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ABSTRACT 

GAMIFICATION IN TOURISM AND HOSPITALITY:  

THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS, PLAYER TYPOLOGY, AND EFFECTIVENESS 

Ye (Sandy) Shen 

University of Guelph, 2020 

Advisor(s): 

Dr. Marion Joppe 

Gamification has attracted much attention from both industry and academia in the latest 

ten years. As a relatively new trend, there is a lack of understanding of its mechanism, 

application, and effectiveness. For instance, no consensus on the definition of either 

gamification or game mechanics has been reached. Without understanding the 

mechanism of gamification, businesses may fail to apply it effectively. Additionally, 

although destinations have actively designed gamified trip applications, research on this 

topic is still at the early stage. Who wants to take part in a gamified trip and what 

motivates them to participate in such a trip have remained unknown. What’s more, the 

effect of gamified information on people’s perception and behavioural intention have not 

been investigated adequately. Even though several previous studies discussed that 

gamification encourages customer engagement (Blohm & Leimeister, 2013) and 

improves perceived destination image (Xu, Buhalis, & Weber, 2017), those studies were 

theoretical in nature, and only a small number of empirical studies were conducted. 

Therefore, this thesis investigates and discusses gamification in tourism and hospitality 



 

 

through three aspects: its theoretical foundations, people’s motivations for taking a 

gamified trip, and the effect of gamified information. The first study (Chapter 2) reviewed 

and analyzed previous gamification research and proposed a mechanics-dynamics-

outcome model. The second study (Chapter 3) took gamified trips as a lens to 

understand what motivates tourists to participate, reasons for liking or disliking such a 

trip, and types of gamified trip players. The third study (Chapter 4) used experimental 

design to compare the differences between gamified, text-based, and Q & A formatted 

travel information. Overall, this thesis understands the application of gamification in 

tourism and hospitality through a holistic view, from its theoretical aspect to 

effectiveness, having both theoretical contributions and practical implications. 
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1 Chapter 1 Introduction 

Gamification is the application of game mechanics, such as rewards, challenges, 

fantasy, and storyline, to non-game contexts in order to motivate desired behaviours 

(Deterding, Dixon, Khaled, & Nacke, 2011). According to the global research company 

Markets and Markets (2019), the gamification in the education market will be worth USD 

1,800 million by 2023 with a compound annual growth rate of 32% from 2018 to 2023. 

Zichermann and Cunningham (2011: xix) believe that “[b]aking gamification into your 

business can produce the ideal product.” With this great potential, gamification has 

been widely used in education, marketing and service design (Owen, 2013). In recent 

years, several destinations and service providers applied gamification in the tourism and 

hospitality context (Wang & Tsai, 2014; Xu, Tian, Buhalis, Weber, & Zhang, 2016). For 

example, Destination Ontario (Canada) launched a gamified advertisement, Where Am 

I, in English and French on June 22nd, 2016. Instead of offering the images of Ontario’s 

landmark attractions, the advertisement showed less familiar attractions and surprising 

aspects of this province. At the end of the commercial, it asked “Where am I?” and 

directed viewers to WhereAmI.com to write their guesses as to which destination was 

represented in the pictures. The viewers were also provided with daily clues to figure 

out the riddle and a forum to guess the locations depicted in the spots. After 10 days, 

the advertisement revealed that the answer was Ontario and directed viewers to 

ontariotravel.net to discover the details of destinations depicted in the quick shots. More 

than 30,000 consumers participated in this riddle game, and this advertisement pulled in 
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over 2.6 million views in 12 days (Martin, 2016). It drew much more attention than 

previous campaigns. As noted by a number of authors (Negruşa, Toader, Sofică, 

Tutunea, & Rus, 2015), gamification offers fun and an exciting experience that results in 

better engagement. Although practitioners and researchers have discussed the 

promising future of gamification, its market growth has been slower than expected (Wu, 

2017). Gamification as an emerging and new topic has not been investigated 

adequately which poses obstacles to understanding how to use it to better engage 

customers, what motivates people to take a gamified trip, and how gamification 

influences destination image and behavioural intention. Therefore, this thesis 

investigates and discusses the application of gamification in tourism and hospitality 

through three papers:  

• Chapter 2: Understanding gamification in a service domain: Using a mechanics-

dynamics-outcomes model 

• Chapter 3: What motivates visitors to participate in a gamified trip? A player 

typology using Q methodology 

• Chapter 4: The effect of gamified information on destination image and 

behavioural intention: Flow as a mediator 

The first study is a conceptual research that sheds light on the theoretical 

foundations of gamification (Chapter 2). The academic articles, theses, and conference 

proceedings on the topic of gamification in the service domain were reviewed and 

analyzed using NVivo. The results give insights into the concept itself, categories of 

game mechanics and game dynamics, theoretical foundations, and gamification 
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practices. This study proposes a mechanics-dynamics-outcomes model and a reward-

fantasy quadrant that addresses gamifying a non-game context. Additionally, the 

analysis of the methods and foci of previous gamification studies provides implications 

for future research. 

The second study investigates visitors’ motivations for taking a gamified trip 

(Chapter 3). It conceptualizes and categorizes gamified trips, explores reasons for liking 

or disliking them, proposes 34 travel motivations, and categorizes players of these trips 

into six types, including knowledge collectors, reward seekers, explorers, curiosity 

seekers, sensation seekers, and flow experiencers. The research sheds light on this 

emerging phenomenon and provides implications on how to design appealing gamified 

trips for different market segments. Additionally, this paper expands the use of Q 

methodology to travel motivation research. The framework of conducting a Q 

methodology lays the foundation for future studies. 

The third paper examines the effect of gamified information (Chapter 4). 

Destination management organizations (DMOs) have used different formats of travel 

information to create positive destination images and attract potential tourists. Text-

based travel information is the most common format while Q & A formatted and 

gamified versions have become popular in the last 10 years. Integrating questions or 

applying gamification is believed to enhance people’s flow experience and result in 

positive outcomes. However, no known research has empirically investigated the 

different effects of text-based, Q & A formatted, and gamified information in the tourism 

context. Through experimental design, this research found that gamified information 
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compared to text-based or Q & A formatted significantly enhances people’s flow 

experience and in turn leads to a more positive destination image, greater willingness to 

search for more information, and higher visit intention. The findings give insights into the 

effects of different formats of information presentation and have implications for how 

DMOs could use gamified information to promote destinations and attract potential 

tourists. 

Overall, these three studies form a cohesive contribution to the literature by 

understanding the theoretical foundations of gamification, motivations for participating in 

a gamified trip, and the effect of gamified information. The theoretical contributions and 

practical implications of each study are discussed at the end of each chapter. 
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2 Chapter 2 Understanding Gamification in a Service Domain: 
Using a Mechanics-Dynamics-Outcomes Model 

2.1 Introduction 

Gamification has gradually attracted much attention from education specialists, the 

service industry as well as academia since 2002 (Owen, 2013). Practitioners and 

researchers consider it an innovative way to turn an unattractive or repetitive task into 

an engaging and interesting experience (Galli & Bozzon, 2014). Gamification 

advocators believe that any products or services using game mechanics that offer a fun 

experience will better engage people and engender positive outcomes (Hamari, 2017). 

As a result, gamification is spreading into diverse disciplines including education, sports, 

marketing, consumer behaviour, tourism, and hospitality (Mitchell, Schuster, & Drennan, 

2017; Xu et al., 2017). With more adoption, gamification has been experiencing a rapid 

growth (Polites, 2017) and is forecast to have a compound annual growth rate of 46.3%, 

reaching $11.1 billion by 2020 (Markets and Markets, 2016). 

Although Wu (2017, p.1) saw gamification “becoming a part of everything we do 

and soon people won’t think of it as something separate at all”, Gartner (2012) had 

predicted that 80% of current gamification practices will not satisfy business needs due 

to unclear goals, improperly applied game mechanics, and poor design. Indeed, the 

application of gamification is facing some challenges and criticisms (Schöbel & Söllner, 

2016). As a relatively new trend, there is a lack of understanding of its mechanism and 

application (Robson, Plangger, Kietzmann, McCarthy, & Pitt, 2015). No consensus on 
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the definition of either gamification or game mechanics has been reached (Deterding et 

al., 2011; Huotari & Hamari, 2012). Without understanding the mechanism of 

gamification, businesses may fail to apply it in an effective way (Burke, 2014).  

Additionally, different game mechanics have been applied to diverse contexts. For 

example, challenges and quests were used in the advertisement of Oreo: Twist, Lick, 

Dunk, while rewards were adopted in Foursquare. These different practices confuse 

practitioners about which of the possible game mechanics they should adopt (Shane, 

2013). This highlights the importance of analyzing previous gamification practices to 

inform future practices and overcome obstacles in theory development.  

Overall, gamification is a timely and important topic, which needs more research to 

contribute its theoretical framework and shed light on its practices. Therefore, the 

purpose of the research is to present a comprehensive literature review on gamification 

practices in different contexts to give insights into its concept, categories of game 

mechanics, theoretical foundations, and effective gamification practices. Based on 

previous studies, this research proposes a mechanics-dynamics-outcomes model 

(MDO) and a reward-fantasy quadrant that address gamifying a non-game context. 

Additionally, the methods and foci of previous studies are analyzed. 

2.2 Databases 

The review of the literature focuses on the service domain. Service is defined as 

“the application of specialized competences (knowledge and skills), through deeds, 

processes, and performances for the benefit of another entity or the entity itself” based 
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on service dominant logic (Lusch & Vargo, 2006, p. 283). This study limits the service 

domain includes consumer behaviour and marketing in the service domain, as well as 

tourism and leisure. The education, training, and healthcare contexts were excluded 

because gamification has been adopted in these fields for different purposes: educators 

use it for collaborative experiences and student engagement (Basten, 2017); employers 

adopt it to encourage employee involvement and enhance work efficiency (Armstrong & 

Landers, 2018); and healthcare applies it for motivating healthier lifestyles (Barratt, 

2017). In the more narrowly defined service domain, providers aim to raise brand 

awareness, create enjoyable experiences, enhance customer engagement, and 

increase satisfaction (Adukaite & Cantoni, 2016; Ballantyne & Nilsson, 2017; Xu et al., 

2017), all on a voluntary basis. In short, the application purposes, voluntary endeavour, 

and expected outcomes differ significantly from the contexts of education, training and 

healthcare.  

Research on gamification was collected from the following academic databases by 

March 31, 2019: Web of Science, CAB Direct, and ProQuest including 30 sub-

databases. Keywords “gamification” and “gamify” were searched with no limits on 

publication years or search scope (i.e. titles, abstracts, and keywords). The source type 

was set as scholarly journals, dissertations and theses, and conference proceedings. 

Since gamification is a relatively recent topic, diverse sources were used to offer a 

comprehensive review. Subjects were then limited to gamification, marketing, customer 

services, consumers, shopping, tourism, hospitality, leisure, sports, and websites.  
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Based on searching, Web of Science, CAB Direct, and ProQuest showed 91, 51 

and 399 results, respectively. The abstracts of the literature were reviewed to select 

those in the service domain. Literature documents that related to computer 

programming and software engineering, such as interface design (Morford, Witts, 

Killingsworth, & Alavosius, 2014) and software development (Morschheuser, Hassan, 

Werder, & Hamari, 2018) were excluded. In addition, the duplicated literature across 

these three databases were kept as one. A final 112 documents were analyzed in-depth 

using NVivo: 62 scholarly journals, 48 conference proceedings, one dissertation, and 

one thesis. 

2.3 The concepts of gamification 

2.3.1 Historic evolution 

The term gamification is derived from game. Research on games dates back to 

Johan Huizinga’s (1949, p. ix) “Homo Ludens, Man the Player”, which emphasized the 

role of games in the development of civilization (Berger, Schlager, Sprott, & Herrmann, 

2018). Huizinga identified five characteristics of play games: it is free and engaged in 

during free time; it is not “ordinary” or “real” life; it is distinct from “ordinary” life both as 

to locality and duration; it creates order; it is connected with no material interest, and no 

profit can be gained from it (pp. 8-27). Berger et al. (2018) and Caillois (1995) defined 

games from different perspectives, but three aspects reoccurred frequently: enjoyable 

activities, voluntary participation, and opportunities of escaping ordinary routines. Since 

game play can bring enjoyable experiences, practitioners started to incorporate them 
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into marketing campaigns. As a result, different games have been used to promote 

products, such as sweepstakes and contests (Feinman, Blashek, & McCabe, 1986), 

while the development of video games has popularized in-game advertising and 

advergames (Schneider & Cornwell, 2005). 

In 2002, video game designer Nick Pelling coined the term “gamification”, which 

refers to “apply[ing a] game-like accelerated user interface design to make electronic 

transactions both enjoyable and fast” (Pelling, 2011). It did not see widespread adoption 

at that time (Owen, 2013). However, after Rajat Paharia, the founder of the software 

company Bunchball Inc., designed a platform to boost customer engagement on 

websites by applying game mechanics in 2005, it gradually generated greater interest 

(Growth Engineering, 2016). Gamification gained momentum in the early 2010s. During 

a speech at the 2010 D. I. C. E. (Design, Innovate, Communicate, Entertain) Summit on 

the topic of Design outside the box, Jesse Schell insisted that engagement can be 

increased by using game mechanics (Carlton, 2010). Game mechanics were put into 

practice afterwards, and a number of terms were introduced including productivity 

games (McDonald, Musson, & Smith, 2008), behavioural games (Dignan, 2011), 

funware (Takahashi, 2008), playful design (Ferrara, 2012), game layer (Priebatsch, 

2010), exploitationware (Bogost, 2011a), ludification (Gaver et al., 2004), and 

gamification (Deterding, 2012).  

Terms like “productivity games” and “behavioural games” led people to 

misunderstand the nature of this phenomenon as a way of putting games to use. The 

outcomes of gamification are games or gamified products or services that have partially 
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adopted game mechanics. Funware and playful design are too general to describe the 

process of applying game mechanics to a non-game context. In addition to fun and 

playful, the notions of feeling challenged and rewarded are crucial, yet not reflected in 

these two terms. As for game layer, it suggests an add-on and does not emphasize the 

importance of integration.  

The term “gamification” has also been criticized, for instance by Bogost (2011a) 

who believes that the suffix “-ification” has allowed business consultants to pervert 

games for the benefit of marketing gimmicks. He proposes “exploitationware” as a more 

proper term because it captures gamifiers’ true purpose: using grifter games or 

persuasive games to change behaviours (Bogost, 2011b). However, Bogost’s argument 

has two main limitations. First, gamification is not only about adopting persuasive 

games in a non-game context; it is meant to utilize game mechanics. For example, 

collecting points is not a game per se but it utilizes game design thinking. Bogost mixed 

up these concepts, incorrectly making gamification become the process of only 

designing real games. Second, as gamification is a new trend, using the rhetorical 

power of the suffix enables people to better comprehend the phenomenon while 

exploitationware is more obscure. Finally, ludification is a consequence of “the 

postmodern turn” and refers to play becoming a routine activity in daily life (Bouça, 

2012; Seidman, 1994). As a term used to describe culture, it has a broader scope than 

that of gamification (Raessens, 2006) which emphasizes the process of applying game 

mechanics while ludification is about the impacts of gamification on the culture 

(Deterding et al., 2011). 
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2.3.2 Clarifying the definition of ‘gamification’ 

Gamification has become a common household term (Deterding et al., 2011), but 

there is no consensus on its definition. It has been interpreted from different 

perspectives and varies with contexts. To visualize the keywords in the 26 definitions in 

previous literature, word cloud was used for analysis once function words, such as 

“and”, “to”, “of”, “the”, and “a” were deleted (Shen, Choi, Joppe, & Yi, 2020). Gerunds 

such as “using”, “making”, and “applying” were converted to verbs. Additionally, 

American and British spelling as well as singular and plural words were unified. All 

nouns, verbs, and adjectives except for “gamification” were input in wordclouds.com 

(Figure 2.1). The larger the size, the more frequently the words were mentioned, which 

in turn indicate aspects of agreement among researchers and practitioners. 

 

Figure 2.1: Word cloud of the definitions of gamification. 
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Researchers often describe a gamification process with “game design elements” 

or “game mechanics”. The former is interpreted as “true building blocks of a game” 

(Owen, 2013, p. 29) or “a set of building blocks or features shared by games” 

(Deterding et al., 2011, p. 4), such as conflicts and winning conditions (Galli & Bozzon, 

2014). On the other hand, the latter is defined as “the rules, processes, and data at the 

heart of a game. They define how play progresses, what happens when, and what 

conditions determine victory or defeat” (Adams & Dormans, 2012, p. 1), and they are a 

part of game design elements. Therefore, “game mechanics” is a more specific term to 

describe the application of game functions.  

A review of the literature shows the diversity of previous definitions. Some of these 

do not specify the objectives of applying gamification while others use obscure or 

imprecise terms. Synthesizing the analysis of definitions and the word cloud, this 

research defines gamification in the service domain as the use of game mechanics 

(including full-fledged games) in non-game contexts to amplify the attractiveness of 

existing products or services in order to encourage engagement, enhance loyalty, 

increase consumption, offer enjoyable experiences, improve knowledge, raise brand 

awareness, and support value creation. 

2.4 Mechanics-dynamics-outcomes model 

2.4.1 Three categories of game mechanics 

Game mechanics are important in the process of gamifying a context. The use of a 

different mechanics results in diverse outcomes. Researchers have adopted Hunicke, 
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LeBlanc and Zubek’s (2004) mechanics-dynamics-aesthetics (MDA) model to explain 

how game mechanics lead to diverse actions (e.g. compete or cooperate with other 

players) and trigger positive emotions (Basten, 2017; Poncin, Garnier, Ben Mimoun, & 

Leclercq, 2017; Robson, Plangger, Kietzmann, McCarthy, & Pitt, 2014).  

The MDA model was adapted from the game design literature and only described 

the impacts of game mechanics on emotions. Yet the goal of gamification is not only to 

arouse positive emotions related to playing game, but also to improve knowledge, 

encourage brand engagement, offer enjoyable experiences, and provide value co-

creation opportunities. Since the MDA model lacks the consideration of these outcomes, 

this research proposes a mechanics-dynamics-outcomes (MDO) framework. Not only 

has it a better connection between game mechanics and non-game contexts, but it also 

incorporates previous theories that support the effects of gamification (Figure 2.2). 

 

Figure 2.2: Mechanics-dynamics-outcomes model.  
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The literature helped identify 13 game mechanics (Figure 2.3) which were classified into 

game structure, game tasks, and game achievements (Shen & Joppe, 2020). Game 

structure offers a background and supports the process of a game. In this category, 

rules specify how to complete a game, and storylines create an engaging environment 

where players feel that they are a part of the stories. Fantasy, progression, uncertainty, 

and feedback are those that push the process forward. Using the example of Pokémon 

GO as illustration, augmented reality (AR) (fantasy), progression bar (progression), 

uncommon Pokémons (uncertainty), and level-up information (feedback) motivate 

people to keep playing and advancing. Game tasks refer to different challenges and 

quests, such as testing knowledge, overcoming obstacles, checking in places, and 

sharing information, which arouse people’s interest in playing. Game achievement 

refers to accomplishments or benefits of playing a game, including points, badges, 

levels or status, leaderboards, and rewards. Points have been widely used to gamify a 

non-game context. They are used to evaluate players’ performance so that they can be 

rewarded with badges, high ranking on a leaderboard, prizes, gifts, or other incentives. 

Although using points is very common, gamification is not pointification (Basten, 2017). 

A gamified context differs from traditional loyalty programs by having social and 

motivational benefits (Huotari & Hamari, 2012), such as fun and better customer 

experiences. 
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Figure 2.3: Game mechanics in the MDO model. 



