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Abstract 

As the transformation of various services into appealing game-like experiences is in its infancy, 

limited research exists in the area and in particular on the way each gamification design decision 

affects intended outcome. In the present study we investigate the impact of two game elements 

(incentive type and community collaboration) on user’s experienced fun during participation in a 

gamified service. Via an experiment (N=108), we examine the role of Incentive Type [Accomplish an 

achievement versus Receive discounted offer], as a motivator for participation, and Community 

Collaboration, as participation setting (individual pursuit of goals versus collaborative pursuit of 

goals), on experienced fun in the context of a gamified consumer service. The service is aimed at 

assisting consumers in their efforts to adopt an ecologically conscious consumer behaviour.  Results 

indicate that the selection of community collaboration as a form of interaction presents significant 

difference in experienced fun during participation, whereas accomplishing an achievement opposed to 

receiving discounted price does not. 

Keywords: Gamification, Gamified service, Incentive types, Community collaboration. 

 

1 Introduction 

The gamification of services, education, sales and various other interactions with users and consumers  

has become a trend lately. Gamification refers to the “use of game elements and techniques in non-

game contexts (Deterding et al. 2011b p.2) to motivate engagement, participation and even drive 

behaviour towards predefined objectives. In extension, to gamify a process or an activity refers to the 

reengineering and transformation of the process or activity in a game-like experience for the 

participants. In essence, it is a process that requires the initial decomposition of games into building 

blocks (Hunicke et al. 2004, p. 2) and the subsequent introduction of selected blocks to the activity or 

process with the ultimate goal to enhance appeal and motivate users to engage with it, by making 

participation enjoyable and fun (Chrons and Sundell 2011). Gamification elicits a plethora of game 

elements and techniques like points, badges, leaderboards, rewards, levels, quests, challenges and 

virtual loops amongst others (De Paoli et al. 2012; Dominguez et al. 2013; Zichermann 2011) to assist 

in the process of the transformation of the selected context into a gamified experience, by 

incorporating the game elements, towards making participation fun and enjoyable.  
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In the last few years, an explosion of gamified technology-based services has occurred in contexts 

pertaining to marketing, education, employee productivity and health amongst others with target goal 

to motivate users to engage (Kankanhalli 2012; Koutropoulos 2012), learn (Simões 2012), shop 

(Harwood 2012) and even lead a healthier life (Xu 2012). In a multitude of potential fields of 

application for gamification, the introduced game elements and resulting gamified services are 

expected to drive behaviour and enhance engagement. However, each implementation requires that 

gamification designers take into account the non-game context’s specific attributes towards 

successfully implementing game-like experiences. In case the design fails to meet the services’ 

strategic goals, there is an underlying danger that gamification will fail. In a report on gamification, 

Gartner Inc. (2012) estimates that “about 80 percent of current gamified applications will fail to meet 

business objectives primarily due to poor design”. It is thus crucial to understand and evaluate the role 

each gamification element plays during the design phase of a gamified service, building on prior 

research efforts in respect to the design of technology-based services (Davis et al. 1989; Theotokis et 

al. 2008;  Venkatesh et al. 2003). 

Although implementations of gamification in practice present interesting results, there is limited 

research that addresses the impact of different game elements and techniques on user participation 

experience, engagement and enjoyment. These outcomes have often been used in order to guide design 

decisions and support the evaluation of electronic services (Bobbitt and Dabholkar 2001; Simon and 

Usunier 2007; Venkatesh et al. 2003), but have not been related to the use of gamification elements in 

service design. This has been the motivation behind the present research and the gap this research 

attempts to fill. Specifically, we focus on the impact of incentive types and community collaboration 

on consumer’s experienced fun during participation in the context of a gamified  service. This was 

studied using a laboratory experiment, in which participants experienced four scenarios that employed 

(and differ from one another in respect to) the introduced game elements. Our dataset consists of the 

answers collected by 108 participants pertaining to their perceived experienced fun during 

participation.  

