (12; four teachers) and learner needs (five; four teachers). Teachers stressed keeping games tied to learning; T4 felt stressed “when students focus more on winning than learning.” They also found it hard to make games work for all students: T1 described the challenge as being “able to appeal to every class level,” and T4 named “different student ability levels.”

3.7 Intrinsic motivation (N)
One negatively coded reference related to intrinsic motivation (satisfaction; one teacher). It does not represent a pattern, but it indicates that teachers’ emotional responses to gamification were not uniformly positive.

3.8 Competence-related difficulties and amotivation
Competence-related difficulties generated seven references across five teachers. Self-rated confidence ranged from “not really confident” (T2) and “2 out of 10” (T1) to “fairly confident in managing the chaos of a game” (T5). Teachers distinguished simple from complex activities: “I feel moderately confident when using simple games for review or warm-up activities. However, I am less confident when designing more complex gamified lessons that require detailed planning” (T4). Under rule 2, these excerpts, together with student responses, student feelings and social support (one reference each), were coded as conditions. Some teachers reported reduced willingness in particular situations: “if students seem confused or not interested, I may reduce the use of games” (T3), or when students become “overly competitive or aggressive or too ignorant during a game” (T5). Because these teachers continued to use gamification in other classes, such accounts were interpreted as situational reductions in willingness rather than as amotivation.

3.9 Introjected regulation
Introjected regulation generated 13 references (internal pressure; five teachers). This pressure was largely self-imposed and pulled in two directions. Some teachers felt that they ought to keep lessons lively; T1 used games even with reluctant classes: “I feel like the energy level is too low. So I have to do it forcefully.” T5 felt “an expectation that my classes should look fun and active.” Teachers also felt obliged to cover the syllabus. T5 explained, “I always set the expectation to teach the lessons fully, not to miss any exercises due to the center’s instructions,” so that under time pressure “the game is usually the first thing to be cut.” These accounts describe institutional standards that teachers had partly taken in as their own, which is consistent with introjected regulation.
3.10 Personal and professional factors
Collaboration generated seven references across six teachers: “most of my colleagues are supportive. We sometimes share game ideas or useful platforms” (T3). It was treated as a personal and professional factor rather than as a motivational regulation.
4. Discussion  
4.1 The coexistence of autonomous and controlled motivation
The findings show that controlled and autonomous motivation coexisted. Teachers enjoyed gamification and valued its contribution to relationships and learning, yet institutional requirements and internal pressure also shaped their use of it. This is consistent with the SDT view that motivation varies in quality rather than simply being present or absent (Ryan & Deci, 2000): regular implementation does not necessarily indicate autonomous motivation, and the same practice may rest on different reasons in different teachers. The introjected accounts also show that internalized standards can work both for gamification (keeping classes lively) and against it (covering the syllabus).

4.2 Motivational reasons and working conditions
Institutional requirements were the most frequently coded reason, yet teachers did not describe them as coercive, suggesting that expectations provided an external reason alongside personally valued ones. Time, class size and limited autonomy, by contrast, affected teachers’ opportunities to implement gamification rather than their reasons for doing so. Distinguishing reasons from conditions suggests that supporting teachers requires more than encouraging gamification: institutions may also need to consider workload, class size and teachers’ scope for instructional decisions.

4.3 Competence-related difficulties
Competence-related difficulties were reported by five of the eight teachers. From an SDT perspective, feeling capable of carrying out an activity supports motivation, whereas repeated difficulty may undermine one’s sense of competence (Ryan & Deci, 2000). In the context of gamification, teachers may recognize its potential benefits while still finding it difficult to design, manage or adapt more complex activities, as the account of T4 illustrates. In this study, however, these difficulties were treated as conditions that may thwart the need for competence, not as evidence of amotivation, because the accounts did not show that teachers had stopped valuing gamification or intended to abandon it. The findings therefore suggest that recognizing the value of gamification may not be sufficient to sustain its use when teachers lack the skills or time to implement more demanding activities, which points to the role of practical training and support.

