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Abstract 
 

      This research paper will analyze how funology affects the value of digital customer experiences and why 

funology has this effect. The researchers will examine how funology can be implemented in digital solution to 

enhance the value of Gen Z’ digital customer experiences. The digital transformation that has robotized and 

automatized medial and tedious work and created an insatiable demand for information and entertainment 24/7 

has increased the relevance of Funology in today’s digital customer experiences. Generation Z is the first 

completely digital generation and they expect digital solutions that fulfil their wants, needs and goals through 

digital experiences that provide autonomy, competence and relatedness. Generation Z is the precursor 

generation for future digital-savvy generations that “want connectivity: better and easier ways to link up with 

people, accomplish tasks, have fun – and move on” (Vision Critical, 2016, p.12). They require digital solutions, 

e.g. self-service technologies and SoMe platforms like YouTube and gamification tools, to be both hedonic 

and utilitarian in nature. Funology as a construct has the capacity to design and deliver these experiential 

consumption offerings and create differentiation in businesses. A mixed method analyses, consisting of a 

quantitative survey, qualitative focus groups and ethnographic observation and experience prototype, was 

utilized in order to explore the Generation Z’s perceptions of funology.    The findings of this research paper 

highlight the significance of funology and the relationship between learning and value-creating 

transformational digital customer experiences. 
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CHAPTER I: Introduction 
 
1.1. Introduction 

‘How do you hold a moonbeam in your hand’ (“Sound of Music”, n.d., para. 11).       

     In the classic musical, The Sound of Music from 1965, the nuns in the convent sing about one of their 

postulates, Maria, who does not quite fit the grade of what a serious, studious girl should be. She is always 

breaking the norm and getting up to mischief, playing when she should not be and causing disruption in the 

structured, pious world of the Covent. She is irritatingly hard to pin down, even though she does make some 

of the nuns laugh. Yet, it is Maria and her sense of fun that totally liberates a father and his children from their 

regimental life of duty and relationship distance. The fun outlook of life she infuses into the family helps the 

children learn to find their voices and aids family bonding, connection and learning. 

     This very short resume of The Sound of Music, metaphorically highlights the concept and power of 

funology. Firstly, the concept of funology can be like a moonbeam – hard to hold in the hand. It is difficult to 

pin a precise definition onto the concept, yet all human beings have experienced funology in one degree or 

another. The ability to experience funology is an innate human quality. We are biologically wired for funology. 

Secondly, socially, whether it be cultural, religious, social- economic, political etc. can influence how funology 

is perceived. Funology offends or liberates depending on the individual or context. Thirdly, funology can break 

down barriers and create connection, belonging, learning and engagement. 

 

1.2 Research Objectives 
 
     To accomplish the main aim of this research paper, there are two main objectives that will be emphasized: 

• Gain an understanding of funology’s effect on value in digital customer experiences. 

• Gain an understanding of how the implementation of funology, in digital solutions can enhance the 

value of Gen Z’ digital experiences.	
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     To achieve the specified goals, the following research questions were developed in accordance with the 

main aim and research objectives: 

1.3 Research Question 
 
RQ1: How and why does funology affect the value of digital customer experiences? 

RQ2: How can funology be implemented in digital solutions to enhance the value of Gen Z’ digital customer 

experiences? 

1.3 Structure of the Research Paper 
 
     This research paper consists of six major parts: introduction, theoretical framework, methodology, results 

and discussion including the funology experiential wave framework (FEW) and conclusions. The theoretical 

framework consists of three parts: Digital Customer Experience, Value Creation in Digital Solutions and 

Funology. The first part is dedicated to understanding digital customer experiences. This section includes the 

definitions of experiences and the customer experience in general as the basis for the literature review on 

digital customer experience. The latter explains the concept of the digital customer, what social media is today 

and discusses the social platforms briefly. The second part is Value Creation in digital experiences, which 

includes digital solutions, such as self-service technology (SST) and social media (SoMe), such as YouTube 

platform and games and gamification. The third part is committed to investigating Funology, its science in 

biology and sociology. The subjects investigated in Funology in biology are the behavioral, emotional, 

cognitive and psychological systems, which include the constructs of motivation, self-determination theory 

(SDT), flow theory, play and learning constructs and laughter construct. Funology in sociology, explores 

funology in an historical and futuristic context, as well as zoning in on our chosen target generation; Generation 

Z context.  

     The methodological part of this research paper expounds the study's philosophical stance, chosen research 

methods, research design, data collection, and data analysis. The research data collection strategy is divided 

into three parts: a survey for the representatives of Generation Z, two focus groups and two unstructured 

interviews using an experience-prototype based on a real-life scenario. The research design, the process of 
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data collection and data analysis are explained in detail in this section. Furthermore, the part includes the 

results obtained through the primary data collected, as well as the limitations. Next, the research paper 

discussion answers our research questions and introduces our Funology Experiential wave framework (FEW) 

for customer journeys with the assistance of our theoretical framework. Lastly, the research paper closes with 

a conclusion, contributions to theory and management, and suggestions for future research. 

 

                  CHAPTER II: Theoretical Framework 

 

     Chapter one provided an overview of the study and introduced the research undertaken throughout this 

research paper. In chapter two, the researchers will review the literature and discuss the existing research works 

and main theories in fields related to the study in focus. This chapter will provide a foundation for the 

understanding and justification of the knowledge and findings derived from the topic researched herein. 

Section one consists of a review of the literature on customer experience and digital customer experience from 

concept definitions to the design and management of memorable customers’ experiences. It also highlights the 

relevance of the concepts of social media and digital platforms.  Section two centers on the literature of value 

creation and value in digital solutions.  Section three presents and explores the concept of funology in human 

and cultural systems, specifically including Generation Z and their traits.   

2.1 Digital Customer Experience 
 
     The following section will explore the literature on digital customer experience. It goes through the 

general customer experience literature to lay a foundation for the review of the literature of digital customer 

experience. 

	
2.1.1 Definition of Experience 
 
     Everyday life consists of a sum of interactive experiences. People have always lived life through 

experiences and customers will have an experience when they interact with organizations (Mascarenhas, 
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Kesavan & Bernacchiet, 2006), with services (Berry, Wall & Carbone, 2006) and products. Holbrook & 

Hirschman (1982), Schmitt (1999) and Poulsson and Kale (2004) claim that experiences occur as a response 

to a stimulus and that individuals have experiences when their senses are stimulated within a context and 

environment. Individuals react to stimuli differently; hence an experience is subjective and is lived individually 

and uniquely.  Carù and Cova (2008) later associate experiences to strong feelings that make specific 

experiences stand out from the normal flow of the daily routine.  

     This shows that experience has been defined in different ways and that its conceptualizations are influenced 

by the definitions of experience in diverse scientific fields. In psychology and sociology, for instance, 

experience is interpreted as affective and cognitive while philosophy defines an experience as subjective 

(Schmitt & Zarantonello, 2015). Accordingly, these views also shaped the concepts of customer experience in 

marketing literature.	

 
2.1.2 Defining Customer Experience 

     Customer experience as a concept has been widely debated and most scholars and practitioners view 

customer experience as what it should be - the new focus of managerial attention today (Nasution, Sembada, 

Miliani, Resti & Prawono, 2014). However, it has been a challenge for literature to agree upon a 

comprehensive and precise definition of what customer experience really is (Verhoef Lemon, Roggeveen, 

Tsiros & Schlesinge, 2009). The concept has also been wrongly used as a synonym for Customer Relationship 

Management (CRM), customer service or even as a feature offered only by entertainment businesses (e.g., 

theme parks) since experiences were exclusively associated to services (Pine & Gilmore,1998).       

     There are myriad of definitions which share common theoretical backgrounds. Jain, Aagia and Bagdare 

(2016) enlist these theories including Mehrabian and Russell’s (1974) SOR model (stimulus-organism-

response), Holbrook and Hirschman’s (1982) Consumption Experience, Pine and Gilmore’s (1998) Experience 

Economy, Prahalad and Ramaswamy’s (2004b) Co-Creation Experiences, and Vargo and Lusch’s (2004, 

2008) SD-Logic. 
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      One of the broadest definitions of customer experience builds on the aforementioned theories and earlier 

conceptualizations of other scholars including Shaw and Ivens (2005), and Schmitt (1999) is the definition by 

Gentile, Spiller, and Noci (2007,). It postulates that, ‘‘[t]he Customer Experience originates from a set of 

interactions between a customer and a product, a company, or part of its organization, which provoke a 

reaction. This experience is strictly personal and implies the customer’s involvement at different levels 

(rational, emotional, sensorial, physical, and spiritual). Its evaluation depends on the comparison between a 

customer’s expectations and the stimuli coming from the interaction with the company and its offering in 

correspondence of the different moments of contact or touchpoints” (Gentile et al., 2007, p. 397).  

     This definition is multifaceted; and calls for a few reflections. Firstly, in addition to customers’ reactions 

to a company and its products or services, and marketing messages, Bustamante and Rubio (2017) also include 

the customer social interactions with other customers in the service encounter.  Secondly, the subjective 

character of an experience implicates that there are no same experiences (Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982) 

because experiences are the result of the individual perceptions in each of the different levels pointed out. 

Thirdly, the definition recognizes the importance of both rational and emotional aspects of customer 

experience, that is to say, customers demand equally utilitarian and hedonic experiences. Fourthly, the concept 

also sees customer experience through the eyes of the company. It acknowledges that companies can measure 

customer experience by making a comparison between the customers’ prior expectations with the actual lived 

experiences at all touchpoints along the customer journey. However, in practice, customer experience 

measurement is not a simple task as expectation is qualitative and relative and can change during the encounter.  

Lastly, customers evaluate the company’s offering through all touchpoints or moments of contact, and they 

will have different interpretations or feelings of the stimuli at each touchpoint (Johnston & Kong, 2011). 

      Meyer and Schwager (2007) propose another important definition of customer experience which adds to 

Gentile, Spiller, and Noci’s (2007) holistic view. They assert customer experience as “the internal and 

subjective response customers have to any direct and indirect contact with a company” (Meyer & Schwager, 

2007, p. 1). The direct contacts refer to the contacts that are usually initiated by the customers and take place 

during the purchase, use, and service. The indirect contacts consist of the contacts initiated by the company 
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and other customers such as advertising, brand and word-of-mouth (Meyer & Schwager, 2007). They can also 

take the form of customer exposure to different types of corporate messages which reach the customers and 

create expectations, but not necessarily result in direct interactions (Bonfiglio, Alon, Pono, 2017) like the 

customer approaching the company or the purchasing of services or products.  Hence, customer experience 

happens along the entire customer journey including pre-purchase, purchase and post-purchase (Cova & Càru 

2007; Berry, Carbone, Haeckel, 2002; Verhoef et al., 2009) and across multiple touchpoints. 

     Gentile et al. (2007) and Meyer and Schwager’s (2007) definitions contribute with a purposeful clarification 

of the conceptualization of customer experience, but they do not reflect on the role of the customer in the 

creation of experiences. The definitions see the customer merely as a receiver of the experience delivered by 

the company. Poulsson and Kale (2004) differently draw attention to the importance of the customer as a co-

creator of its own experience.  They define customer experience as “an engaging act of co-creation between a 

provider and a consumer wherein the consumer perceives value in the encounter and the subsequent memory 

of that encounter” (Poulsson & Kale 2004, p. 270). In other words, experiences are co-created by the customer 

and the company.  Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004b) provide further insight into the customer’s increasing 

participation and engagement in both defining and creating the experience. This point is particularly important 

when addressing online customer experience. Hence, companies should not see themselves as the sole provider 

of the experience, but instead became a facilitator in the process of co-creation of customer experiences by 

creating a setting that empowers and helps customers to personalize their experiences and make them 

memorable.  

     The literature shows no consensus on the definition of customer experience. There are compelling reasons 

to argue that in spite of the many meaningful contributions in trying to define customer experience, the 

definition of customer experience as a construct is still incomplete (Verhoef e al., 2009) or ill-defined (Carù 

& Cova, 2007). It is due to insufficient clarity of the term ‘experience’ which is a broad term and as previously 

mentioned, has different meanings in the various scientific fields, and comprises nearly all aspects of human 

life. As John Keats (1819) posited “nothing ever becomes real till it is experienced”. On these grounds, it is 

difficult to frame experience in a narrow concept of consumption. Even marketing and consumer behavior 
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literature have distinct meanings for experience (Carù & Cova, 2003).  Palmer (2010) reinforces the issue of 

customer experience conceptualization and measurement. 

     While the definitions of customer experience are diverse and interdisciplinary, they share some 

commonalities which include that customer experience is holistic, subjective, emotional and physical, co-

created, dynamic and across all touchpoints over time. Customer experience is an evolution of the customer 

centricity approach; that is, a change in focus from the business perspective to the customer’s perspective 

(Appendix 1). To conclude, for a better understanding of customer experience construct as a whole there is a 

need for the development of a framework which links the ‘what of experience’ with ‘the how of experience’ 

(Schmitt & Zarantonello, 2015) and a link which integrates the experience dimensions with all constructions 

for both offline and online customer experience. 

Utilitarian and Hedonic Customer Experience 
 
     The types of customer experience are determined by the nature of the dimensions of consumption.  

Customer behavior literature has identified two types of consumption: hedonic and utilitarian (Holbrook & 

Hirschman,1982; Batra & Ahtola, 1990; Chandon, Wansink & Laurent, 2000).   Strahilevitz, & Meyers (1998) 

and Teller, Reutterer and Schnedlitz (2008) add that whether consumption is utilitarian or hedonic depends on 

the customer motives or goals and the level of emotions and feelings involved in the consumption. 

     In utilitarian consumption, customers are task- and goal-oriented and aim to fulfill a basic need or carry out 

a functional task rationally and practically (Strahilevitz, & Meyers, 1998; Batra & Ahtola, 1990; Okada, 2005). 

It is related to non-sensory attributes and cost-benefit economic value. Monetary savings and convenience are 

among the utilitarian consumption motives. Moreover, the benefits derived from consumption are seen by the 

customer as a way to get a job done through the value proposition offered by the company (Osterwalder, 

Pigneur, Bernarda & Smith, 2014), that is,  to an end (Chandon et al., 2000). 

      Hedonic consumption underlines the aspects of customers’ psychological well-being (Stelmaszewska, 

Fields, Blandford, 2004). It is a pleasure-oriented consumption driven by the desire of fantasy, playful leisure 

activities, multisensory, sensual pleasure and fun (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982; Strahilevitz, & Meyers, 

1998), and pain avoidance. Consumers pursue to maximize intangible emotional and affective benefits rather 
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than economic benefits; thus, customers seek hedonic gratification and satisfaction of the senses. Hirschman 

& Holbrook, (1982) termed hedonic consumption as ‘experiential consumption,’ or in the modern days 

‘hedonic customer experience’ (Addis & Holbrook, 2001). 

     By assuming that feelings and emotions are the pre-determinants for an experiential consumption, there can 

only be hedonic customer experience. From this perspective, utilitarian consumption, which is rational, is not 

a type of customer experience. Nonetheless, Babin, Darden and Graffin (1994) believe that utilitarian 

consumption is not emotion and pleasure free. In their opinion customers feel pleasure and arousal in 

accomplishing their consumption goals effectively and efficiently and when they achieve financial savings. 

As mentioned by Blynthe and Monk (2018) “goal achievement feels good” (p. 28). Alba and Williams (2012) 

and Prebensen and Rosengren (2016) assert that experiential consumption, in general, is a combination of 

hedonic and utilitarian values. In this light, Gilboa and Vilnai-Yavetz (2013) argue that utilitarian consumption 

could perhaps also be considered a type of customer experience.  

      If utilitarian consumption is a type of customer experience, there exists then two types of customer 

experience: hedonic customer experience and utilitarian customer experience, and their mechanisms are 

complementary (Sindhav & Adidam, 2012). However, businesses that focus only on utilitarian experiences 

will eventually lose competitive edge because competitors can imitate functional attributes (Gnoth, 2002). 

