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Gamifying the process of innovating
Abstract: Gamification is a new, rapidly growing trend impacting many areas of
business such as learning and marketing. It has also been predicted to
revolutionize the process of innovating. However, there have been very few
examples of gamification supporting the innovating process within the academic
literature. The departure point for this thought piece is whether this prediction
can ever be fulfilled. We intend to open a discussion about the ways in which
gamification and innovating may intertwine and how the mindset and the toolset
of gamification can support the process of innovating. In particular, we showcase
and review a set of examples of gamifying innovating activities from both
research and practice. Marrying this review of practice with academic evidence
from innovation literature, we highlight some gaps and explore potential
directions for further research.
Keywords: gamification; innovation; innovating process; innovation management

Introduction
Following the early successful examples of gamification in innovating, in 2012 Gartner
Group2 predicted that by 2015 more than 50% of innovation processes will be gamified
(Burke, 2012). Whilst no-one has been officially measuring this, experts would agree
that we are still far from this prediction. Although this prediction seems to have been
too ambitious, we believe that gamification has already demonstrated great potential.
Taking a process view of innovation, in this paper we first present some of the evidence
of where gamification is supporting the processes of innovating. Then we explore
activity areas where gamification is becoming mainstream, and expose the areas where
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Gartner, Inc. is an international information technology and advisory company. Every year it

publishes a Hype Cycle report of emerging technologies that are worth paying extra attention to,
assessing their maturity level and projecting when each of them reaches its full potential
(source: www.gartner.com).

it is less commonly used. We put forward the view that gamification does have
significant potential to change the process of innovating. The paper concludes by
exploring potential directions for research that will advance our understanding and
speed up adoption in practice.
With this paper we contribute to the discussion about the use of play (Dodgson,
2017) and games (Agogué, Levillain, & Hooge, 2015) in organisations, by exploring the
use of gamification in the “innovating” process, where gamification is broadly
understood as a process of using game elements in a non-gaming environment
(Deterding, Dixon, Khaled, & Nacke, 2011; Werbach & Hunter, 2012). This is an
opinion paper informed by the examples found both in literature and practice. By
reviewing and synthesizing existing experience we outline directions for further
research, which in turn might advance our understanding of how gamification affects
the innovating process, and therefore bring practice closer to Gartner’s vision.
To frame our investigation and discussion we adopt a process view of
innovation and use a popular model of the innovation process, Tidd et al (2005),
although there are many others, such as Van de Ven et al. (2000) and Cooper (1983)
which could also have been used as a guiding framework. We use the phases of this
model to present and discuss examples of gamification found in both the academic
literature and practice. Thus our paper contributes to the ongoing conversation in this
area by aggregating the accumulated experience of gamified innovating and
demonstrating the complexity of the studied phenomenon by visualising the
interconnectivity of various gamification elements.
Before doing this, the following section provides an overview of the fields of
gamification, games and play in the context of innovation. The next section draws on
the examples found in literature and practice and discusses approaches to gamifying

each phase of the innovating process. The final section discusses the findings and the
implications to theory and practice.

Play, games and gamification in the context of innovation
Innovation is always about thinking and doing differently than before; thinking and
doing the same is about preserving the status quo. However, thinking and doing
differently means breaking away from the usual patterns, which often work very well.
In many ways, many people find it difficult to do this when they work, although they
often find the same easy if they are playing games. This suggests that gamification, in
the sense of bringing game elements into non-game contexts, can perhaps be well
aligned with the process of innovating, it may help to think and do differently.
In the introduction we have mentioned three related concepts: play, games and
gamification. The three concepts are interrelated and are likely to be mutually
reinforcing, and therefore it is necessary to discuss the meaning of each of them in more
detail in order to clarify the focus of this paper. From the point of view of system
design, gamification and games are seen as rule-based, goal-oriented forms of playing,
in contrast with free-form exploratory play (Deterding, 2012), a distinction between
“paidia” (playing) and “ludus” (gaming) (Caillois, 1961). But ultimately both forms are
fundamental to human culture (Huizinga, 1949) and perceived as fun that can change
the state of mind towards engaging in the activity for the sake of it (McGonigal, 2015).
Situationally in an organisational setting gamification is applied to the core
activities to make them more game-like. Playing, on the other hand, can be used
complementary to work, for instance, to unleash creativity by facilitating
experimentation (Gray, Brown, & Macanufo, 2010; Hohmann, 2006; McGonigal,
2014), or to help reach the state of mind that allows a player to immerse oneself in both
play and work with equal intensity (Nath & Metiu, 2016). From this perspective