To the best of our knowledge, none of the extant studies examine the impact of incentive types and 

community collaboration on experienced fun during participation in a gamified service. The main 

contribution of this research derives from the empirical evaluation of selected game elements in 

relation to potential impact. As enterprises continuously jump on the gamification wagon to gain 

potential benefits, our findings can potentially assist in the selection and justification of the 

aforementioned specific game elements and their eligibility for introduction in their upcoming 

gamified offering.  

The rest of the paper proceeds as follows: in background of gamification, we present a review of 

gamification elements and motivation for user participation and enjoyment in a gamified service. Then 

we present the hypotheses and research methodology. Following, is a detailed description of the lab 

experiment and data analysis. We conclude with the discussion of the findings and the theoretical and 

practical implications of the present research as well as the limitations and future research directions. 

 

2 Background on Gamification and Research Model  

Gamification as a current trend is currently being endorsed by various enterprises as panacea to 

engage consumers in various activities. The trend of transforming consumer activities into game-like 

experiences is on the way to becoming a new paradigm for enhancing engagement, brand awareness 

and potentially loyalty through supporting a behavioural shift towards a desired objective. However, 

academic literature supporting this rapid evolution is scarce. Efforts towards a definition of the 

Gamification term have been made and different research streams embrace varying definitions. From 

the market service perspective, focusing on the overall goals, Huotari & Hamari (2012, p.19) define 
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gamification as “a process of enhancing a service with affordances for gameful experiences in order to 

support a user’s overall value creation”.  From the educational perspective Lee and Hammer (2011, 

p.1) define Gamification as the “use of game mechanics, dynamics and frameworks to promote desired 

behaviours”. To date the most inclusive definition derives from Deterding et al. (2011b, p.2) who 

define Gamification as “.. the use of design elements characteristics for games in a non-game context”. 

Introduction of gamification in practice is preceded by the need for decomposition of games into their 

respective elements and understanding of the effects they elicit. The game design literature provides us 

with frameworks to support the process (Bjork and Holopainene 2005; Elverdam and Aarseth 2007; 

Salen and Zimmerman 2004; Saltzman 2000). A widely adopted framework is the Mechanics, 

Dynamics, Aesthetics (MDA) Framework (Hunike et al. 2004). The MDA framework, stands for 

Mechanics, Dynamics, Aesthetics Framework and is a game design Framework that consists of three 

levels of abstraction that support the creation of a game in iterative stages based on the available game 

components and the potential interaction of player to the components and subsequent result from the 

player side, in contrast to the expected result from the producer side. In the MDA Framework, as 

defined by Hunike et al. (2004, p.2), Mechanics are “the particular components of the game, at the 

level of data representation and algorithms”, Dynamics constitutes “the run-time behaviour of the 

mechanics acting on player inputs and each others’ outputs over time” and Aesthetics is the “desirable 

emotional responses evoked in the player, when she interacts with the game system”. Following the 

Gamification paradigm and using the MDA framework as a conceptual starting point, we are able to 

decompose games into their mechanics, dynamics and aesthetics in order to extract game elements 

from a variety of games and associate them with the desired behaviour change target towards creating 

a gamified service that has specific motivators for participation. The MDA Framework is suitable for 

gamification of contexts as it elicits three different levels of abstraction in the game design process and 

creates a roadmap to examine the relationship between game elements eligible for introduction 

(stemming from Mechanics), rules of interaction in the particular context (stemming from Dynamics) 

and reason for introduction based on expected evocation of emotional responses (stemming from 

Aesthetics).  

In the MDA Framework the Aesthetics level elaborates on player’s potentially evoked emotional 

responses through a specific taxonomy that includes “Sensation, Fantasy, Narrative, Challenge, 

Fellowship, Discovery, Expression and Submission” (Hunicke et al. 2004, p.2) differentiating from 

terms as “Fun”. However, as Gamification is still under development, it is prudent to retract to basic 

emotional responses as Fun prior to examining and addressing specific emotional responses. Fun as an 

aesthetic property of games, as experienced by players, is evident in the very existence of the term 

“game” stemming from the “Indo-European root 'ghem' which means 'playing for fun'” (Choi et al. 