Therefore, focusing on creating hedonic experiences that appeal to feelings and emotions give businesses a 

greater chance to sustain competitiveness. 

     This research paper pays particular attention to hedonic experiences since fun is an emotion and we assume 

throughout the paper that the utilitarian attributes are well-established. 

The Role of Emotions in Customer Experience 

     There are many elements in the interaction between customer and a company that shape customer 

experiences and one of the most important is emotions. Emotions are central to human experience and 

behavior. They are therefore also a large and in integrated part of the customer experience. When considering 

customer experience, companies must take into account that customers are more than just rational decision 
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makers, they are also emotional beings (Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982, Schmitt,1999; Shaw & Ivens, 2002; 

Shaw, 2012). Companies and organizations should work toward creating experiences that combine customer 

experiences with human experiences (Little, 2015).     

     Boswijk, Peelen and Olthof (2012, p. 59) defined emotion as “a way of processing information” and that it 

operates at conscious and subconscious level. Customers react emotionally to the stimuli (information) 

provided by the company. On this note, Mehrabian & Russel, (1974) with their Stimulus-Organism-Response 

(S-R-O) paradigm advocate that the stimuli (S) from the environment awakens emotions (O) which in turn 

influence behavioral responses (R). They identify two types of behavioral responses, approach and avoidance. 

These responses are the result of positive and negative emotions. The positive includes emotions such as 

happiness, satisfaction, delight, trust, surprise, and calmness. The negative comprises emotions like feelings 

of anger, annoyance, boredom (Boswijk et al., 2012), disappointment and regret (White & Yu, 2005). 

Throughout the customer journey, customers have distinctive positive and negative emotions in response to 

stimuli at each touchpoint.  However, in some touchpoints, the emotion evoked is the feeling of indifference 

to the stimuli.         

     Although emotions are personal, personality-related and context-dependent, some emotions are generic or 

according to Darwin (1872) universal to all humans. These emotions are happiness, sadness, anger, fear, 

surprise, and disgust. Companies have some understanding of which emotions are common to most customers 

and arrange the interaction with the customer by using these shared emotions to create memorable moments. 

Additionally, they design and manage the environmental factors and emotions, and moods of employees during 

the encounter between customer and company (Mattila & Wirtz, 2000). Pullman and Gross (2004) mean that 

experience design elements stimulate emotions. 

      Research has shown that customers are more sensitive to negative emotions than to positive ones (Little, 

2015) and that negative emotions have a stronger impact on individuals’ behavior and last longer (Verduyn & 

Lavrijsen, 2015); for instance, customers tend to remember when companies disappoint them by failing to 

meet their expectations more than they will remember positive experiences. Therefore, it is essential for 

companies and organizations to create customer experiences where positive emotions overshadow the negative 
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ones. Most importantly, according to Shaw (2012) is to create experiences that evoke the emotions that most 

matter for the customers. He suggests that companies should focus on emotions that make customers feel 

“interested” and “stimulated” to “explore” (Shaw, 2012, p. 3) the company’s value proposition.  

     When customers have positive emotions, they are more prone to tell others about their experiences and 

spread positive word-of-mouth about the company and the brand. However, negative emotions are an even 

stronger motivating mechanism for the customers but with a negative message about the company. With the 

rise of Social Media, companies must be more attentive to the emotions they evoke in their customers. 

Moreover, when it comes to gauging emotions, customer experiences that revolve around evoking positive 

emotions create value for companies because positive emotions generate satisfaction (Westbrook, 1987), 

service quality perception (White, 2010), loyalty, trust and recommendation (Shaw, 2012). 

     Emotions play a critical role in the overall customer experience because they stay with the customer’s 

memories (Boswijk et al., 2012; Edvardsson, 2005) leaving an emotional blueprint (Kay & Loverock, 2008) 

of which customers remember and ground their actions and behavior and integrate these emotions in their 

decision-making process (Morris & Keltner, 2000). Emotions are present at all touchpoints and leave their 

print mark in the customer journey.  

Customer Experience Touchpoints 

     Meyer and Schwager (2007) in their definition of customer experience specify that customer’s experiences 

consist of multiple touchpoints. These touchpoints also denominated in marketing literature as ‘service 

encounter’, ‘point of contact’ (Roth & Menor, 2003), ‘moments of contact’ or ‘moments of truth’ are the direct 

and indirect contacts customers or potential customers have with companies or organizations (Maechler, Neher 

& Park, 2016) before, during or after purchase.  Dhebar (2012, p. 3) refers to touchpoints as the interactions 

customers have with human (service and sales employees), product, service, marketing communication, 

spatial, and digital platforms across the customer’s experiences life cycle. Thus, touchpoints occur across 

multiple channels and in different occasions (Zomerdijk & Voss, 2010; Stein & Ramaseshan, 2016). Jenkinson 

(2007) and Davis and Longoria (2003) give a broader definition of touchpoints by including the interactions 

customers have with other stakeholders (e.g. partners).  
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     Touchpoints impact customers’ experiences significantly because they influence customers’ thoughts, 

feelings, and emotions which in turn drive customers’ behavioral responses of approach or avoidance toward 

the company or brand. For this reason, in order to gain a comprehensive view of customer experience 

touchpoints and what they are all about, companies must examine touchpoints from the customers’ point of 

view (Lemke, Clark & Wilson, 2011; Schineider & Stickdorn, 2010).  By doing so they can identify and 

understand the most important touchpoints, as well as the pain points or touchpoints that cause dissatisfaction 

and need to be improved (Zomerdijk & Voss, 2010).  

     Scholars categorize touchpoints according to where they occur in the customer journey and based on 

ownership. In the customer journey, touchpoints are grouped into pre-purchase touchpoints (i.e., traditional 

marketing mix and advertising, potential customers’ approach to salespeople in physical stores, word-of-mouth 

and social media),  purchase touchpoints (i.e., website, staff or sales team, point of purchase) and post-purchase 

touchpoints (i.e., service and support team, online and phone help center, customer satisfaction surveys, 

maintenance) (Shaw & Ivens, 2002; Davis & Dunn, 2002; Tynan and McKechnie (2009).  

     Lemon and Verhoef (2016), discern touchpoints into brand-owned (i.e., elements of marketing mix), 

partner-owned (i.e., paid media, distribution partners), customer-owned (i.e., customers’ actions in the 

experience, their own needs and desires, and payment method), and social/external (i.e., interactions customers 

have with other customers, friends and family, and the entire ecosystem). Companies need to pay attention to 

social touchpoints because others influence customers in their decision-making process. Word-of-mouth, 

customer reviews, YouTubers, blogs and Social Media in general are among the most influential social 

touchpoints.  

     The various types of touchpoints impact companies and customers’ experiences at different levels (Wind 

& Hays, 2016). Some touchpoints have a moderate or little impact on customers’ experiences; others have a 

more dynamic and enduring impact (Price, Arnould & Tierney, 1995). Companies should, however, not ignore 

the touchpoints that have a small positive effect on experiences because they are a part the total customer 

experience and if neglected, they develop into dissatisfaction touchpoints (Hogan, Almquist & Glynn, 2005).    
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     Customers today experience multiple touchpoints along the customer journey particularly with the 

increasing importance of the digital marketplace and social media channels. This proliferation of multi-

touchpoints and multi-channel is challenging companies’ capacity to manage all touchpoints (Maechler et al., 

2016) during the customer journey. Rawson, Ducan and Jones (2013) explain that ‘more touchpoints, more 

complexity’. Consequently, it is important to identify specific touchpoints that contribute to the overall 

experience and at the same time to address all other touchpoints as part of the whole customer experience and 

as key building blocks of the customer journey (Stickdorn & Schneider, 2010; Meroni & Sangiorgi, 2011). In 

other words, touchpoints are pieces of a puzzle that together form the customer journey and if one piece is 

missing or badly managed it will affect the overall and consequently disrupt the customer journey.  

     Customer journey also named as Customer Journey Experience or Customer Engagement Cycle is defined 

by Norton and Pine (2013, p. 12) as “the sequence of events – whether designed or not – that customers go 

through to learn about, purchase and interact with company offerings – including commodities, goods, services 

or experiences”. It is essentially the total sum of the touchpoints.  For Lemon and Verhoef (2016), a customer’s 

journey is the customer’s full experience.  

     The customer journey can be graphically represented by the Customer Journey Mapping which is a tool to 

visualize the customers’ experiences during their purchase journey. It gives a picture of all the touchpoint 

interactions, and steps customers go through when engaging with the company (Richardson, 2010) along the 

end-to-end customer journey. It enables and guides companies to understand the context of the customers and 

the value each encounter has to companies and customers because it details the high-value touchpoints, neutral 

touchpoints, and pain points. How all touchpoints fit together in the customer journey is critical to a customer 

experience transformation (Lotz, Raabe & Roggenhofer, 2018). The bottom line is that customer value maps 

enable better experiences (Weir, 2018).  

      

     Mapping the customer journey is crucial; however, without an understanding and empathy to customers’ 

cognitive, emotional, sensorial and social state, companies are more prone to fail in improving and creating 
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positive and memorable experiences. Thus, it is vital to invest in the design and management of individual 

touchpoints and the entire customer journey.   

 
Designing and Managing Customer Experiences 
 
      Customer experience is undoubtedly a way to achieve differentiation, competitive advantage, sustaining 

brand image, foster brand engagement, loyalty, and word-of-mouth (Jain & Bagdare, 2017). Therefore, firms 

must invest in the design and management of experiences because “customer experience is profitable” (Arussy, 

2015, p. 5) for companies and customers and it is a key to growth.  The question is how companies go about 

bosting and creating customer experience transformation with today’s eruption of touchpoints and multiple 

channels and media (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016).  It has become increasingly challenging to address this 

complexity and design, manage and control individual touchpoints and the customer journey. Additionally, 

customers’ dynamic social and physical context and the entire ecosystem escalate the gap between the designed 

and the actual experience lived by customers (Ponsignon, Durrieu, and Bouzdine-Chameeva, 2017). 

     “Any color as long as it's black" (Ford, 1922, p. 72) approach or one-size-fits-all approach are no longer 

suitable to attract or sustain customers. More than that is needed, businesses must tailor solutions in the form 

of products and services, and above all create experiences to individual customers (Anderson Swaminathan & 

Mehta 2003). Moreover, businesses must design experiences focusing on what customers need and want rather 

than on what the experience provider guesses will please the customers, or on what the provider thinks is 

excellent customer experience. Shaw and Ivens (2002) proposes that customer experiences should be designed 

from “outside in” instead of “inside out”. 

     Designing customer experiences is complex and involves a certain level of unpredictability, mainly due to 

customers’ expectations and emotions they bring from before the interaction and the ones they develop during 

the encounter. Hence, firms and organizations need a framework that helps create experiences that are more 

clear-cut. Experience Design is used to fulfill this role and mitigates the risk of creating customer experiences 

based on speculations. 
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     Ponsignon et al. (2017) define customer experience design as the actions businesses take to create and 

manage the points of interaction with customers. Central to this concept is the idea that customer experience 

design establishes a structure for companies to design and manage every touchpoint closely in the customer 

journey with the aim to deliver experiences based on the brand’s promise.  Furthermore, experience design 

literature accentuates that the company’s role is to create the conditions (emotional and environmental settings) 

that enable customers to live the experiences they desire (Zomerdijk & Voss, 2010). Building on these 

premises, Meyer and Schwager (2007, p. 4) add that at its best a good design makes routine and cumbersome 

experiences pleasant and efficient. Along the same line Kent (2007, p. 739) believes that good designs 

incorporate simplicity and emotional engagement and integrate gracefully the new and familiar”. 

     One of the fundamental principles of designing and managing customer experiences anchors around what 

Temkin (2018) calls the ‘first law of customer experience’; that is, an experience is personal, customer-

dependent, is in the mind of the customer (Mascarenhas et al., 2006) and it is “totally in the eyes of the 

beholder” Temkin (2018, p. 2). From this point of view, customer experience is perceived and felt differently 

by each customer and can vary in time and is context specific. Taking the first law of customer experience as 

the pillar for building winning experiences requires that companies embrace a human-centered approach and 

gain a better understanding of human psychology (Dasu & Chase, 2013), including an understanding of the 

differences in personality traits.  Knowing what customers have in mind, what they value most, which physical 

and emotional stimulus appeal to them (Barbopoulos & Johansson, 2017) can enable the creation of 

personalized experiences for individuals or at least for different customer segments. For Vandermerwe (1993) 

and Schembri (2006) numbers and hard data only cannot give a full picture of how customers experience the 

company or brand. It is necessary to come closer to customers to read their feelings, experiences, and 

impressions.   

      Understanding customer psychology and consumer behavior gives a solid foundation for businesses to 

develop successful customer experience strategies. At the heart of most customer experiences strategy today 

is to focus exclusively on touchpoints. This tendency misleads businesses from seeing a complete view of the 

customers’ total experience. Rawson et al. (2013) recommend that companies and organizations must focus 
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on the bigger picture, that is the customers’ end-to-end journey, or merely the entire customer journey. Other 

scholars (Zomerdijk & Voss, 2010; Ponsignon et al., 2017; Følstad & Kvale, 2018) also support the customer 

journey perspective in managing and designing customer experiences. When customer’s experiences are 

designed, and managed based on a customer journey analysis, firms evaluate every single touchpoint in 

connection with each other and not as isolated events.  

     Getting customer experience right is to deliver exceptional customer experiences that are sustainable 

(Soudagar, Iver & Hildebrand, 2012) and ultimately delight customers, build loyalty and foster brand 

engagement.  

 

2.1.3 Defining Digital Customer Experiences			 

     We are living an era of a digital transformation where the rapid and significant developments in technology 

are influencing all aspects of human life (Stolterman & Fors, 2004) and above all, how people communicate. 

It has both affected customers’ expectations and behavior and changed profoundly the ways businesses interact 

and respond to customers, and how they create and deliver value in the form of experiences (Lund, 2019). 

Froehle and Roth (2004) see developments in technology as an enabler of communication between customers 

and companies. According to them, communication can be ‘technology-mediated customer contact’ and 

‘technology-generated customer contact’ where technology replaces the human company representative and 

communication happens between the customer and technological devices. Digital transformation has indeed 

disrupted customer-firm relationships, and it is reshaping customer experience in almost every industry 

(Lemon & Verhoef, 2016; Ehrlich, Fanderl & Habrich, 2017). 

      Technological advancements, in particular the impact of the Internet and Social Media on consumer 

behavior has changed the business landscape and opened a whole new field of research on customer 

experience, namely Digital Customer Experience (DCX) also referred as web experience (Constantinides, 

2010), Internet experience (Nysveen & Pedersen, 2004), online shopping experience (Chen, Shang & Kao, 

2009), online customer experience (Hair, Rose & Clark, 2009), online consumer experience (Liao & Keng, 

2013), and online customer service experience (Klaus, 2013).  
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     The concept of digital customer experience and online customer experience are interchangeable and 

complementary. While Spottke (2017, p. 729) describes digital customer experience as every phase of the 

purchase, consumption and post-consumption processes of the holistic customer experience in digitally based 

interactions, Hair et al. (2009) define online customer experience as the customers’ cognitive and affective 

impressions that result from customer-firm interactions online.  Lattemann and Robra-Bissantz (2017) further 

explain that digital customer experience deals with digital customer relationships, which are central to 

companies’ digital transformation. Based on these definitions, DCX is the sum of all digital touchpoint 

interactions between a customer and a company and the accumulated impressions and feelings the customer 

developed from the interactions.   

     Stein and Ramaseshan (2016) point out that customers’ direct interactions facilitated by technological 

devices can have a beneficial or detrimental impact on digital customer experience. Interactions online can be 

for example painless and convenient, but they can also be agitating and frustrating. 