 

16 
 

 

2.4.2 Five categories of game dynamics 

All these game mechanics aim to create an engaging context so that people want 

to participate and take actions. Game dynamics are those actions that arise from game 

play, including completion, competition, cooperation, communication, and creation 

(Hunicke et al., 2004; Zalewska-Turzyńska, 2017). The first four game dynamics align 

with Bartle’s (1996) four player types: Achievers, explorers, killers, and socialisers. 

Game mechanics, such as challenges and points, nudge people to set goals and 

complete different tasks, triggering and motivating users to engage with the game (de 

Oliveira Nunes & Mayer, 2014). The dynamic of completion especially caters to 

achievers, who want to show off their skills and complete a game, as well as explorers, 

who like to discover different scenarios of the game and enjoy game surprises (Bartle, 

1996). If a game is meant for a single-player, it should offer 100% completion rating to 

attract achievers and include some uncertainty to interest explorers. For a multi-player 

game, competition and cooperation are crucial for satisfying killers, who focus on 

winning and demonstrating their superiority (Bartle, 1996). Some games require people 

to cooperate or communicate with others. This is especially appealing to socializers, 

who are interested in interacting with others (Bartle, 1996). They will have better 

engagement while working as a team (Ruengaramrut, Ribiere, & Ammi, 2015) and 

optimize their performance to achieve the best possible outcomes against competitors 

(Adukaite & Cantoni, 2016). The connection between the first four game dynamics and 

Bartle’s (1996) four player types gives insights into how to satisfy different players. In 

addition, creation is an important game dynamic in gamification. For example, some 
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game tasks require people to create their own avatar, design products, or customize trip 

plans.   

2.4.3 Theories related to MDO model 

Gamification can encourage engagement, enhance loyalty, increase consumption, 

offer gameful experiences, improve knowledge, support value creation, and raise brand 

awareness. These outcomes are associated with different game mechanics and 

dynamics. According to flow theory, people feel a sense of achievement when they 

have a good balance between challenge and skills (Csikszentmihalyi, 1977). A good 

gamified context enables people to have a feeling of flow, which motivates them to keep 

playing and engaging with the brand (Hamari & Koivisto, 2015). Service suppliers nudge 

people to stick to a brand and consume more using points, badges, and rewards (Thaler 

& Sunstein, 2008). Especially when rewards are perceived as desirable, people put 

more effort into completing or winning a game based on expectancy theory (Vroom, 

1964). The enhanced engagement possibly leads to higher loyalty (Barile, Ciasullo, 

Troisi, & Sarno, 2017). According to self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000) and 

gratification theory (Blumler & Katz, 1974), gamification can also offer enjoyable 

experiences (Adukaite & Cantoni, 2016; Ballantyne & Nilsson, 2017). Different options 

in a game enable people to have autonomy, resulting in higher satisfaction. For 

instance, the challenge and quests of Strayboots provide users with entertainment and 

make a trip more enjoyable (Appendix I). Information processing theory also highlights 

that the greater attention and active participation contribute to short-term memory, such 
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as remembering a brand or destination information; with intensive engagement, 

knowledge becomes long-term memory (Miller, 1956).   

The gamified contexts provide an interaction platform for stakeholders which 

allows service providers to get to know their customers but also encourages customers 

to participate in value co-creation. This is the case of the Ontario Colourful Spring Tour 

where people were invited to read a story narrative and share their most favourite event 

on social media to win gifts (Shen & Joppe, 2018). Through this gamified ad, 

Destination Ontario learned that the Ottawa Tulip Festival and Toronto’s Sakura 

Blossoms were the most attractive. At the same time, the game participants acquired 

travel information. Furthermore, these participants passed along information to others, 

which is a form of viral advertising (Ferguson, 2008). Through social networks, players 

can share their gaming experience and achievements, such as accomplished 

challenges, scores, badges, and rankings on a leaderboard. The shared experience 

influences peers to join and participate in the gamified products or services (Nobre & 

Ferreira, 2017). Additionally, people are empowered to co-create and customize 

products or experiences in the gamified contexts (Barile et al., 2017). For example, 

4food Restaurants invited customers to create, name and market their own type of 

burgers via social media (Shen & Joppe, 2020). The creation process made burgers 

more meaningful and unique. Vail Resorts’ Epicmix shows wait times so that skiers and 

riders can schedule their chairlift lines to avoid crowds. The tailored products or services 

lead people to better customer experiences (Conaway & Garay, 2014). Since people 
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need to actively participate in the gamified contexts, this enhanced involvement results 

in more touchpoints and brand engagement (Manser Payne, Peltier & Barger, 2017).  

2.5 Gamification practices  

Gamification practices in the literature were analyzed using the MDO model to 

better understand how game mechanics have been applied in non-game contexts. As 

game dynamics (i.e. player’s actions) are not predictable, they were excluded from 

Figure 2.4. All gamification practices use rules, feedback, and challenges or quests 

which encourage players to set goals and complete tasks. There is much debate about 

whether a reward is a good motive (Xu et al., 2016), and a number of gamification 

practices have not adopted them. As argued by Conaway and Garay (2014), the 

literature tends to emphasize points and rewards, paying less attention to other game 

mechanics, such as challenges, fantasy, and storyline, although they are widely applied 

(Figure 2.5).  

Fantasy and rewards are two crucial game mechanics that generate intrinsic and 

extrinsic motivations (Poncin et al., 2017; Xu et al., 2016). Intrinsic motivation is argued 

to have a more significant effect than extrinsic motivation because it exists within 

individuals and links players and their activities more closely (Ryan & Deci, 2000). 

Fantasy and rewards can be classified into four categories: pointification, fantasy-

driven, rewards-driven, and simultaneity.  

Pointification refers to gamification that mainly uses a point system without fantasy 

and rewards. In the case of Fitocracy and Ribbon Hero, points encourage engagement 
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and encourage people to learn more. Pointification is especially effective in some simple 

contexts, such as exercise monitor and user guidance. Fantasy plays a more important 

role in terms of offering enjoyable experiences. Not surprisingly, it has been frequently 

used by destinations. Geocaching (a recreational activity of hunting for a hidden object 

using GPS coordinates) and AR (an interactive experience of a mix of computer-

generated perceptual information and a real-world environment) can arouse curiosity 

and enrich experiences, such as the NosferRAtu application, The Pentati Pirate Trail 

geocaching treasure hunt, and Discover Hong Kong City Walks.  

Differently, rewards-driven practices are associated with increasing consumption 

and raising brand awareness. Players are rewarded with prizes, which allow them to try 

the products or services and possibly lead to their future purchase. Moreover, prizes 

may be posted on social media, enhancing brand recognition. Simultaneity refers to 

gamification practices that use both fantasy and rewards. This type motivates people 

intrinsically and extrinsically to play. However, using both fantasy and rewards is much 

more costly. Some gamification providers, like TravelPlot Porto, just mention that 

players have a chance to win a reward and others only provide virtual rewards, such as 

trophy in Pokémon GO and a virtual souvenir that records where tourists have visited in 

REXplorer. 
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Figure 2.4: Gamification practices in the literature. 



 

22 
 

 

 

Figure 2.5: Gamification practices in the reward-fantasy quadrant. 
Note: The numbers refer to the gamification practices in Figure 2.4. 

 

 

2.6 Current gamification research  

A review of gamification studies, their topics and methodologies in consumer 

behaviour and marketing, and tourism and leisure, and general contexts is summarized 

in Figure 2.6.  

 



 

23 
 

 

 

Figure 2.6: Gamification research and methodologies. 

Most researchers discuss gamification theoretically as a concept (Huotari & 

Hamari, 2012). Other topics of study include motivation to participate in gamified 

contexts (Xu, Weber, & Buhalis, 2014), effects of gamification (Freudmann & 

Bakamitsos, 2014; Hamari, Koivisto, & Sarsa, 2014; Swacha & Ittermann, 2017), 

theories related to gamification (Haynes, 2017), frameworks to gamify a non-game 

context (Klapztein & Cipolla, 2016; Rodrigues, Costa, & Oliveira, 2016), and the future 

research agenda (Landers, Auer, Collmus, & Armstrong, 2018). Among these, literature 

related to the effects of gamification accounts for a large proportion with researchers 

arguing how gamification can lead to desired outcomes. However, previous studies 

have not adequately explained or discussed the mechanism of gamification: What game 
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mechanics can be used to gamify a context? How do these lead to people’s different 

actions? Why do they result in desired outcomes? The MDO model proposed in this 

article has bridged this gap. 

Surprisingly, only three articles undertook a literature review (Hamari et al., 2014; 

Johnson, 2016; Looyestyn, Kernot, Boshoff, Ryan, Edney, & Maher, 2017) and none 

dealt with a tourism and leisure context, limiting insights into future directions for 

gamification research. Case studies are the main method tourism researchers have 

adopted in introducing gamification practices and theoretically arguing their impacts on 

information processing and tourist experiences, but seldom have they conducted 

empirical studies to investigate whether and how gamification works (Walz & Ballagas, 

2007; Wang & Tsai, 2014).  

Overall, only seven empirical studies were found in a tourism and leisure context, 

and none analyzed the impact of gamification on tourist experiences or intention to visit 

a destination. As both aspects are crucial for DMOs, empirical studies should be 

conducted to overcome small sample size and subjective interpretation of qualitative 

data. Additionally, all these studies are based on current gamification practices, and 

none used experimental design, leading to limited generality for future practices. 

Far more quantitative studies can be found in consumer behaviour and marketing 

research (Figure 2.6). This field used two group comparison and multivariate analyses. 

These methods explored topics, including motivations to participate in gamification, 

attitudes to gamification, use intention, gamification features, and gamification user 

profile as summarized in Table 2.1. The effects of gamification are also a popular topic, 
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focusing on information delivery, customers’ experiences, customer engagement, 

loyalty programs, perceived value, behavioural intention, customer innovation adoption, 

brand equity, and brand love. These studies have resulted in insightful findings, such as 

a gameful experience scale, user profiles of a gamified platform, mediators influencing 

the effect of gamification (i.e. consumer playfulness, consumer curiosity, vividness of 

presentation, perceived relative advantage), and desired outcomes. 

Table 2.1: Quantitative studies on gamification. 

Research objectives 

and literature sources 
Methods Key findings 

General context 

To explore researchers’ interest in 

the topic of gamification using 

citation network analysis 

(Harman, Koohang, & 

Paliszkiewicz, 2014) 

Citation network analysis: The 

frequency counts and citation 

network of 1,144 papers were 

analyzed in NodeXL. 

The number of publications in 

books and proceedings was 

much larger than those in 

journals. The frequency of 

publications closely fitted a S-

curve.  

Tourism and Leisure 

To test the effectiveness of the 

gamification practice World 

Heritage Awareness Campaign 

for Youth (Adukaite & Cantoni, 

2016) 

A mixed method: 9 focus 

groups, 19 semi-structured 

interviews, and 209 

questionnaires were 

conducted. 

Majority felt gamification 

triggered curiosity and 

willingness to learn. 

Competition, challenge, 

feedback and visuals identified 

as factors that intrinsically 

motivate students and provide 

enjoyable experiences. 

To test whether Beat the Street 

encourages children to walk and 

cycle in their neighbourhood 

(Coombes & Jones, 2016) 

T-test and Mann-Whitney U 

test: Intervention group had 51 

children while control group 

had 29. Their physical activity 

and travel mode to school 

were compared.  

Children’s weekly active travel 

has been increased because of 

using the gamified app Beat the 

Street.  
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To test whether Pokémon GO can 

increase people’s daily steps 

(Biel, 2016) 

T-test: 17 people participated 

daily in a physical activity for 

one week while using 

Pokémon GO and completing 

daily survey data. 

There were small but non-

significant differences between 

the gamified and non-gamified 

groups.  

To investigate TripAdvisor’s 

funware design on experiential 

values, trip planning, and trip 

experiences (Sigala, 2015) 

T-test and EFA: 463 

TripAdvisor’s users were 

answered surveys. 

Two major funware designs 

were found: gamification of the 

website tasks and connection 

with Facebook.  

To test whether Ilha Grande Mix 

can trigger people’s intention to 

use (de Oliveira Nunes & Mayer, 

2014) 

EFA and linear regression: 378 

participants were introduced 

Ilha Grande Mix and asked to 

answer surveys.  

Gamification increased people’s 

intention to use the application. 

To test the factors that affect 

tourists to adopt a gamified smart 

tourism application (i.e. Google 

Maps) (Yoo, Kwon, Na, & Chang, 

2017)   

SEM: 315 participants were 

questioned regarding privacy 

concern, perceived enjoyment, 

information quality, perceived 

ease of use, perceived 

usefulness, and intention to 

use. 

Perceived enjoyment positively 

and significantly influenced 

people’s intention to use, but 

providing personal information 

had a negative effect. 

To examine whether gamification 

can enhance engagement in a 

destination context (Koo, Choi, 

Ham, & Chung, 2018) 

PLS-SEM: 228 Pokémon GO 

players who visited a 

destination while playing the 

game answered questions 

about destination satisfaction, 

game play satisfaction, and 

immersion.  

Gamification positively impacted 

destination satisfaction. AR has 

a potential for influencing 

tourism behaviour.   

Consumer Behaviour and Marketing 

To test relationships between 

utilitarian, hedonic, social 

motivations, continued use 

intention and attitude to 

gamification (Hamari, 2017) 

T-test, ANOVA, and Mann-

Whitney U test: 2 year field 

experiment compared 

intervention and control groups 

before and after the use of the 

gamified platform. 

When exposed to gamification, 

people were more likely to use 

the platform, post trade 

information, comment on other 

listings, and complete 

transactions.  

To test the impacts of passive and 

interactive (gamified information) 

approaches on information 

delivery (Beck, Lakkaraju, & Rai, 

2017) 

Two-way repeated measures 

ANOVA: 524 participants 

randomly assigned to one of: a 

single message, multiple 

shorter messages, and 

Gamified information had great 

influence than passive 

information on people’s 

behaviour change. 
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gamified messages. Their 

attitudes, subjective norms, 

and perceived behavioural 

control were compared. 

To develop and validate a scale 

for measuring gameful expe-

rience in gamification (Eppmann, 

Bekk, & Klein, 2018) 

EFA and CFA: Participants 

answered surveys after playing 

Magnum Pleasure Hunt, 

Bubble Witch 2, GEOlino, 

Google Doodle, and Duolingo.  

This study resulted in a gameful 

experience scale for testing 

experience in gamification. 

To understand how a gamified 

platform engages customers 

(Leclercq, Poncin, & Hammedi, 

2017) 

A mixed method: Netnography, 

in-depth interviews, cluster 

analysis and regression 

analysis investigated how 234 

users engaged in a gamified 

platform over a 6 month 

period. 

This study profiled different 

users of a gamified platform and 

discussed the positive and 

negative outcomes of these 

users’ engagement. 

To test whether rewards have a 

negative impact on intrinsic 

motivation to participate in loyalty 

programs (Kim & Ahn, 2017) 

ANCOVA: This research 

examined the different effects 

of salient rewards and non-

salient rewards using 

experimental design. 

A salient reward was linked to 

lower intrinsic motivation than a 

non-salient reward. Graphical 

feedback in a gamified form can 

overcome this to some extent. 

To examine potential effects of 

gamification in the acceptance of 

mobile banking services (Baptista 

& Oliveira, 2017) 

SEM: 326 valid data were 

collected to test the proposed 

model of unified theory of 

acceptance and use of 

technology. 

Gamification and intention to 

use of mobile banking had a 

direct and strong relationship. 

To test the relationships between 

perceived mobility, utilitarian 

features, hedonic features, user 

experience, perceived benefits, 

types of perceived value, and 

brand equity in a gamified context 

(Hsu & Chen, 2018a) 

SEM: 315 valid data were 

collected to examine the 

proposed model. 

Utilitarian and hedonic features 

were significantly impacted by 

perceived mobility. Perceived 

benefits, types of perceived 

value, and brand equity 

influenced user experience. 

To determine appealing gami-

fication features of websites that 

use collaborative storytelling 

(Hsu, Chang, & Lee, 2013) 

A mixed method: Focus 

groups and 5,566 surveys 

were used to analyze the 

attractiveness of gamification 

features using a fuzzy-AHP 

approach.  

This research identified 35 

attractive gamification features 

for collaborative storytelling 

websites. 
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To understand why customers 

and managers participate in 

gamification on websites 

(Conaway & Garay, 2014) 

Factor analysis and crosstabs: 

Data were collected from both 

customers and managers to 

understand their perspectives.   

Progress paths, feedback, 

rewards, social connection, 

interface, and user experiences 

were important for gamifying a 

website.  

To test relationships between 

utilitarian, hedonic, social 

motivations, continued use 

intention, and attitude to 

gamification (Hamari & Koivisto, 

2015) 

PLS-SEM: 200 valid data were 

analyzed. 

Attitude toward gamification was 

a mediator between utilitarian 

benefits and use of gamification 

while hedonic value directly led 

to the use. 

To profile users of a gamified 

platform and examine whether 

nationality is an influential factor 

of user engagement (Nia, 2016) 

Latent Dirichlet allocation and 

k-mean cluster analysis: This 

research analyzed about 

36,000 users of Stack 

Overflow across 250 days. The 

users were classified into 

different categories. 

User categories were 

competitors, collaborators, 

achievers, explorers, and 

uninterested users. Nationality 

was an influential factor of user 

engagement. 

To analyze the effects of 

gamification mechanics on 

customers’ experiences, 

emotions, and behavioural 

intention (Poncin et al., 2017) 

ANOVA: Participants designed 

slogan for a bag under 

different conditions. 

Playfulness, users’ feelings, 

compelling experiences, ease-

of-use, and patronage 

intention were compared. 

Personalizing item platform 

through gamification mechanics 

had a positive effect on 

experiences. Challenge and 

fantasy alone were insufficient in 

this regard.  

To understand how gamification 

can enhance innovation from the 

perspectives of Generation Y 

(Procopie, Bumbac, Giușcă, & 

Vasilcovschi, 2015) 

Descriptive analysis: 88 valid 

questionnaire replies were 

collected. 

Generation Y believe 

gamification can help create 

new products or services, 

accumulate new knowledge and 

skills, and provide an interactive 

environment. 

To examine whether gamified 

information presentation can 

promote customer innovation 

adoption (Müller-Stewens, 

Schlager, Häubl, & Herrmann, 

2017) 

CFA, mediation analysis, and 

focal analysis: Seven studies 

(five experimental design and 

two field experiments) were 

conducted.  

Consumer playfulness and 

curiosity, vividness of 

presentation and perceived 

relative advantage were two 

parallel mediation paths 

between gamified information 

presentation and innovative 

adoption. 
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To test the influences of 

gamification on customers’ 

motivation and engagement in 

physical activity over time 

(Mitchell et al., 2017) 

A mixed-design ANOVA: 

Participants were asked to 

engage in walking for exercise 

in a gamified and non-gamified 

condition. Three-round surveys 

were collected and analyzed. 

Gamification facilitated 

behaviour change but it had no 

significant impact on intrinsic 

motivation to engage in physical 

activities.    

To investigate how gamification 

marketing activities influence 

hedonic value, utilitarian value, 

satisfaction, and brand love (Hsu 

& Chen, 2018b) 

PLS-SEM: 242 online 

bookstore customers were 

asked to fill in a survey.  

Gamification marketing activities 

had a significantly positive 

impact on hedonic and utilitarian 

value. These values significantly 

impacted on satisfaction and 

brand love. 

2.7 Concluding remarks 

Based on a comprehensive literature review of gamification in service contexts, 

this study explained the concept of gamification, classified game mechanics into the 

three categories of game structure, game tasks, and game achievements, proposed the 

MDO model, discussed theoretical foundations for gamification, and summarized 

gamification practices. Additionally, this study analyzed the methods of previous 

gamification studies and demonstrated the relationship between contexts and methods 

using matrix coding in NVivo.  