1999).  Malone (1980) in particular pioneered in examining fun in computer games and proposed a 

taxonomy for what makes a computer game fun to participate (Malone and Lepper 1987) that contains 

four heuristics for design (Challenge, Fantasy, Curiosity and Control). Extending the theories of fun, 

there are various studies in the gaming literature (Garneau 2001), marketing literature (Dabholkar and 

Bagozzi 2002; McGonigal 2011) and psychology literature (McManus and Furnham 2010) that 

elaborate on possibilities for experiencing fun during participation in a game or non-game contexts. 

In a gamification setting the mechanics available include: Points used to track interaction with the 

service and report to the system and the player the effect of their choices (Cheong et al. 2013; Eickhoff 

et al. 2012; Farzan et al 2008; Thom et al. 2012), badges as visual representations of accomplishments 

(Li 2012), skills or reputation (De Paoli et al. 2012), leaderboards as means of player-to-player 

performance comparison (Butler 2013; Kosmadoudi 2013; Thom et al.2012), levels to display 

progression (Sampanes 2013), challenges to drive players to perform pre-defined tasks (Zichermann 

2011) and incentive mechanisms (as rewards) to support and encourage the player in the game. 

Lastly, in the Dynamics level under a gamification setting, the interaction of the users with the game 

mechanics is utilised to link between the potential range of behaviours the service aims to support and 



Lounis et al./ Gamification is all about fun 

 

 

Twenty Second European Conference on Information Systems, Tel Aviv 2014                                         4 

 

 

the user’s progression within them towards the accomplishment of their predefined set of in-game 

goals, while accomplishing the Aesthetics gamification design goals.  

In an abundance of game elements and taking under consideration that an important target goal of 

gamification is to motivate individuals in becoming engaged with a task and potentially changing their 

behaviour (Burke 2011) by having fun amongst others (McGonigal 2011), we need to examine the 

motives behind user’s participation in a gamified setting and the effect that specific gamification 

design choices have on them.  

To that end, we can utilize motivation theories that attempt to explain drivers of individuals’ 

behaviour. Motivation theorists Ryan and Deci (2000) identified two main types of motivation: 

intrinsic and extrinsic. Intrinsic motivation occurs when individuals are driven to perform an activity 

due to satisfaction from the activity itself, where extrinsic motivation occurs when individuals are 

driven to perform an activity due to the prospect of attaining an external or separable outcome. In 

particular, when examining the incentive type game elements under the Goal Contents Theory (GCT) 

(Vansteenkiste et al. 2006) of Self Determination Theory (SDT), monetary oriented goals in a 

gamification setting can be classified as extrinsic goals leading to extrinsic motivation, whereas 

achievement to learn or succeed can be classified as intrinsic goals leading to intrinsic motivation. 

Although the aforementioned are more complementary than mutually exclusive, previous research 

indicates that extrinsic reward motivation can undermine intrinsic motivation, as when individuals 

perform an activity for an external reward they start to see the cause in that behaviour to that reward 

opposed to their interest or enjoyment (DeCharms 1968), with negative consequences at least to the 

satisfaction deriving from the activity (Geen et al. 1984). Based on the aforementioned literature, as 

gamification is proposed as means to transfer the benefits of games to non-game contexts and their 

participants, it is evident that a subsequent aim of gamification is to increase the intrinsic motivation to 

participate. The current study examines the gamification benefit of experiencing fun and therefore, we 

propose: 

Hypothesis 1:  In a gamified context, the participant’s experienced fun will be higher if he/ she is 

motivated to participate in an intrinsic rather than in an extrinsic goal setting, as defined by the game 

elements introduced.  

Another important aspect deriving from the online game literature is the element of community 

collaboration towards a common goal. This originates in research on Massively Multiplayer Online 

Games (MMOGs) (Kong et al. 2012). In the MMOG game genre, players are encouraged to 

collaborate with other players by creating teams, groups and guilds towards the completion of a 

common activity and the achievement of a common goal. The aforementioned player collaboration 

and the exhibited social factor is one of the “main reasons behind the attraction to MMORPGs” 