playing is different from play and can be applied to games as well (Simpson, Tracey, &
Weston, 2018). For instance, video games are quite often played for entertainment,
while other games are purposefully designed for training and learning, and are
sometimes referred to as ‘serious games’ (Deterding et al., 2011). Such applications are
closer to the concept of gamifying a core activity, and sometimes it is difficult to
distinguish between gamification and games; however, serious games are not in the
focus of this paper. Finally, gamified activities might resemble a full-fledged game, and
in this paper we present such examples. Figure 1 clarifies the types of examples that we
might observe in this paper.

Figure 1. Classification of game-play. Adapted from (Deterding et al., 2011).

The type of thinking that encourages experimentation, the so-called divergent or
trial and error thinking (Guilford, 1968; Runco, 1991; Runco & Acar, 2012), is
considered to be essential for innovating and developing innovative capabilities (Roth,
Schneckenberg, & Tsai, 2015; Schulz, Geithner, Woelfel, & Krzywinski, 2015). From
this perspective play provokes the imagination by inviting for the exploration of the
possibilities, or even of what is currently considered impossible, free of rules and
purpose (Brown, 2009). Then again, games encourage divergent thinking by creating a
positive relation with failure (Lee & Hammer, 2011), which is an essential part of the

learning experience in games (Gee, 2008), in seeking to uncover the rules and structure
of the game (Simpson et al., 2018). Thus play and game seem to be complementary to
each other, where game is a form of play that was given a purpose and that requires
hard work (McGonigal, 2014).
One of the defining characteristics of gamification, and games for that matter, is
the use of game elements that construct a gameful design. Most researchers classify
game elements by their levels of abstraction, varying from two (Blohm & Leimeister,
2013) to five (Deterding et al., 2011). These classification are predominantly based on
the (re-)interpretation of the MDA (mechanics, dynamics and aesthetics) framework of
Hunicke et al. (2004) developed for game design; however, these levels are not always
interpreted the same way (Shpakova, Dörfler, & MacBryde, 2017). In this paper we
have adopted the framework of Werbach and Hunter (2012), because it is aligned with
the MDA framework and suggests a logical hierarchy of game elements, starting from
the components (elements we interact with), through mechanics that bind them together,
to the dynamics that suggest the types of behaviour that we want the system to nurture
(Figure 2). The distinction between dynamics and other level is particularly useful for
further review of the cases, because it will help to understand the differences between
various approaches to the gamification of innovating.

Figure 2. Classification of gamification elements. Source: (Werbach & Hunter, 2012).

However, we believe that, although it is important to distinguish between
different game elements, a strong focus on the classification of game elements might
shift the attention to the system design exclusively, and in particular to the most
commonly used elements, e.g. points, badges, leaderboards and rewards. This might
subsequently limit the perception of the gamification complexity and potential and open
the route of gamification criticism. For instance, gamification solutions that are centred
around the use of certain game elements are often reward-oriented, and therefore can
deter intrinsic motivation of the system users (Deterding et al., 2011; Heeter, Lee,
Medler, & Magerko, 2011; Zuckerman & Gal-Oz, 2014) or reduce gamification to
“pointification” (Werbach & Hunter, 2012). This raises legitimate concerns of whether
the effects of such designs can be sustained on the long term (Hamari, 2013; Nicholson,
2012), or even be fraudulent in nature, where people are tricked into game-like
behaviour in a non-gaming environment (Ferrara, 2013), and where gamification can
become a surveillance tool (Cohen, 2016). When manipulative factors dominate the
discourse, disguised behind buzzwords of the latest business trends of investment

consultants, then genuine benefits of gamification might be neglected. Thus, we use the
above framework merely to identify and study the peculiarities of the identified
examples.

Gamifying the innovating process
The attempts to gamify the innovating process are based on the assumption that it can
be managed, at least to some extent. Even though this assumption is a source of
disagreement among the scholars (Rogers, 2010; Van de Ven, 2017), there is a general
consensus among the researchers in related disciplines about the main phases that an
innovative idea is likely to go through on the way to becoming an innovation. There are
a number of process models of innovation to be found in the academic literature for
example Cooper (1983) or Ulrich & Eppinger (2000). One of the most commonly
adopted frameworks is that of (Tidd et al., 2005). In their view an innovation passes
through the phases of: ideation/search, selection, implementation, and
capture/evaluation of the results (Figure 3).