4.4 Relatedness, enjoyment, and positive teacher experiences
Strengthening teacher–student relationships was the most frequently coded aspect of identified regulation (nine references, seven teachers), and enjoyment was the most frequent code within intrinsic motivation (12 references, six teachers). From an SDT perspective, positive relationships relate to teachers’ need for relatedness, whereas enjoyment reflects intrinsic motivation when the activity itself is satisfying. The two are distinct: a teacher may value gamification for building relationships without enjoying the process, or enjoy running games without reporting closer relationships.
Professional development on gamification could therefore address both the pedagogical value of activities and teachers’ experience of running them. Because the data are self-reports, however, they do not establish that gamification improved learning or relationships; classroom observation and student perspectives would be needed to examine these effects.

4.5 Negative aspects and the complexity of teachers' experiences
Negatively coded experiences within identified regulation (goal-oriented demands and learner needs) and intrinsic motivation (satisfaction) showed that teachers who valued or enjoyed gamification could also find it demanding or unsatisfying. The (N) marker distinguished such accounts from the corresponding category without adding a new type of motivation, because dissatisfaction or concern about learner needs may mean different things in different contexts.
Consistent with rule 2, negative experiences were not interpreted as amotivation unless they were accompanied by a lack of intention, helplessness or difficulty finding a reason to continue. The findings therefore illustrate the range of teachers’ experiences rather than showing that challenges led to amotivation.

4.6 Collaboration as a personal and professional factor
Collaboration was reported by six teachers (seven references). It was not classified as integrated regulation, because working with colleagues does not by itself show that a teacher has integrated the value of gamification into their sense of self. Rather, it may give teachers opportunities to share ideas and resources, which may be especially useful when preparation time is limited. The data show that collaboration was reported, not that it caused higher motivation; this relationship merits further research.

5. Conclusion 
This study found that English teachers’ motivation to implement gamification involved both controlled reasons, mainly institutional requirements and internal pressure, and autonomous reasons, especially enjoyment and the value attached to relationships and learning. Contextual constraints, competence-related difficulties, beliefs and collaboration shaped teachers’ experiences as conditions and personal factors rather than as integrated regulation or amotivation.
The findings have implications for teacher development and institutional support. Professional development could help teachers develop practical skills for designing, adapting and managing gamified activities, while institutions could consider the effects of preparation time, class size and teachers’ autonomy. These measures may help create more supportive conditions for implementation. However, given the small sample and the qualitative design, the findings should be interpreted in relation to the experiences of the eight participating teachers rather than generalized to all English teachers.
Future research could involve a larger and more diverse sample, classroom observations and student perspectives to examine how teachers’ motivational experiences relate to actual gamification practices. 
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APPENDIX
	Question

	1. Could you briefly describe your teaching experience in English language classrooms?
[bookmark: _GoBack]2. How do you incorporate gamification into your English teaching, and to what extent do you use it ?
3. How do you understand “gamification” in the context of language teaching?
Contextual factors
1. Can you describe how free you feel to use games in your teaching, and how that affects your motivation?
2. How do rules, lesson plans, or time limits influence your decision to use games, and how do you feel about that?
3. What support or training have you received for using games, and how does this affect your confidence and willingness to use them?
4. What difficulties do you face when using games (e.g. materials, technology, classroom control), and how do these difficulties affect your motivation?
5. How do your students react to games, and how does their reaction influence your feelings and motivation to use them?
6. How do your colleagues or managers support or influence your use of games, and how does this affect your motivation?
Personal and experiential factors
7. Can you describe how you feel about using games in your teaching, and how that affects your motivation?
8. How confident do you feel when using games, and how does this influence your willingness to use them?
9. What personal difficulties do you experience when using games, and how do these difficulties affect your motivation?
10. How do you feel when a game does not work well in class, and how does this influence your motivation afterwards?
11. How does using games affect your relationship with students, and how does that impact your motivation?
12. To what extent do games fit your teaching style, and how does this influence your motivation to use them?
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