(Ducheneaut et. al 2006 p.7). Extending on the benefits of collaboration as exhibited in the MMOG 

genre, “MMOG players are motivated to learn to perform well individually in order to achieve a 

collaborative victory” (Kong et al. 2012 p.7). The collaborative and social nature and its exhibited 

players’ benefits in the online games literature is also consistent with the research of Ryan et al. (2006) 

proposing that whilst playing, individuals should experience, amongst others, relatedness referring to a 

sense of connection to other people via the game itself. That connection as experienced by the 

individual’s contribution to a collaborative effort towards a goal can be seminal to the impact of a 

gamified service on individual’s engagement with the service and experienced fun during 

participation. Therefore we propose:  

Hypothesis 2: In a gamified context, the participant’s experienced fun will be positively affected if 

he/she is able to collaborate with other participants towards a common goal. 
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3 Research Method  

The research context of the study and the non-game context selected for examining the above 

hypotheses is the consumer shopping process in the fast moving consumer goods sector. The process 

goal was to drive the consumer in a more ecologically conscious behaviour at the point of selection 

and purchase. The gamification goal was to enhance the process by making it fun to participate in via 

the introduction of game elements. The rationale behind the context selection was that although the 

environmental conscious consumer is found to consider environmental factors during purchase, these 

are not the sole or most important ones in affecting the final choice (Faiers et al. 2007; Gadenne et al. 

2011; Gaspar and Antunes 2011).  

This context thus presents an interesting and appropriate test-bed where intrinsically oriented motives, 

as altruism and desire to protect the environment towards common good, collide with extrinsically 

oriented monetary incentives. 

In order to examine potential benefits of introducing intrinsic and extrinsic goal settings, as defined by 

respective game elements, as well as community collaboration towards the aforementioned goals, a 

two (Incentive type) by two (Community collaboration) experimental design was used on a gamified 

service assisting the user, through a mobile application, in a laboratory experiment. The gamified 

service consisted of four fully functional mobile application demos, varying only in the selected 

motivators and possibility for community collaboration, as presented in the following paragraph. The 

narrative supporting the gamified service placed the consumer at the point of product selection in front 

of the shelf of a supermarket whilst he/she was considering the purchase of an environmentally- 

friendly product. At that point the participant was able to virtually interrogate the exhibited products 

and was subsequently presented with environmental information associated with the specific product. 

Additionally, (s)he was informed of the benefits one would receive upon selection of the 

environmental friendly product, as defined by the four versions of the gamified service.  

The first version of the gamified service enabled the consumer (upon selection of the environmental 

friendly product) to receive points towards the individual recognition of helping the environment and 

achievement of becoming a “Green consumer”.  The particular game element of the achievement goal 

was visually represented with an achievement badge and the consumer was unable to share the badge 

in any online community. The second version of the gamified service enabled the consumer to receive 

points in order to collaborate with a community of consumers towards a collaborative recognition of 

the community’s effort to help the environment and achievement of becoming a “Green community”. 

The emphasis was given on that the personal activity and choices would contribute to the collaborative 

goal. The achievement was visually represented with the game element of a badge awarded to the 

community. The third version enabled the consumer to receive points towards individual discount on 

future purchases of environmentally friendly products. In this scenario the consumer was unable to 

share his/ her eligibility for discount in any online community. Lastly, the fourth version enabled the 

consumer to receive points and allocate the points to the community pool of points, towards 

community discounts on future purchases of environmentally friendly products. As with the second 

version, the emphasis was given on the individual’s contribution to the community goal. All four 

versions established that the introduced game elements (constituting the mechanics level of the MDA 

Framework) would be functional to the degree that enabled the participants to choose whichever (from 

all available options) of navigation within the service (constituting the dynamics level of the MDA 

Framework) and fully experience the gamification service towards the identification of potential for 

participants to experience fun during participation (constituting the Aesthetics level of the MDA). The 

design of the lab experiment is presented in Table 1 and the respective four mobile app visuals 

(Experimental Stimuli) are illustrated in Figure 1. 
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 Community Collaboration Setting 

Incentive 

Type 

 

Individual  participation and 

 Achievement of helping the environment    

(Figure 1a) 

Collaboration with community and 

Achievement of helping the environment 

(Figure 1b)  

Individual  participation and 

 Discounted Price  

(Figure 1c) 

Collaboration with community and 

 Discounted Price  

(Figure 1d) 

Table 1. Experimental Design 

 

    

a.  