From a theoretical perspective, this study defines gamification in the service 

domain. Although the term “gamification” was coined 17 years ago, there is no 

consensus on its definition. Therefore, 26 different definitions were reviewed and 

analyzed in word cloud. This study then discussed the development of gamification and 

distinguished between similar terms. These discussions lead to better understanding of 

the concept of gamification.  
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Furthermore, the MDO model was proposed to explain the relationships between 

game mechanics, game dynamics, and desired outcomes. It provides a framework to 

gamify a non-game context, bridging a gap in the literature by giving insights into the 

theoretical foundation of gamification. The related 10 theories identified from previous 

literature were noted in this model to explain what positive outcomes can occur, 

demonstrate how gamification can generate these, and offer a guideline on gamification 

design. For example, challenges should be designed to match players’ skills so that 

they derive more enjoyment from the game and have positive emotions. Additionally, 

based on these theories, researchers can test the effectiveness of gamification and 

further develop new theories to better understand it and develop its application. 

The analysis of gamification practices in the literature based on the MDO model 

explored how game mechanics work: Rules, feedback, and challenges or quests were 

identified as the most frequently used. Fantasy and rewards can trigger people’s 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation to play. Based on the reward-fantasy quadrant, this 

study plotted these gamification practices into pointification, fantasy-driven, rewards-

driven, and simultaneity, showing how previous practices have adopted these game 

mechanics, as well as the optimal context for their application.  

Finally, this study reviewed the research objectives, methods as well as key 

findings of previous gamification research in the service domain. Tourism researchers 

mainly introduced gamification practices and perceptually discussed their effects. It 

indicates that gamification studies in the tourism context are still at the early stage, 

where more empirical research should be conducted.  
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With a better understanding of gamification, practitioners can apply it more 

effectively into their marketing strategies, product or service design. The MDO model 

gives further implications on what game mechanics can be used and what outcomes 

practitioners can expect, while the theories provide insights into the keys to gamifying a 

non-game context. Applying rules, feedback, and challenges or quests is the first step 

as they provide a guideline encouraging players to set goals and complete tasks. Using 

points is a good strategy because people would be nudged to consume more to 

accumulate more points. Nonetheless, offering points sometimes is insufficient if people 

are less interested in what the points can be redeemed for. Fantasy plays a more 

important role in engaging consumers then. Especially, new technologies, such as 

Geocaching and AR, can enrich the experience and arouse curiosity. The MDO model 

also sheds light on how to better apply gamification. For example, according to flow 

theory, gamification providers need to consider the difficulty levels of challenges and 

players’ skills to provide an enjoyable gamified context.  

In conclusion, this research contributes to the literature by reviewing the historic 

evolution of gamification, clarifying its definition, and proposing an MDO model. These 

discussions and findings lay a good foundation for future studies. From a practical 

perspective, the MDO model, previous practices and the reward-fantasy quadrant 

establish good frameworks and examples for practitioners to adopt and benefit from 

gamification.  
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3 Chapter 3 What Motivates Visitors to Participate in a Gamified 
Trip? A Player Typology Using Q Methodology 

3.1 Introduction 

Gamification is a motivational technique that applies game mechanics, such as 

rewards and challenges, to non-game contexts to invoke a positive behavioural 

outcome (Deterding et al., 2011). The development of information and communication 

technology (ICT), including social media, global positioning systems (GPS), and 

augmented reality (AR), has popularized gamification (Burke, 2014; Skinner, Sarpong, 

& White, 2018). Destinations and the IT companies have initiated gamification practices 

in the last 10 years. For example, visitors can follow the gamified visitor guide, 

Strayboots, to explore New York City and share their travel experiences. They can also 

locate themselves by using the interactive maps and enjoy the fun of finding objects in 

gamified trips, such as Pirate Trail Geocaching Treasure Hunt and Wroclaw’s Dwarfs. In 

addition, some destinations use gamified trips to direct visitors away from overly popular 

sites. Visit London launched Play London with Mr. Bean, where players can receive 

discounts and vouchers for attractions, restaurants, and shops. The fun interaction of 

this game adds more value to some lesser-known places across the city and disperses 

visitors from crowded to less crowded attractions (WTTC, 2018).  

Although destinations have actively designed gamified trip applications, research 

on this topic is still at the early stage. First, gamified trips have not been clearly defined, 

making it difficult to understand this emerging phenomenon, as well as the boundary 
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between video games and gamified trips. As “gamify” seems to be an overused term 

(Chang, 2012), a clear definition of a gamified trip is very necessary. Second, no known 

research has examined visitors’ motivations in using a gamified trip application. 

Previous studies mainly examined gaming motivations or travel motivations (Bartle, 

1996; Jang, Bai, Hu, & Wu 2009; Xu et al., 2016). Game players often play video games 

in their spare time in their usual environment (e.g., at home or at the office), whereas 

travelers visit places outside their usual environment to experience diverse activities 

and cultures. Gamified trip players thus combine the characteristics of game players 

and travelers, who play trip-related games in unusual environments. As motivations 

differ with contexts, previous findings of motivation dimensions and player/visitor 

typologies are not applicable in the gamification context. Since motivation is one of the 

primary factors explaining visitors’ activities (Pearce & Caltabiano, 1983), understanding 

who wants to take part in a gamified trip, what motivates them to use a gamified trip 

application, and which motivation is stronger can help destinations to design more 

engaging applications for tourists to have memorable experiences.  

Therefore, this study was undertaken to enhance overall understanding of 

gamified trips, give insights into people’s motivations to take such a trip, and provide 

practical implications for gamification designers (i.e., gamified trip application designers, 

DMOs, IT companies, and destination tour companies). Q methodology is adopted to 

explore visitors’ motivations and propose typologies. This method combines a 

qualitative explanation with quantitative statistical analysis and overcomes some 

drawbacks of exploratory factor analysis (Havlíková, 2016a; Stergiou & Airey, 2011). 
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Overall, this study answers the following research questions: 1) What is a gamified trip? 

2) What motivates visitors to take a gamified trip? 3) What is the most important motive? 

4) What is the typology of gamified trip players? and 5) What are the characteristics of 

the players? This study will bridge a literature gap by shedding light upon theoretical 

foundations for gamified trips and practical implications on how to better design them for 

different market segments. 

3.2 Literature review 

3.2.1 Concept and categories of gamified trips 

The term ‘gamified trip’ is derived from gamification, which was first coined by Nick 

Pelling in 2002 (Pelling, 2011). Researchers have defined gamification from different 

perspectives, but no consensus has been reached (Table 3.1). Although Deterding et al. 

(2011) emphasized that gamification is not equivalent to full-fledged games, more 

recently some researchers have suggested that using full games is also a way to gamify 

a non-gamified context (Pace & Dipace, 2015). Several destinations, such as Los 

Angeles, Basel, Portland, Norway, and Thailand, have incorporated the AR game 

Pokémon GO to attract visitors and offer enjoyable experiences (Martin-wood, 2016). 

The effects of Pokémon GO on destination engagement have also been empirically 

investigated (Koo et al., 2018). 
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Table 3.1: The 26 definitions of gamification in previous literature. 

Definitions Sources 

Definitions in blogs, websites, or videos 

“Applying game-like accelerated user interface design to make 

electronic transactions both enjoyable and fast.” 

Pelling (2011), para. 3 

“The adoption of game technology and game design methods outside 

of the games industry.” 

Helgason (2010), para. 1 

“The process of using game thinking and mechanics to engage 

audiences and solve problems.” 

Zichermann (2010) 

“In a business context, gamification is the process of integrating 

game mechanics and dynamics into a website, business service, 

online community, content portal, marketing campaign or even 

internal business processes, in order to drive participation and 

engagement by target audiences.” 

Bunchball (2016), p.2 

“The process of using game thinking and game mechanics to solve 

problems and engage users.” 

Zichermann (2011), slide 9 

“Using game techniques to make activities more engaging and fun” Kim (2011), slide 9 

“Gamification is the use of game attributes to drive game-like player 

behavior in a non-game context.” 

Wu (2011), para. 4 

“The use of game mechanics and experience design to digitally 

engage and motivate people to achieve their goals.”  

Gartner (2014), para. 5 

“The use of game design metaphors to create more game-like and 

engaging experiences” 

Marczewski (2014), para. 2 

“The process of making activities more game-like” Werbach (2014), para. 6 

“The use of game design metaphors to create more game-like 

experiences.” 

GamFed (n.d.), para. 2 

“Gamification is the craft of deriving all the fun and addicting 

elements found in games and applying them to real-world or 

productive activities.” 

Chou (n.d.), para. 2 

Definitions in articles, books, or conference proceedings 

“Taking game mechanics and applying them to other web properties 

to increase engagement.” 

Terrill (2008) cited by Huotari 

and Hamari (2017), p. 23 

“The use of game design elements in non-game contexts.” Deterding et al. (2011), p. 2 

“To use elements of game design in non-game contexts, products, 

and services to motivate desired behaviors.” 

Deterding (2012), p.14 

“Gamification is using game-based mechanics, aesthetics and game 

thinking to engage people, motivate action, promote learning, and 

solve problems.” 

Kapp (2012), p.10 
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“Gamification refers to a process of enhancing a service with 

affordances for gameful experiences in order to support users’ overall 

value creation.” 

Huotari and Hamari (2012), 

p.19 

Huotari and Hamari (2017), 

p.25 

“The use of game design methods as a means to leverage games for 

business benefit.” 

Werbach and Hunter (2012), p. 

28 

“Incorporating game elements into a non-gaming software application 

to increase user experience and engagement.” 

Domínguez, Saenz-de-

Navarrete, de-Marcos, 

Fernández-Sanz, Pagés, and 

Martínez-Herráiz (2013), p. 

381 

“Gamification is the application of lessons from the gaming domain to 

change behaviors in non-game situations.” 

Robson, Plangger, Kietzmann, 

McCarthy, and Pitt (2015), p. 

412 

“Gamification is referred to the use of video games in the every-day 

life and more precisely within not gaming playful dynamics.” 

Pace and Dipace (2015), p. 

192 

“The use of game design elements to enhance non-game goods and 

services by increasing customer value and encouraging value-

creating behaviors such as increased consumption, greater loyalty, 

engagement, or product advocacy.” 

Hofacker, de Ruyter, Lurie, 

Manchanda, and Donaldson 

(2016), p. 26 

“Gamification is an example of creating a problem-solving 

environment with camaraderie where tasks can be explored and 

enhanced in a goal-oriented manner.” 

Liebenson (2018), p.232 

 

Dictionary Definitions 

“The concept of applying game-design thinking to non-game 

applications in order to make them more engaging and effective.” 

A Dictionary of Marketing 

(2016) 

“The application of videogame techniques such as rules, rewards, 

and levels to real-world situations—in contexts ranging from business 

management to social activism—in order to maximize the loyalty and 

motivation of participants.” 

A Dictionary of Media and 

Communication (2016) 

 

“Gamification is the process of applying features of game playing to 

motivate and engage employees.” 

A Dictionary of Human 

Resource Management (2017) 

 

Some researchers proposed that gamification aims to enhance engagement on a 

digital platform, such as smartphones or laptops (Domínguez et al., 2013; Gartner, 

2014; Pace & Dipace, 2015; Pelling, 2011). This is a relatively narrow perspective: even 

though most examples of gamification rely on digital platforms, gamification can exist 
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beyond the digital world (Deterding et al., 2011). For example, visitors were invited to 

explore different places to find Billy the Kid in the game of New Mexico Catch the Kid 

(Miller, 2011), where players do not need to use any digital platform.   

In spite of definitional differences, researchers agree that gamification should be 

applied outside of the game industry. It is not about creating games for game players, 

but an innovative way to amplify the attractiveness of an existing product or service. 

Based on this concept, a gamified trip was defined as The use of game mechanics 

(including full-fledged games) in a leisure trip to encourage engagement, improve 

knowledge of the destination, offer enjoyable tourism experiences, and/or support value 

creation.  

Gamified trips can be categorized into hunting-game trips (TravelPlot Porto, 

Wroclaw’s Dwarfs) and challenge-game trips (Strayboots) according to the type of tasks 

(Table 3.2). The former nudges players to visit more places by offering treasure or 

asking to complete objective hunting tasks. The surprises and excitement derived from 

treasure hunting contribute to an enjoyable tourist experience. Comments posted on 

TripAdvisor suggest that the Wroclaw’s Dwarfs hunting game turned the less-known city 

of Wroclaw into a popular and fun destination. Challenge-game trips provide players 

with diverse riddles, quests or missions. Visitors experience a sense of achievement 

when they complete these challenges, and the trips become more educational, playful, 

and memorable.   
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Table 3.2: Two categories of gamified trips. 

Categories  Gamification practices 

Hunting-game trips REXplorer (2007) 

Visitors needed to visit different places to find clues for the location-

based spell-casting game. 

New Mexico Catch the Kid (2011) 

The New Mexico Tourism Department offered different clues for visitors 

to find the bandit Billy the Kid. The winner who successfully tracked 

down and brought the bandit to justice received $10,000. 

I Spy Denton (2012) 

The Lincolnshire county council provided visitors with a checklist to spot 

different things can be encountered in the village of Denton. 

TravelPlot Porto (2012) 

Visitors can identify virtual treasures through the digital visitor guide and 

have a chance to win prizes. 

The Pentati Pirate Trail Geocaching Treasure Hunt (2015) 

This is a geocaching game. Visitors can explore the Pentati Village by 

using a GPS to hunt treasures in containers. 

Wroclaw’s Dwarfs 

Visitors are invited to find small figurines of dwarfs hidden in the city of 

Wroclaw. 

Challenge-game trips Fairy and the Safe (2011) 

This is a location-based augmented reality game for the Efteling Theme 

Park. Players collected coins by completing diverse tasks. 

Tripventure (2012) 

This platform offers several location-based augmented reality games. 

Visitors followed a storyline to solve challenges and visit tourist 

attractions. 

Strayboots (2013) 

Visitors are provided with different quiz questions and challenges and 

can explore New York in a fun way. 

History Hero (2013) 

Visitors are invited to play an interactive video-game museum guide. 

They gain points by finishing various missions (e.g., answer questions 

and take photos). 

Legends of Arabia (2016) 

This is a live action role play adventure game. Players can dress up in 

customs, complete different tasks, and have interactive experiences. 
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3.2.2 Motives to take a gamified trip 

Since gamification is a relatively new topic, only a few studies have discussed 

people’s motivations for using a gamified product or service (Burke, 2014; Hanus & Fox, 

2015; Xu et al., 2016). Previous studies have not investigated motives to take a 

gamified trip, so this research reviewed literature about motivations for traveling as well 

as for gaming.  

A myriad of studies have discussed travel motivations (e.g., Jang et al., 2009; 

Dann, 1981; Shen, Joppe, Choi, & Huang, 2018). Iso-Ahola (1982) proposed two major 

reasons for traveling: seeking and escaping. People want to escape from daily routine 

as well as a stressful environment and seek recreational opportunities. The subsequent 

studies further categorized these two aspects into multiple dimensions using factor 

analysis. Jang et al. (2009) proposed five motivational factors for the senior market, 

including novelty seeking, self-esteem, ego enhancement, socialization, and rest and 

relaxation. Li and Cai (2012) examined travel motivations of outbound Chinese tourists 

using factor analysis and summarized five motivation factors, namely novelty and 

knowledge, prestigious and luxury experience, self-development, exciting experience, 

escape and relationship. Overall, visitors’ travel motivations differ with contexts (Kim, 

Lee, Uysal, Kim, & Ahn, 2015; Wen, Meng, Ying, Qi, & Lockyer, 2018). For example, 

enjoying natural environment and escaping from daily life, pursuing new type of travel, 

pursuing a healthy lifestyle, and pursuing intimacy are motivations for taking a nature-

based tourism trip (Kim et al., 2015), while spiritual/emotional healing, social prestige, 

relaxation and escape, cannabis authenticity, commercial cannabis availability, and 
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cannabis experimentation are motivations for experiencing drug tourism (Wen et al., 

2018). These are just some examples of a large body of research into travel 

motivations. 

Player motivations are categorized into two types according to self-determination 

theory: intrinsic and extrinsic (Ryan & Deci, 2000). The former is about deriving 

satisfaction or pleasure from playing games while the latter happens when people 

expect to receive known external rewards including both tangible (e.g., prizes or 

financial rewards) and psychological ones (e.g., praise or incentive) (Brown, 2007).  

In terms of intrinsic motivations, researchers have emphasized that people will 

play games even when they are not provided with any rewards because they feel 

positive emotions, such as a sense of surprise (de-Marcos, Domínguez, Saenz-de-

Navarrete, & Pagés, 2014), a sense of achievement (Olson, 2010), excitement and fun 

(Jansz & Tanis, 2007), curiosity (Agarwal & Karahanna, 2000), and pleasure or 

enjoyment (Venkatesh, 2000). Playing games is also an effective way to escape from 

boredom or daily life, as well as an entertaining approach to gain knowledge and 

develop skills (Chou & Tsai, 2007). For example, sports fans can feed their interests 

and gain knowledge from playing a sport game, like FIFA 18 or Rocket League (Olson, 

2010). Through team play, players can collaborate with each other, make friends, and 

learn leadership skills (Olson, 2010). What’s more, winning a game can generate a 

sense of accomplishment and pride, which is a key motivator for participation (Funk, 

Chan, Brouwer, & Curtiss, 2006). Some people play games just to kill time when they 

feel bored (Chou & Tsai, 2007).   
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To further explore people’s intrinsic motivation to play a tourism-related game, Xu 

et al. (2016) conducted focus groups and found five types of motivations, including 

curiosity, exploring the destination, socializing, a fun and fantasy experience, challenge 

and achievement. This finding aligns with the motivations mentioned in previous 

literature. The innovative approach of incorporating tourism destinations in a video 

game triggered players’ curiosity and attracted them to play the game Smile Land 

Thailand. Participants perceived exploring Thai tourist attractions through this game 

more interesting than reading textual travel information. Socializing with potential travel 

companions and local people also motivated players to engage in this game. As a 

fundamental dimension, fun played a crucial role in developing interest, but challenge 

and achievement, along with competition were not as important as other motivations 

(Xu et al., 2016).  

Extrinsic motivations to play have been intensively discussed in gamification 

studies and researchers have divergent opinions on the effects of various game 

mechanics. Badges or levels of achievement show milestones reached and motivate 

people to complete more tasks (Hanus & Fox, 2015). They can also make individuals 

more interested in learning and less concerned about poor performance (Filsecker & 

Hickey, 2014). However, the rewards, incentives, and competition can decrease intrinsic 

motivations to play in achievement type activities, like education (Deci, Koestner, & 

Ryan, 1999; Hanus & Fox, 2015). Once rewards are removed or perceived as 

undesirable, people may not play the game (Lepper, Greene, & Nisbett, 1973). 

Additionally, leaderboards typically highlight a single winner. The game becomes 
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destructive competition (Hanus & Fox, 2015) and can demotivate players. Similar 

demotivation may occur in the gamification context. 

Gaming motivations and traveling motivations have 16 motives in common as 

shown in Figure 3.1. For instance, people would like to have exciting experiences, 

satisfy curiosity, or escape routine when playing games and traveling to destinations. 

Some motives, such as killing time, receiving rewards, gaining badges, and ranking high 

on leaderboards, are the motives only for game players instead of tourists. As argued 

by Xu et al. (2016), tourists’ motivations in using mobile games differ from non-tourists: 

Tourists often play games within a limited time in an unfamiliar environment. Some 

travel motivations, like pursuing a healthy lifestyle and social prestige, are not motives 

for game players. As no known research has investigated motivations for taking a 

gamified trip, this research included all 22 motivations derived from the literature to 

understand what can motivate visitors to take a gamified trip.  