Figure 3. Innovating process. Source: (Tidd et al., 2005).

A process view of innovation was used in this paper for structuring the examples
of gamified innovating found in literature and practice. The model is used to illustrate
where gamification is being deployed at the moment and the potential in each phase.
Many of the examples come from existing academic literature but others are drawn first
hand from companies known to the authors and from information in the public domain.
A good number of examples from practice were based on the experience of a

gamification consulting company called Pryaniki3 who specialise in gamification for
corporate clients and who are, notably, very open about discussing both successes and
failures.

Search/Ideation
One of the most common gamification applications during the search/ideation phase
aims at facilitating the process of ideas collection, e.g. by giving participants a reward
for an idea. Such incentives are not new and have demonstrated mixed results
(Burroughs, Dahl, Moreau, Chattopadhyay, & Gorn, 2011), but in some of the cases it
was observed that turning a reward into a surprise added an element of fun to it and
shifted focus from the material value of the gift to the feeling of anticipation and
intrigue. Subsequently, surprise can trigger change in how we perceive things
(Gudiksen & Inlove, 2018). Reportedly, the most desired rewards in such initiatives
were the gifts that were the cheapest, but presented in public display (e.g. a basket with
apples on the desk), and therefore raised the status among colleagues.
Other initiatives take a more holistic approach by giving the participants the
tools to interact with ideas and with each other. A mechanic of “investing” points or
time in an idea, with subsequent dividends in points if the idea is selected, allows for
everyone’s participation. It encourages curiosity and exploration of the ideas of others,
as well as the expression of one’s own ideas, which might give the participants “food
for thought” and result in new ideas. When ideas are shared and actively processed
within a group, the group members can build on them and enable the emergence of
more creative ideas (Hargadon & Bechky, 2006). Team scoring adds coopetition (e.g.
the combination of collaboration within a team and competition between the teams) to
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the dynamics of exploration and expression. Different types of dynamics result in the
engagement of different types of participants (Kim, 2018).
Competition has been historically used to initiate innovation (Hutter2011). The
same approach is pursued in many gamification ideation solutions (Agogué et al., 2015;
Roth et al., 2015; Zimmerling, Hoflinger, Sandner, & Welpe, 2016), including gamified
open innovation solutions, which aim at finding a creative solution to a specific problem
(Morschheuser, Hamari, Koivisto, & Maedche, 2017). Rewards vary in type, and
sometimes companies find that monetizing them can have a negative effect. For
example, when one company replaced monetary rewards with points that only had
status value, the number of ideas increased several-fold. Collaborative interactions
seem to be preferred to competition among innovators (El-Nasr et al., 2010), especially
in creative professions (Uzzi, 2005). Conversely, introducing a competitive element in
a collaborative environment can increase the innovative output (Füller, Jawecki, &
Mühlbacher, 2007) and the quality of ideas (Blohm, Bretschneider, Leimeister, &
Krcmar, 2010). If the participants are involved in both collaboration and competition,
they tend to outperform their colleagues (Hutter, Hautz, Füller, Mueller, & Matzler,
2011). These findings are consistent with experiments in a gamified environment. For
instance, in a quest-based ideation process participants expressed a strong preference
towards collaboration and coopetition, and their output was perceived as more creative
(Zimmerling et al., 2016).
The most commonly used elements, such as points and badges, naturally
generate competitive dynamics, because they allow for their comparability. Although a
moderate level of competitiveness between collaborating groups of innovators can
improve the creative output (Baer et al., 2010), it needs balancing. Gamification
provides system designers with tools to regulate this complex group dynamic. Some