     In digital customer experience in the form of purchasing online, companies try to reproduce the offline 

experience or at least some of the features provided when the encounter customer-company is offline. Other 

times the online experience is an upgrade of the offline experience in the sense that some of the pain 

touchpoints such as wait and inefficiency can be eliminated giving the customer a better and consistent 

experience (Rawson et al., 2013). 

     Rose, Clark, Phillip and Hair (2012) in their study on online shopping behavior pointed out the differences 

between online and offline customer experience. Other studies have addressed the role of Social Media in 

transforming the way consumers and marketers communicate (Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh & Gremler, 

2004), and how communication online facilitated by Social Media impact customers’ experiences, how 

customers co-create experiences with marketers, and how they share experiences with others. In the same vein, 

Braun (2017) emphasizes that customers using their smartphones are active participants in creating their own 

experiences and simultaneously impact the experiences of others (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2015) who share 

the same physical and virtual environments. Hence, consumer behavior has undergone a tremendous 

transformation from the traditional brick-and-mortar store consumers to today’s savvy-digital consumers. 
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Understanding the Digital Customer 
 
     The use of technological devices and especially the Web and the Internet have made us digital consumers; 

consumers who rely on digital platforms to manage their searches, choices, purchase decision-making and 

customer experiences. These new consumers actively use connected devices such as smartphones, 

smartwatches, and tablets to interact with each other and with companies via social media and the web. They 

are always on and always connected consumers (Boag, 2014). Piccinini, Gregory, and Kolbe, (2015) in their 

study on consumer behavior analyzed how consumers have changed due to the use of technology. Consumers 

are no longer only receivers of one-way communication from company-to-consumer, but they also want a 

reciprocal communication in which they interact, and companies listen to have to say (Tkaczyk, 2016). The 

digital customer role shifted from static customer behavior to an informed, more active and dynamic, 

connected, social and empowered consumer. 

     The digital- savvy consumer is well-informed_ Consumers access to information has grown 

significantly with the emergence, availability and lower prices of Internet-connected computers and mobile 

phones as a means of modern communication. Consumers have also become more knowledgeable about how 

to use communication technology more efficiently; consequently, information about products and service is 

now available anytime and anywhere to most consumers (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2010) and go beyond the shelf 

when it comes to product quality, price, and place evaluation (Su, 2017). According to Granados and Gupta 

(2013), this means that consumers can evaluate and purchase products and services online and are not entirely 

dependent on the information companies provide to them through promotion and advertising. 

     The digital consumer has a drive for immediacy and has high expectations_ They want relevant 

and quick information, and everything must happen now and in real time (Lund, 2019). Additionally, in the 

digital world customers search for immediate gratification and have less tolerance for low responsiveness (e.g., 

from website or response time of a customer quire or complaint) and ambiguous brand message. Parise, Guinan 

and Kafka (2016) believe that organizations are facing a ‘crises of immediacy’ as they pursuit to cope with the 

modern customers’ need for relevant content anytime, anywhere and in the format and platform of the 

customers’ choice. Borowski (2015) asserts that consumers are far less patient and more critical in digital 
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interactions. When considering sales, digital customers want reliable products and services that are easy and 

fast to purchase (Heron, 2015), what in turn requires companies to remove frictions in the buying and service 

processes; that is, one less click makes the experience better. They also expect all their relevant account 

information such as loyalty program, gift cards, etc. to be used and accessible in all channels, and expect digital 

payment methods to be available when and where they need. Digital consumers growing expectations of 

superior and faster services put additional pressure on companies to invest in improved digital solutions 

(Ehrlich, 2017) to reduce the gap between customer expected digital experience and realized experience.  

Furthermore, apart from assuming that companies know their preferences and purchase and service past 

journeys, customers expect to be treated as individuals (Lund, 2019). 

     The modern digital consumer is connected and social_ They interact and share knowledge about 

companies’ products and services, and the experiences they had with them. They are ‘always-connected’ 

customers and use social media and other platforms to share things from their personal experiences and to 

search and provide reviews, comments, and recommendations. In this way, they gain and create content 

(Clemons, 2008; Moriuch, 2016) which is vital for companies in understanding the social digital consumers’ 

behavior (Lee, 2018), how they think and what they want.  Thus, firms can use these valuable customer insights 

on customer behavior and attitudes to respond to customers’ needs accordingly.  

     Today’s digital consumer is different comparing to consumers 15 years ago. One of the most notable 

outcomes of the evolution in information and communication technologies transforming the role of the new 

customer is the shift in power balance from business to consumers (Constantinides, 2008). Technology has 

empowered the 21st century consumers (Füller, Mühlbacher, Matzler & Jawecki,,2010; Piccinini et al., 2015) 

by access to information (Uncles, 2008). The abundance of information about what is available in the market 

allows price and attributes comparison (Kauffmann, 2010) not only within the local market, but as well as in 

the global market. As a result, consumers can make educated purchases (Wang, Minor & Wei, 2011). 

Moreover, knowing about others’ experiences with different businesses value propositions affect consumers’ 

choice. Thus, the empowered consumer is taking control of how business serve them (Rosenbau, 2016) and 

control over their own experiences.  
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     Consumer empowerment by the Internet has had an enormous impact on the consumer’s traditional 

purchase decision-making process which is a linear sequence of steps illustrated by the consumer purchase 

funnel initially proposed by Lewis in 1898 with AIDA model (Hassana, Nadzimb & Shiratuddin, 2015), and 

later modified by various scholars. This model can no longer represent the modern consumer purchase decision 

process. In the words of Wolny and Charoensuksai (2014, p. 318), “the funnel is dead, long live the loop”. The 

savvy well-informed and connected digital consumers with technology at their fingertips have changed their 

purchase dynamics and behavior.  Hence, the modern consumer decision process can be better understood 

through the Consumer Decision Journey model (CDJ) (Cundari, 2015; Court, Elzinga, Mulder & Vetvik, 

2009). In the CDJ, consumers can jump between stages of the funnel and between companies (Appendix 2).  

      By understanding their digital customers, organizations increase their chances of designing and delivering 

seamless Omni channel customer experiences regardless of place and time. In the same context, Parise et al. 

(2016) contend that today’s immersive digital technologies have a high potential to transform the customer 

experience by helping companies to deliver real-time, context-specific experiences and respond to customers 

fast changing demands. Lastly, it is crucial to understand that digital customers want immediate, simple, 

personal (Ehrlich et al., 2017), and unique experiences. Therefore, to embark on the journey of success, 

businesses must embrace innovative processes and technologies like Artificial Intelligence (AI), Internet of 

Things (IoT), search engines and others, and “connect with the connected consumer” in various digital 

platforms and social media channels; meet the customers where they are. 

 
 
2.1.4 Social Media and the Web 
 
     Social media enjoy phenomenal success in the form of adoption and usage levels. Billions of people today 

use Social Media. Statistics show that the number of social media users reached up to 3.484 billion (figure 1) 

worldwide in January 2019 according to Global Digital Report 2019.1 Social media’s popularity has expanded 

to the far corners of the earth and continuous to grow globally. 

                                                
1	Kemp,	S.	(2019,	January).	Digital	around	the	world	in	2019.	Retrieved	Maj	10,	2019,	from:	
https://p.widencdn.net/kqy7ii/Digital2019-Report-en		
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Figure 1: Global Digital Report 2019 

 

     The domain media–human interaction started with the emergence and development of the World Wide 

Web also called Web 1 and which was used nearly only to send information to readers. Digital social 

interactions initially consisted of newsgroups, and it was limited to a small group of technology enthusiasts 

(Ryan & Jones, 2012). Communication between users was basically to chair news content (Kaplan & Haenlein, 

2010). The evolution from Web 1 to Web 2.0 remarkably changed the nature of social media.  Web 2.0 is 

defined by Brengarth and Mujkic (2016, p. 590) as “a network platform that connects all devices regardless of 

the operational system they use”. Kaplan and Haenlein (2010) also refer to Web 2.0 as the technological 

infrastructure of social media. Other scholars focus on the combination of the technical and social aspects of 

the web implying that Web 2.0 platform support users and participants’ experiences, interaction, and creation 

and sharing of knowledge (Constantinides & Fountain, 2008). Web 2.0 is the platform that enabled the 
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evolution of social media (Kaplan and Haenlein (2010) from one-way network communication to network 

interacted (Dijck, 2013), to what social media is today: a plurality of interconnected networks of people.  

 

Social Media Today 

     Around the year 2005, the term Social Media became common among most users of the Internet and 

modern communication devices. Social media has become the synonym for modern communication. There are 

many definitions for social media, but the majority emphasizes communication, connectedness and social 

interaction as the main attributes of social media. Tuten and Solomon (2018, p. 4) give a concise and accurate 

definition of social media: “Social media are the online means, of communication conveyance, collaboration, 

and cultivation among interconnected networks of people, communities and organizations enhanced by 

technological capabilities and mobility”. Leung (2015, p.1) and Kaplan and Haenlein (2010, p. 61) add the 

importance of the creation and exchange of user-generated content to Tuten and Solomon’s definition.  

     Social media as forms of online communication opened channels for people to create and engage in 

networks of private or social groups, and communities to share ideas, messages, information and other contents 

bringing users together in social platforms. Social media created a new meeting space where individuals, 

organizations and business share and build value (Roblek, Bach, Meško & Bertoncelj, 2013). People use social 

media for personal, professional, business or organizational purposes.  On a personal level, users seek to nurse 

and strengthen their family, friendship and social relationships through updates, sharing photos, videos, and 

stories (Cornejo, 2013). Additionally, people use social media to share points of view, to socialize, and to have 

fun and enjoyment. On a professional level, social platforms enable professionals to build networks with other 

professionals and firms, and to develop knowledge and skills (Novakovich, Miah & Shaw, 2017). On a 

business and organizational levels, social media enables businesses and organizations to reach customers and 

audience, to buy and sell, to gain knowledge and understanding of customers’ needs and preferences; the 

bottom line, social media brings business closer to the consumers. Common for the four levels is that people 

interact through social media to connect, communicate, gain knowledge and learn (figure 2).  
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Figure 2: Inspired on ‘The Social Media Value Chain (Tuten & Solomon, 2018) 

Social Media Platforms   

     Social media has become a part of people’s daily routine whether it is on the social realm, work, business, 

consumption, education, fun, and enjoyment or other areas. The world of social media is complex because 

there are many forms of platforms including social networking, microblogging, photo sharing, video sharing, 

discussion forums, bookmarking and content curation networks, publishing platforms, instant messaging 

(Leung, 2015), etc. Tuten and Solomon (2018) categorize them into four dimensions, what they named the 

‘Zones of Social Media’ (figure 3).  
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Figure 3: The Zones of Social Media (Tuten & Solomon , 2018, p. 16) 

     Each zone corresponds to the function and interest the platforms have for the users. They consist of highly 

interactive platforms in which individuals and communities share, debate, co-create or modify content 

(Kietzmann, McCarthy & Silvestre, 2011), play e-games, meet and socialize, use as professional networks, 

and trade. Many of the sites shown in figure 3 are well-known and well-established and are very popular with 

users from year-to-year (Chaffey, 2019). The five topmost popular network platforms today are Facebook, 

YouTube, WhatsApp, Instagram and Twitter (Appendix 3). It is worthy of mentioning that the level of 

popularity of the platforms is different according to age groups. For instance, YouTube, Snapchat and 

Instagram are more popular with generation Z (Appendix 4), while the millenniums are more active on 

Facebook and WhatsApp.  Other platforms such as Google+, LinkedIn and Pinterest are also growing in the 

number of registered users and visitors.  However, as alleged by Des Cahill (2018), if companies want to know 

what platforms are going to be mainstream in the future, they must observe and follow carefully the platforms 

in which teenagers are active today. 
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     Social Media platforms are becoming a massive social marketplace which creates opportunities and 

challenges for consumers and businesses. Social networking affects positively (Sterne, 2010) or negatively 

consumers’ attitudes towards brands, products, and services through digital word-of-mouth resulting from 

posts on sites such as Facebook and Tweeter, and through microblogging and consumer reviews (Marchand, 

Hennig-Thurau, & Wiertz, 2017). All social platforms users are customers or potential customers who can be 

influenced and can influence others’ purchasing decision-making, consumer engagement, and customer 

loyalty. For these reasons, companies need to be present and active on social network platforms and align their 

social media goals with their overall marketing strategy (Tafesse & Wien, 2018). Social networks can function 

as tools that enable businesses to bridge the gap between customers and brands and provide companies with 

customer information necessary to design functional and emotional memorable digital customer experiences. 

In this regard, Sarkar (2017) considers social media an essential component of customer experience nowadays. 

 

 

2.2 Value Creation   
 
      In the next section of this research paper the concept of value creation will be briefly discussed; thereafter, 

the opportunities for value creation through digital solutions, such as self-service technology (SST) and social 

media (SoMe) YouTube platform and gamification will be examined. 

 
 
2.2.1 Value Creation 
 
      In business marketing, there are three stages of conceptualizing customer value (Eggert, Ulaga, Frow & 

Payne, 2018, p. 84). The first stage broadly defines customer value as a perceived monetary value in exchange 

for a product or service – ‘value in exchange’. The second stage broadened the value concept to include benefit 

and cost trade-offs in both relational value, which consisted of economic, psychological and behavioral 

dimensions, as well as episode value (Eggert et al., 2018). The current and third stage defines value co-created 

as “[t]he customer is always a co-creator of value: there is no value until an offering is used – experience and 



Lucinda	Rasmussen	Student	nr.	100171	
Sandra	Henriksen	Student	nr.	45822	
‘FUNOLOGY: Taking fun seriously in Digital Customer Experience’ 
	

 

29	

perception are essential to value determination” [Foundational Proposition FP 6] (Lusch, Vargo & O’Brien, 

2007, p. 7). Macdonald, Kleinaltenkamp and Wilson (2016, p. 98) also define value in the third stage as: 

“all customer-perceived consequences arising from a solution that facilitate or hinder achievement of the 

customer’s goals […]. Business solutions are defined as ‘the combining of supplier and customer processes 

and resources through a joint resource integration process to create collective and individual value in use, 

which is monitored and optimized through value auditing processes”’ (Eggert, et al., 2018, p. 84). Thus, 

customer-perceived value is determined as the ratio of customer-perceived benefits – what is received, relative 

to customer-perceived sacrifice – what is given (Monroe, 1991; Ravald & Grönroos, 1996; Zeithaml, 1988). 

     According to Sheth, Newman and Gross (1991), five factors can determine customer value: functional value 

(i.e., ‘funtional performance, economic utility, and the benefits associated with possessing the service’); 

emotional value (i.e., ‘feelings when they experience an organization’s products or services’); epistemic value 

(i.e., ‘capacity of services or products to provide novelty or curiosity and satisfy a desire for knowledge’); 

social value (i.e., ‘limited to specific social groups’) and conditional value (i.e., ‘special cases, such as an 

illness or some specific social situation’) (Ho & Ko, 2008, p. 430). 

     Companies cooperating with customers in co-creation obtain joint value creation through value-creating 

processes incorporating both customer’ and companies ‘interlinked activities, resources, and actors’ (Eggert 

et al., 2018, p. 82). Value-creating processes include encounter processes, customer value-creating processes 

and supplier value-creating processes all supported by activities, mechanisms, tasks, interactions and 

procedures (Payne, Storbacka & Frow, 2008). These processes become a dialogue between customer and 

company. These processes, which should be seen as experiences of ‘interactive process[es] of learning 

together’ (Payne et al., 2008, p. 84), and experiences of relativistic preference (Holbrook & Schindler, 1996), 

encourage the customer to move from a passive role to a ‘player’ role (Prahalad & Ramaswarmy, 2000); thus, 

embedding value in individualized experiences (Prahaldad 2004b, p. 172). Experiences of joint value creation 

capture values that satisfy customers’ psychological needs, such as relatedness (e.g., emotional engagement 

with the company and its process), autonomy (e.g., having a voice and decision-making power), and 

competence (e.g., opportunities to apply operant resources, i.e., intangible resources such as skill, knowledge 
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and information etc.) resulting in customer goal achievement. This inter relationship between the customer and 

the company gives the company a competitive advantage through continual monitoring of customers’ wants 

and needs. This aids in identifying pain touchpoints and designing or streamlining processes that save effort, 

time and ultimately money; hence, direct and indirect, psychological costs (Ravald & Grönroos, 1996). These 

processes of joint value creation are conceptualized in the framework designed by Payne et al. (2008, p. 86). 