 

  

Figure 3.1: Gaming motivations and traveling motivations. 
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3.2.3 Typologies of game players 

Previous researchers used qualitative observations, factor analysis, or conceptual 

analysis to understand the types of players based on motivation factors (Hamari & 

Tuunanen, 2014). The most frequently cited research work is Bartle’s (1996) four types 

of players. Through observing player behavior in Multi-User Dungeons, he used a 2x2 

matrix with “action – interaction” and “player – world” as the two axes, to distinguish four 

types of players: Achievers prefer taking actions and world-oriented tasks, and want to 

have a sense of achievement. Explorers are interested in interacting with the world and 

having games surprise them. Socialisers prefer interacting with other players, as well as 

enjoy building friendships and show their leadership. Killers want to show their power 

and superiority over others. Yee (2006) used Bartle’s player typology as a foundation to 

further examine players’ motivations using factor analysis. Different from Bartle’s, Yee 

(2006) identified three factors that motivate online game players: Social aspects, 

achievement, and immersion. The motivation factor of immersion emphasizes the role 

of games in helping players escape from daily routine and forget unhappiness. Adding 

immersion results in a much more robust player typology (Kallio, Mäyrä, & Kaipainen, 

2011). Yee (2007) later modified the three categories by adding 10 subcomponents. 

Discovery and exploration, as an important subcomponent, has been taken into 

account. Hamari and Tuunanen (2014) systematically reviewed typology research of 

game players and theoretically proposed five dimensions of motivations to classify 

players, including achievement, exploration, sociability, domination, and immersion. 
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Some limitations are associated with the above player typologies. Bartle’s (1996) 

four types of player has been critiqued for the dichotomous diagram and less rigorous 

research process (Hamari & Tuunanen, 2014). Discovery and customization were 

categorized under immersion by Yee (2007), but discovering in a game and customizing 

an avatar may not lead to immersion, so these should be separately listed as new 

dimensions. The typology proposed by Hamari and Tuunanen (2014) was based on 

previous studies, but they did not explain domination, making the distinction between it 

and achievement relatively vague.  

Additionally, video game players and gamified trip players may have different play 

motivations, so the above typologies are not suitable for a gamification context. 

Furthermore, most previous studies used exploratory factor analysis. However, the 

relationship between player demographic characteristics (e.g. gender, age, and 

educational level) and player types cannot be explained through this approach. To 

bridge the gap, this research will examine what motivates people to take a gamified trip 

and categorize players into different types using Q methodology. 

3.2.4 Q methodology  

Q methodology is a qualitative research approach that was designed and 

developed by William Stephenson in 1935. It systematically explores subjectivity 

regarding attitudes, beliefs, and opinions (Coogan & Herrington, 2011). Q methodology 

aims to identify the shared subjectivity among people based on inter-correlated and 

factor analysis (Hindman, Mattern, & Iszler, 2004). Different from ordinary factor 
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analysis, Q-factor analysis clusters respondents instead of variables (Kline, 1994). Q 

methodology reveals groups of individuals who have ranked statements in the same 

order and categorizes them under each factor. Additionally, statements ranked at 

extreme ends of the scale indicate the characteristics of each factor. Q methodology is 

a useful approach to study typology and understand market segments (Dewar, Li, & 

Davis, 2007). 

As an effective way to structure and interpret subjectivity, Q methodology has 

been adopted in consumer behavior and tourism studies in recent decades (Dewar et 

al., 2007; Hunter, 2011). The results of Q methodology not only give insights into the 

categories of products or services, such as six clusters of touristic representations of 

Taiwan’s Rukai Indigenous tourism (Hunter, 2011) and four themes of marketing 

images (Dewar et al., 2007), but also provide implications on the target markets for 

each category, which cannot be obtained by conducting exploratory factor analysis.  

Research based on Q methodology is structured and straightforward (Stergiou & 

Airey, 2011). The first step is developing viewpoint statements (Q sorts) derived from 

the literature and interviews. Second, a pre-structured Q-sort table should be prepared 

according to the number of statements (Figure 3.3). For example, a Q-sort table can 

contain “the most important motives” (+3) on one end and “the least important motives” 

(-3) on the other in a prescribed quasi-normal distribution. There is no ideal range, so 

researchers can design the Q-sort table according to the research topic and statement 

number (Stergiou & Airey, 2011). Participants then rank the Q sorts based on how the 

statements reflect their own opinions (Van Exel & De Graaf, 2005) in the Q-sort table. 
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Follow-up in-depth interviews and surveys can be conducted after this procedure to 

further probe why people rank the Q sorts in such an order. Q methodology can also 

stand alone as a data collection method (Ekinci & Riley, 2001). 

Q methodology is not a conventional quantitative or qualitative research approach 

because it does not follow Newton’s classic deductions from phenomena (Hunter, 

2011), nor does it thoroughly probe questions like in-depth interviews. However, this 

approach has been suggested for research that explores new phenomena or 

unestablished concepts (Stephenson, 1935; Hunter, 2011). It has been deemed “a 

method for the scientific study of human subjectivity” (McKeown & Thomas, 1988, p. 

12). Previous studies mentioned that the number of Q statements should be 20 to 60 

(Donner, 2004; Kato, 2012), and a modest number is 30 (Fairweather & Swaffield, 

2002). The validity of a Q methodology study is checked through the quality of the Q 

sort procedure (content validity), correlation test (discriminant validity), and factor 

loading (construct validity) (Ekinci & Riley, 2001).  

A Q methodology study can be conducted face-to-face or through an online 

platform (Coogan & Herrington, 2011). The sampling technique should be “a diverse 

non-random selection” (Fairweather & Swaffield, 2002) and the sample size is relatively 

small, typically between 20 and 100 because small numbers are able to generate 

“archetypal patterns of responses on the issue at hand” (Donner, 2004, p. 6), while a 

larger sample poses the danger of negating complexities and fine distinctions (Watts & 

Stenner, 2005). Following this principle, the previous tourism studies adopting Q 

methodology used a sample between 30 and 81. Hunter (2011) explored 
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representations and cultural identity of Rukai Indigenous tourism based on a sample of 

30 participants and identified four factors of Rotorua experiences (Fairweather & 

Swaffield, 2002). Fairweather and Swaffield (2002) interviewed 66 New Zealand visitors 

to discuss how experiences differ between local residents and overseas visitors: Local 

residents like New Zealand family experience, while overseas visitors prefer subline 

nature, iconic tourist sites, and picturesque landscape experiences. Dewar et al. (2007) 

examined photographic images of travel destinations among three groups of 27 

university students each. Canadian students prefer images showing a combination of 

heritage tourism and adventure tourism, while Chinese students who have studied in 

Canada for one to five years like images displaying water or water-related activities, and 

mainland Chinese students prefer the images presenting natural solitude (Dewar et al., 

2007). 

A growing number of researchers are using Q-methodology as it combines 

qualitative explanation with quantitative statistical analysis to understand subjectivity 

(Dewar et al., 2007; Hunter, 2011). Despite its great potential, its application in tourism 

research is still limited. Only six published studies have been found, covering topics on 

tourism impacts of a film festival (Havlíková, 2016a; Havlíková, 2016b), visitor 

experiences (Fairweather & Swaffield, 2001), representations and cultural identity of 

Rukai Indigenous tourism (Hunter, 2011), and tourism marketing photos (Dewar et al., 

2007). No known research has investigated travel motivations. Therefore, applying Q 

methodology can not only overcome some drawbacks of using exploratory factor 

analysis, but also expand its use in tourism studies. As Stergiou and Airey (2011, p.319) 
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said: “Q methodology may open up possibilities for contemporary tourism researchers, 

to enhance the nature and richness of the methodological alternatives for developing 

tourism knowledge”.  

3.3 Data collection and data analysis 

To develop Q sorts about motives to take a gamified trip, this research first 

reviewed literature related to motives to play a game, motives to travel, as well as 

motives to use a gamified product or service (Figure 3.1). Literature, online information, 

and interviews were used as sources to develop Q-sort statements (Figure 3.2). Since 

gamification is a relatively new topic, not many players have taken a gamified trip and 

shared their experiences on social media. There were two gamified trips that have been 

commented on by players, so 103 comments in English about Strayboots posted on 

Yelp between September 2013 and January 2019 and 438 comments in English about 

Wroclaw’s Dwarfs game posted on TripAdvisor between January 2016 and January 

2019 were analyzed. Based on the literature review and content analysis, 27 motives 

were identified.  

In the next step, participants were asked to watch videos of five gamified trips (i.e. 

TravelPlot Porto, Tripventure, Strayboots, History Hero, and Legends of Arabia), and 

were asked about their reasons for being willing to take a gamified trip, and opinions on 

the motives that they had not mentioned (e.g. killing time). The in-depth interviews 

resulted in another eight motives, and were stopped when no new information was 

found in the 13th interview. 24 motives generated from the literature review and content 
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analysis were confirmed through in-depth interviews, but three motives (i.e. killing time, 

pursuing a healthy lifestyle, and social prestige) were excluded as participants 

mentioned that time spent at destinations is very limited and precious, so they do not 

want to take a gamified trip just to kill time; they don’t think gamified trips can help them 

pursue a healthy lifestyle or gain social prestige. Therefore, 32 Q-sort statements were 

ready for a pilot study.  

In the first-round pilot study, 20 respondents were invited to complete a survey, 

and a follow-up interview was conducted. This led to two motive statements being 

revised for clarification and two statements broken up into four. The 34 Q-sort cards 

(Table 3.6) were tested in the second-round pilot study with 23 respondents. The results 

indicated that the survey questions and Q sort cards were ready for formal data 

collection.   

This research collected data through an online panel. People who do not play 

games at all (e.g., phone games or computer games) were screened out. Participants 

were asked to watch the videos of three gamified trips (i.e., Tripventure, TravelPlot 

Porto, and Strayboots), evaluate their preferences for each trip, explain their reasons for 

liking or disliking a gamified trip, and sort the statements into three piles according to 

the importance of the motives: thirteen statements in the first pile (i.e. the least 

important group), eight statements in the second pile (i.e. the important group), and 

thirteen statements in the third pile (i.e. the most important group). And then, 

participants further ranked the motive statements based on the Q-sort table. The sorting 

pattern of the 13 least important statements is three, four and six for the columns of 
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least important, moderately least important, and slightly least important, respectively. It 

is the same pattern for the 13 most important groups (Figure 3.3).  

 

 

Figure 3.2: Framework of conducting Q methodology research. 

After participants ranked the 34 statements, they were asked to explain the ranking and 

provide their frequency of game play, demographic information, including gender, level 

of education completed, nationality, and their travel experiences in 2018. Additionally, 
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this research set two verification questions to test the quality of the online survey. If 

participants had contradictory answers, their data were excluded. 

The final data set contains people who were interested in a gamified trip and 

belong to Generation X (1965-1979), Generation Y (1980-1995), and Generation Z 

(1996 to the late 2000s) (Stergiou, Airey, & Apostolakis, 2018; Zopiatis, Krambia-

Kapardis, & Varnavas, 2012) with sample sizes of 20, 40 and 40, respectively, as well 

as 78 participants who were not interested in a gamified trip.  

 

 

Figure 3.3: Fixed distribution used for the Q sorts (example of Factor A). 
Note: Sorting pattern is 3, 4, 6, 8, 6, 4, 3 

The interested participants (N = 100) and uninterested participants (N = 78) were 

analyzed in terms of frequency of game play, preferences for a gamified trip, the 

features that participants like most in a gamified trip, and the reasons for discouraging 

participants from taking a gamified trip. The 100 sorts were analyzed using PQMethod 

Software (Atkinson, 1992), and several possible factor solutions were examined (Table 

3.3). A 6-factor solution was deemed the best based on the correlation matrix, total 
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variance explained, and the number of sorts loaded on each factor. The correlation test 

and total variance explained show that the 6-factor solution has a good discriminant and 

construct validity.  

Table 3.3: Comparison of different numbers of extracted factors (N = 100).  

Possible factor 

solutions 

The largest correlation 

coef. 

Total variance 

explained (%) 

Number of sorts loaded on 

each factor 

Three factors 0.3916 47 88 

Four factors 0.3562 56 87 

Five factors 0.4932 64 85 

Six factors 0.2690 73 84 

Seven factors 0.2453 75 79 

3.4 Results and findings 

3.4.1 Comparison of gamification fans and uninterested groups 

The 178 participants are evenly divided for gender and have relatively high 

education level as 20% completed high school, 21% completed college, 37% have 

university degrees, and 22% have master or PhD degrees. The data were collected in 

Canada so most of the participants are Canadians with 17% other nationalities including 

American, Polish, Chinese, Dutch, Scottish, Irish, Italian, and Filipino. The average 

number of their leisure trips in 2018 was 3.5.   

This research first compared the 100 participants who were interested in gamified 

trips with 78 participants who had less interested. The comparison shows that people 

who often play phone and computer games are more likely to have positive attitudes 

toward a gamified trip (Table 3.4). Gamification fans preferred Tripventure (a challenge 

game) compared to TravelPlot Porto (a treasure-hunting game). More than half of them 
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expressed that they liked interactive maps (62%), challenges or quests (60%), and 

rewards (55%). However, challenges were not appealing to people who are not 

interested in gamified trips. The top three favourable features perceived by the 

uninterested participants included rewards (44%), interactive maps (40%), and a 

storyline (25%). Using rewards is an effective way to attract people who are less 

motivated to take a gamified trip.  

Overall, the cost of using mobile data and purchasing the game, as well as 

concerns about focusing too much on a screen were the main reasons for discouraging 

players from taking a gamified trip. They felt that most of the current gamified trips rely 

on digital platforms, which need them to focus on the screen. It may distract them from 

being present in the moment and cherishing the actual experiences of the trip.  

A gamified trip was perceived as time consuming by almost half of the 

uninterested participants (49%) because they lacked intrinsic motivations to play a 

game. One uninterested participant even commented that “It’s just another excuse to be 

on your phone versus taking in the city you’re in.” The virtual characters or cartoon 

designs were not attractive to them: “I did not necessarily care for the ‘cartoon’ like 

graphics of the app. These components seemed a bit childish to me.” Some participants 

also complained about improper tasks. For example, Tripventure asked players to 

search for clues to solve a murder mystery, which was deemed “distracting and 

juvenile”. Strayboots challenged players to take photos with a police officer, however, 

uninterested participants thought it could “potentially be a hindrance to the local 

community.” 
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Table 3.4: The comparison of interested and uninterested participants. 

Items 

Interested 

participants 

(N = 100) 

Uninterested 

participants 

(N = 78) 

Frequency of game play   

4 to 7 times per week 65% 38% 

1 to 3 times per week  21% 27% 

1 to 3 times per month  11% 8% 

Less than one time per month  3% 27% 

Preferences for a gamified trip* Mean Mean 

Tripventure: A riddle game with augmented reality    4.88 2.85 

TravelPlot Porto: A treasure-hunting game to win a reward 4.59 2.93 

Strayboots: A challenge game to collect points  4.76 2.87 

Features that participants like most in a gamified trip 

Storyline  47% 25% 

Virtual characters  30% 9% 

Interactive maps  62% 40% 

Augmented reality   20% 9% 

Scavenger hunting  32% 13% 

Challenges or quests  60% 9% 

Badges  17% 4% 

Leaderboard  11% 4% 

Rewards  55% 44% 

Reasons that discourage participants from taking a gamified trip 

It is time consuming.  32% 49% 

It has some undesired challenges or tasks.   26% 31% 

It may need Wi-Fi access or mobile data. 61% 46% 

It requires effort to download the app.   3% 13% 

It may require me to purchase the app.  56% 35% 

It may make me focus too much on a screen instead of the 

destination.  

47% 51% 

The trip may become a more mission-oriented list of tasks.   39% 29% 

The battery time of my cell phone is limited.  6% 31% 

* Participants were asked to rate each gamified trip on a 6-point scale, where 1 = extremely dislike, 2 = 
moderately dislike, 3 = slightly dislike, 4 = slightly like, 5 = moderately like, and 6 = extremely like. 



 

55 
 

 

3.4.2 Six types of gamified trip players 

The 100 interested participants were further analyzed to examine player typology. 

As the top and bottom three Q sort statements stand for the most important and least 

important motives respectively (Figure 1), they are used to define the theme of each 

factor and differentiate it from other factors (Sexton, Snyder, Wadsworth, Jardine, & 

Ernest, 1998). Six types of players were identified: knowledge collectors, reward 

seekers, explorers, curiosity seekers, sensation seekers, and flow experiencers (Table 

3.5). 

3.4.2.1 Factor A – knowledge collectors 

Knowledge collectors are motivated by acquiring more information about the 

destination. They treat a gamified trip as an engaging way to learn stories, cultures, and 

fun facts, and want to “have fun while exploring and enriching knowledge about the 

destination” and “have connection to the place’s history and culture.” For example, the 

quest for treasure in TravelPlot Porto uses transmedia narrative to tell the story of the 

destination. The tedious descriptions regarding historic monuments become more 

attractive. A gamified trip would also be a good way to explore a city, unknown or 

familiar, without necessarily taking the tourist-heavy path. Participants especially 

pointed out that “It's kind of cool if you spend a weekend with your friends to know more 

about the city you live in.” However, knowledge collectors are not interested in badges 

or scoreboards and do not enjoy competing with others. Having a sense of achievement 

is not an important motive for them.  
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Knowledge collectors held the largest share among the six types of players based 

on the explained variance: The variance of knowledge collectors accounts for 25% of 

the total variance. In terms of the target market, 53% of Generation Xers, 45% of 

Millennials, and 27% of Generation Zers were knowledge collectors (Figure 3.4), 

highlighting the importance of amplifying the epistemic value using gamification.  

3.4.2.2 Factor B – reward seekers 

Reward seekers are motivated by prizes and discounts. Souvenirs designed for 

winners are especially appealing to them, and more so than discounts or coupons. 

Participants explained that they were less price sensitive when traveling, so discounts 

or coupons were not as appealing as prizes. The prizes, such as souvenirs, destination 

postcards, and T-shirts, can make their trip more memorable. As one participant stated, 

“a gamified trip should tie to actual physical awards that relate to the location visited.” 

The interactive maps are favoured by reward seekers because they can “get more 

detailed information of the locations they visit in real-time and win rewards.” 

Surprisingly, reward seekers are not interested in socializing or sharing their trip 

experiences on social media. They are not likely to post information unless they have to 

do so to receive rewards.  

The variance of the factor B (reward seekers) explains 13% of the total variance of 

the 34 motives, making it the second largest group of the six types of players. 

Regarding age groups, more Millennials (21%) were reward seekers compared to 

Generation Xers (10%) and Generation Zers (14%). Interestingly, rewards were more 
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attractive to males (21%) than females (12%). DMOs could tailor rewards to make 

gamified trips especially appealing to Millennials and males. 

3.4.2.3 Factor C – explorers 

Explorers would like to interact with local people, have fun, and feel a sense of 

achievement but do not favour rewards (e.g. prizes and discounts). They enjoy “the 

interactive elements to explore different aspects of the city.” For instance, Strayboots 

works as a visitor guide, off-setting uncertainties regarding the place visited. Explorers 

want to go to sites that they did not think about before. Gamified trips satisfy their need 

by providing players with tasks, travel suggestions, and directions. These tasks and 

suggestions should be adjustable to players, as they dislike exploring a place following 

a storyline that makes their trip planning more prescribed.  One participant said 

“travelers should explore destinations flexibly by choosing what they really want to 

enjoy.” Therefore, they would not like to sacrifice their travel time to visit some places 

they have no interest in just to win some rewards. Explorers also said gamified trips can 

help children explore a destination in a fun way rather than simply walking with their 

parents.  