companies often try to regulate the dynamic by embracing group results while lessening
the focus on the individual scores (although downplaying individual contributions may
have a negative effect on individuals). Others create various types of rewards for
different achievements, so as to provide more opportunities to be recognised. Badges
allow for such variability, e.g. an ‘Einstein’ badge for receiving many likes, or a ‘thanks
from CEO’ badge for a creative idea even if it does not move to the pilot phase. An
example from the consulting company below illustrates this approach very well:
“Sometimes ideas don’t fit in the Idea Bank. But we decided to
encourage any new ideas. This way we created the fourth type of
reward – “Thank you from the CEO” badge, which is given to those
who suggest new ideas for improvement in their work or area of
responsibilities.”4
The above examples facilitate the physical process of ideation (collecting ideas
from the individuals), which in many instances might harvest more and better ideas than
the collective effort of multidisciplinary teams (Gilson & Litchfield, 2017). Gamifying
ideation can also facilitate cognitive processes. In themed competitions, e.g. an
investment market or a space exploration program, participants can try on new
characters and change their behaviour to fit in a new persona. This playful behaviour
allows for experimentation, while being behind the mask of a new character creates a
sense of being in a safe environment, where trying new things is permitted and
accepted. By engaging in the game, the participants may enter a playful state of mind,
which is fundamentally exploratory (Johnson, 2016). Narratives, which often
accompany themed competitions, can “kick” participants out of their usual thinking
patterns and help to create new ideas. The experience of the consulting company
provides plenty of examples of such behaviour.

4
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“They started enjoying the very process of creating a game, from
improvisation - it's an emotional and creative process, it reloads the
mind after the main job very well, gives s new perspective on the
processes.”5
If taken further, this approach can become a collaborative play (Deterding, 2014;
Hohmann, 2006) or gamestorming (Gray et al., 2010), where participants are offered to
try new roles and/or are guided through a scenario of an imaginary situation through a
narrative. For instance, in a futuristic alternate reality game “Life without oil”
participants were asked to come up with different problems that might be associated
with oil shortages and suggest possible solutions to these problems. Through periodic
interventions and influx of new information the participants are pushed beyond the
boundaries of their comfort zone, leading to many creative solutions (McGonigal,
2011). In this example, scenario updates act as trigger events that aim at stimulating
divergent thinking and advancing creative ideas further. By working together, and
driven by the common goal, the participants can build on the ideas of each other and
imagine the unimaginable. This sort of role-playing has been used in management
development for a long time but is becoming more sophisticated with use of interactive
games.
Other experiments involve inviting participants to try new roles, e.g. the roles of
poor farmers in order to understand the needs of deprived communities in Indonesia
(Agogué et al., 2015). By engaging in role-play the participants start empathising with
their characters (i.e. the subjects of innovation) through the exploration of an imaginary
situation and the personal traits given to them. When combined with their expertise, the
role-play helps them to envisage the future in search for new ideas.
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To summarise, the first examples of gamifying ideation are somewhat more
instrumental and focused primarily on the process of gathering ideas. Distinct game
components, e.g. points and badges, are embedded in specific places along the process
and act as instruments for participants to engage in new activities. Such design aims at
influencing the behaviour of the innovators, i.e. encouraging the participation in
different capacities and promoting both collaborative and competitive dynamics. In
more playful examples game components are embedded in the background, and instead
attention is drawn to a theme and a narrative. These elements aim at facilitating
cognitive processes. Through exploration, expression and fantasy, the participants not
only express their existing ideas, but also create new ideas, and try to imagine the
unimaginable.

Selection
The selection phase is sometimes embedded in the ideation phase. In the type of
initiatives that aim at ideas collection, gamification components provide tools for active
selection as a means of participating and expressing one’s opinion. This can involve the
mechanics of rating (Leimeister, Huber, Bretschneider, & Krcmar, 2009), investing
points and/or time in ideas, or even betting for the best idea (Petersen & Ryu, 2015).
This type of gamified ideas collection alone is rarely used as the primary input of a
selection process, but rather as an initial filtering stage or as one of the criteria for the
experts’ consideration.
In the more playful initiatives, selection might happen more organically and be
indistinguishable from ideation. Through collaborative effort some ideas might draw
more attention from the participants than others and consequently they naturally
advance further. The system designer or facilitator of a scenario-based game and/or
role-play might intervene so as to stir the discussion in the direction that they see more

promising. However, when the participants receive an influx of additional information,
e.g. a turn in a narrative, it remains their decision to follow the lead. Their choice is
voluntary.
A game can guide the process of selection by providing a framework for
thinking critically about each idea, e.g. the organisational readiness, alignment with
business, its benefits and the effort required to implement it. A came called “Innovate
or Dinosaur” embedded these principles in its board and trigger cards and thus helped to
stimulate convergent critical thinking, and to cultivate ownership over the
implementation of the ideas (Gudiksen & Inlove, 2018). This helped to transition to the
next phase of the innovating process – implementation.