See below: 

 

 

Figure 4: A conceptual framework for value co-creation (Payne et al., 2008, p. 86). 

     Customer value-creating processes are often unconscious processes that are interactive and experienced as 

dynamic practices (Payne et al., 2008). The company can develop these practices, so that the consumption 

experience, which also ‘includ[es] flow of fantasies, feelings, and fun’ (Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982) - aids 

the customer in learning by helping them appropriate their operant resources. According to Payne et al. (2008), 

companies whose goal is to co-create value with customers, will strive to design customer learning processes 

and practices that encourage the complex form of learning called ‘propositioning’, i.e., reflection over own 
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value creating processes, which can result in changed behavior. When customers learn at the more complex 

level, they reflect over how the value created with a company relates to their aspirations, objectives and 

ultimately their lives (Payne et al., 2008). 

     There are fundamental activities that the company can engage in to practically strive for increased 

‘propositioning’ in the customer-company relationship. These include “co-creating opportunities; planning, 

testing and prototyping value co-creating opportunities with customers; implementing customer solutions and 

managing customer encounters…” (Payne et al., 2008, p. 88).  

     A company can strategize value-creating processes and develop solutions for their customers by identifying 

value-creating opportunities found in technological breakthroughs (e.g., mobile network), industry logics (e.g., 

self-service technology (SST) and social media YouTube video platform) and life preferences (e.g., digital, 

mobile, connectedness, autonomy, fun etc.) (Payne et al., 2008, p. 88). A beneficial tool in strategizing value-

creating processes is to co-create with the customer in the iterative activity of prototyping. Developing 

elemental prototypes allows customers and companies to dialogue and learn how to manage the different 

encounter processes (i.e., emotional-supporting encounter; cognition-supporting encounter, behavior-and 

action-supporting encounter or critical encounter) (Payne et al., 2008, p. 90). Customer solutions that match 

customers’ wants, needs and goals can then be rapidly implemented. 

      Customer solutions in 2019, are trending more towards digital solutions.  Digital solutions allow 

customers’ value-in-use to be seamless, timesaving, autonomous and individual; if they work as they should, 

for example, Netbank, Mobile pay and flight check-in online.  

     In the next section of the research paper, the SST and SoMe YouTube video platform and gamification as 

digital opportunities for customer solutions will be discussed. 

2.2.2. Defining Value in Digital Solutions 

     Digital technologies can facilitate service-integration across the entire value-creation network, thus 

reducing waste of operant resources such as effort and time in value-creating processes, for example, Internet 

banking self-service technology has reduced operational costs by approximately 70 to 75 percent which 
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ultimately reduces personal costs and increases profits (Ho & Ko, 2008; Chau & Lai, 2003). By bundling 

individual parts into a service-integrated solution, customers benefit from a more seamless, easier and 

satisfying value proposition by allowing customers to access service without needing the involvement of 

service professionals (Ho & Ko, 2008). Jaakkola and Hakanen (2011, p. 47) define solutions as “individualized 

offers for complex customer problems that are interactively designed and whose components offer an 

integrative added value by combining product and/or services so that the value is more than the sum of the 

components”. Solutions create value for both customer and company when performance is improved, and costs 

reduced because of the new era of constant change and complexity. Digital solutions have the maximum 

capacity to do this. 

     Digital technology creates more “efficient and effective economic value creation processes” (Reddy & 

Reinartz, 2017, p. 11). Some of the benefits of digital technology are the following: lower interaction costs, 

exponential expansion of societal and economic systems, actionable decisions through insightful collection 

and analysis of Big Data, new products and services for customers, new experiences and more convenience 

and new opportunities to enter new markets for companies (Reddy & Reinartz, 2017). These benefits have 

been proven to be fulfilled through the self-service technology (SST) digital solution, thereby creating 

experiences of value. 

2.2.3 Self-Service Technology (SST) Digital Solution 

     Self-service technology is defined as a technological interface that allows customers to produce and 

consume services without direct assistance from employees (Meuter, Ostrom, Roundtree & Bitner, 2000). 

There are two types of SSTs, “on-site”, e.g., information kiosks in shopping malls and library self-scanning, 

and “off-site”, e.g., online banking and internet shopping (Dabholkar & Bagozzi, 2002). Some of the major 

challenges accompanying both “on-site” and “off-site” SSTs are, for example, determining what design 

features would attract which type of customers and why, how much would the cost be to introduce SSTs, and 

how to change customer’s behaviors and perceptions towards the new technology, so that customers’ anxiety 

and perception of complexity is reduced (Ho & Ko, 2008; Curran & Meuter, 2007). Essentially, companies 
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can provide SST in their value proposition, but value is only determined when customers experience and 

perceive the technology. Customer value achieved through SST has been identified in previous research. The 

most significant SST observations from research have been utility - i.e., usefulness, for example: time saving, 

money saving, convenience, access and increased consumer control; social acceptance – i.e., disapproval or 

approval of peers, for example: recognition from family or friends, social support or group references; ease of 

use – i.e., the interface design is clear and the processes are simple and free of effort; enjoyment – i.e., fun or 

entertainment (Ho & Ko, 2008; Curran & Meuter, 2007). Fun particularly surfaced as a significant determinant 

in technology use by customers in reducing anxiety in engaging with the SST solution (Webster, 1989). 

Alternative value created through SST is avoidance of employee interaction, ease of use and intrinsic 

motivation to be self-reliant or self-taught. However, SSTs can also destroy customer value if they are not 

designed or managed well. They can also destroy value if the design of the operand technology does not take 

into account the users and their operant resources (i.e., skills and knowledge) needed to fulfill the task (Hilton, 

Hughes, Little & Marandi, 2013). The customer determines value according to personal preferences and 

contexts, because value is subjective. If customers, in the co-production of self-servicing tasks perceive that 

they are actually paying for the service they are performing themselves, it may cause negative value.  

     In summary, SSTs have the potential to both enhance and destroy value. Therefore, it is imperative that 

companies leverage customer resources to develop competitive strategies (Hilton et al., 2013). They can do 

this by, firstly, ensuring that employees’ tacit knowledge is built into the design of the interface. Secondly, by 

designing the interface that equips the customers with the necessary operant resources such as skill and 

knowledge in order to accomplish a self-service task that gives them value. Thirdly, by designing an interface 

that takes into consideration the target customer and their individual preferences, abilities and goals (Hilton et 

al., 2013). 

     Designing an exceptional SST interface which integrates resources in an attractive and skillful way will 

help companies and customers create joint value together. There are many tools that can leverage value 

creation in the SST’s interface. One of the more successful tools is social media (SoMe). 
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 2.2.4 Social Media Digital Solutions  
 
      The intrinsic value created through SoMe platforms is “communicating, creating, joining, collaborating, 

working, sharing, socializing, playing, buying and selling, and learning within interactive and interdependent 

networks” (Tuten & Solomon, 2018, p. 7). This intrinsic value of SoMe is imbedded in the Social Media Value 

Chain, which is an entire infrastructure consisting of channels and hosts, supporting software and services, 

devices and people (Tuten & Solomon, 2018). 

      The types of value co-created through SoMe can be economic capital and social capital. Economic capital 

is when businesses earn revenue particularly through advertising or subscription. Social capital, also known as 

psychic income, is defined as “people and brands [that] earn a reputation for providing high value [content] – 

whether that value comes from information, relevance, and/or entertainment” (Tuten & Solomen, 2018, p. 17). 

Social capital is created by business, through their marketing strategy, by publishing high value, authentic 

content that attracts consumers. These consumers then interact with a business through participating, 

commenting or sharing the content. If the high, relevant, ‘seeded serendipity’ content is ‘discovered’ by the 

consumer, they can share it in their SoMe community and the business earns social capital (Witt & Baird, 

2018, p. 140). Other types of values that SoMe creates for customers as participants are, for example, affinity 

impulse that creates a sense of belonging to a community or reference group; personal utility impulse that 

satisfies a person’s need for information, entertainment, convenience and incentive seeking; contact comfort 

and immediacy impulse that help relieve the sense of not being lost or alone; altruistic impulse that gives 

opportunities for doing good to others without being rewarded; curiosity impulse that satisfies the desire to 

learn and grow in knowledge and; validation impulse that aids the individual in conquering self-doubt (Tuten 

& Solomen, 2018, pp. 52-53). When a business understands how to create content that appeals to the above-

mentioned customer value types, they can positively aim to build brand affinity. Businesses can monitor the 

effectiveness of investments in SoMe by measuring the value impact of their content. To monitor if a business’ 

investment in SoMe content is working, businesses need to know how to measure value impact of their content. 

To measure the SoMe return on investments (ROI), they measure how much value they have generated for 

their customer segments. This measurement is called earned media value (EMV). EMV is “the measurement 
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of value generated from the social promotion for a brand based on the quality of promotion and engagement 

with a social post” (Witt & Baird, 2018, p. 195). EMV calculates organic SoMe engagement opposed to paid 

promotion engagement on the same platform. To measure accurately, EMV uses three foundational metrics 

which consist of subsets of another metrics. These three-foundation metrics are Reach (i.e., “unique visits, 

how content is being consumed, geography, bounce rate, page views, SEO and hashtags”); Engagement (i.e., 

“direct interactions, social sharing, social velocity and time spent”) and; Sentiment (i.e., “positive/negative or 

neutral sentiment (Stinson, 2017) and brand affinity”) (Witt & Baird, 2018, pp. 197-199). 

     Many types of value are therefore created by content on SoMe platforms, and businesses can leverage this 

value-creation by incorporating SoMe software, services and devices into their business value propositions, 

processes and practices. By incorporating the multi-zone social media network YouTube into SST design, 

customers’ digital experience can be enhanced, and businesses can create brand affiliation.  

YouTube Platform 

     A new research has predicted that YouTube as a video resource will surpass Facebook platform and become 

the second most visited platform globally (Kraus, 2018, para. 2). Video as high-value-creating content is 

burgeoning: 

 YouTube: Traffic to YouTube.com is up, in addition to their viewership increases on other platforms 

such as their app and Chromecast. This reflects growing dominance in its category, its emergence as 

a primary entertainment/information source for the younger generation, and a growing openness 

among consumers in general to video (as opposed to written) content. (Kraus, 2018, para. 6).  

      It has been forecasted that “[i]nternet video streaming and downloads are beginning to take a larger share 

of bandwidth and will grow to more than 82 percent of all consumer Internet traffic by 2022”, and YouTube 

is the platform where most of video content is uploaded and shared (Cisco Visual Networking Index, 2019, 

Consumer internet traffic 2017-2022, Appendix D, para. 1). YouTube video content can be designed 

specifically for the social publishing zone, social entertainment zone, or there can be an overlap between the 

zones. Typically, if video content is designed for the social publishing zone, video content creates information 

and knowledge value, for example, ‘how to’s’, tutorials, manuals and instruction. It is also a space where 
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learning can take place. However, if video content is designed for the social entertainment zone, it creates 

entertainment value, for example, events, activities, experiences, games and music. Depending on the target 

audience, companies need to decide what videos should be developed and for what. However, consumers of 

video content are becoming more and more aware of the quality of the content because of exposure to video 

and video tools. The younger generation are especially aware of video quality and content. For the youth, they 

require video content to be authentic and to be compatible with the device they use the most – their mobile 

phones. For example, Adobe 2017 discovered that 76 % of the youth generation – Generation Z, want video 

content such as “video, live stream, play games and video chat” on their mobile phones, but they also have to 

be entertaining, humorous and have an authentic voice, tone and style (as cited in Witt & Baird, 2018, p. 162). 

Strategies for making high content for this particular generation are digital storytelling, which attract and hold 

attention, connection with key influences and live immersive experiences (Witt & Baird, 2018).  Therefore, 

YouTube is the optimal platform to leverage these strategies. Digital storytelling, through cinemograph 

mechanisms like filmmaking can be designed for video content. Influences can be used as key figures in 

creating video content and immersive experiences can be experienced through game design features in video 

content. These strategies correlate with what Witt & Baird (2018, p. 163) postulate that YouTube is the 

platform that creates the most valued content for Generation Z through videos which are fun, engaging and 

entertaining. Not only does the YouTube platform allow upload of videos as a value creating activity, but it 

also allows participation, comments and sharing of video content, thus creating even more value for users. 

These other interactive activities on YouTube construct a space where users can voice their opinions as self-

actualized, ‘networked citizens’ and connect with other reference groups to generate relationships (Lange, 

2016). YouTube ROI can also be measured using EMV measures. Measures are, for example, the subscriber 

metric to discover Reach, the average view metric and ‘community tab’ (i.e., “share polls, videos, images and 

text-based content with communities”) for Engagement, YouTube thumbs up icon (Like) or thumbs down 

(Dislike), and for Sentiment and Value metrics (i.e., “value per view, value per click, value per comment, value 

per like, value per share, value per subscriber, cost per thousand impression, cost per engagement”) (Witt & 

Baird, 2018, p. 203).  
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     The YouTube platform implemented as a tool into a SST interface could synergize value-creating 

processes. Videos can be used as social entertainment features to attract and hold customers’ 

attention. The fun and enjoyment element correlate excellently with SST research that highlights 

enjoyment as a relevant value experienced by customers. YouTube videos could also satisfy the utility 

value outcome in SST services through ‘how to’ or tutorial content. This social publishing video 

content correlates with customers’ motivation to be self-reliant, self-taught and autonomous. 

Furthermore, tacit knowledge of employees could be incorporated into video content as instruction. 

Customers can also comment and voice their opinions about processes if they need to because 

YouTube has the participatory elements of Like, Dislike, and Community tab etc. They could also ask 

for assistance from the relevant community if they need more help.  

     Other features that are gaining momentum due to developing digital software in video-making 

programs are game and gamification elements. By programing in special add-in buttons, features such 

as clues, badges, leader boards and ‘rabbit holes’ which could lead into more personalized videos 

etc., video genres can now become hybridized, for example, tutorials or instructions can incorporate 

game or gamification elements to make them more attractive and stimulate curiosity. These game-

like mechanisms plugged into video content can individualize the SST service. Customers can now 

co-create their own digital solution story, thereby designing their own immersive experience of fun 

and the company as a guide.  

Social Games and Gamification 

Games_ Social media games dominate the social entertainment zone and create fun and enjoyment 

experiences for users (Tuten & Solomon, 2018; Robson, Plangger, Kietzmann, McCarthy & Pitt, 2015).  

Social games are defined as ‘a multiple-player, competitive, goal-oriented activity with defined rules of 

engagement and online connectivity enabling conversation among a community of players’ (Tuten & 

Solomon, 2018, p. 254). Even though games are digital, the intrinsic motivation to play games in general is 
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instinctual, e.g., make-believe games in kindergarten, hide-and-seek, sports games, board games, video 

games, app. games etc. The attraction of gaming is evidenced in the International Social Games Association 

statistics that posit that 750 million people play social games today (Tuten & Solomon, 2018). Koster (2004), 

a well-known digital game designer, illustrates the reason why games are instinctual. It is because our brains 

are constantly looking for patterns to solve (Koster, 2004, p. 15), and games are filled with patterns. Humans 

constantly search for information patterns to put into order, and data to collect. Therefore, games constantly 

tantalize us to solve patterns and riddles, thereby attracting our attention and enticing us to play. If games do 

not fulfill this key goal, where humans exercise their mastery and competence, they become boring, hence 

lose the fun element (Koster, 2004, p. 39). The achievements of the players’ goals, whether it be interacting 

with other players, building or navigating in a game universe, developing strategies or conquering others, 

releases the feel-good hormone dopamine, which creates the value of fun and enjoyment (Tuten & Solomon, 

2018). Koster (2004) continues that ‘the fun from games arises out of mastery. It arises out of 

comprehension. It is the act of solving puzzles that makes games fun. In other words, with games, learning is 

the drug’ (Koster, 2004, p. 41). He boldly claims that ‘fun is just another word for learning’ (Koster, 2004, p. 