This factor explained 12% of the total variance, making them the third largest 

group of players. About 29% of people who graduated from college (including vocational 

school or less) were explorers. However, people who have a bachelor or master’s 

degree were less likely to be found in this category. Males are more likely to prefer 

exploring a city in this way compared to females.  
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3.4.2.4 Factor D – curiosity seekers 

As the name suggests, curiosity seekers are motivated by curiosity, playing 

scavenger hunts and experiencing surprises. Scavenger hunts allow players to know 

the most important landmarks or objects they should visit or see at a destination. They 

do not want to explore a city without purpose. Instead, they would expect to find or see 

something, making their trips more interesting and memorable. In the words of one 

participant, “I really enjoyed the spontaneity of having to find people and locations 

throughout the city.” Uncertainties can make a less-known destination or a destination 

with fewer attractions become more enjoyable and interesting. A good example is the 

Wroclaw’s Dwarfs hunting game. Situated in western Poland, Wroclaw was not a 

popular tourist destination in the past. Since this city placed dwarf figurines in 2005 and 

offered the dwarf hunting game, it attracted more visitors. The gamified trip motivates 

curiosity seekers to explore and investigate the city: “It was a nice surprise to find and 

spot the figurines as you walked around the city. It just added another level of 

enjoyment to the visit.”  

For curiosity seekers, competing with others, ranking on a scoreboard or 

interacting with local people is not attractive. They want to feel a sense of surprise 

instead of joining a competitive game. No Generation Xers belonged to this category, 

possibly because they consider this type of scavenger hunt childish. A Generation Xer 

commented on TripAdvisor, “How on earth can adults fall for dwarf hunting? Some kids 

in their Chamber of Commerce came up with this empty idea and everyone fell for it.” It 

indicates that DMOs should focus on younger age groups and target players whose 
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highest degree is high school because they are more likely to be curiosity seekers 

(38%). Curiosity seekers, as the fourth largest group of players, accounted for 9% of the 

total variance. 

3.4.2.5 Factor E – sensation seekers 

This type of visitor seeks thrills associated with experiencing augmented reality 

and completing challenges. More Generation Zers (27%) are sensation seekers, but 

fewer Generation Xers (10%) and Millennials (3%) are in this category. Sensation 

seekers like to go on adventures and finish different challenges. Gamified trips allow 

them to have a good experience and memories by completing challenges. Additionally, 

they enjoy following the story and going to different places to solve the riddles, which is 

different from explorers who prefer more flexible trip planning. 

Sensation seekers are the fifth largest group of players (8%). They are not 

interested in socializing with friends or family by playing a trip-related game as these 

may have different travel interests. “Bonding” them to play the same game is not a good 

idea. Sensation seekers like to take a gamified trip by themselves. The interesting 

challenges can relieve the loneliness of traveling solo. Interestingly, sensation seekers 

dislike playing role-playing games because they believe them to be naive and do not 

want to pretend to be someone else or engage in some scenarios with strangers. 

Additionally, sensation seekers are not motivated by a customized tour through a 

gamified visitor guide. They prefer to follow a scheduled route provided by an app or 

printed brochure.  
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3.4.2.6 Factor F – flow experiencers 

Flow experiencers intend to immerse themselves in a destination, explore it in an 

interesting way and escape from boredom through a gamified trip. They are not 

interested in sharing information on social media, being active on a trip, exploring a 

less-known destination, winning rewards, nor competing with others. They seek to 

become immersed in the trip. A flow experiencer mentioned that a gamified trip can 

offer visitors “great experiences and memorable trips”, especially if “it’s an immersed 

experience [such] as playing games [that] often make me forget unhappiness.” Flow 

experiencers hope trip-related games make travel more interesting and allow them to 

better engage in tours. There is no explicit relationship between the type of flow 

experiencer and players’ demographic information. Even though not many players are 

flow experiencers as the factor accounted for only 6% of the participants, they do exist 

in every age cohort (Figure 3.4). 
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Table 3.5: Six types of gamified trip players (N = 84).  

Q sorts 
Z-

Scores 

Factor A – Knowledge collector 

Top 3 motives  

I want to know more about the destination. 1.858 

It lets me gain more knowledge about the destination.  1.855 

It allows me to explore a destination beyond the popular tourist areas. 1.635 

Bottom 3 motives  

I want to escape from boredom through playing games while traveling. -1.185 

I want to receive badges by exploring different places. -1.432 

I want to rank high on a scoreboard of a trip-related game. -1.857 

Factor B – Reward seeker 

Top 3 motives  

I want to earn a prize (e.g. souvenirs, destination postcards) by playing games. 2.011 

I want to receive a discount or coupon by playing games.  1.743 

I want to use interactive maps provided by a game app while traveling. 1.639 

Bottom 3 motives  

I want to socialize with my friends or family by playing a trip-related game together. -1.306 

It enables me to interact with local people. -2.088 

I want to share my interesting trip experiences on social media. -2.224 

Factor C – Explorer 

Top 3 motives  

It enables me to interact with local people. 2.075 

I want to have fun by playing a game while traveling. 1.907 

I want to have a sense of achievement through completing challenges of a trip-related 

game. 

1.680 

Bottom 3 motives  

I want to receive a discount or coupon by playing games. -1.278 

I want to earn a prize by playing games. -1.704 

I like to visit a destination by following a storyline. -2.289 

Factor D – Curiosity seeker 

Top 3 motives  

I think scavenger hunting at a destination is interesting. 2.005 

I want to experience surprises through playing games while traveling. 1.564 
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I am curious about a trip-related game.  1.506 

Bottom 3 motives  

I enjoy competing with others.  -1.668 

I want to rank high on a scoreboard of a trip-related game. -1.675 

It enables me to interact with local people. -2.174 

Factor E – Sensation seeker  

Top 3 motives  

Having a gamified trip would excite me. 2.155 

I think experiencing augmented reality while traveling is interesting. 1.762 

I like to complete challenges. 1.375 

Bottom 3 motives  

I want to socialize with my friends or family by playing a trip-related game. -1.394 

I want to experience role playing through a trip-related game. -2.034 

I want to experience a customized tour by playing a trip-related game.  -2.294 

Factor F – Flow experiencer  

Top 3 motives  

It enables me to immerse myself in the destination and forget my daily life. 2.219 

It allows me to explore the destination in an interesting way.  2.074 

I want to escape from boredom through playing trip-related games while traveling . 1.744 

Bottom 3 motives  

It allows me to explore a destination beyond the popular tourist areas. -1.284 

Gamification makes me more active on a trip. -1.717 

I want to share my interesting trip experiences on social media. -1.736 

3.5 Q-sort values for each statement 

The Q-sort values indicate the common and divergent motives across the six 

typologies (Table 3.6). Two motives are important for all players: experiencing surprises 

and feeling excited. Through gamification, DMOs can provide more touch points to offer 

unexpected services or enjoyable experiences. For example, the gamified visitor guide 

Eye Shakespeare contains exhibition introduction and videos, treasure hunting, instant 
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event messages, and maps. Visitors can explore the museum by following the 

interactive videos and feel that they have a tour guide leading the way. The instant 

event messages allow visitors to acquire information about special events and offers. 

What’s more, it offers an unexpected service for visitors – they can take a photo with the 

virtual Shakespeare and print it at the souvenir store for free. This gamified visitor guide 

significantly contributes to a memorable tourism experience. Another good example is 

the gamified app EpicMix™ Challenges. In addition to the exciting challenges, it notifies 

skiers about the estimated wait times for each lift line so that skiers can stay away from 

congestion and better enjoy their vacation in Vail Resort. 

It should be noted that not all players are interested in sharing trip experiences on 

social media, competing with others or receiving badges. Gamifying a trip is different 

from gamifying a class or workplace, where competition could motivate people to 

perform better. Instead, competition may impede the authentic travel experience. 

Despite badges being a common game mechanic for gamifying a loyalty program (e.g. 

Hilton Honors) or an online platform (e.g. TripAdvisor), they are not effective in the 

tourism context since badges per se cannot add value to a trip.  

Although the motives of ‘immersing myself into a destination’ and ‘escaping from 

boredom’ were rated highly by flow experiencers (Factor F), they were given low 

importance by other groups. Surprisingly, only reward seekers (Factor B) are interested 

in receiving prizes, discounts or coupons. They are not important motives for the others. 

As mentioned by participants, they have “paid for the time” spent at a destination, so 



 

64 
 

 

little prizes or small discounts would not be attractive. The emotional and epistemic 

values added to their travel experiences are more important motives. 
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Figure 3.4: Six types of gamified trip players and demographic information. 
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Table 3.6: Q statements and scores for each factor. 

Q sorts 
Factor Arrays 

A B C D E F 

1. It allows me to explore the destination in an interesting way. 3 2 -2 2 -2 3 

2. I want to know more about the destination. 3 1 0 1 -1 2 

3. I like to complete challenges. -2 2 0 0 3 1 

4. It enables me to immerse myself in the destination and forget my daily life. 0 -2 -2 -1 -2 3 

5. I want to earn a prize (e.g. souvenirs, destination postcards) by playing games. -1 3 -3 -1 0 0 

6. I want to receive a discount or coupon by playing games. 0 3 -3 -2 -2 -2 

7. It enables me to explore the destination in a more engaging way.  2 0 -1 1 1 2 

8. Having a gamified trip would excite me. -1 1 2 -2 3 0 

9. I want to escape from boredom through playing games while traveling. -3 -2 0 -1 0 3 

10. Having a gamified trip would entertain me. -1 0 0 1 1 -1 

11. I want to experience surprises through playing games while traveling. 0 0 0 3 1 2 

12. It lets me gain more knowledge about the destination. 3 2 1 -1 -1 1 

13. I think experiencing augmented reality while traveling  is interesting. 0 -1 1 0 3 1 

14. It enables me to interact with local people. 1 -3 3 -3 0 0 

15. I want to have a sense of achievement through completing challenges of a trip-related game. -2 1 3 -1 1 0 

16. I want to rank high on a scoreboard of a trip-related game. -3 1 1 -3 0 -1 

17. I want to have fun by playing a game while traveling. -1 2 3 2 1 0 

18. I want to experience a customized tour by playing a trip-related game. 1 0 1 0 -3 1 

19. I want to socialize with my friends or family by playing a trip-related game together. 0 -3 -1 0 -3 1 

20. I want to use interactive maps provided by a game app while traveling. 1 3 2 2 0 -1 

21. I want to experience role playing through a trip-related game. -2 0 1 1 -3 -1 

22. It provides suggestions on attractions, restaurants and commercial establishments. 2 1 -1 0 -1 0 

23. I want to share my interesting trip experiences on social media. -1 -3 0 -2 -2 -3 
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24. I like to check off different attractions, hotels and restaurants that I have been to. 1 0 -1 0 0 1 

25. I like to visit a destination by following a storyline. 1 -1 -3 1 2 0 

26. I want to receive instant travel information from service providers. 2 -1 2 -1 0 -1 

27. Gamification enables me to have a better travel experience. 0 -2 -2 2 2 -2 

28. I think scavenger hunting at a destination is interesting. 0 -2 2 3 0 -1 

29. It makes a destination more exciting. 1 0 0 0 2 2 

30. It allows me to explore a destination beyond the popular tourist areas. 2 0 1 1 2 -3 

31. I enjoy competing with others. -2 -1 -1 -3 -1 -2 

32. Gamification makes me more active on a trip. -1 1 -2 -2 -1 -3 

33. I want to receive badges by exploring different places. -3 -1 -1 0 -1 -2 

34. I am curious about a trip-related game. 0 -1 0 3 1 0 
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3.6 Discussion  

This paper conceptualizes and categorizes gamified trips, explores reasons for 

liking or disliking them, proposes 34 motives to take such a trip, and used Q 

methodology to categorize gamified trip players into six types. The majority of 

Generation Xers and the largest segment of Millennials are knowledge collectors, who 

are motivated by the epistemic value of a gamified trip, while Generation Zers have 

relatively diverse interests. In addition to acquiring knowledge, seeking curiosity and 

experiencing excitement are appealing to Generation Zers. This research has both 

theoretical and practical contributions. 

It contributes to understanding the emerging phenomenon of taking a gamified trip. 

It conceptualizes a gamified trip, which sheds light on the boundary of games and 

gamified trips. For example, playing a game unrelated to tourism (e.g. Candy Crush 

Saga or FarmVille) when traveling is not considered a gamified trip because the game 

does not encourage tourist engagement or improve their knowledge of the destination. 

Another case is that playing Pokémon Go per se is not a gamified trip, only if a 

destination dynamically integrates it with a leisure trip, as was the case for Los Angeles, 

Basel, Portland, Norway, and Thailand.  

Thirty-four motivations for taking a gamified trip were proposed to bridge the 

literature gap. As argued by Xu et al. (2016), it is essential to explore whether general 

motivations of game players apply to tourist game players. This paper clearly 

demonstrates the relationship between motivations for gaming, traveling, and taking a 

gamified trip. General motivations are not applicable for the context of gamified trips: 
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Killing time motives people to play video games (Chou & Tsai, 2007); pursuing a healthy 

lifestyle and gaining social prestige (Kim et al., 2015; Wen et al., 2018) motive people to 

travel; however, they are not motivations for taking a gamified trip. It should be noted 

that theories differ with contexts, so previous theoretical foundations for games or other 

types of travel are not applicable for gamified trips. 

This research is the first study investigating the typology of gamified trip players. 

Previous researchers classified video or online game players into different types. As the 

contexts are different, understanding the typology of gamified trip players is necessary. 

Through Q methodology, six types were proposed, including knowledge collectors, 

reward seekers, explorers, curiosity seekers, sensation seekers, and flow experiencers. 

This categorization has some similarities and differences with the previous typologies 

(Bartle, 1996; Hamari & Tuunanen, 2014; Yee, 2006).  

In terms of similarities, explorers in this study are compatible with previous 

research findings (Bartle, 1996; Hamari & Tuunanen, 2014). Explorers are motivated by 

interacting with local people, having fun, and feeling a sense of achievement. Explorers 

of a gamified trip and a video game are very similar in that they like to wander without a 

specific purpose and are not interested in gaining rewards or following a scheduled 

route. The slight difference is that the digital playground of video games turns into 

destinations.  

Knowledge collectors and reward seekers in this research appear to be similar to 

the player type of achievers identified by previous researchers in the domain of video 

games (Bartle, 1996; Hamari & Tuunanen, 2014; Yee, 2007). In this latter context, 

gaining points, advancing levels, or attaining equipment are the concrete measurements 
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of success. However, levels, badges, and virtual objects are not attractive to gamified 

trip players. They want to acquire knowledge about the destination or receive rewards. 

As a result, knowledge collectors and reward seekers are new typologies proposed in 

this research. Knowledge collectors are the dominant gamified trip players as most 

visitors want to learn more about destinations by playing fun games and completing 

challenges, or by reading stories about destinations through virtual reality and 

interactive maps. Reward seekers, who are motivated by prizes and discounts, are the 

second largest group of players. They are more utilitarian as they may not be interested 

in gamified trips per se, but they want to receive tangible rewards, such as souvenirs, 

destination postcards, T-shirts, and discounts, or use the interactive maps offered by 

the gamified trips.   

Flow experiencers are related to the dimension of immersion proposed by Yee 

(2007) and Hamari and Tuunanen (2014). Immersion includes discovery, role-playing, 

customization, and escapism (Yee, 2007). The first subdimension, discovery, may not 

lead to immersion and is classified under the type of explorers in Bartle’s (1996) 

typology. From this perspective, immersion is not consistent with the previous studies 

and may cause some confusion. Therefore, this research proposed a more 

straightforward type, namely flow experiencers, who want to immerse themselves in the 

gamified trip and hope to escape from unhappiness, boredom, or daily routine.  

Curiosity seekers are a type that previous studies have not mentioned. These 

players are motivated by curiosity, going on scavenger hunts, and experiencing 

surprises. As gamified trips are a new phenomenon, some visitors want to try it just out 

of curiosity. Others enjoy having a sense of surprise when they see anything beyond 
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their expectation. A delightful surprise is very essential for customer satisfaction and 

has a great impact on positive word of mouth and repurchase intention (Crotts & 

Magnini, 2011); therefore, offering surprise is very crucial for destination and service 

providers. The game aspects of gamified trips satisfy people’s need for surprises. 

Although Bartle (1996) mentioned that explorers are interested in having games 

surprise them, because of the unique role of curiosity and surprises, curiosity seekers 

are proposed as a separate player type in this research. 

Sensation seekers are another typology that has not been mentioned in previous 

studies. They enjoy thrills when completing challenges and experiencing augmented 

reality. The gamified components add more sensation experiences, such as listening to 

audio and music, viewing virtual reality components, and interacting with game 

characters. All these experiences can bring excitement and trigger positive emotions. 

Sensation seekers are found in gamified trips rather than video games because of the 

important role of gamification in adding sensation values to tourism experiences 

(Wymer, 2010).  

Bartle’s (1996) player type of killers and Hamari and Tuunanen’s (2014) 

domination were not found in this research as visitors do not want to show off or 

demonstrate their superiority by taking a gamified trip. Killers want to win a game and 

see everyone else lose, and dominators are willing to exert control over others. Since 

gamified trips need people to play games at a certain destination instead of playing 

games whenever and wherever, the one-time interaction or short play time may not lead 

people to want to “kill” others or “be dominant” in the game. Although socialization is a 

crucial motivation for playing games (Bartle, 1996; Hamari & Tuunanen, 2014; Yee, 
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2007), gamified trip players attach less importance to it. Taking a trip is already a way to 

spend time with family and friends as well as meet new people, so the game aspects 

will not add much more value in terms of socialization. In addition, taking a gamified trip 

is a relatively short duration while playing a video game (e.g. Dota and League of 

Legends) can last several months and even years. The short time period does not allow 

players to really build enduring relationship with other players. Therefore, people do not 

think socialization can motivate them to take a gamified trip, and thus the six typologies 

do not include socialisers.  

In addition, this paper expanded the use of Q methodology in tourism studies by 

applying it to examine motivation. Motivation is a crucial topic intensively investigated in 

previous research, but exploratory or confirmatory factor analysis seems to be the 

dominant and even the only method to understand motivation (Jang et al., 2009; Kim et 

al., 2015; Li & Cai, 2012; Wen et al., 2018). Q methodology could be a better approach 

as it not only shows the relationship between the characteristics of participants and 

each factor, but also provides a qualitative explanation from the participants’ 

perspectives (Davis & Michell, 2011). It can also overcome some drawbacks of using 

exploratory or confirmatory factor analysis. Participants tend to overstate positive 

answers when completing a Likert scale survey, leading to a lower diversity of items; on 

the other hand, the ranking process of Q methodology is similar to people’s decision-

making process, so it can reflect people’s real attitudes (Havlikova, 2016).   

The framework (Figure 3.2) demonstrates the process of using Q methodology, 

laying a foundation for future studies that wish to use this approach. The Q sort 

statements were developed through multi-sources in this research. In addition to 
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literature, this research analyzed online reviews of gamified trips to further develop Q-

sort statements. It minimizes the risk of missing any important motives. Two-round pilot 

studies ensured the survey and statements are understandable and clear. To collect 

viewpoints from different participants, this research used an online panel to obtain 

information from three age cohorts. All these practices increase research validity and 

set an example for future studies. 