Achievement and 

Individual Participation 

b. 

Achievement and 

Community Collaboration 

c. 

Discounted Price and 

Individual Participation 

d. 

Discounted Price and 

Community Collaboration 

Figure 1. Experimental Stimuli of the gamified service 

4 Participants - Measures 

The participants (N=118) of the lab experiment were recruited from an undergraduate core 

interdisciplinary module class at a Greek public university under voluntary participation in one of 

three consecutive sessions. Participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 35 years old, with a mean of 21.8 

years old. Forty eight per cent of the sample was female. Among the 118 participants, 10 encountered 

technical difficulty during the lab experiment. Data of the remaining 108 participants were included in 

the analysis.  

Upon arrival at the lab, participants completed a brief online questionnaire to gauge their 

demographics (Sex, Age, and Education Degree) and environmental attitudes and behaviour to control 

for context specific factors (degree of ecological behaviours) by adapting the Ecologically Conscious 

Consumer Behaviour instrument (Straughan and Roberts 1999). Following the completion of the 

questionnaire, participants were randomly assigned a version of the gamified service and each 

participant was invited to interact with a mock-up of the mobile app until he/she felt that they had 

become confident with it. All four versions of the app were fully functional mock-ups and the 

participants had the ability to interact with the assigned version to the extend he/she wanted as there 

was no predefined time constraint on the use of the app.  
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After each participant experienced the gamified service via the functional mock-up of the app, they 

were invited to take a post-test questionnaire. The questionnaire gauged perceived experienced “Fun” 

while experiencing the gamified service, measured by adopting a scale from Dabholkar’s attitudinal 

framework (Dabholkar and Bagozzi 2002). Participants rated on 7-point Likert-type scales, anchored 

by 1=“Strongly Disagree” and 7=“Strongly Agree”, the following statements: “The gamified service 

will not be interesting (reverse scored)”, “The gamified service will be entertaining”, “The gamified 

service will not be fun (reverse scored)” and “The gamified service will be enjoyable”. Additionally 

two questions were created to ensure that participants had a clear understanding of the introduced 

game elements and their effect within the gamified app as follows: “Within the service you were able 

to share your points with a community” and “Within the service you were able to receive discounted 

price upon future purchase of products”. The instruments used for data collection were tested prior to 

the lab experiment in a pilot with a small number of participants that suggested adequate reliability 

and validity. 

5 Results 

In order to assess internal consistency of the measurement instruments Internal Composite Reliability 

(ICR) was used. The acceptable values of an ICR should exceed 0.70 (Ferketich  1991; Nunnaly and 

Bernstein 1994) and can be interpreted as the Cronbach Alpha Coefficient (Chronbach 1951). Both the 

experienced fun measurement instrument (4 items; a = 0.836) as well as the ecologically conscious 

behaviour instrument (8 items; a = 0.830) were found to be highly reliable. Additionally, the 

manipulation check showed that participants correctly perceived the four different treatments. 

Two-way between subjects analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test the hypotheses using 

SPSS 17.0 for Windows at a 95% confidence level. The descriptive statistics are summarised in Table 

2, and the results from the Levene’s test for homogeneity illustrate a significance level of 0.032 (< 

0.05). 

 

Community Collaboration Goal Setting Mean S.D N 

Community Collaboration Available Achievement 4.67 .86 30 

Price Reduction 4.62 1.04 27 

Total 4.64 .94 57 

Community Collaboration Non-

Available 

Achievement 3.67 1.49 27 

Price Reduction 3.95 1.42 24 

Total 3.80 1.45 51 

Total Achievement 4.19 1.29 57 

Price Reduction 4.30 1.26 51 

Total 4.25 1.27 108 

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for perceived fun during participation in a gamified service 

The results of the two-way ANOVA on the dependent variable (Fun) (Table 3) show that there is 

significant difference among subjects that experienced different setups of community collaboration (F 

= 12.58, p = 0.001) on perceived fun during participation in the gamified service. The present finding 

supports Hypothesis 2 (Table 4). However, there was no significant difference between groups with 

different incentive types on perceived fun during participation at the significance level of 0.05. 