Implementation
Implementation refers to the ‘physical’ development and realisation of the
innovative idea. If it follows a product development process, then this phase would
typically include planning, concept development, system-level and detailed design,
testing and refinement, and production ramp-up (Ulrich & Eppinger, 2000). These steps
resemble the innovating process as a whole, and therefore the examples described above
can also be applied to some of these steps, e.g. identifying requirements, exploring
design concepts and investigating their feasibility, or building and testing experimental
prototypes. One such example includes investing one’s time in an idea. Apart from
providing an input for the selection phase, this mechanic also helps to identify interested
parties and involve a broader audience. With the implementation of this game element
companies notice more enthusiasm and willingness among employees to get involved in
innovative projects.
“Currently, several business ideas are being developed by
volunteers, who asked to lead the implementation of these ideas.

Before we had “bunnies” [corporate currency], such enthusiasm was
much less frequent, it was much more difficult to “shake” the
employees and involve them in new project.”6
Competitive dynamic facilitated through challenges and rewards is used in
various steps in the implementation phase. For instance, competitions can be integrated
in software testing, a part that is usually regarded as the most boring aspect of software
development (Fraser, 2017). Microsoft used this dynamic while testing a new version
of Windows. Programmers competed fiercely between the divisions in identifying bugs
in the new version for the pride and prestige of their division (Werbach & Hunter,
2012). Another company, TopCoder, might be the most illustrative example of using
gamification to support such activities. It created an online space for programmers who
develop solutions for the clients in a form of challenges with rewards. The community
of programmers has a rating-based system, which embodies the reputation of each
developer. The company uses mechanics such as single-round matches to “glue” the
community together, where the programmers can brag about their skills and have fun
(Begel, Bosch, & Storey, 2013).
In the above examples, game elements allow the system to function effectively
and help to create a sense of community which is essential for the success of the
company. If game elements are further integrated in the implementation phase, the
whole product development process can be turned into a game, e.g. a quest with welldefined levels and a set of activities to complete each level, from generating multiple
concepts and forming teams, to developing a detailed design and preliminary
prototyping (Ionica & Leba, 2015). Such approach also demonstrates an emphasis on
exploitation as opposed to exploration embraced in the ideation phase (March, 1991).
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These approaches are often linked to the convergent and divergent thinking
(Andriopoulos & Lewis, 2009; Smith & Tushman L., 2005).
Collaborative dynamic also proved successful in some parts of the
implementation process. For instance, a gamified application called iThink was
designed for collecting the technical requirements of a product (Fernandes et al., 2012).
This application facilitates a critical discussion about product requirements, whereby the
participants are asked to share new requirements or to comment on the suggestions of
others in exchange for points, under the banner of one of ‘The Six Thinking Hats’ (De
Bono, 1989). This way the system encourages the expression of different types of
opinions and provides tools to stir the discussion towards constructive criticism.
One can see the parallel with the ideation phase, whereby, unlike the previous
examples that focus on the physical development of a product, the gamified solution
attempts to influence cognitive processes. Furthermore, this and other examples are
also illustrative of the shift from exploration to exploitation in the implementation
phase.

Capture
The capture phase of innovating implies capturing the impact of the
implemented innovation and the value from innovation. Moreover, it might also
include aspects such as launch and fostering diffusion of a new product in order to
increase the impact that is captured (Tidd et al., 2005). Gamification is widely adopted
in marketing (Huotari & Hamari, 2012), but we are interested in the other side of its
application – gamification that helps to create such campaigns. A noteworthy example
is Kickstarter, which according Nick Pelling (the creator of the gamification term)
encapsulates the essence of gamification (Pelling, 2015). The process of creating a
successful campaign is turned into a gamified journey with levels and milestones,

thereby helping the innovators to capture the results of their innovation. The
environment in which innovators meet their supporters emphasises collaboration over
competition through elements such as the visualisation of group achievements rather
than comparison of individual contributions. The campaigns are put in a spotlight
rather than displayed on a leaderboard, so as to promote excellence and give everybody
equal opportunities rather than focus on size of the campaigns (Kim, 2018).
The above example facilitates the launch and diffusion of innovation and
benefits from collaborative dynamic. The existing examples of innovation capture are
built on competitive dynamic, through a contest, where participants were asked to
gather and write stories of success by showcasing the results of their work. Such
mechanic is particularly successful, if implemented as part of a gamified initiative of the
whole innovating process. When the participants are already in a playful state of mind,
they can gather stories rich in context and high in value. However, the examples of
gamifying innovation capture in the literature are scarce and call for more research in
this area.