From a practical perspective, the reasons for liking or disliking gamified trips 

provide implications for gamification designers (either DMOs, IT companies, or private 

sectors) on how to design appealing gamified trips. Gamification designers could 

include different levels of challenges or quests (e.g., riddles, quiz questions), interactive 

maps, rewards, and engaging stories to enhance tourist experiences. Badges and 

leaderboards are important for game design but not for gamified trips for visitors who 

pay less attention to virtual achievements or rankings. Augmented reality and scavenger 

hunting are attractive to visitors when they visit some lesser-known destinations, such 

as Wroclaw, Pentati Village, and Denton Village. For popular destinations, visitors often 

have an attraction checklist, so they do not want to sacrifice their time on finding some 

virtual treasures or following a storyline to visit some attractions which are not of interest 

to them. Offering flexibility to visitors with several routes to choose from (e.g., 

adventure, culinary or historic route) is crucial when designing gamified trips as 

scheduled routes may decrease their visit interest. As experiencing destinations is the 

main travel purpose for visitors, gamified trip application designers should have a good 

balance between providing information and allowing visitors to experience the real 

destination. 
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To date, most gamified trips are offered by IT companies, such as Tripadventure, 

Strayboots, and History Hero. Players pay for using these gamified visitor guides as 

software companies need to cover the cost of developing them. It may make visitors 

reluctant to purchase the app because they do not know what experience they can get. 

Additionally, some gamified visitor guides require wifi connection, which means paying 

extra for mobile data. The cost of taking a gamified trip impedes the development of 

gamified trips. DMOs should consider collaborating with software companies by paying 

for the development costs since gamified trips will eventually contribute to the local 

tourism industry. Cheaper or even free gamified trips can attract more visitors to 

participate. For example, partnering with a software company, Visit London offered 

London with Mr. Bean to visitors for free. This game not only brings more visitors to 

London but also tackles overtourism at major sites. Players can win rewards, such as 

discounts, coupons, and free gifts, but they need to redeem these rewards in some 

less-known boroughs, like Wandsworth and Greenwich. Redeeming rewards effectively 

attracts people from the overcrowded tourist areas to other places (Peltier, 2018). Some 

destinations could also utilize their existing destination app and add gamified 

components, as did the Efteling Theme Park which integrated the virtual reality game 

Fairy and the Safe to their digital visitor guide app. Once this game is no longer 

attractive to visitors, they can add other games. It not only remains the basic function of 

a visitor guide, but also makes the experiences of visiting the theme park diversified.  

This study also provides insights into the target market segments. Generation Xers 

and Millennials are motivated by learning history and stories about destinations, so 
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gamification designers and DMOs should add epistemic values when targeting these 

two cohorts. In addition to being knowledge collectors, Generation Zers are sensation 

seekers, who like experiencing augmented reality and completing challenges. If DMOs 

want to attract Generation Zers, they should integrate both into a gamified trip app. 

Proper challenges should be provided since some tasks may bring potential problems 

for destinations (e.g. taking a photo with a policeman in Strayboots). The findings also 

indicate that gamification designers should offer scavenger hunts to visitors whose 

highest education level is high school as they prefer this kind of game. 

Some common interests across the six types provide suggestions on how to 

satisfy all players. Experiencing surprises and feeling excited are two crucial motives, so 

gamification designers should use games to offer instant travel information and provide 

surprises to go beyond visitors’ expectation. For instance, visitors can take a photo with 

the virtual Shakespeare and print it at the souvenir store for free through the gamified 

trip, Eye Shakespeare. It greatly enhances the visitor experience. Despite receiving 

rewards motivates some visitors to take a gamified trip, they are not deemed the most 

important except by reward seekers. Using game mechanics to allow visitors to learn 

more about the destination and explore it in an interesting way should be the priority. 

3.7 Limitation and future research 

Despite its contribution to the existing literature, this study is not free of limitations. 

First, being exploratory, the study recruited online panel participants heavily from 

Canada and thus it is recommended that future studies need to expand the research by 

targeting visitors from different cultures such as US, EU countries, Korea, Japan, and 
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China. These countries are technologically advanced and have a large number of game 

players and could be the target markets for gamified trips since this research found that 

game players are more likely to be attracted by this type of trip. The motivations of 

those countries’ gamified trip players might differ from those of Canadians. Previous 

research has supported that culture impacts gaming motivations as well as travel 

motivations (Botelho, Hirsch, & Rutström, 2000; Jönsson & Devonish, 2008), so it is 

essential to understand whether culture influences motivations when visitors take a 

gamified trip. The results will add more insights into the preferences of different 

geographic markets. 

This research has not considered the factor of lifecycle (e.g. single, married, 

married with children etc.), which could have an impact on people’s motivations. In the 

interviews, people who have children are especially attracted by a gamified trip because 

they think it will enable their children to get involved in trips and gain more knowledge. 

Gamification has been widely used in the education field. Gamified trips could provide 

children with more meaningful and educational tourist experiences. Therefore, future 

studies could test what motives people who have children to take a gamified trip. 

Overall, gamification is an emerging technology for the travel industry. More efforts 

should be put into understanding the use of such technology in tourist marketing 

practices and tourism product design as it could offer different customer touchpoints 

and travel experiences. The digital platform, virtual objects, interactive maps, instant 

message, role play, and other components of this advanced technology application 

make gamified trips different from traditional trips. This research focuses on examining 

the motivations for taking gamified trips. Other research topics, such as the value co-
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creation of stakeholders of gamified trips, the important components and the effects of a 

gamified trip on wellbeing could be discussed and investigated in future studies.    

 

Note: A revised version of this paper was published in Tourism Management, 

Volume 78, June 2020 (DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2019.104074). 
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4 Chapter 4 The Effect of Gamified Information on Destination 
Image and Visit Intention: Flow Experience as a Mediator   

4.1 Introduction 

Travel information is an important way to promote destinations and increase visit 

intention. The appealing content delivered in the travel information informs people about 

the benefits of traveling to a destination. It consciously and unconsciously influences 

people’s perceived image of a destination and trip decisions (Jeong, 2009; Jeong, 

Holland, Jun, & Gibson, 2012). Despite the importance of the content, the formats of 

information presentation play a crucial role in attracting people’s attention and 

stimulating their reading interest. DMOs have typically used texts about destinations 

accompanied by pictures in brochures and websites. However, traditional formats of 

information presentation (e.g. text and pictures) often fail to trigger people’s curiosity or 

to effectively convey the advantages of using a product or service (Wood & Lynch, Jr., 

2002).  

One novel format designed to reduce boredom associated with the text format is 

the employment of game mechanics (Müller-Stewens et al., 2017). DMOs have 

integrated game mechanics, such as rewards and challenges, with travel information to 

attract prospective tourists. For example, Tourism Toronto (Canada) designed a 

gamified website, Yo Toronto, to show tourist attractions in an engaging and interesting 

way: it includes cartoon pictures, match games, Jurassic puzzles, and quiz games. 

Another example is Destination Ontario’s (Canada) gamified advertisement, Where Am 

I. Instead of offering the images of the province’s landmark attractions in the video, the 

advertisement showed a series of photos and invited audience to guess where it is.  
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There is no doubt that gamified information attracted much more attention from 

consumers than previous campaigns. For instance, more than 30,000 people 

participated in guessing Where Am I, and it pulled in over 2.6 million views in 12 days 

(Martin, 2016). However, the effect of gamified information on people’s perception and 

behavioural intention have not been investigated adequately. Even though several 

previous studies discussed that gamification can encourage customer engagement 

(Blohm & Leimeister, 2013) and improve brand awareness (Xu et al., 2017), those 

studies were theoretical in nature and only a small number of empirical studies have 

been conducted (Hamari & Koivisto, 2015; Müller-Stewens et al., 2017). Additionally, 

gamifying the tourism and hospitality context is not always associated with benefits; 

some drawbacks should be taken into consideration. Gamification needs IT teams and 

resources to create an effective and high-quality game that people would like to play, so 

service providers need to collaborate with an experienced vendor. The whole process 

could be expensive and requires extra efforts from the service providers (Richardson, 

2013). Additionally, poorly designed gamified cases can significantly affect players’ 

willingness to participate in the gamified context and even jeopardize the user 

experience (Laskowski, 2013).  

Another gap in previous studies is that the mechanism behind how gamified travel 

information affects destination image change and behavioural intention has not been 

examined yet. Inadequate investigation of this mechanism may pose obstacles to 

understanding the impact of gamification and designing effective gamified contexts. 

Researchers argue that playing games will lead people to experience flow and in turn 

result in positive outcomes, such as brand awareness (Vashisht & Royne, 2016) and 
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purchase intention (Bittner & Schipper, 2014). Therefore, this research will use 

experimental design to investigate whether flow experience impacts the effect of 

gamified travel information. 

Overall, although advantages of gamified formats in DMO tourism information 

have been discussed, there is little empirical research on its effectiveness. Furthermore, 

there is little research about mechanisms that explain the superior effect of a gamified 

versus a traditional information format. The current research was conducted in order to 

address these gaps. This led to the following research objectives: 

• To examine whether gamified travel information increases people’s flow 

experience 

• To examine whether gamified travel information leads to greater destination 

image change, willingness to search for more information, and visit intention 

• To investigate the mediating role of flow for the effect of gamified travel 

information on people’s destination image change, willingness to search for 

more information, and visit intention 

4.2 Literature review  

4.2.1 Gamified information 

Gamification is “the use of game design elements in non-game contexts” 

(Deterding et al., 2011, p. 2). It has been widely used to raise brand awareness, 

improve service quality, and enhance information presentation in marketing contexts 

(Adukaite & Cantoni, 2016; Baptista & Oliveira, 2017; Bittner & Schipper, 2014). 

Gamified information is conceptualized as “the use of games as vehicle for conveying 
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information” (Müller-Stewens et al., 2017, p. 9). The key characteristic of gamified 

information is that people can actively interact with the information through game play. 

Gamified information not only shows the information of tourist attractions, but also offers 

an engaging gaming experience. 

DMOs have adopted different types of games, such as quiz games, match games, 

Jurassic puzzles, and spotting games, to gamify travel information and engage 

prospective tourists. Despite a variety of game types employed, the most commonly 

used game mechanics are challenges and rewards (Table 4.1). Challenges refer to 

need for players to take part in a contest, answer questions (Adukaite & Cantoni, 2016), 

or achieve a task by overcoming specific obstacles (Poncin et al., 2017), while rewards 

stand for incentives (e.g., monetary rewards, prizes) that players can receive by 

completing a game (Biel, 2016; Hyla, 2015). Challenge is important for gamified travel 

information because the uncertainty of the game outcomes keeps players curious and 

the interaction engages players (Csikszentmihaly, 1990). When players feel a good 

balance between their skills and challenges, they are likely to feel enjoyment and 

concentrate more on the information (Li, Meng, Tian, Zhang, & Xiao, 2019; Müller-

Stewens et al., 2017). In addition to challenges, some DMOs have used rewards to 

amplify the attractiveness of gamified travel information. According to Vroom’s 

expectancy theory (1964), people are willing to put more effort into completing a task if 

desirable rewards are provided.  

Gamified travel information not only offers a gaming experience, but also helps 

DMOs better understand which tourist spots are more attractive to prospective tourists. 

Another advantage of gamification is that when players participate in games, the 
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answers they submit (e.g., their favourable attractions and interested events) may be 

analyzed to give insights about tourists’ preferences for activities available in a certain 

destination. For example, through Ontario Colourful Spring Tour, Destination Ontario 

learned that the Ottawa Tulip Festival and Toronto Sakura Blossoms were favoured by 

prospective tourists.  

Table 4.1: Examples of gamified travel information. 

Organization or 

companies 
Gamification examples Game mechanics 

Destination Ontario Where Am I: People were invited to play a riddle game 

and guess which destination Where Am I is 

describing. They could answer the open-ended 

questions on WhereAmI.com and browse travel 

information. 

Challenges 

 

Fantastic Ontario Family Trip: People were invited to 

answer online multiple-choices questions to create 

customized family vacation itineraries and browse 

travel information.  

Challenges 
 

Ontario Colourful Spring Tour: This gamified travel 

information offered a story narrative. People could 

explore four Ontario spring experiences (i.e. Ottawa 

Tulip Festival, Toronto Sakura Blossoms, Niagara Fall 

Butterfly Museum, and Blue Mountain Village) and 

shared their favourite destinations on social media to 

win printed game gifts. 

Rewards 

Tourism Toronto Yo Toronto: This is a gamified travel information 

website for kids. Kids can browse the interactive map, 

play different kinds of games (e.g., match games, 

Jurassic puzzle, roller coaster maze, and quiz games) 

and know fun facts about the attractions in Toronto. 
 

Challenges  

The Spanish Tourism 

Institute 

(TURESPAÑA) 

How much do you know about Spain?: This is a 

multiple-choice quiz game. People are invited to 

guess 16 fun facts about Spanish cuisine, arts, and 

tourist attractions. The website shows the correct 

answers and provides travel information for players to 

learn more about Spain. 

Challenges 

Commission for the 

Promotion of Peru for 

Exports and Tourism 

(PROMPERÚ) 

Wings of Peru (Discover the Birds of Peru): People 

are invited to find the birds hidden in the pictures of 

Peru, win a free trip to the country, read stories about 

Challenges and 

rewards 
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amazing bird species, and learn about how the Nature 

Conservancy is working to preserve Peruvian habitats.  

The London Pass Which London attraction should I visit?: This is a quiz 

game followed by the travel information of London 

attractions. Through completing quiz questions, 

people receive suggestions about which London 

attraction they should visit as well as related travel 

information. 

Challenges 

 

 

 

In addition to gamified information, DMOs also use text-based or question-and-

answer (Q & A) formatted information to introduce attractions and travel tips. Text-

based versions present travel information in plain text and pictures, and is used 

frequently by marketers. Q & A formatted travel information is presented as a series of 

questions and answers, which aim to stimulate the interest of readers and make the 

information more readable (Abbott, n.d.; Israel, 2009). For example, Visit Britain lists 

several questions that prospective tourists may ask and includes answers right after 

each question. For instance, it asks, “Does it really rain all the time?” and introduces the 

amounts of sunshine and rain in London. This pair of Q & A makes the information more 

interesting and triggers readers’ curiosity. 

Although both gamified (e.g., quiz games) and Q & A formatted travel information 

include questions, they have significant differences: Gamified information requires 

players to complete challenges, guess the answers, and take actions, such as submit 

their responses and receive feedback. The challenges and interactions make people 

active in reading the information. Differently, Q & A formatted information presents 

questions and answers at the same time, so there is no challenge and interaction. As 

people do not really participate in guessing the answers, they are still passive readers. 
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Researchers have argued that the formats of information presentation will 

significantly influence persuasion outcomes (McGuire, 1968). Therefore, this research 

will examine the effect of text-based, Q & A formatted, and gamified travel information 

on people’s perceived destination image, willingness to search for information, and visit 

intention. It will bridge the previous literature gap as no known research has compared 

the differences among these three important formats of travel information. 

4.2.2 Flow theory 

Flow is defined as “the holistic sensation that people feel when they act with total 

involvement” (Csikszentmihalyi, 1977, p.36), and it is “a psychological state in which the 

person feels simultaneously cognitively efficient, motivated, and happy” (Moneta & 

Csikszentmihalyi, 1996, p.277). The three dimensions of flow include concentration, 

enjoyment, and curiosity: concentration refers to people being fully involved in an 

activity; enjoyment highlights people’s intrinsic interests and their psychological state of 

having pleasure; while curiosity stands for the desire to acquire new knowledge or new 

sensory experience (Ghani & Deshpande, 1994; Litman & Spielberger, 2003; Renard, 

2013; Trevino & Webster, 1992). When individuals are in a flow state or have a flow 

experience, they will enjoy participating in activities or completing tasks without any 

external rewards.  

The flow theory emphasizes that the context is an important factor that influences 

to what extent individuals get involved in an activity and have flow experience (Ghani & 

Deshpande, 1994). Flow commonly appears in interactive contexts, such as playing 

games (Renard, 2013) and learning (Chang, Liang, Chou, & Lin, 2017). The 

antecedents of flow include adopting a clear goal, receiving instant feedback, and 
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experiencing challenges that match skills (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). People are said to 

have a flow experience when they have a good balance between the perceived 

challenges of the task and their perceived skills (Csikszentmihalyi, 1977).  

The challenges embedded in an advertisement or information can generate a flow 

experience, so gamification has been treated as a marketing innovation (Hsu & Chen, 

2018b). The interaction with gamified information encourages players to participate and 

results in their engagement and concentration (Burke, 2014; Negruşa et al., 2015), and 

the process of solving challenges brings a sense of curiosity and enjoyment (Huotari & 

Hamari, 2012). Since gamification results in higher concentration, curiosity and 

enjoyment than other formats – three important dimensions of flow –, it is likely that 

gamification elicits greater flow experiences. And thus, this research proposes that: 

H1: Gamified travel information will result in a higher flow experience than text-

based or Q & A formatted travel information.  

Researchers have argued that gamification has a positive effect on attitude and 

perception (Huotari & Hamari, 2012; Witt, Scheiner, & Robra-Bissantz, 2011). Gamified 

contexts offer fun and interesting experiences, motivating people to participate in them 

(Huotari & Hamari, 2012). The increased engagement and efforts make the information 

more memorable which in turn influences people’s perception and attitude (McGuire, 

1968; Wang, 2006). Therefore, gamified information will lead to positive attitudes toward 

the destination (Jeong, 2009; MacKay & Fesenmaier, 1997).  

The flow generated by gamified information can motivate people to process 

messages and change people’s perception (Loewenstein, 1994; Müller-Stewens et al., 

2017). When people feel a good balance between their skills and challenges, they may 
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engage in the gamified context and have a flow experience (Csikszentmihalyi, 1996), 

which leads them to allocate more cognitive resources for solving challenges and 

remembering the information (Burke, 2014; Müller-Stewens et al., 2017; Rappaport, 

2007). Since people perceive and remember more positive information about the 

destination, the information will effectively change people’s perceived destination image 

(Bojanic, 1991; MacKay & Fesenmaier, 1997). Therefore, compared with either the text 

or the Q & A format, the gamified format generates a greater flow experience among 

participants, which in turn leads to forming a more positive destination image. This leads 

to the following hypotheses: 

H2a: The gamified format will lead to a significantly better perceived destination 

image than either the text-based or the Q & A format.  

H2b: The flow experience mediates a more positive destination image obtained 

through the gamified format compared with either the text-based or the Q & A format. 

Additionally, researchers have argued that gamified information will increase 

people’s information acquisition (Lee, 2019), innovation adoption (Müller-Stewens et al., 

2017), and purchase intention (Bittner & Shipper, 2014; Shang & Lin, 2013). In the 

tourism context, engaging and interesting travel information enhances people’s 

perceived advantages of traveling to the destination, thereby increasing their intention to 

search for more information about the attractions (Ho, Lin, & Chen, 2012) and visit 

intention (Jeong, 2009; Molinillo, Liébana-Cabanillas, Anaya-Sánchez, & Buhalis, 2018). 

As argued by McGuire (1968), the engaging information will lead people to be 

persuaded and behave in line with the message argument. Researchers have argued 
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that gamified information or ads, as a type of experiential marketing, will have stronger 

effects on attitude change and behavioural intention than the traditional formats of 

information (Luo, Chen, Ching, & Liu, 2011). 

The flow experience generated through the gamified format will lead to greater 

willingness to search for more information. The gamified information makes people 

engage in completing the questions and raise their curiosity about the answers. This 

curiosity, as a part of flow experiences, reminds individuals of their knowledge gaps and 

stimulates their interest in processing new messages (Loewenstein, 1994; Trevino & 

Webster, 1992). As a result, individuals will search for more information to satisfy their 

curiosity and to fill their knowledge gap (Park, Mahony, Kim, & Kim, 2015). Therefore, 

this research proposes the following hypotheses: 

H3a: The gamified format will result in significantly greater willingness to search for 

more information about the destination than either the text-based or the Q & A format.  