47), and good games are good teachers. When games become boring both fun – hence learning, vanish, and 

the game has failed. Rogers’ (2017) research into what makes video games enjoyable also correlates with 

Koster’s assertion. Competence (i.e., learning and mastery) is the key variable that creates enjoyment for 

players (Rogers, 2017).  

     Games are categorized using various levels which include platforms i.e., the hardware system such as 

Sony’s PlayStation and Nintendo’s Wii; mode i.e., the experiential aspect of the game world, such as single 

player or multiplayer or physical proximity versus virtual proximity; milieu i.e., the visual nature of the game, 

such as retro, horror, fantasy or science fiction and; genre i.e., the method of play, such as simulation, action 

games, role-playing games and strategy games (Tuten & Solomon, 2018). These game genres correlate with 

what the French psychological anthropologist, Roger Caillois attempted to do by categorizing world’s games 

into four very broad categories, i.e. Agon – competition as the main feature; Alea – games of chance; Ilinx – 

games that alter consciousness and; mimicry - alternative realities (Csikszentmihalyi, 2009, p. 72). 
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Furthermore, there has also been research on different characteristics of game players and how they relate to 

the five-factor personality model. The four player types Bartle (1996) has identified are: Achievers – enjoy 

doing things to the game; Explorers – enjoy having the game surprise them; Socializers – enjoy interacting 

with other players, and; Killers – enjoy acting on other players (Bartle, 1996, pp. 3-4). McMahon, Wyeth & 

Johnson (2012) also researched personality types of players that reflect in personality types. See an example 

of their findings below (McMahon, Wyeth & Johnson, 2012, pp. 114): 

 

PLAYER TYPE DESCRIPTION DOMAIN AND FACETS 
Type 1. Conqueror: I enjoy a challenge and the feeling of 
triumphing over adversity. I can be very patient with 
frustrating situations, as I know if I stick with it, I will be 
victorious. When I start a game, I will play it right to the 
finish. 

Positive Conscientiousness 
Positive Conscientiousness (Self-Discipline) 
Negative Neuroticism 

Type 2. Manager: I am generally looking for a strategic 
or tactical challenge. I am interested in the mastery of the 
game – that is, the process- oriented challenge of 
learning how to play well. Winning is to some extent 
meaningless to me if I have not earned it. 

Positive Conscientiousness 

Type 3: Wanderer: I am in search of a fun experience. 
Whereas other players may be looking for a challenge, I 
am looking for fun, or an experience. I won’t play a 
game I’m not enjoying and will in fact stop playing the 
moment it ceases to be fun. 

Positive Extraversion (Activity) 
Positive Openness to Experience 
Negative Conscientiousness 

Type 4. Participant: I am very story-oriented and enjoy 
playing games as a social experience. I wish to 
participate either in the story the game is offering or 
participate with another player in some emotional 
context. 

Positive Extraversion 

 

Table 1: Conceptual Connections between the DGD1 player types and the domains of the BFI. 

      The value of identifying player type, game type preference and personality types enables companies to 

design games that can be customized for each player. The individualization of games enhances intrinsic 

motivation which results in more fun and entertaining experiences. 

      Social games can create entertainment and ‘feel-good’ value through their fun activities. These games also 

have the ability to create learning value through goal-orientated activities that enhance mastery and 

competence. Lastly, they create relational value through connectedness and communication through online 
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connectivity. These value activities are built into the game structure by using game mechanisms, such as rules, 

challenges, goals, leader boards, achievement badges, points, rewards, representation, story etc. These 

mechanisms ensure that games remain attractive for play and learning. However, even if a game is well 

designed with all the necessary elements, there is still a factor of player type and personality type that will 

determine if the game is attractive and relevant to a player.  

     The business world has begun to value the use of game elements in their organization processes and 

procedures and customer experiences. This digital solution is called gamification.  

Gamification_ Businesses have begun to identify the game experience as an interesting opportunity to create 

value both internally in their organizations, but also externally with their customers. Gamification is a digital 

solution implemented in businesses’ activities. It is not serious games (i.e., “full games that can be developed 

for educational purposes”) or advergames (i.e., “full games that contain advertisements”), but gameful designs 

which make “use of game design elements within non-game contexts” (Terlutter and Capella, 2013; Deterding, 

Sicart, Nacke, Khaled & Dixon, 2011, p. 1).  Gamification definition still hasn’t reached a broad consensus, 

but there is a definition that is quite useful: “the use of game mechanics and experience design to digitally 

engage and motivate people to achieve their goals” (Burke, 2014, p. 6). Game mechanics refer to reward 

responsiveness, i.e., badges, leaderboards and points; Experience design refers to story line, ludic play space 

and game play that structure the players journey; Digital engagement refers to games that are played not face-

to-face in the ‘real’ realm, but in the digital realm, i.e., on mobile phones, wearable monitors and computers; 

Motivation incentives refers to both intrinsic motivation, i.e., doing something for own satisfaction (e.g. for a 

challenge or for fun),  and extrinsic motivation, i.e., doing something for an expected outcome (e.g. for pressure 

or for rewards) (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Bittner & Schipper,  2014). By helping customers achieve their goals, 

organizations, by default achieve their own goals, thus creating joint value (Burke, 2014, p. 6). The core 

understanding of the aim of gamification is clearly defined: “Gamification is about motivating people to 

achieve their own goals, not the organization’s goals” (Burke, 2014, p. 9). Gamification is to motivate people 
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to engage both transitionally, but more importantly emotionally through utilitarian and hedonic digital 

experiences (Burke, 2014).  

     Gamification is popular in marketing as a digital solution, but as Gartner (2011) argued gamification is still 

in the “phase of peak of inflated expectations” (Bittner & Schipper, 2014). Gartner (2012) stipulates that 

gamified results are not meeting business objectives as hoped because game designs are weak. For any 

gamified solution to create maximum value, businesses need to consider the design of the games. Bartle (2011) 

argues that businesses have it all wrong when they assume that by adding extrinsic game elements into the 

design consumers/players will have fun playing the game. True fun experienced whilst playing a game is 

established through intrinsic motivation (Bittner & Schipper, 2014). Actually, according to Benabou & Tirole 

(2005), extrinsic incentives may even reduce intrinsic motivation in the consumer, thereby reducing the value 

of the game. Therefore, Burke (2014) proposes a design strategy to ensure value-creating opportunities in 

gamified solutions. The strategy he advocates for suitable game design is the player experience design 

processes (PEDP) (Burke, 2014). The PEDP applied using design thinking considers design from a human-

centered approach, which considers not only utilitarian objectives, but user motivation and engagement 

(Burke, 2014). Design thinking taps into the player’s intuition, pattern recognition and idea construction that 

builds layer upon layer of mastery and meaning; hence, a player-centric approach (Burke, 2014). The process 

is composed of seven steps (Burke, 2014, pp. 96-125) (Appendix 5). Designing gamification solutions with 

the customers’ internal environment in mind, such as Burke (2014) suggested is extremely important; however, 

also taking into consideration customers’ external environment is just as important. Therefore, Peters, Calvo 

& Ryan (2018), human-computer interaction (HCI) designers suggest businesses consider a Motivation, 

Engagement and Thriving in User Experience model (METUX) when designing gamification solutions 

(Appendix 6). This model extrapolates gamification design thinking to incorporate how technology influences 

experiences across six spheres. They encourage designers to look beyond the internal gamification process, 

and investigate how it could create value for target audiences’ experiences in broader spheres of life (Peters, 

Calvo & Ryan, 2018, p. 31) 
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     A well-designed, intelligent gamified platform integrated into processes, products and services can create 

joint value creations, such as “engagement, creative thinking, effective and efficient workplace and customer 

service activities, improved participation and loyalty, increased knowledge acquisition and application with 

education and learning activities, increased performance management, innovative business practices and 

organizational and cultural transformation” (Ahmed & Sutton, 2017, p. 80). Maximum value is created if 

gamified solutions are targeted the right group. Research has shown that people that tend to have prior gaming 

experience and younger in age benefit the most from gamification digital solutions (Bittner & Schipper, 2014). 

     In summary, adding SoMe to an SST interface will leverage value creation in digital experiences for both 

company and the customer. Furthermore, SoMe in a SST interface will leverage the fun element in digital 

experiences for both the company and the customer. 

    In the next section of the research paper funology – the science of fun will be investigated. We investigate 

how humans are wired for fun. We are designed for fun, and therefore, are intrinsically motivated to seek it 

out. Technology and culture have and are constantly changing because of the digital revolution. Due to this, 

there is a paradigm shift occurring in how people engage with the world, especially the younger generations 

who are growing up in this new era. Technology is substituting monotonous, tedious work with robotics and 

computer software, and creativity is now becoming the key ingredient for innovative work. According to Henry 

(1991) “creativity arises through a playfulness of mind” – a mindset of fun.    

     Therefore, we propose that funology is becoming an especially relevant value-creating element in digital 

experiences in the current age. 

 

2.3 Funology			 

     In this part of the research paper, Funology – the science of fun, will be discussed. A compilation of 

definitions and theories from multi-disciplines that relate to the science of fun will be reviewed. Firstly, 

funology in biology will be examined. This will include the behavioral system, emotional system, cognitive 

system and psychological system. The psychological system portion will encompass the discussion about the 

motivation construct including self-determination theory (STD), Flow theory, play and learning, as well as the 
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laughter construct including humor. Subsequently, funology in sociology will be examined. This section will 

comprise of funology in a historical context, a futuristic context and generational context particularly 

concentrating on Generation Z.  

     Many diverse disciplines have grappled with fundamental questions about funology. Funology and its 

various counterparts such as play, pleasure and enjoyment, have been investigated, but no single coherent body 

of funology theory exists. 

We all intuitively know what the word “fun” means. When we attend an event, participate in a joke, laugh 

with a friend or go out dancing, we feel good and identify that we are having fun. 

    Various dictionaries have concise, technical definitions, yet lack more intuitive descriptions. For example, 

the Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary defines fun as (“Fun”, n.d.): 

1  : what provides amusement or enjoyment 

      specifically: playful often boisterous action or speech 

      // full of fun 

2   : a mood for finding or making amusement 

     // all in fun 

3   a   : AMUSEMENT, ENJOYMENT 

         // sickness takes all the fun out of life 

        //  play games for fun  

     b   : derisive jest: SPORT, RIDICULE 

          // a figure of fun 

         //  they made fun of the way he talked 

4   :   violent or excited activity or argument 

     //  insults were exchanged and then the fun began. 

  
     The above definitions of fun are “broad”.  The definitions mention the positive aspects of fun such as 

enjoyment and amusement and play, but it also mentions the negative aspects or dark side of fun such as 
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making sport of and ridicule. There is duality in fun. Fun can bring about connection, but it can also create 

division.  

     However, humans acknowledge viscerally that fun can also be experienced in other ways that do not 

necessarily correlate with the above definition of fun. What about other types of fun moments that are more 

serious? Some types of fun can be silly and frivolous such as amusement, yet at other times there can be fun 

even in life’s seriousness such as work and achieving goals that connote enjoyment (Prensky, 2001). 

     In this research paper, we will discuss fun, but we will also investigate and attempt to define funology – the 

science of fun. 

 
2.3.1 What is Funology? 
 
     It is important to realize that there is not yet a coherent body of theory in this new domain. However, there 

are theories, concepts, and results from many different fields that could both contribute to and benefit from the 

development of such a theory.  

     For instance, it is clear that questions about how people experience fun are central to parts of cognitive 

neuroscience and learning, biological chemistry, behavioral science, psychology, psychiatry, anthropology, 

sociology and pedagogy etc. Important parts of economics and management science also analyze how people 

experience fun and enjoyment with a special focus on rational ways of allocating resources. Human computer 

science deals with how people can have fun by engaging with design and robotics. 

     These potential overlaps suggest that funology theory will be like other interdisciplinary fields that arise 

from the recognition of commonalities in issues that have previously been considered separately in different 

fields.  

2.3.2 Funology in Biology 
 
     Humans are wired for fun. Our biological, cognitive, psychological, emotional and behavioral systems 

operate synchronously seeking opportunities for fun in our everyday lives. 
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 Behavioral System 
 
     Humans have two major behavioral systems, according to Gray’s reinforcement sensitivity theory (Gray, 

1987), i.e. the behavioral inhibition system (BIS), and the behavioral approach system (BAS) (Zhu, Chen & 

Moyzis, 2012). The BIS system is sensitive to anxiety and potential punishment (Corr, 2004). Contrary, the 

BAS system is reward sensitive, and consists of three subscales, i.e. reward responsiveness, drive and fun 

seeking (Carver & White, 1994). Research has reported that (Zhu et al., 2012, p. 1029). BIS and BAS, 

which have been consistently applied previously in other biological basis of personality research, showed that 

the dopamine and serotonin neurotransmitter systems provide the ‘neurobiological mechanisms’ particularly 

underlying BAS (Zhu et al, 2012, p. 1029). These two brain chemicals are responsible for the biological 

sensations associated with learning, concentration, flow of information in the brain thereby aiding memory, 

motivation, bliss and euphoria, happiness and positivity (Mandal, 2019). The BAS subscales ‘regulates 

appetitive motives. For example, a sample BAS-[fun seeking] item is “I crave excitement and new sensations”; 

a BAS-[reward responsive] item is “When I’m doing well at something I love to keep at it”; a BAS-[drive] 

item is “When I want something I usually go all-out to get it”. The BIS regulates aversive motives, i.e., moving 

away from something unpleasant. For example, a sample BIS item is “I worry about making mistakes”.’ (Zhu 

et al, 2012, p. 1031). This confirms that the concept of fun lies in the core of the BAS behavioral approach 

system. This system is also core to human motivation and play. It is the bedrock of our other systems such as 

our emotional system that explains personality types and how they link to the concept of fun. 

Emotional System 

       The emotional system positively correlates with Gray’s BIS/BAS model, which contributes to the 

behavioral and physiological based interpretation for personality (Smits & Boeck, 2006). Gray’s model 

supports the traits of the Five-Factor Model (FFM) surface personality theory with its five dimensions: 

Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Openness, Extraversion, and Neuroticism (Smits & Boeck, 2006). The 

traits or characteristics of these dimensions are as follows (Haslam, 2007, pp. 8 – 10): Consciousness: efficient, 

organized, thorough, planful, reliable, self-controlled, goal driven; Agreeableness: warm, modest, kind, 
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appreciative, trusting, affectionate, helpful, altruistic, and trusting towards others; Openness: willingness to 

adopt novel and unconventional ways of thinking and behaving, creative, imaginative, curious, aesthetic 

appreciation. Loves new experiences; Extraversion: orientation towards the outside world. Sociability, in 

particular a preference for large groups, energetic and very high activity levels, sensation seeking, interpersonal 

dominance, and a tendency to experience positive emotional states and; Neuroticism (Negative Emotion): 

emotionally unstable, negative emotions including anger, sadness, shame, and embarrassment.  