Hypothesis 1 is thereby not supported (Table 4).  The ANOVA test found no interaction effects 
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between Community collaboration and Incentive type, indicating that these variables do not jointly 

affect perceived fun during participation in a gamified service. In addition, two-way ANOVA tests on 

the ECCB control variable showed that there was no significant difference between the four groups in 

respect to the environmentally conscious consumer behaviour that could have potentially affected the 

results (F = 1.533, p = .221). Lastly, in terms of the demographic control variables (Age, Sex and 

Education Degree) for the treatment groups, no significant difference between the four treatments was 

found. 

 

Source Type III sum 

of squares 

d.f. Mean 

square 

F Significance 

Corrected Model 20,153
a
 3 6.71 4.53 .005 

Intercept 1921.650 1 1921.65 1297.01 .000 

Community Collaboration 18.639 1 18.63 12.58 .001 

Goal setting (Incentive type) .359 1 .35 .24 .624 

Community Collaboration 
*
 Goal 

Setting 

.722 1 .72 .48 .487 

Error 154.086 104 1.48   

Total 2126.167 108    

Corrected Total 174.239 107    

(*) Signifies the interaction effect between Community Collaboration and Goal Setting. The ANOVA test 

was conducted at the significance level of .05 
a
 R

2
 = .166 (adjusted R

2
 = .090) 

b
 Computed using alpha = .05 

Table 3 ANOVA tests of between-subjects effects on variances on perceived experienced fun 

during participation in a gamified service 

 

Hypothesis Significance Evaluation 

Hypothesis 1: In a gamified context, the participant’s experienced fun will 

be higher if he/ she is motivated to participate in an intrinsic rather than in 

an extrinsic goal setting, as defined by the game elements introduced.  

0.624 Not Supported 

Hypothesis 2: In a gamified context, the participant’s experienced fun will 

be positively affected if he/she is able to collaborate with other 

participants towards a common goal. 

 

0.001 Supported 
a
 

a
 Supported at the 0.05 level 

Table 4. Summary of Hypothesis testing
 

6 Discussion of the findings 

Gamification is an innovative practice that creates an enhanced type of services that aim to create 

game – like experiences for the participants, in order to drive behaviour. The gamification of a service 

is accomplished via the introduction of game-elements like points, badges, leaderboards, rewards etc.. 
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In an abundance of game-elements available in gamification, it is essential to identify the effect each 

one can exhibit and the degree to which it assists in the service objectives.  As little evidence is extant 

on how each introduced game element influences perceptions of fun from the participants’ 

perspective, we conducted a laboratory experiment with a gamified service to examine two specific 

game – elements: community collaboration and incentive type. 

An important finding of the present research, as results indicate, is that in a gamified service the ability 

of participants to collaborate with other participants in a community setting towards the pursuit of 

common goals presents statistically significant difference in the experienced fun, in comparison to 

individual pursue of goals due to the lack of community. The element of community collaboration 

towards the pursuit of common goals can be found in online games and the Massively Multiplayer 

Online Games genre in particular where players are enabled to collaborate with other players by 

creating teams, groups and guilds towards the completion of a common activity and the achievement 

of a common goal (Ducheneaut 2006; Kong et al. 2012; Yee 2006). This is consistent with the 

research of Ryan et al. (2006) proposing that whilst playing, individuals should experience, amongst 

others, relatedness referring to a sense of connection to other people via the game itself. That 

connection, as experienced by the individual’s contribution to a collaborative effort towards a goal, 

can be seminal to the impact of a gamified service on individual’s experienced fun during 

participation. In online games, community collaboration is an established setting for player 

participation and results indicate the potential for transferability of the specific design game element to 

the gamification of services.  