Where next
In this paper we analyse early examples in the area of gamified innovating, both from
the literature and by capturing original examples from practice. We classify the
examples into activity phases using a process model of innovation (Tidd et al., 2005).
At a very high level we see lots of examples within the search/ideation phase.
Within the observed examples of gamification for search and ideation we have
identified two distinct approaches: (1) facilitation of a physical process, e.g. for ideas
collection or product development, and (2) facilitation of cognitive processes through a
playful experience so as to stimulate the participants’ divergent or convergent thinking.
The first approach tries to increase engagement and participation by providing a variety

of opportunities for participation, e.g. by offering them not only to propose ideas, but
also to evaluate ideas of others. Such initiatives can be seen as extensions of open
innovation (Chesbrough, 2006) and are often driven by the dynamic of competition or
coopetition. The second type of gamified systems used in search and ideation attempts
to help participants to change their thinking patterns, e.g. by guiding them through a
narrative in an imaginary world so as to help them unleash their creativity. Placing
participants in an imaginary world defined by the rules of the gamified system (Salen,
Tekinbaş, & Zimmerman, 2004), with a narrative and a theme, can facilitate thinking in
metaphors and imagining the unimaginable. The game becomes a temporary lucid
place where objects and behaviour are given special meaning and participants can
explore new ideas, scenarios, mindsets, and even challenge organisational assumptions
about the future (Gudiksen & Inlove, 2018). Designed in a collaborative environment
outside the participants’ comfort zone, such initiatives stimulate unconventional
thinking and provide conditions for co-creation of ideas (Prahalad & Ramaswamy,
2004b, 2004a). In such lucid learning spaces participants might experience one of the
highest forms of learning (A. Y. Kolb & Kolb, 2010), whereby the learning cycle
happens through active experimentation, followed by reflections and conceptualisation
embedded in situated practice, and results new experiences (Gudiksen & Inlove, 2018;
D. A. Kolb, 2014). Therefore, we suggest exploring further the role of the narratives in
each setting.
We have also observed various approaches to gamifying the selection of ideas.
Most of the gamification examples found in the selection phase are either coming from
crowdsourcing or from process innovation. However, alternative approaches, such as
investing points, could help to study the network of innovators and reveal not only the
creators of ideas but also other roles, e.g. those who have the ability to recognise good

ideas, connectors, implementers, promoters etc. Thus gamification could become a
performance evaluation tool in an innovating system (Bititci, Garengo, Dörfler, &
Nudurupati, 2012). Further research in this direction could reveal a greater potential for
gamification in multiple applications.
There are growing numbers of examples in the implementation phase. Although
again more commonly deployed in process innovation rather than product innovation
and we expect to see this trend continue. Since most initiatives are focused on ideas
management, it seems logical that most ideas proposed by the employees, might be
related to the process innovating, which they know well. They might also find
implementing such ideas more appealing.
To date we see less activity around the capture phase, which might be the
consequence of the trend observed in the implementation phase. If innovating activities
are dominated by process innovation, then the results are more evident and can be
captured easily without the need for a gamified intervention. If the shift towards the
increase in gamified product innovation occurs, it might create the need for more
creative solutions in capturing the value.
The examples put forward in this paper may help some practitioners to identify
ways they can introduce gamification to the innovating process. Adopting a different
model to the analysis of similar examples can be an avenue for further research and
might advance our understanding of the potential for using gamification for innovating.
We strongly believe that going forward we need to appreciate the systems view
and understand the interconnectedness of some of the elements. We urge other
researchers to continue experimenting and to contribute to understanding of how
gamification impacts the innovating process in a more systematic manner.

The findings will be useful for practitioners, as they partially uncover the
gamification potential, and illustrate different approaches to gamifying the innovating
process. However there is no one panacea, that works for each company will be context
dependent (e.g. on sector, company culture, profile of employees, markets they serve
etc.). What we are sure of is that gamification holds significant potential doe those
wishing to encourage innovation.
Finally, this paper highlighted a few of the negative aspects associated with
gamification, which in our opinion can be important learning points that help us
advance our understanding of this area in research and practice. From what we have
learned about gamification through this study, we conclude that we need to complexify
our thinking (Weick, 1995, p. 56) about gamification, explore the variety of
interactions, possible structures, time-dependent behaviour and validity of gamification
components, and thus paint a richer picture of gamification in the future.
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