     Neuroticism or negative emotionality correlates with the BIS system, and Extraversion related positively 

with all the scales of the BAS system (Smits & Boeck, 2006; Becker et al., 2018). The BAS-[fun seeking] has 

a positive association to Openness, the personality that is curious, loves new experiences and enjoys novelty 

(Smits & Boeck, 2006; Becker et al., 2018). Agreeableness related more to the BIS system; a personality which 

is more tentative, and Consciousness associated mildly with BIS and positively with BAS-[drive], which 

relates to the personality that is very goal driven (Smits & Boeck, 2006; Becker et al., 2018). Extraversion and 

Openness surface personality types are prone to fun seeking, novelty, sociability and curiosity. Consciousness 

is to a lesser degree prone to fun types where a goal needs to be achieved. Agreeableness, even though it is 

related to the BIS system, is a personality type that still enjoys relating with people, but in a more reserved 

manner. In conjunction with our surface personalities relating to fun in various degrees, our cognitive system 

is also wired to rapidly assess and consciously choose in the repertoire of experiences. 

 Cognitive System  
 
     Daniel Kahneman (2011) describes the cognitive system as a two-systems approach to judgment and 

choice, i.e. an “automatic system” and an “effortful system”. He also uses other terms for these two systems 

in the mind, for example, fast-thinking system (System 1) and slow-thinking system (System 2) (Kahneman, 

2011). System 1 “operates automatically and quickly, with little or no effort and no sense of voluntary control” 

(Kahneman 2011, p. 20).  System 1 processes experiences perceptually and innately and enables us to 

instantaneously orientate our attention either in the direction of information that appeals to our personality 

types and/or world perception. (Kahneman, 2011).  To the contrary, System 2 “allocates attention to the 

effortful mental activities that demand it, including complex computations. The operations of System 2 are 
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often associated with the subjective experience of agency, choice, and concentration” (Kahneman, 2011, pp. 

20-21).  System 2 initially takes a back seat enabling System 1 to do most of its automatic work of impression 

formation and immediate emotional response. It is only when System 1 is surprised by a) experiences that defy 

expectations, or b) experiences that are novel that it ‘calls’ on the System 2 to help solve the problem to form 

constructed thoughts about the experience, thereby consciously allocating attention to the experience 

(Kahneman, 2011). Our cognitive attention/engagement level is minimal when System 1 “generates 

suggestions for System 2: impressions, intuitions, intentions and feelings”, but our cognitive 

attention/engagement spikes when System 2 endorses System 1’s suggestions, and “impressions and intuitions 

turn into belief and impulses turn into voluntary action” (Kahnment, 2011, p. 24). These two systems in the 

mind are also extremely important when we talk about the concept of fun experiences and engagement. There 

are natural tendencies for fun in our behavioral and personality systems, but it is how our thinking appropriates 

these natural tendencies that decides application. Firstly, our System 1’s automatic attention needs to be 

attracted, for example, through stimuli, particularly visual communication, stimuli that tease our curiosity such 

as surprise and/or novelty, and what our personalities find interesting and valuable (Mandal, 2019). This results 

in the engagement of System 2’s concentrated attention until the pattern or problem is solved, or System 2 uses 

up it’s ‘budget of attention’ and reaches a stage of cognitive overload or ‘ego depletion’ and cannot continue 

engaging (Kahneman, 2011, pp.   23, 42). System 1 has a natural tendency to be drawn towards experiences 

where the ‘feel-good’ neurotransmitters dopamine and serotine that underlie the BAS system are evident 

(Mandal, 2019). Therefore, System 1 is automatically attracted to experiences of fun that interest our 

personalities, surprises us – “[s]urprise then activates and orients your attention: you will stare, and you will 

search your memory for a story that makes sense of the surprising event” (Kahneman, 2011, p.  24) - or 

tantalizes our curiosity, for example, an attractive or unusual image. However, even though our System 1 

orients our attention towards a fun experience, it does not mean that System 2’s concentrated attention will 

fully engage with the fun experience. There will be a degree of effortful engagement due to the surprise and 

curiosity that needs to be ‘solved’, but to maintain System 2’s engagement the fun experience needs to also 

take into account our psychological system. Research on self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2008) 
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has highlighted three core psychological needs that aid satisfaction and well-being (Milyavskaya & Koestner, 

2011). Four decades of research have empirically reported that these three core needs, i.e. autonomy, 

competency and relatedness, are “most predictive and reliable mediators of motivation, engagement and 

wellbeing” (Peters, Calvo & Ryan, 2018, p. 6). 

Psychological System 
 
Motivational Construct 

Motivation means to be moved to do something (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 54). The taxonomy of human 

motivation constructs motivation to be divided into three main sections: a motivation (i.e., a state where the 

lack of intentionality is present); extrinsic motivation divided into continuum of five stages (i.e., external 

regulation, introjection, identification and integration) and; intrinsic motivation (i.e., a state where self-

determined activity is present) (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 62). Humans have varying degrees of motivation as 

well as types of motivation which are both dependent on individuals’ state of mind, interests and values, task 

requirements and environmental contexts. Varying degrees of extrinsic motivation can encourage engagement 

in activities, for example introjected regulation. This degree of extrinsic motivation is linked to ego 

involvement (Nicholls, 1984), which is linked to self-esteem and feelings of worth. The more autonomous the 

motivation incentive becomes the more intrinsic the motivation becomes. It is possible a person can shift 

motivation orientation from extrinsic to intrinsic if they are exposed to the intrinsic properties of a task or 

activity (Ryan & Deci, 2000).        Thus, extrinsic motivation refers to doing activities for “instrumental value” 

but intrinsic motivation refers to doing activities “simply for the enjoyment of the activity itself (Ryan & Deci, 

2000). However, intrinsic motivation in humans does not only apply strictly to the form of motivation, but it 

is a ubiquitous and innate human property. Ryan & Deci (2000) postulate that “humans, in their healthiest 

states, are active, inquisitive, curious, and playful creatures, displaying a ubiquitous readiness to learn and 

explore, and they do not require extraneous incentives to do so. This natural motivational tendency is a critical 

element in cognitive, social, and physical development because it is through acting on one’s inherent interest 

that one grows in knowledge and skills. The inclinations to take interest in novelty, to actively assimilate, and 
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to creatively apply our skills is not limited to childhood, but is a significant feature of human nature that affects 

performance, persistence, and well-being across life’s epochs” (p. 56). Therefore, intrinsic motivation refers 

to doing things, activities, tasks because it is inherently enjoyable, interesting or fun (Ryan & Deci, 2000). 

Research has shown that social contextual conditions that support humans psychological needs of relatedness, 

competency and autonomy leverage intrinsic motivation, thus increasing a person’s self-determinacy. 

	 	
  Self-determination theory (SDT)_ Firstly, the autonomy term refers to governing of self and the personal 

choice or decisions made by the will. Autonomy is not just being in control, but using the will “in accordance 

with personal goals and values” (Peters et al., 2018, p. 10); therefore, choices are made with purpose and 

meaning. Autonomy results in voluntary and intentional behavior. Secondly, the competence term involves 

feeling capable and effective. The components that support these feelings include ‘optimal challenges, positive 

feedback and opportunities for learning’ (Peters et al., 2018, p. 12), as well as a sense of mastery. Finally, the 

relatedness term reflects the sense of connectedness to others and feelings of belonging and closeness (Peter 

et al., 2018).  

     Deci, Koestner and Ryan (1999) have evidence that these three-innate psychological needs underlie the 

concept of motivation, i.e. “motivation refers to the processes of both initiating and sustaining behavior” 

(Linnenbrink-Garcia, Patall & Pekrun, 2016, p. 228). Motivation is measured on a continuum from extrinsic 

motivation, i.e. in the form of rewards or penalties outside of the person to intrinsic motivation, i.e. motivations 

that come from within the person (Peters et al., 2018). Control enhances extrinsic motivation, whereas more 

autonomy increases intrinsic motivation. Additionally, providing autonomy to choose relevant tasks/activities 

that are of interest (i.e., individual interest or situational interest) or have value (i.e., utility value, attainment 

value, intrinsic value) initiates and sustains motivational attention (Linnenbrink-Garcia et al., 2016). So, 

intrinsic motivation, achieved by providing a) autonomy and b) relevant activities/tasks of interest and value 

to the person, correlate to emotions of satisfaction and enjoyment, feelings of having fun, which activate a 

deeper sense of engagement (Linnenbrink-Garcia et al., 2016). Intrinsic motivation is also reinforced when the 

competence need is satisfied. 
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     The competence-need desires to feel capable and effective. Self-efficacy is a person’s belief about their 

competency of “learning materials, develop skills, or master tasks” (Linnenbrink-Garcia et al., 2016, p. 229). 

The more an environment supports these beliefs of learning, skill-building and mastery, the more intrinsically 

motivated the person will be to engage.       One strategy that can help encourage self-efficacy and fulfil the 

competency need, is called “a cycle of expertise” (Gee, 2005, p. 11). Gee (2005) describes this mastering 

process as 1) repeatedly receiving a set of certain skills that can be routinely used to solve problems, 2) then 

confronted with another problem that is challenging, but which is solvable by applying the mastered skills with 

new skills etc. (Gee, 2005). This process of mastery has the person trying to grow incrementally better over 

time in something that matters. The outcome of the mastery process is engagement, and deep engagement in a 

process that brings satisfaction.  

Flow Theory_ This deep engagement with a task or experience is called Flow. The effortful-thinking System 

2 engages with mastering a task; however, when a person enters into Flow it is as though the person hits a 

‘sweet-spot’ in activity and motivation: deep engagement in a relevant, interesting and valuable task that 

requires mind energy, but it is without effort, and time seems to be of no consequence. Csikszentmihalyi (2009) 

the psychologist behind flow theory states that “seeking pleasure is a reflex response built in our genes for the 

preservation of the species, not for the purpose of our own personal advantage” (Csikszentmihalyi, 2009, p. 

17).  Csikszentmihalyi (2009) argues that even though pleasure is a reflex built into our genes, it does not bring 

happiness. All experiences that provide pleasure are classified as ‘restorative homeostatic’ experiences 

(Csikszentmihalyi, 2009, p. 46). But events that bring enjoyment, reward or “that really was fun” are classified 

as ‘optimal experiences’ (Csikszentmihalyi, 2009, p. 46). Human computer interaction (HCI) authors Blythe 

and Hassenzahl (2018), have an antithetical definition of pleasure and fun in comparison to Csikszentmihalyi 

(2009). They define fun as frivolous and spectacular, whereas pleasure is comparable to enjoyment and flow 

“pleasure involves the setting of plans and actions to meet these goals” and “[f]un has been considered in terms 

of distraction and pleasure in terms of absorption” (Blythe & Hassenzahl, 2018, pp. 385, 386). However, we 

support Csikszentmihalyi’s theory and definition of pleasure, fun and enjoyment. His theory of flow is 
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acknowledged across multiple academic disciplines and journal readings; therefore, we will continue 

examining his theory of flow. 

     Csikszentmihalyi (2009) claims that after optimal experiences we know that we have developed, for 

example in skill, confidence or bonding. Csikszentmihalyi (2009) describes the difference between the 

pleasurable homeostatic experiences and the enjoyable optimal experiences as follows (Csikszentmihalyi, 

2009, pp. 46-47): 

…we can experience pleasure without any investment of psychic energy, whereas enjoyment 

happens only as a result of unusual investments of attention. A person can feel pleasure without 

any effort, if the appropriate centers in his brain are electrically stimulated, or as a result of the 

chemical stimulations of drugs. But it is impossible to enjoy a tennis game, a book, or a 

conversation unless attention is fully concentrated on the activity. It is for this reason that pleasure 

is so evanescent, and that the self does not grow as a consequence of pleasurable experiences. 

Complexity requires investing psychic energy in goals that are new, that are relatively 

challenging.  

     Csikszentmihalyi (1990) defines nine flow dimensions as “(1) clear goals, (2) immediate feedback, (3) 

match between personal skills and challenges, (4) merger of action and awareness, (5) concentration on the 

task, (6) sense of control, (7) loss of self-consciousness, (8) altered sense of time, and (9) the experience of 

becoming ‘autotelic,’ i.e., doing an activity for its own sake or its own intrinsic reward” (Faiola, Newlon, Pfaff 

& Smyslova 2013, p. 1114). 

      In the restorative homeostatic experiences, these nine components of enjoyment rarely feature. The person 

enjoys the basic pleasure of eating, and rest etc., and System 1 thinking is prevalent, and attention, engagement 

and the tone of fun is subjacent. Contrarily, the optimal enjoyment described as flow, System 2 – mindfulness, 

resonates beyond effortfulness to effortlessness, the eight components are harmoniously in sync. This is the 

‘sweet spot’ where there is deep concentration, engagement, satisfaction and fun. Perfect balance is achieved. 

There is no inkling of anxiety or boredom. The last psychological core need that provides intrinsic motivation 

is relatedness. 
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     Relatedness correlates with connectedness, belonging and bonding. People are social, and they need to 

relate to each other. The oxytocin hormones relate to the positive emotions such as trust, empathy, love, 

connectedness and belonging (Weinschenk, 2013). Our biological system ensures that we bond with others in 

social interactions, thus releasing this hormone into our brains.  Research has shown that synchronized group 

activities, such as games, sports or other fun activities, elevate the level of oxytocin and stimulates the feeling 

of belonging (Zak, 2012). Therefore, relatedness is essential in creating intrinsic motivation. 

     In summary, we have examined various systems that influence a human’s intuitive sense of fun. From our 

biological system, through to our psychological system, we are innately wired for and attracted by fun 

experiences. There are various types of fun experiences, but we can conclude that the intensity of fun is 

intricately connected to levels of engagement. The more intense the fun experience is, the more engaged people 

are in the experience.  

Play_ Biologically, play, which is evidenced in all mammals, has shown that the measure of play in mammals, 

correlates to maximum growth in the brain’s frontal cortex (brain region of thinking) as well as the cerebellum 

(“key cognitive functions such as attention [and] language processing”) (Brown & Vaughan, 2010, p. 34). 

Brown & Vaughan (2010) also state that play develops empathy, builds social groups with the help of 

constructs such as joint attention, i.e., “the mutual knowledge of both individuals as being attentive towards 

the same external entity” (Fiebich & Gallagher, 2013, p. 577), and joint action, i.e., “any form of social 

interaction whereby two or more individuals coordinate their actions in space and time to bring about a change 

in the environment” (Fiebich & Gallagher, 2013, p. 572), and creates growth and learning. Scott Eberle, a 

historian of play, claims that play involves an iterative six-step play process including the underlying 

mechanics (as cited in Brown & Vaughan, 2010, pp. 18-19), for example: (1) Anticipation - expectation and 

curiosity, risk and uncertainty; (2) Surprise – the unexpected, novelty of idea or sensation, shifting perceptions; 

(3) Pleasure/Fun/Enjoyment – good feelings; (4) Understanding – acquisition of new knowledge, synthesis of 

old and new concepts (destruction); (5) Strength – mastery through the construction of experiences – 

empowerment, control and; (6) Poise – contentment, composure, relief and sense of balance – self-efficacy. 
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     So, the properties and processes of play advocate what Heap (1993, p. 16) argued that play and learning 

(and work) are not separated, but are a spontaneous and simultaneous process of a life (Beard & Wilson, 2009, 

p. 138). Heap’s view is cohesive with Johan Huizinga, the Dutch historian, who conducted a renowned study 

of the subject of play – Homo Ludens. Huizinga (1950, p. 1), introduced ‘Man the Player’ as a cultural 

phenomenon. He claimed that civilization had not placed enough importance on the play-element in culture. 

He stated that the absorption and intensity of play goes beyond biological analysis and mechanical reactions 

and effects and has a primordial influence that expresses itself in mirth and fun (Huizinga, 1950). He further 

claimed that fundamentally the ‘fun-element [] characterizes the essence of play’ (Huizinga, 1950, p. 2). He 

also wrote that ‘the great instinctive forces of civilized life have their origin: law and order, commerce and 

profit, craft and art, poetry, wisdom and science []in the primeval soil of play’, and yet even though it is the 

root to serious endeavors, it is the antithesis of seriousness (Huizinga, 1950, p. 3). Each area and activity 

of play in civilized and communal life, is voluntary with fixed, binding rules that are accepted by community 

and culture through joint awareness and joint attention (Huizinga, 1950). Huizinga’s concept of play 

constitutes all forms of play in humans, such as social interactions, performance and exhibitions and a variety 

of game types, for example, guessing games, invention games, strength and skill games and games of chance 

(Huizinga, 1950, p. 28). Play in the form of socialization, whether it be for performance and exhibition (i.e. 