H3b: The flow experience mediates greater willingness to search for more 

information obtained in the gamified format compared with either the text-based or the 

Q & A format. 

In addition to the positive effect of gamified information on intention (Bittner & 

Shipper, 2014; Shang & Lin, 2013), flow has been argued as a mediator between the 

formats of information presentation and intention (Cho & Kim, 2012). From the 

perspective of experiential marketing, game mechanics may engage consumers in a 

personal way and more effectively advocate the benefits of a product or service, and 

thus people will have stronger purchase intentions (Luo et al., 2011; Müller-Stewen et 

al., 2017). Since researchers argue that gamified information or gamified 
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advertisements could help marketers to increase customers’ purchase intention, 

gamified travel information may also effectively impact people’s visit intention (Mucollari 

& Samokhin, 2017).  

H4a: The gamified format will result in significantly higher intention to visit the 

destination than either the text-based or the Q & A format. 

H4b: The flow experience mediates higher intention to visit the destination 

obtained in the gamified format compared with either the text-based or the Q & A 

format. 

4.3 Method 

4.3.1 Design and development of stimulus materials 

This research used the travel information of London and Vienna as research 

contexts. Using two cities ensured that the stronger effect of gamified vs text-based or 

Q & A formatted travel information is not specific to one destination. Additionally, this 

research used asking questions and requiring answers as the main component of the 

gamified format, which is a common way to gamify travel information by DMOs (e.g., 

Destination Ontario, Tourism Toronto, TURESPAÑA, and The London Pass).  

To test the effect of the designed gamified context, a pilot study was conducted. 

Fourteen participants were invited to play the gamified information, which was a 

multiple-choice quiz game. Since they had not visited the attractions before, participants 

found it difficult to answer these questions. They suggested some clues should be 

provided so that they can enjoy guessing answers. Therefore, some clues were 

embedded in the quiz games. For example, the weight of Big Ben’s bell is introduced 

before people are invited to answer the related quiz question. Even though they are 
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exposed to the introduction, they still need to think about the question, retrieve the 

information from their memory, and make an effort to answer the question correctly 

(Figure 4.2). Overall, the revised condition lowered the difficulty of challenges as clues 

were included. This change reflected that the level of challenges should match players’ 

skills.  

The main purpose of this research was to compare the differences between three 

types of format for travel information: text-based, Q & A, and gamified information. As 

London and Vienna were used as cases to examine the different effects, their 

appearance sequence in each condition was also examined to exclude the influence of 

different appearance sequence. A 3 (travel information format: text-based, Q & A, and 

gamified information) × 2 (sequence of the travel information of London and Vienna) 

between-subjects experimental design was conducted. For one-half of the participants, 

the travel information about London and related questions were presented first, followed 

by the travel information about Vienna and related questions. This order was inverted 

for the other half of the participants.  

Based on the discussion with a panel of tourism experts, each website contained 

three historical attractions, one natural attraction, and one man-made attraction. The 

manipulated website of London had Tower of London, Big Ben, Tower Bridge, Hyde 

Park, and London Eye while that of Vienna contained Schönbrunn Palace, Belvedere 

Palace, Spanish Riding School, Volksgarten, and Prater. These attractions did not only 

cover diverse categories of famous tourist spots in each city but also allowed the survey 

to be of a reasonable length. To manipulate different conditions, Wix.com was used to 

present travel information and to construct experimental stimuli. All the travel 
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information was from the official travel websites: London (https://www.visitlondon.com/) 

and Vienna (https://www.wien.info/en). The website design (e.g., navigation bar, logo) 

was made similar to that of official travel websites.  

The manipulated text-based travel information had a website of the introduction of 

five London attractions and a website of the introduction of five Vienna attractions. One 

example is shown on the left of Figure 4.1. The Q & A formatted travel information had 

the same introduction but two questions and answers were added to each attraction 

(Figure 4.1, Right). As this format presented questions and answers on the same page, 

it did not pose any challenges to readers. Lacking challenges and interaction was a 

difference between the Q & A formatted and gamified travel information. The gamified 

travel information was quiz challenges: players were invited to guess the attraction 

depicted in the picture and answer the True or False questions (Figure 4.2). Once 

players completed the challenge game, a score showed how many questions they had 

answered correctly. Asking readers to guess the answers was crucial to gamification 

because it nudged people to think about the information, made them curious about the 

answers, and gave them enjoyment if they answered questions correctly. The other 

conditions had the same content but the Vienna website was presented to the 

participants first and then the London one. 

https://www.visitlondon.com/
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Figure 4.1: The conditions of text-based and Q & A formatted travel information. 
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Figure 4.2: The gamified travel information  

In addition to the first pilot study, two-round pilot studies were conducted to 

improve the design of the conditions and questionnaire. In the second pilot study, 16 

participants reviewed all six conditions and completed survey questions followed by a 

short interview. They were asked their opinions of the different conditions and made 

suggestions regarding the content. Participants thought the gamified information was 

more interesting and interactive compared to the text-based and Q & A formats. The 

clues made engaged them in playing the quiz games and they enjoyed learning more 

about the destinations. It also enhanced their perceived image of London and Vienna, 

making them want to visit these two cities in the near future. 

The third pilot study tested the effects of the manipulated conditions. The surveys 

were distributed through Dynata. This online panel was also used in the formal data 

collection later. Using the same platform to distribute surveys reduced the discrepancy 
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of different respondent pools. Forty-eight respondents were randomly assigned to one 

of the six conditions and asked to complete the survey. One open-ended question was 

included at the end: “This is a pilot study. Have you noticed anything strange or 

problematic in the questions? I will improve the survey based on your suggestions.” It 

allows the researchers to identify potential issues and further improve the questionnaire. 

The results of the 48 respondents had good reliability, and the format of travel 

information was a significant factor influencing the effect of the information. The pilot 

study had satisfactory results and respondents had no concerns about the 

questionnaire. 

4.3.2 Participants and procedure 

For the formal data collection, the online panel company Dynata was used to 

recruit participants. This approach allows researchers to set demographic and 

screening criteria to reach the targeting participants. Studies report that Millennials and 

Generation Z are digital natives and more interested in gamified products or services 

(Bittner & Schipper, 2014; Skinner et al., 2018). Therefore, Millennials (born between 

1980-1995) and Generation Zers (born between 1996 and the late 2000s) were invited 

to participate in this research (Stergiou et al., 2018; Zopiatis et al., 2012). Since London 

and Vienna were the cases, people who had already visited these two cities were 

screened out.  

The respondents were randomly assigned to one of the six conditions: 3 (travel 

information format: text-based, Q & A formatted, and gamified version) × 2 (sequence of 

the travel information of London and Vienna). For example, participants were presented 

with a website for the first destination (e.g., London), which may take the text format, 
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Q&A format or gamified format.  After they read or interacted with the information, they 

were asked to answer a series of questions about their flow experience, changes in 

their image of the destination, their willingness to search for more information, and their 

intention to visit the destination. Participants were then presented with the identical and 

set of questions for the second destination as for the first one. At the end of the survey, 

they indicated their education level, birth year, and gender.  

To ensure that participants read the websites of London and Vienna, two 

verification questions were included: How many attractions are introduced on the 

website of London/Vienna? If participants did not answer correctly, they were screened 

out from this research. In addition, two reverse worded items were used to eliminate 

acquiescence bias. If participants had contradictory answers, their responses were 

removed from the data. This research recruited 336 participants in total, but 36 of them 

were excluded because of the poor quality of responses. The final dataset has 300 valid 

responses, evenly split by gender. 

4.3.3 Measures  

The measurement of flow (i.e., concentration, perceived enjoyment, and curiosity), 

perceived learning, change in destination image, willingness to search for more 

information, and visit intention were derived from literature and adapted to the topic of 

this research (Table 4.2). Participants were asked to indicate the level of flow they 

experienced, specifically, concentration, perceived enjoyment, and curiosity, using a 7-

point scale.  
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Table 4.2: Measurement of constructs. 

Constructs Sources 

Flow  

Concentration 

I was absorbed intensively in reading the travel information. 

My attention was focused on the travel information. 

I concentrated fully on the travel information. 

I was deeply engaged in reading the travel information. 

Koufaris (2002) 

Perceived enjoyment 

Reading the travel information was interesting. 

Reading the travel information was enjoyable. 

Reading the travel information was fun. 

Reading the travel information was exciting. 

Koufaris (2002) 

Curiosity 

I was curious about the attractions when I read the travel information. 

I was interested in the attractions when I read the travel information. 

I was excited when I read the travel information. 

The travel information stimulated my curiosity. 

Hill, Fombelle, and 

Sirianni (2016) 

Destination image change (DIC) 

My knowledge about London/Vienna changed after I read the travel 

information. 

My feeling about London/Vienna changed after I read the travel 

information. 

I have a different perception of London/Vienna after I read the travel 

information. 

San Martin and Rodriguez 

del Bosque (2008);  

Li, Pan, Zhang, and Smith 

(2009) 

Willingness to search for more information (WSI) 

This website nudged me to search for more information about 

London/Vienna. 

I would like to search for more information about London/Vienna. 

I will search for more information about London/Vienna. 

Brucks (1985) 

Visit intention (VI) 

This website nudged me to plan a trip to London/Vienna. 

I plan to visit London/Vienna in the next three years. 

I hope to visit London/Vienna in the next three years. 

I will visit London/Vienna in the next three years. 

Beatty and Ferrell (1998) 
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4.3.4 Data analysis 

First, the responses to London and Vienna were separated into two datasets. The 

format of travel information and the appearance sequence of London and Vienna were 

coded as two categorical variables. Second, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was 

conducted to examine the reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity of the 

four constructs including flow, destination image change (DIC), willingness to search for 

more information (WSI), and visit intention (VI). Third, the mean values of the items 

were calculated to represent constructs, and these values were compared using 3 × 2 

ANCOVA with education level, age, and gender as covariates to test whether the 

formats of information and the appearance sequence of London and Vienna influenced 

people’s flow, destination image change, willingness to search for more information, and 

visit intention. Lastly, the mediating effect of flow and the relationships among the 

constructs were examined using Mplus. 

4.4 Results 

4.4.1 Measurement model 

CFA was used to assess the adequacy of the measures for flow, DIC, WSI, and 

VI, for the London data and the Vienna data, separately. Flow was measured as a 

secondary order construct, under which first-order factors, namely, concentration, 

perceived enjoyment, and curiosity. The CFA results show that the constructs have 

good composite reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity. For the London 

dataset, flow, DIC, WSI, and VI constructs had satisfactory composite reliabilities based 

on calculation: the smallest reliability was 0.889, which is above the cut-off point of 0.7. 

The average variance extracted values (AVEs) of flow, DIC, WSI, and VI were 0.890, 
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0.839, 0.869, and 0.877, respectively. They were all greater than 0.5, showing good 

convergent validity. Additionally, as the smallest square roots of AVE (√𝐴𝑉𝐸𝐷𝐼𝐶 = 0.916) 

was larger than any correlation between two constructs, discriminant validity was 

achieved (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). For the Vienna dataset, all four constructs also 

had satisfactory composite reliabilities: 0.893 was the smallest one. The AVEs of flow, 

DIC, WSI, and VI were 0.873, 0.807, 0.838, and 0.888, respectively, suggesting good 

convergent validity. Additionally, the smallest square root of AVE (√𝐴𝑉𝐸𝐷𝐼𝐶 = 0.898) was 

larger than any correlation between two constructs, indicating discriminant validity was 

achieved (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). 

These measurement models for the two destinations also had good fit indices. The 

goodness of fit index (GFI), incremental fit index (IFI), and normed fit index (NFI) all 

exceeded 0.9; the comparative fit index (CFI) was over 0.93; the RMSEA was less than 

0.1 (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). Since the sample size of this study was greater than 

200 and although the chi-square was significant (p < 0.001), the other indices indicated 

the measurement model was good.  

4.4.2 Mean values and comparisons 

The constructs in the models had good composite reliability, convergent validity, 

and discriminant validity, so each construct (i.e., flow, DIC, WSI, and VI) was 

represented by a one-index score. This research compared the mean values of the four 

constructs in the six conditions to examine the impacts of formats and appearance 

sequence of London and Vienna. Table 4.3 shows an overview of the mean values and 

standard deviations for the variables.  
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A two-way ANCOVA was conducted to analyze whether the means were 

significantly different based on the three formats (i.e., text-based, Q & A formatted, and 

gamified) and the appearance sequence of London and Vienna. The impact of the 

sequence of the cities, as well as, the effect of the interaction between information 

format and sequence were not significant. The covariates, including education level, 

age, and gender were also not significant.   

Based on the ANCOVA analysis, the formats had a significant main effect on flow: 

F(2, 291) = 83.933, p < 0.001 for London; F(2, 291) = 80.278, p < 0.001 for Vienna. 

Specifically, as shown in the mean comparisons in Table 4.3., participants who received 

gamified information had significantly higher flow compared to the participants who read 

text-based or Q & A formatted information. Thus, H1 was supported. 

The formats had a significant main effect on perceived destination image: F(2, 

291) = 38.732, p < 0.001 for London; F(2, 291) = 37.001, p < 0.001 for Vienna. 

Specifically, gamified information also led to a significantly greater increase in perceived 

destination image than the other formats of information. Thus, H2a was supported. 

Additionally, the formats had a significant main effect on willingness to search for 

more information about the destination: F(2, 291) = 46.013, p < 0.001 for London; F(2, 

300) = 35.057, p < 0.001 for Vienna. Specifically, the gamified format resulted in 

significantly greater willingness to search for more information about the destination 

compared to the text-based and Q & A formats. Thus, H3a was supported.  

Lastly, The formats had a significant main effect on intention to visit the 

destination: F(2, 291) = 21.997, p < 0.001 for London; F(2, 291) = 17.225, p < 0.001 for 

Vienna. The gamified format led to significantly higher intention to visit the destination, 
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London: F(2, 291) = 21.997, p < 0.001, Vienna: F(2, 291) = 17.225, p < 0.001, than the 

text-based and Q & A formats. Thus, H4a was supported.   

The constructs in the text-based travel information had the lowest mean values, 

indicating that compared to the other two formats, the text-based version had the least 

effect. As this research adopts a 7-point scale, the midpoint value is 4. Some mean 

values were less than 4 in the text-based condition, indicating that respondents 

disagreed that the text-based travel information increased their willingness to search for 

more information and intention to visit the destination. 

Table 4.3: Mean values, standardized deviations, and p-values. 

City and constructs 
Text-based  

information 

Q & A formatted 

information 

Gamified  

information 

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

London       

Flow 4.386a 0.979 5.375b 0.749 5.904c 0.732 

Destination image change 4.290a 1.099 4.820b 1.023 4.906c 1.175 

Willingness to search for more information 3.987a 1.417 4.725b 1.164 5.680c 0.976 

Visit intention 3.530a 1.509 4.275b 1.452 4.995c 1.452 

Vienna       

Flow 4.162a 1.165 5.233b 0.830 5.887c 0.832 

Destination image change 4.325a 1.264 4.850b 1.058 5.690c 1.022 

Willingness to search for more information 3.992a 1.371 4.820b 1.213 5.580c 1.026 

Visit intention 3.360a 1.453 3.875a 1.452 4.695b 1.610 

Note:  7-point scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree; comparison based on Bonferroni, a, b, c 

stands for significance at 0.05 level 

 

4.4.3 Mediation models 

A mediation analysis was conducted to investigate whether flow mediates the 

effects of gamified information compared to text-based or Q & A formatted information 
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on DIC, WSI, and VI (i.e., H2b, H3b, H4b). The datasets of London and Vienna were 

analyzed in Mplus.  

Preacher and Hayes’ (2004) bootstrapping method was used to test mediation, 

and 500 times of bootstrapping were used. The mediation hypothesis for the effects of 

gamified versus text-based travel information for London on DIC, WSI, and VI was 

examined first (See Figure 4.3 for estimates of the paths). Compared with the text-

based format, gamified travel information significantly increased flow experience (β = 

0.662, p < 0.001), and then flow had a statistically positive effect on DIC (β = 0.624, p < 

0.001), WSI (β = 0.712, p < 0.001), and VI (β = 0.397, p < 0.001). 

As shown in Figure 4.3, once flow was entered as a mediator, direct effects of 

gamified versus text-based travel information on DIC and WSI were not significant 

(Figure 4.3). The bootstrapping analyses (Preacher & Hayes, 2004) provided the point 

estimate of the indirect path from the gamified versus text format comparison on each of 

the three dependent variables and its 95% confidence interval (CI). The mediation path 

to DIC via flow was estimated to be 0.414 with 95% CI [0.326, 0.501]. It should be noted 

that 95% confidence interval not including zero indicates that the mediation path is 

significantly different from zero at p < 0.05. Similarly, the mediation path to WSI via flow 

was estimated to be 0.472 with 95% CI [0.386, 0.558]). These findings indicate that flow 

fully mediated the gamified versus text-based format comparison on DIC and WSI. 

Differently, the direct effect of gamified versus text-based travel information on VI was 

still significant (p < 0.05) after flow was entered, so flow was a partial mediator for this 

effect. The mediation path to VI via flow was estimated to be 0.263 with 95% CI [0.173, 

0.353]). 95% confidence interval did not include zero, which indicates that the mediation 
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path is significantly different from zero at p < 0.05. These findings provided support to 

the mediation hypotheses for the gamified versus text format comparison for the London 

data. 

The same approach was used to test the mediation hypothesis (See Figure 4.4 for 

estimates of the paths). Compared with the text-based format, gamified travel 

information led to a significantly higher flow experience (β = 0.650, p < 0.001), which 

resulted in greater DIC (β = 0.721, p < 0.001), WIC (β = 0.746, p < 0.001), and VI (β = 

0.486, p < 0.001).  

When flow was entered as a mediator, direct effects of gamified versus text-based 

travel information on DIC, WSI, and VI were all not significant (Figure 4.4). Flow was a 

full mediator of the effects of gamified versus text-based travel information for Vienna 

according to the results of bootstrapping analyses (Preacher & Hayes, 2004). The 

mediation paths to DIC, WSI, and VI via flow were estimated to be: 0.469, with 95% CI 

[0.395, 0.542]; 0.485 with 95% CI [0.415, 0.554]); and 0.316 with 95% CI [0.235, 0.397], 

respectively. It should be noted that 95% confidence interval not including zero indicates 

that the mediation path is significantly different from zero at p < 0.05. These findings 

provided support to the mediation hypotheses for the gamified versus text format 

comparison for the Vienna data. 
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Figure 4.3: Flow as a mediator on the effect of gamified versus text-based information for London.  

 

Figure 4.4: Flow as a mediator on the effect of gamified versus text-based information for Vienna.  

The mediation hypotheses for the effects of gamified vs Q & A formatted travel 

information for London and Vienna on DIC, WSI, and VI were examined (See Figure 4.5 

and Figure 4.6 for estimates of the paths). Compared with the Q & A format, gamified 

travel information led to significantly higher flow experiences (London: β = 0.340, p < 

0.001; Vienna: β = 0.366, p < 0.001), which resulted in greater DIC (London: β = 0.525, 

p < 0.001; Vienna: β = 0.503, p < 0.001), WIC (London: β = 0.485, p < 0.001; Vienna: β 

= 0.487, p < 0.001), and VI (London: β = 0.220, p < 0.01; Vienna: β = 0.168, p < 0.05). 
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As shown in Figure 4.5 and Figure 4.6, once flow was entered as a mediator, 

direct effects of gamified versus Q & A formatted travel information for London and 

Vienna on DIC, WSI, and VI were still significant. The bootstrapping analyses (Preacher 

& Hayes, 2004) showed that the mediation path to DIC via flow was estimated to be 

0.178 with 95% CI [0.117, 0.240] for London and 0.410 with 95% CI [0.275, 0.546] for 

Vienna. Similarly, the mediation path to WSI via flow was estimated to be 0.165 with 

95% CI [0.108, 0.222] for London and 0.420 with 95% CI [0.269, 0.571] for Vienna. 