An additional finding that presents potential, especially to practitioners of gamification in the industry, 

derives from the rejection of Hypothesis 1. The gamification service employed strongly contradictory 

(in terms of intrinsic and extrinsic orientation) goals, that of Achieving to help the environment or 

Receiving discounted prices respectively. Results on the introduced contradictory incentives illustrate 

that participants’ experienced fun was not statistically significantly different in the case of community 

collaboration setting. In the absence of the community collaboration, it appears that the type of the 

introduced incentives plays some role. This can be due to the inherent differences of participating for 

yourself, by yourself in contrast to participating both for yourself as well as part of a community and 

reaching after goals that adhere to the community as a whole. However, this finding may be related to 

the specific application context and further research is required to confirm applicability in other 

gamified services. 

The present study extends the gamification literature by empirically assessing the role of incentive 

type and collaborative pursue of community goals on experienced fun during participation in the 

gamification of a non-game context. Previous research identified the need for such differentiation 

(Kankanhalli et al. 2012; Lounis et al. 2013) and empirical examination of game elements in a 

gamification setting and the present study is a step towards this direction. Pertaining to the incentive 

type game element the present research identified that the selection of two different and opposing 

(based on motivation) incentive oriented game elements (intrinsically oriented versus extrinsically 

oriented) did not present significant difference in the experienced fun during participation. In respect 

to the introduction of collaboration in a gamification setting, results indicate that individuals 

experience fun significantly higher when they collaborate with others towards a common goal than 

when they do so alone, which is consistent with findings from previous research in game literature and 

in particular research on MMOG and MMORPG (Kong 2012; Nardi and Harris 2006). One of the 

main motivators for participation in games is having fun and that state appears to be transferable to the 

gamification literature.  

In respect to the practical implications of the research findings, first a useful guideline for the two 

examined game elements is formed that can assist designers evaluate and support their decision on 

potential gamification offerings. Ιn the absence of community collaboration the incentive mechanism 

plays a role in regards to which type (intrinsic or extrinsic) is employed and the operationalization of 
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the type. However, in the presence of collaboration in a gamified setting, the incentive mechanism 

seems to take a second part as far as experienced fun is concerned and monetary incentives do not 

present different results when compared to achievements. This can be seen as a possibility for cost 

reduction from the business employing gamification. Lastly, results support that in a gamification 

setting collaboration towards goals is significantly more enjoyable than individual pursue, setting a 

clear direction to the introduction of collaborative quests and collaborative challenges.   

7 Limitations and future research directions 

The present research is a first attempt to explain the role of different gamification elements on 

participant enjoyment and has various limitations. The first limitation is that only two of the available 

game mechanics were examined in parallel and in relation to experienced fun. A future research 

direction is the introduction and examination of different game mechanics under varying non-game 

contexts and gamification implementations, as well as in relation to the attitude and intention of 

participant engagement. Another limitation and direction for future work is the identification and 

exploration of the underlying goal setting motivation and perceived level of collaborative potential 

during participation in a gamified service. This requires a deeper understanding of pre-existing 

participants’ attitudes and progress towards optimal gamification settings. A third limitation is due to 

the utilisation of a controlled laboratory experiment and the accompanying flaws in terms of realism. 

However, as the purpose of the present research was to examine a specific gamification setting for 

perceived fun, precision was essential for validation. As such, a laboratory experiment was the most 

appropriate method. Future research will replicate the experimental design in a field study. Finally, a 

fourth limitation is external validity because a convenience sampling of university undergraduate 

students was used. Thus, generalizability may be limited to a certain degree. Future studies could 

expand this research to other user segments. 

8 Conclusions  

In a scenery of ever changing interests and fleeting attention, the trend of gamification gradually gains 

ground towards becoming a sustainable technique for enhancing engagement, besides the exhibited 

skepticism. At present time, practitioners of gamification report successful cases, suggesting that the 

introduction of game elements in non-game contexts is beneficial. However, as the scenery evolves, 

the currently exhibited benefits may diminish. To that end, future gamification efforts must deviate 

from the current mantra of “employ all game elements you can image” towards informed decisions of 

including game elements in a gamified setting. The findings reported in the present study and the main 

contribution to the limited body of gamification research, positions the game elements of goal settings 

as incentive mechanisms and community collaboration in the gamification design in relation to the 

potential impact on experienced fun during participation, thus taking a step towards engagement with 

a gamified service. All things considered, in the end gamification requires having fun.  
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