“focused gathering”) or playing games (“social encounter”) (Blythe & Monk, 2018, p. 344), these situations 

of spontaneous co-involvement can be experienced as a feeling of euphoric fun (Goffman, 1961).  

     Work also fits these descriptions. Work has often been interpreted as the opposite of play; however, work 

is more ‘a game full of players’, playing together as a team and creating and innovating in pursuit of a common 

goal (Brown & Vaughan, 2011, p. 133). Another play environment of ‘focused gathering’, ‘social encounter’ 

and ‘spontaneous co-involvement’ (Brown & Vaughan, 2011, p. 133), where the element of fun and play can 

be experienced is in learning. 

Learning_ The concept of paedomorphosis or neoteney in evolutionary biology refers to humans’ ability to 

play throughout their entire lives (Kolb & Kolb, 2017). When the human loses this ability to play, the brain 

loses its adaptive flexibility and brain plasticity (Montagu, 1984).  This effect is called gerontomorphism (Kolb 
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& Kolb, 2017). Montagu also argued that an essential “human neotenic trait is the capacity to learn” (Kolb & 

Kolb, 2017, p. 283; Montagu, 1984), and play particularly facilitates the human brain’s ability and adaptability 

to learn, ensuring, for example, curiosity, humor, laughter, malleability etc. (Kolb & Kolb, 2017). Play, 

according to the forerunners of experiential learning, such as Dewey, Piaget and Vygotsky, is regarded as a 

useful and essential framework with which learning and development are supported (Kolb & Kolb, 2017). 

Singer, Golinkoff and Hirsh-Pasek (2006) even boldly claimed that “play = learning” (Kolb & Kolb, 2017, 

p. 285). However, there is a parenthesis from child play to adult play. Children play uninhibited. They default 

towards transforming any type of environment into a playground. Contrary, adults, because of their worries 

and responsibilities, struggle to flow in play; therefore, it is effectual if adults are invited into a space of play, 

where it is accepted to play have fun and learn (Kolb & Kolb, 2017). Kolb and Kolb (2017, p. 291) term this 

space as the “ludic learning space conducive to deep and transformative learning”. There are seven key 

conditions that support this learning, transformative, play space: 1. Play is Free (i.e., Intrinsic motivation/fun 

is the core of authentic learning. Intrinsic motivation creates voluntary participation and engagement), 2. 

Autopoietic play boundary (i.e., agreed upon rules create a safe space.  Boundaries encourage the players to 

supervise themselves), 3. Celebrating foolishness (i.e., a positive tone supports the safe environment that 

allows learning), 4. Stepping out of real life (i.e., self-consciousness disappears as the players/learners immerse 

themselves into the experience), 5. Balancing the tension of Agon (contest) and Paidia (fun) (i.e., contest and 

play need to be in good balance, so a space of flow can stimulate learning and growth), 6. Play signal (i.e., 

observations and mimicry, e.g.  joint awareness and joint action, underlie play signals), and 7. Replication of 

the space through recursiveness (i.e., play space is finite, yet it can also be iterative) (Kolb & Kolb, 2017, pp.  

291-292). This ludic learning space allows autonomy, competence and relatedness, which satisfies the 

learner’s psychological needs.  

     In summary, we can determine that fun is experienced in play. Reading the literature, we can also gauge 

that deep, transformative learning happens in play; especially when all eight elements of flow are present, the 

ludic space encourages it, and the three core psychological needs are taken into account. Therefore, if fun is 

experienced in play, and authentic learning happens in play, we can conclude that fun can also be experienced 



Lucinda	Rasmussen	Student	nr.	100171	
Sandra	Henriksen	Student	nr.	45822	
‘FUNOLOGY: Taking fun seriously in Digital Customer Experience’ 
	

 

55	

in learning. Learning is mastering new skills and tasks and growing in self-efficacy, which ultimately means 

a person transforms. 

Laughter construct 

      When discussing funology, it is essential we mention laughter and humor. These two mechanisms are 

connected to fun, but they are not necessarily causally connected to each other. Laughter has been discovered 

to be “an instinctual survival tool for social animals, not an intellectual response to it. It’s not about getting the 

joke. It’s about getting along” (Tierney, 2007). Instead of laughter being just a by-product of a verbal humorous 

exchange, laugher often functions as signals in various behavioral systems, for example, the affiliative system, 

the exploration/curiosity system, caregiving system, conflict/appeasement system, mating/sexual system and 

attachment system (Nelson, 2005, p. 45). Laughter aids social bonding, connection and attachment especially 

in play (Panksepp & Burgdorf, 2003, p. 534). Additionally, laughter often occurs in moments that are 

unexpected or surprising. These interactions, termed “moments of meeting” elevate an unremarkable incident 

to ‘a new and higher level of activation and joy’ (Stern, 1998, p. 305). When laughter erupts in “moments of 

meeting” or “playful dynamic of [a] social setting”, where the unexpected and surprising occurs in a situation 

between two or more people, a “relational space” results and connections and attachments are formed (Provine, 

1993, pp. 294-295). Hence, a positive affect mutual arousal transpires – through the biochemical injection of 

endorphins – which influences people viscerally just knowing the situation is fun and delightful. Contrary to 

unexpected and surprising moments, humor can also cause laughter in people.  

Humor_ Humor can be both positive and up building or negative and derogative. Vernon, Martin, Schermer 

and Mackie (2008) argue that humor appreciation or funniness ratings correlate with individual personality 

types and environmental factors. According to the development of humor-scale measuring, there are four 

humor styles that can either benefit psychosocial well-being such as affiliative (i.e., “tendency to tell jokes, 

humorous anecdotes, and witticisms as a means of amusing others and facilitating relationships”) and self-

enhancing (i.e., “tendency to maintain a humorous outlook on life even during times of stress, and to use 

humor as a coping strategy”), or can detrimentally harm psychosocial well-being such as aggressive humor 
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(i.e., tendency “to use sarcasm, teasing, and ridicule, as a means of enhancing the self at the expense of one’s 

relationship with others”) and self-defeating humor (i.e., tendency to use “excess[ive] self-disparaging 

humor, attempt[ing] to amuse others by doing or saying funny things at one’s own expense, and laughing along 

with others when being ridiculed or disparaged”) (Martin, Puhlik-Doris, Larsen, Gray & Weir, 2003). Fun and 

laughter can turn into something dark when the last two humor types are applied in situations. Nevertheless, 

whether humor, joking or laughter is applied in a positive or negative degree, they influence affiliative behavior 

and connection. Bedi, Davis and Williams (2005) observed that these three elements of fun applied in the 

beginning of a relational space would function as affiliative, thus, creating ease and minimize anxiety. Bruce 

(2003) advocates that fun and laughter reduces tension and stress and causes people to feel uplifted and 

energized. Successful affiliation then ‘sets the stage’ for attachment to occur (Bedi et al., 2005). 

     Therefore, laughter and humor are a crucial mechanism in fun which enhances relational value for people 

through the creation of affiliation and connection. Laughter can develop from joke-telling, but also viscerally 

through arbitrary, subjective and surprising ‘moments of meeting’. These moments are also evidenced in play 

and learning. 

2.3.3 Funology in Sociology    
	

 Historical Context 

     In the metaphorical example of the Sound of Music, we observe how context is a powerful psychosocial 

component that can affect how the element of fun is interpreted and responded to. 

     Pine and Gilmore’s (2011) Progression of Economic Value describes the historical trajectory of economic 

offerings commencing from commodities and passing through goods, service and experiences, and 

culminating in their proposed view of the coming economic offering of transformation (Appendix 7). 

Economic value transitioned from an Agrarian economy rooted in commodities in the 17th century to the 

Industrial economy rooted in goods during the 18th, 19th and 20th centuries. These economies were birthed and 

developed due to numerous factors such as discovery of new knowledge, technology, exploration of new lands, 

new ways of thinking and class modifications. The fairly autonomous peasant working on his land, governed 
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by the seasons and light of day transitioned into laborers working in routinized, factory work. The factory 

workforce became governed by control and profit. What particularly marked the rise of the goods economy 

during the 19th century was the use of child labor. Children as young as five years old, were worked ruthlessly 

in mines and factories, hindering them from playing. Huizenga (1950) wrote that ‘Man is a Player’ and that 

the roots of culture is in play. But fun and play can also be dualistic. Merchants and governments and empires 

where playing at industry and profit, but their play enslaved millions of people from their colonies and enslaved 

their poorer countrymen in hard labor. The 19th century bled play and fun out of society (Huizenga, 1950, p. 

191). Britannia, the empire that ‘ruled the world’ also established ways of working and ways of educating that 

involved external regulation extrinsic rewards such as the ‘carrot and the stick’. Fun was only for the frivolous 

and the foolish, and seriousness was for the civilized. Society, culture and mindsets all adhered and supported 

this logic. Nevertheless, during the late part of the 20th century and the beginning of the 21st century, the logic 

shifted to a service logic. Goods started to become commodities, and businesses, in their attempt to 

differentiate and achieve a better competitive advantage, began to include service in their new value 

propositions. Building on this new economic progression of service, the experience economy became the way 

to create new value and value in demand. However, just as development in technology and new ways of 

thinking radically shifted the agrarian economy into an industrial economy, so too, the progress of the internet 

and digital solutions such as SST and SoMe will continue to shift the service and experience economy into a 

new economy that Pine and Gilmore (2011) proposed – a transformation economy. (Appendix 7) 

 Futuristic Context 

      Pine and Gilmore (2011) predicted that companies that stage experiences without considering the effect 

these experiences have on their customers as well as what change experiences can bring, will lose competitive 

advantage because even experiences will become commodities. They argue that the next economic progression 

will be transformation: 

When you customize an experience to make it just right for an individual – providing exactly 

what he needs right now – you cannot help changing that individual. When you customize an 
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experience, you automatically turn it into a transformation, which companies create on top of 

experiences (you’ve heard the phrase “a life-transforming experience”) …’Indeed, with 

transformations, the economic offering of a business is the change in the individual person or 

company as a result of what the offering business does. With transformation, the customer is the 

product! The individual buyer of the transformation essentially says, “Change me.” The 

company’s economic offering is neither the materials it uses nor the physical things it makes. It’s 

neither the processes it  

executes nor the encounters it orchestrates. When a company guides transformations, the offering 

is the individual. (Pine & Gilmore, 2011, pp. 244, 255) 

     When the company’s goal is designing layers of experiences that are customized to the customers’ interests 

and values in order to guide them through the transformational journey, it will be essential the company 

understand how to harness customer’s intrinsic motivations.  

     Companies will need to identify what customers perceive as fun and enjoyable experiences in order to 

design them.  

Generation Z Context 
 
     Generation Z (Gen Z) is the generation that proceeds the millennials. They are a generation that ‘values 

instant gratification and authenticity’, with an ‘unrelenting relationship with information, media consumption 

and mobile technology’ (Witt & Baird, 2081, pp. 19, 148). Generation Z is the population segment that is born 

from 1995 and onwards (Oblinger & Oblinger, 2005). Other theorists such as Reeves and Oh (2008) set the 

Generation Z to be born from 2001 and onwards. Oblinger & Oblinger’s (2005) categorization of Generation 

Z will be our premise. 

     According to the Spark & Honey report (2015, p. 3) and Vision Critical (2016, p.  33), Generation Z is the 

future of the global economy. By 2020, Gen Z will account for 40% of the world’s population (Vision Critical, 

2016). When Vision Critical wrote their report in 2016 they predicted that by 2018 Generations Z’s direct 

buying power would be approximately $200 billion, and their indirect market influence would be 

approximately $600 billion (Vision Critical, 2016, p. 5). It is therefore, imperative that business and brands 
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begin to understand the next generation of consumers. Generation Z does not resemble the millennials. They 

are the first generation to be born “natives” in the digital world (Greenfield, 2008). Buying, connecting, 

information seeking, learning, playing, entertainment etc. are naturally executed through technology across 

the globe 24/7. The use of technology is normal. They are not wowed by it like previous generations (Vision 

Critical, 2016, p. 10). Their smartphones are an unremarkable apparatus that facilitates their relationships, 

workflow, learning, buying and entertainment wherever there is an internet connection (Vision Critical, 2016), 

but they are also essential. And they EXPECT for there to be internet connection everywhere and un-

connectedness should only be by conscious choice. They are ‘always on’ (Witt & Baird, 2018). This shift in 

digital development and attitude to modern technology, results in a generation that expects seamless, speedy 

and innovative interactions at their fingertips. They are pragmatic in their view towards technology (Vision 

Critical, 2016), but they are also fearless when it comes to readily adopting technologies such as Artificial 

intelligence (AI), wearable technology, IoT and virtual reality (VR). Vision Critical (2016, p. 12) also write in 

their report that Gen Z prefer images and video messages over textual messages, and they want fun; “they 

want connectivity: better and easier ways to link up with people, accomplish tasks, have fun – and move on”. 

They expect work that is tedious to be done by technology using automatization and robotics, so they can keep 

up with the world which is in constant change.  They prefer to do their reading online and on digital devices – 

preferably in an interactive space, for example, see Mike Matas on Ted Talks demonstrate the next-generation 

digital book (Matas, 2011):  
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 Source: Screen Shot of TED2011 Mike Matas’ presenting A next-generation digital book. 

    They are also able to scan through the overwhelming mass of information and content they are bombarded 

with every day, and therefore, have adapted to making speedy judgements on the content they see on their 

devices. Vision critical (2016) write that Gen Z have an attention span or high information filter of 

approximately eight seconds. They have the ability to sort through information until they find what they are 

looking for, and then they can “become intensely focused, using online video as a way to learn real-world 

skills” (Vision critical, 2016, p. 15). Gen Z enjoys learning and mastering skill, but they do it by watching 

lessons and ‘how-to’ videos online. The Sparks & Honey report (2015) discovered that approximately 33 

percent of Generation Z watch lessons online (Vision critical, 2016, p. 16). This is a generation that is smart, 

and they know it. They have the autonomy to find out how the world operates. It is no longer the adult that has 

all knowledge. To the contrary, because of their ease on technology, they feel fit to make more decisions on 

their own then ever before. However, they still ask their families for advice, but it is more advice on 

information and knowledge they have already researched (Sparks & Honey, 2015, p. 48). 

     Another characteristic developed in Gen Z due to overuse or abuse of social media, is their ambivalence to 

advertising, as well as their reservation towards displaying too much personal details on social media 

platforms; privacy is a great concern for them (Sparks & Honey, 2015, p. 56). Gen Z would rather relate with 

their peers via platforms that allow ephemeral content such as Snapchat and Instagram stories. News and 
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stories are only available to those who are in direct contact with them, and messages are only available for 24 

hours before they disappear. These findings highlight the significance for businesses and brands to perfect 

their messages in eight seconds to attract attention. Due to the hashtag movement, short texts are what work 

with Gen Z; more than five words and you lose their attention. Relevant, personalized, images or video content, 

including edutainment (i.e., content that creates intrinsic motivation to learn and master skills in an engaging 

and fun way) are essential strategies in connecting with Gen Z. It is important to find “ways to differentiate 

content for a hyper-paced social media sphere and engaging in a way that’s educational and entertaining” 

(Vision Critical, 2016, p. 16).  

     Additionally, Gen Z value authenticity, truthfulness, relationship and autonomy (Folmsbee, 2017, para. 3). 