Additionally, the mediation path to VI via flow was estimated to be 0.075 with 95% CI 

[0.027, 0.123] for London and 0.194 with 95% CI [0.047, 0.341] for Vienna. As all these 

95% confidence intervals did not include zero, indicating that the mediation path is 

significantly different from zero at p < 0.05. These findings showed that flow was a 

partial mediator for the gamified versus Q & A format comparison on DIC, WSI, and VI 

for London and Vienna.  

 

 

Figure 4.5: Flow as a mediator on the effect of gamified versus Q & A formatted travel information 
for London.  
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Figure 4.6: Flow as a mediator on the effect of gamified versus Q & A formatted travel information 
for Vienna.  

4.5 Discussion and conclusion 

This research investigated the effect of gamified travel information on people’s 

perceived destination image and behavioural intention. The different effects of gamified 

versus text-based or Q & A formatted travel information were examined through 

experimental design. The findings show flow experience is a crucial mediator 

influencing the effect of gamified travel information.  

From a theoretical perspective, this research is the first study empirically 

examining the effect of gamified travel information. It fills the previous literature gap by 

understanding how and to what extent gamification can enhance the effect of travel 

information (Xu et al., 2017). People enjoy and engage in reading gamified information 

compared to other formats. The interaction of the gamified information triggers 

participants’ reading interest and curiosity. It also leads participants to have a higher 

flow experience, which in turn results in a more positive destination image change, 

greater willingness to search for more information, and higher intention to visit the 
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destination. The impact of gamified information on visit intention is relatively weak as 

participants only slightly agreed that the information nudged them to visit the 

destination. It is consistent with the previous literature that the effect of travel 

information on visit intention is limited as other factors can significantly influence 

people’s travel decisions, such as income, travel interest, and gender (Huang & van Der 

Veen, 2019; Jeong, 2009). The results indicate that applying gamification can increase 

visit intention, but other influential factors should also be taken into consideration. 

Flow experience, as a mediator, contributes to the literature on the underlying 

drivers of destination image change, search intention, and visit intention. Flow was a 

significant mediator for the effect of gamified information compared to two other formats 

of information. Although both gamified and Q & A formatted travel information include 

quiz questions, the Q & A version does not pose any challenges and lacks interaction. 

Challenges and interaction, as unique elements of gamification, play an important role 

in generating flow experience (Shen & Joppe, 2018). Although the positive effect of 

gamification on engagement, brand awareness, and purchase intention have been 

widely discussed by researchers (Blohm & Leimeister, 2013; Mucollari & Samokhin, 

2017; Xu et al., 2017), it does not mean gamifying a non-game context will always result 

in positive outcomes. Whether the gamified context could lead to flow experience is 

decisive for its effect. The interviews in the pilot studies of this research indicate that 

people did not enjoy playing with gamified travel information if the quiz questions were 

too difficult. This finding aligns with Csikszentmihalyi’s flow theory (1977): applying the 

game mechanic of challenge needs to consider the capability of the targeted group. If 
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people perceive their skills cannot solve the problem, they may not want to participate in 

the game. 

From a practical perspective, the comparisons between text-based, Q & A 

formatted, and gamified travel information allow DMOs to understand which format is 

more effective in forming a positive destination image and behavioural intention. It is 

worthwhile to initiate gamified travel information because it can more effectively engage 

potential tourists, provide them with a good impression of the destination, and result in 

better persuasion outcomes. Even though Q & A formatted travel information has a 

better effect compared to the text-based version, it is not as effective as gamified 

information.  

It is also recommended that DMOs consider people’s prior knowledge when 

applying gamification. Some DMOs have used multiple-choice quiz games to gamify 

travel information. For example, the Spanish Tourism Institute initiated a game How 

much do you know about Spain, which asks players about the history, culture, and 

attractions of Spain. However, this game may be difficult to play for prospective tourists 

who have little knowledge about Spain. If the challenge is too difficult for them to 

complete, the gamified information may not successfully offer a flow experience and is 

less likely to result in people’s positive perception and behavioural intention. It is 

suggested that providing some clues to lower the difficulty of challenges could engage 

players.  
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4.6 Limitation and future research 

This research adopted challenges as a game mechanic to gamify the travel 

information. Quiz games were used to present the attractions in London and Vienna. 

The findings supported that travel information integrated with challenges more 

effectively generates a flow experience, changes people’s perceived destination image, 

and influences their behavioural intention. However, quiz games are only one format of 

gamification. Future research could examine how other formats or game mechanics 

(e.g., rewards and fantasy) influence the effectiveness of gamified travel information. It 

will shed light on how to better apply gamification and maximize its effect.  

Millennials and Generation Zers are the focus of this study because they are digital 

natives and most gamification cases rely on websites or mobile apps. However, 

Generation Xers are an important market segment that has strong buying power for 

travel services (Kow, 2018). They may also be as capable as Millennials in completing 

digital tasks (Neal & Wellins, 2018). Therefore, future research could investigate 

Generation Xers’ attitudes to gamified travel information as well as the effect of gamified 

travel information on their perception and behavioural intention. The findings will give 

insights into the different market segments for the application of gamification. 
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5 Chapter 5 Discussion and Conclusion 

5.1 Discussion 

This thesis investigated the theoretical foundations for gamification in the service 

domain, examined what motivates people to participate in a gamified context, and the 

effectiveness of gamified travel information. It clearly defined the concept of gamification 

and distinguished the differences between gamification and recreational video games. 

Gamification aims to amplify the attractiveness of existing products or services using 

game mechanics, while the purpose of designing video games is to offer recreational 

and leisure experiences. This difference highlights that a successful gamified context 

should not only offer an enjoyable game experience but, more importantly, should 

enhance brand awareness or encourage positive behaviours. Therefore, a good 

integration of game mechanics and the existing contexts is critical for the success of 

gamification.  

A mechanics-dynamics-outcomes (MDO) model was proposed through literature 

review to explain the theoretical foundations for gamification: 13 game mechanics can 

enrich a non-game context, generate people’s different actions (i.e., game dynamics 

including completion, competition, cooperation, communication, and creation), and 

result in desired outcomes (i.e., better customer engagement, stronger customer loyalty, 

higher consumption, more pleasant experience, deeper knowledge, heightened brand 

awareness, and greater value). This framework lays a foundation for future studies, and 

the comprehensive literature review led to the two empirical studies in this thesis.  
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DMOs have applied gamification to design gamified trips, such as Strayboots, 

TravelPlot Porto, and Tripventure. However, which game mechanics are favoured by 

players and what motivates people to take such a trip had not been studied and was the 

purpose of the second research study (Chapter 3).  The 34 motivations for taking a 

gamified trip were derived from the literature review, the content analysis of tourists’ 

comments on two gamified trips, and the analysis of the in-depth interviews. These 

motivations indicate what can motivate people to take a gamified trip. Based on the Q 

methodology, this thesis proposed six categories of gamified trip players, including 

knowledge collectors, reward seekers, explorers, curiosity seekers, sensation seekers, 

and flow experiencers. Among them, knowledge collectors are the largest group, 

highlighting the importance of adding epistemic value using gamification. Reward 

seekers are the second largest group, suggesting the important role of rewards in 

generating people’s interest to participate. Overall, this research gives insights into the 

game mechanics used to gamify a trip and people’s motivations for taking such a trip.  

As demonstrated in the MDO model (Figure 2.2), ten theories support and explain 

the positive effects of gamification on a non-gamed context. Researchers in consumer 

behaviour have found that gamified product information significantly impacted flow 

experience, consumers’ attitudes, and purchase intention (Bittner & Schipper, 2014). 

Since applying gamification to travel information has become a rapidly increasing trend, 

it is important to empirically investigate this topic so as to give insights into its 

application and effect. Therefore, the third research study (Chapter 4) adopts flow 

theory to investigate the effectiveness of gamified travel information. According to this 

theory, when people perceive a good balance between their skills and the challenges, 
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they would engage in completing the tasks and have a flow experience, including 

concentration, enjoyment, and curiosity (Csikszentmihalyi, 1977). The enhanced 

concentration, enjoyable experience, and a sense of curiosity lead to desired outcomes. 

To test the important role of flow experience, this thesis compared the effect of gamified 

travel information versus text-based or Q & A formatted travel information. The results 

showed that gamified travel information compared to the other formats resulted in a 

significantly higher flow experience, which in turn lead to a more positive destination 

image, greater willingness to search for more information, and higher visit intention. This 

finding emphasizes that without generating a flow experience, the gamified travel 

information may not be more effective than the other two formats. 

 

Figure 5.1: The complexity of gamification 

Overall, this thesis has shed light on three aspects of gamification, namely its 

theoretical foundation, the player typology and the effectiveness of gamified information 
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(Figure 5.1). As an emerging and complex topic, gamification differs with contexts. This 

thesis proposes the MDO model in the service domain that includes consumer 

behaviour, marketing, tourism and hospitality. The education, training, and healthcare 

contexts are different from the service domain in terms of the application purposes, 

voluntary endeavour, and expected outcomes. Therefore, the theoretical framework for 

gamification in other contexts may be somewhat different from the one in this thesis. For 

example, the desired outcomes for the education context include enjoyable learning 

experiences, active student engagement, effective information processing, and 

satisfactory learning outcomes (Lynch, 2017), among others. 

The 34 motivations proposed in this thesis are applicable for gamified trips but not 

necessarily for other gamified contexts, such as gamified travel information, gamified 

marketing campaigns, and gamified loyalty programs. As gamified trip players often visit 

places outside their usual environment and play the destination game only once, they 

are not interested in points and badges. However, both of these could be crucial game 

mechanics for gamified loyalty programs as these entitle customers to the 

corresponding benefit (Antavo, n.d.).  

This thesis used challenge (quiz game) as a game mechanic to manipulate 

gamified travel information. Other game mechanics, including fantasy (e.g., VR and 

AR), rewards, badges, leaderboards, levels, and storylines can be used to gamify a 

non-game context. The effects of different game mechanics should be investigated in 

future studies. Additionally, this research compared the effectiveness of gamified travel 

information versus text-based and Q & A formats. There are many different ways of 

portraying information, so it should be noted that the results of this thesis do not indicate 
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that gamified travel information is always the best way to present information. More 

studies need to be conducted to further understand the effectiveness of gamified travel 

information and its limitations. 

5.2 Conclusion  

From the theoretical perspective, this thesis provides insights into gamification in 

tourism and hospitality for three aspects (i.e., theoretical foundations, people’s 

motivations for taking a gamified trip, and the effect of gamified information). It 

contributes to the literature by clearly defining the concept of gamification, proposing an 

MDO model, identifying 34 motivations for taking a gamified trip, distinguishing six types 

of gamified trip players, revealing the needs of different gamified trip market segments, 

and confirming the important mediating role of flow experience. Additionally, this thesis 

applied Q methodology to examine motivations in the tourism context and summarized 

a framework for the process of using Q methodology, which lays a foundation for future 

studies that wish to use this approach.  

From the practical perspective, the findings have implications for the game 

mechanics that can be used to gamify products or services: Rules, feedback, and 

challenges or quests are the most basic game mechanics. Practitioners could also 

adopt fantasy (e.g., VR and AR) and rewards to make the gamified context more 

interesting and appealing. It was found that challenges or quests, interactive maps, and 

rewards are the most appealing game mechanics for gamified trip players. It has 

implications for how to better attract potential players and design an engaging gamified 

trip. The differences between gamified trip market segments give insights into whom 
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gamification providers should target and how to better satisfy potential players. For 

instance, practitioners should add epistemic value to gamified trips to attract Generation 

Xers and Millennials, who want to learn histories, fun facts, and stories about the 

destination through a gamified trip; differently, fantasy (e.g., VR and AR) appeals to 

Generation Zers. This difference will allow practitioners to gamify contexts more 

effectively by implementing the most appropriate game mechanics for the target 

markets. 

Additionally, this thesis found that flow experience is an essential component of 

the effect of gamified information. It indicates that not all gamified information will result 

in desirable outcomes.  As explained by Gartner (2012), poor design and inappropriate 

game mechanics will lead to unsuccessful gamification practices. As games should be 

fun, interesting, and engaging, gamification designers need to consider players’ skills 

when designing challenges. Tasks that are too difficult will decrease players’ interest 

and discourage their engagement, so practitioners need to pre-test the designed 

challenges to determine whether the target market would be interested in playing such a 

game. What’s more, as service providers (e.g., DMOs and hotels) may have limited 

capacity to design games, especially when implemented with VR and AR, they could 

collaborate with IT companies to provide potential players with enjoyable experiences 

and reduce the cost of playing (e.g., download fee and Wi-Fi).  
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5.3 Limitations and recommendation for future studies 

5.3.1 Limitations 

This thesis focused on gamification in the service domain. It took gamified trips 

and gamified information as two contexts to investigate players’ motivation and the 

effects of gamification, respectively. As gamification is a very complex topic, this thesis 

just examined “the tip of the iceberg” and left some topics untouched. Diverse game 

mechanics can be applied to various non-game contexts. Each application will result in 

different effects, and the influential factors may vary as well. Therefore, the different 

gamified contexts and the effects of diverse game mechanics need to be examined in 

future studies. Furthermore, this thesis examined the effectiveness of gamification 

based on flow theory. However, many of the other theories as shown in Figure 2.2 could 

be used to test the other crucial mediators or moderators. These limitations lead to 

future research topics, theories to be tested, and research methodologies to be 

adopted. Limitations specific to each of the studies are discussed in the relevant 

chapter. 

5.3.2 Future research topics 

Future research could examine other contexts, such as geocaching in tourism, 

role-playing activities at destinations, and experiential marketing events. Geocaching, 

as a treasure hunting game, has become a very popular activity with the development of 

Global Positioning Systems (GPS). As geocaching offers fun and engaging interaction, 

several DMOs have incorporated it to enhance tourist experiences, such as The Pentati 

Pirate Trail Geocaching Treasure Hunt and Geocaching in Sherbrooke. However, only a 

few studies have discussed its application in tourism, and most of these are only 
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theoretical in nature (Boulaire & Hervet, 2012; Ihamäki, 2014; Skinner et al., 2018). 

Future studies could investigate the factors that influence geocaching experiences at a 

destination, as well as, the relationships between geocaching activities, tourism 

experiences, intention to recommend, and intention to revisit the destination. 

Role-playing activities have become an effective way to engage visitors and offer 

story-living experiences at destinations. For example, in the Legends of Arabia: The 

Quest of the Pearl Tribes, visitors are no longer passive observers but value co-creators 

and feel like they were in an Emirati tribe. Previous research in this context is still in its 

infancy, so future studies could explore the values co-created through role-playing 

activities and their effect on forming memorable tourism experiences. 

DMOs have initiated diverse experiential marketing events to engage potential 

tourists and raise brand awareness, such as Brazil Quest. In this event, participants 

were invited to explore Brazil by playing video games and interact with Brazilians. Using 

game mechanics to enhance experiential marketing events has become a trend 

(George P. Johnson, 2019). Therefore, there is a need to understand people’s 

motivations to participate in such an event, the factors that influence their experiences, 

and their perceived destination image after participation. 

 Additionally, the effects of different game mechanics could be examined. The third 

research study (Chapter 4) used quiz games as the challenge to gamify travel 

information; future research could shed light on the impact of other game mechanics 

shown in Figure 2.2. It should be noted that a gamified context is not always more 

effective or better than a non-gamified one. Applying appropriate game mechanics is 

the key to a successful gamified context. 
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5.3.3 Theories and research methodologies 

This thesis investigated the gamified information based on flow theory. As 

demonstrated in the MDO model, other theories could be examined to advance 

knowledge. For example, self-determination theory could be adopted to explain how to 

motivate people to participate in a gamified context. According to this theory, the 

designed games should enhance people’s perceived autonomy, competence, and 

social influence so that players can feel connected and supported, and then exhibit 

desired behaviours. Expectancy theory could also be expanded by examining the 

desired rewards (e.g., points, prizes, discounts, and coupons) for participating in a 

gamified context. Previous theories have pointed to some potential mediators (e.g., 

perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, perceived value, effort expectancy, 

dominance, perceived learning, and brand engagement) and moderators (e.g., time 

pressure, habit, player type, compulsory play, gender, education, and generation) for 

the effect of a gamified context. These mediators and moderators could be investigated 

in future studies. 

Other methodologies could be used to understand this emerging phenomenon. Q 

methodology was used to examine people’s motivations to take a gamified trip. As this 

method is qualitative in nature, the motivations have not been examined with 

significance levels. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis could be undertaken to 

classify the motivations in future studies. This approach can contribute to developing a 

measurement scale of motivations for taking a gamified trip. The scale could then be 

used in structural equation modeling to analyze the relationships between motivations 

and other constructs, such as perceived value and visit intention. Understanding these 
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relationships will shed light on how to attract potential visitors and offer enjoyable tourist 

experiences. 

It is also suggested that experimental design should be used to examine the 

effects of different game mechanics. Since current gamification practices were not 

designed for research purposes, testing these practices limits generalization. To solve 

this issue, consumer behaviour and marketing researchers consider experimental 

design a proper method to manipulate and investigate different game mechanics (Kim & 

Ahn, 2017; Müller-Stewens et al., 2017). However, very few gamification studies have 

attempted to use an experimental design in the tourism domain. It may pose obstacles 

to understanding the effects of different game mechanics and give insights into 

gamification practices. Therefore, tourism researchers may wish to examine the effects 

of game mechanics using experimental design.  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix I: The introduction of gamified trip in the survey 

Introduction: Gamified trips  

Gamification is the application of game mechanics in non-game contexts. It makes 

destinations become playing fields and offers a gamified experience.   

       ● You can visit a destination by following a storyline, completing tasks, playing a 

scavenger hunt, or checking out different places. This allows you to learn about the 

destination's stories and history.         

       ● The location-based technique and interactive maps will help you to find directions 

and explore different places. 

       ● Augmented reality offers virtual characters or objects, making destinations more 

engaging and interesting.  

       ● During the gamified trip, you can also receive points or badges, which show your 

achievement. 

       ● Additionally, you can share the place you visit, the points or badges you receive, 

or the challenges you complete through social media. 

 

Gamified Trip #1: Tripventure 

Tripventure offers gamified tourism experiences by using augmented reality and 

location-based service techniques. It presents a variety of gamified tours through 

storylines.    
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Note: Link https://youtu.be/fvZIMH0M3bA 

 

Gamified Trip #2: TravelPlot Porto 

TravelPlot Porto offers a fun and engaging way to visit Porto. You get to experience the 

beautiful city through a virtual treasure hunt. When you locate yourself according to the 

jewelry map and check-in on the iPhone app, it will verify if the treasure is there.  

 

Note: Link https://youtu.be/lzu1Aw3Dexk 

 

https://youtu.be/fvZIMH0M3bA
https://youtu.be/lzu1Aw3Dexk
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Gamified Trip #3: Strayboots 

Strayboots is an interactive game that allows you to explore more than 60 unique tours 

in over 12 major US cities. It is a location-based phone game, a cross between a 

walking tour and a scavenger hunt. You will receive different fun challenges that ask 

you to find interesting things, solve riddles, talk to locals, take photos, and more. 

 

Note: Link https://youtu.be/hGJyOXzx7tE 

 

https://youtu.be/hGJyOXzx7tE