They are born in the time of the Great Recession, worldwide terrorism and stringent airport security checks, 

big ‘grown-up’ corporations such as banks being exposed for their greed and criminality, but they have also 

been born in a period where human rights have been high on the agenda. Diversity, from race to sexuality has 

been fought for and now are acceptable in society and Gen Z priorities.   

     So, Gen Z is a generation that prioritizes autonomy (i.e., they are used to having freedom to ‘explore’ their 

world, search information and connect with strangers through technology), competence (i.e., they enjoy 

learning and growing in real-world skills through video tutorage and edutainment strategies) and relatedness 

(i.e., they are always connecting with their social group through social media – their lifeline of connection 

(Witt & Baird, 2018)). Gen Z enjoy novel technologies, as well as fun content and experiences. Gen Z also 

have an attention span of eight seconds; therefore, necessitating brands to design their customer journeys 

intelligently and accordingly in order to attract their attention and then capture their engagement and make 

them loyal customers.  

      In summary, fun is innately wired into our systems from our behavioral system to our psychological 

system. Human learning play and curiosity to explore are intrinsically motivated by these systems. Fun is also 

wired into our cultural systems in the way different generations and cultures perceive work environments, and 

schooling etc. By including fun into our experiences, we fundamentally add emotional value (i.e., affiliation, 
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bonding, attachment), epistemic value (i.e., competence, mastery and learning in skills and new knowledge) 

and functional value (i.e., goal achievement, utility, ease of use). 

     The next section of our research paper expounds the chosen research methods, research design, data 

collection and data analysis. The research is divided into three parts: a survey for the representatives of 

Generation Z, two focus groups and two unstructured experience-prototype interviews based on a real-life 

scenario with 6 Generation Z participants. The design of our research, the process of our data collection and 

data analysis are explained in detail in this section. This includes the results obtained through the primary data 

collected. 

 

CHAPTER III: Methodology 

 
     This chapter outlines the research design chosen to enable the study to address the research questions 

presented in chapter 1. It commences with the presentation and rationale for the philosophical stance adopted 

as a foundation for the study, followed by a discussion of the methodologies selected to collect data. The 

chapter provides further detailed description of the data collection methods and the processes undertaken in 

the investigation. Next, the section continuous with an analysis of the data and summary of the empirical 

findings. Lastly, the chapter concludes with the limitations of the data gathering techniques, and an assessment 

of the quality of the research by a scrutiny of the research validity and reliability. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Lucinda	Rasmussen	Student	nr.	100171	
Sandra	Henriksen	Student	nr.	45822	
‘FUNOLOGY: Taking fun seriously in Digital Customer Experience’ 
	

 

63	

3.1 Research Structure 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Figure 5: Research Flow 
	
3.2 Philosophy of Science 

     Research philosophy comprises the assumptions of the nature, source, and development of knowledge 

(Saunders & Bristow, 2015; Bajpai, 2011). When conducting research, researchers need to specify the 

underlining philosophical paradigm of the study which is “the basic belief system or worldview that guides 

the investigator” (Guba & Lincoln, 1982, p. 105). It is essential to understand the philosophical stances because 

they influence how data should be gathered, analyzed and used, and thereupon the results of the inquiry 

(Creswell, 2003). In the study of business as science, there are four main research philosophy paradigms: 

positivism (Levin, 1988; Creswell, 2003; Bryman, 2016), realism (Saunders & Bristow, 2015), interpretivism 

(Blaikie, 2007), and pragmatism (Mounce, 2000; Mackenzie & Knipe; 2006).     
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3.2.1 Choice of Philosophical Paradigm 

     After considering the four main philosophical stances mentioned above, we decided to adopt the 

pragmatism paradigm as the foundation for our research design and development, and ultimately to better 

discern the subjects studied and answer the research questions appropriately. By seeing the world with 

pragmatist lenses, this research study embraces the perspective that things are real when they are tested and 

experienced, and reality is dynamic and evolving (Legg & Hookway, 2019); therefore, truth is relative and 

depends on the context and the situation in which the phenomena occur. This stance is contrary to the 

understanding of reality in realism and positivism which defines reality as what actually exists and what you 

see (Saunders & Bristow, 2015). Primarily, in this research study reality is perceived as the reality of 

experience (Cohen, 1999). 

     While knowledge and literature about customer experience are well developed and digital customer 

experience is gaining considerable attention with digital transformation; funology as a concept in general and 

in business is an unexplored field of research. Under these circumstances, this research requires a more flexible 

stance which does not restrain the study to a set of philosophical premises or restrict the choice of 

methodologies by disregarding alternative innovative and creative data collection methods. Creswell (2003) 

recommends the use of more flexible approaches when there is little or no antecedent research. As pragmatism 

philosophy advocates for practical and pluralist avenues to research, it serves the purpose of this study’s 

research design. The combination of methods can help to gain in-depth insight and understanding of the 

behavior of the actors involved in the study, why they behave in the way they do, and the consequences of 

these behaviors (Kivunja & Kuyini, 2017). 

     The endorsement of pragmatism stance as the philosophical basis for this study is also justified by the fact 

that the pragmatic ideology encourages researchers to use more practical and ‘what works’ approach (Teddlie 

& Tashakkori, 2009), meaning that the researcher is free to choose the approach which best helps to answer 

the research questions.  

 
3.3 Research Design 
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     Research design is a fundamental pillar for the structure, development, and performance of a study. It is a 

framework which guides the researcher in collecting evidence that enables the research question or problem 

to be answered (Bryman, 2016, p. 39) with scientific rationale, logically and as precise as possible. The choice 

of the research design gives a blueprint (Dillon, Madden & Firtle, 1994) of the research process and techniques 

and methods for data collection, the instruments employed to collect data and how data will be measured and 

analyzed (Zikmund, 2010).  

     The research design selected to structure this research paper is presented in figure 7 below. The detailed 

design gives an insight into how the investigation was conducted and the choice of methodologies, strategy, 

techniques and procedures. It assisted to ensure an effective and adequate data collection and helped to 

structure and produce better data for the analysis and conclusions.  
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3.3.1 Research Approach 

     The research approach or research reasoning is the rational logic thinking used to draw valid conclusions 

and enhance understanding of the subject investigated (Kuhn, 2013). It is concerned with how the theory will 

be used. Reasoning is context dependent (Evans, 2013; Casadio, 2016) and determined by the field and type 

of research. The literature of research reasoning identifies three main research approaches viz Deductive 

approach, Inductive approach, and Abductive approach.  In the latter, the study starts with a premise or a set 

of assumptions which are observed and used to produce testable conclusions (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 

2012, p. 144).  Abductive reasoning is not very common in business research, but it is of great importance in 

science, medicine, and law (Walton & Gore, 2013). 

     Inductive reasoning consists of drawing general conclusions from empirical data (Ketokivi & Mantere, 

2010, p. 315). It begins with a research question and the collection of empirical data, which gives the ground 

for the development of a hypothesis and theory. The data gathered is observed and analyzed to explore the 

phenomenon and to identify the occurrence of patterns and regularities, and thereby create a conceptual 

framework (Klauer & Phye, 2008; Saunders et al., 2012, p. 144). It is a bottom-up approach (Creswell & Clark, 

2007) and goes from specific to general. The application of the inductive approach is usually associated with 

less explored fields and with qualitative data methods.   

     Deductive reasoning is the research approach wherein theory guides data collection and analysis.  It starts 

with available premises, facts and information in a domain which are applied to develop a research question, 

a hypothesis or hypotheses (Saunders et al., 2012; Bryman, 2016), and thereafter data collection. Deductive 

logic concerns with the testing of empirical predictions of scientific theories (Evans, 2013) and it yields a new 

conclusion that is not clear-cut in the premises (Fangmeier, Knauff, Ruff & Sloutsky, 2006). It is a top-down 

approach (Creswell & Clark, 2007) starting from general to specific. The deductive inference is generally 

associated with quantitative research.   

     The research approach adopted in this paper is a hybrid approach which combines deductive and inductive 

reasoning. The research process progresses moving back and forth in between the two approaches. It adopts 
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deductive reasoning on the grounds that there is a vast body of literature and theory on customer experience 

and economic value that creates a solid theoretical background in the domains studied. Those theories have 

partly guided the formulation of the research questions, and subsequently the collection of empirical data. The 

assumptions on digital customer experience and social media are still under development, and therefore there 

is room for further assessment of the theories particularly when combined with new constructs like in the case 

of funology. Furthermore, the lack of research on funology has encouraged the combination of other well-

established disciplines such as psychology and sociology to form a fundamental theory for funology which 

guided the investigation in present research paper. For this reason, in this part of the research a propensity 

towards a more inductive approach becomes evident. 

3.3.2 Research Methods 
 
     When conducting research, there are two main types of research methods, namely quantitative and 

qualitative research. They are two distinctive systematic scientific procedures of data collection and analysis 

(Bajpai, 2011). A third research method that has gained increasing popularity among researchers is a 

combination of qualitative and quantitative methods called mixed methods. The key difference between 

quantitative and qualitative research is that the former uses oral narratives while the latter uses logical and 

numerical statistical data; thus, quantitative research is measurable and quantifiable and qualitative research is 

not (Bryman, 2016, p. 31). Another essential difference between the two methods is the way they collect and 

process information to validate and justify the outcomes of the study. 

     Quantitative_ Qualitative research is defined by Wilson (2018) as “research which is undertaken using 

a structured research approach with a sample of the population to produce quantifiable insights into behavior, 

motivations and attitudes” (p. 152). It is a variety of research methodology that relies on structured data 

collection, and that quantifies data collected and generalize the results from sample to the population studied. 

Quantitative methods in research are used to explain cause and effects relationships between variables. 

Quantitative research employs mathematical, computational and statistical instruments to process results, and 

for this reason, they provide accurate and precise data that are conclusive and offer a high level of research 
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reliability, confidence (Wang, Watts, Anderson, & Little, 2013) and allow easy replication of the results. 

Quantitative research is associated to deductive reasoning. The most used data collection tools in quantitative 

research are surveys, structured interviewing, and structured observations which produce numerical data that 

can be measured.  

Qualitative _ Quantitative research is a humanistic approach to research (Creswell, 2003) which is used to 

gain an understanding of underlying reasons, opinions, motivations (DeFranzo, 2011), experiences, feelings, 

and behavior of the participants in their context and familiar surroundings (Malhotra, Nunan & Birks, 2017). 

This type of research uses primarily exploratory methods and select small samples of the population studied 

to produce non-quantifiable data. It is a descriptive type of research methodology in which the researcher 

comes very close to the participants and therefore can interpret with more accuracy the data collected. 

According to Baker and Hart (2008) with qualitative research, the researcher can capture “a deeper and more 

penetrating insight” (p. 149) into the subjected studied comparing with quantitative research. Qualitative 

research focuses on understanding data and information rather than measuring them. It is criticized for been 

limited to the context of social systems, for been too subjective, difficult to replicate (Bryman, 2016) and for 

lacking measurable results what leads to problems with reliability and validity. Qualitative data collection 

methods use both unstructured and semi-structured techniques which include focus groups, in-depth 

interviews, photo-ethnography (photo or video elicitation), participation and observations methods, and 

experience prototype. 

Mixed Methods_ Mixed Methods is the type of research methodology that focuses on “using both qualitative 

and quantitative approaches or methods in a single study or a program of inquiry” (Fetters & Molina-Azorina, 

2017, p. 5). When applying mixed methods, the researcher gathers and analyzes data, integrates the findings 

and reach conclusions (Tashakkori & Creswell, 2007, p.3) based on both qualitative and quantitative strategies.  

An argument for employing the mix of qualitative and quantitative data is that the combination of these two 

types of data allows a better understanding of the phenomenon researched (Mertens & Hesse-Biber, 2017) and 

the comparison of findings from different perspectives (Heale & Forbes, 2013), what otherwise could not be 

achieved by a single methodological approach. Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) and Heale and Forbes (2013) 
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advocate that collecting data through multiple methods enables complementarity and mitigates the weaknesses 

of the methods alone. Mixed methods approach is used in research to achieve methodological triangulation 

which is data integration or convergence from qualitative and quantitative sources (Fetters & Molina-Azorina, 

2017) to strengthen a study’s validity (Jonsen & Jehn, 2009, p. 125). The concept of triangulation was first 

defined by Denzin (1978) as “the combination of methodologies in the study of the same phenomenon” (p. 

291). Triangulation is also often used as a synonym for mixed methods research (Johnson, Onwuegbuzie & 

Turner, 2007). Essentially, the goal of triangulation is to compare the results of data generated from qualitative 

and quantitative methods to verify to which extent the two types of data lead to convergence of findings or 

not. 

Methodological Choice  

       This research paper employs a mixed method approach which is considered to address more adequately 

this research paper’ objectives and research questions.  This methodological choice allows a better 

understanding of the concepts of SST digital customer experience and funology, and the correlations between 

them.  Furthermore, to come closer to the segment studied ‘Generation Z’ and get a detailed insight into the 

nature of their experiences, expectations, and ways of thinking there was a need for combining the data 

resulting from a quantitative survey which collected information from a large group of respondents with 

qualitative methods. More specifically, this research uses a quantitative method because it allows the 

exploration of specific issues such as the identification of common behavioral patterns and general preferences, 

and qualitative methods to gain access to participants’ perspectives on the use of funology to enhance their 

digital customer experiences in SST. This hybrid strategy turned out to provide a rich description filled with 

detailed information generated from qualitative methods and measurable data resulting from the quantitative 

inquiry.  The interplay of different research methods simultaneously revealed a more holistic view of the 

variables investigated and gave access to more in-depth knowledge and information.  Multiple data collection 

techniques were used to achieve data triangulation aiming to offset biases, to validate, sort and link findings. 

The investigation takes on a quantitative research phase using an online survey followed by two qualitative 
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methods (unstructured interviews) in the form of focus groups and an experience prototype using image-

elicitation. 

3.4 Data collection 

3.4.1 Sampling    

      For this investigation, the population samples were recruited to participate in an online survey, focus 

groups and an experience prototype. The segment studied was Generation Z; therefore, the sampling tested 

consisted of young people born between 1995 and 2010. All the informants reside in Denmark in the regions 

of Copenhagen and South Zealand. 

     For the survey, the informants were recruited using snowball sampling techniques and we relied on referrals 

(Wimmer & Dominick, 2006). We approached a few acquaintances privately. They were asked to participate 

in the study and to recruit friends and family members. All participants were contacted via social media. This 

procedure enabled data collection from very different social networks and with diverse backgrounds. In the 

survey, data were collected from 34 respondents between the ages of 15 and 24 years, both male and female. 

They were all university, college or high-school students, and no dropouts. 

     For the focus groups and experience prototype, we employed purposive sampling methods (Miles & 

Humberman, 1994). This ensured that informants represented students from different levels and areas of study 

to get a better representation of the various personality types. The interviewees were selected based on the 

criteria of age, interest on social media and occupation. With purposive samples, we recruited participants that 

were of interest for the research question and who had an interest in the topic investigated (Bryman, 2016). 

The sampling for the focus groups consisted of 8 participants between the ages of 12 and 22 years old, and 

both male and female. In the prototype-experience the sampling comprised 6 participants between the ages of 

13 and 23 years old, and both male and female.  

     Getting people to participate in a research study can be quite a hassle, especially to get people to take part 

in focus groups due to the level of engagement and time that these research methods require. To attract survey 

respondents and focus groups' participants, we designed our interviews and survey trying to keep in mind our 
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potential respondents’ time and interest. We used appropriate language for the age groups which we were 

trying to attract.  Further, we showed that they were going to participate in something unique, and that they 

were special for the study. Lastly, we drew a small cash prize between the participants of the survey and a 

larger, significant amount for the focus groups. 

3.4.2 Survey  

     The first phase of this study, data collection consisted of a survey. A survey is a quantitative strategy to 

collect primary data aiming to gain insight about the segment studied and their thoughts and behaviors (Baker, 

Singleton & Veit, 2010). We chose to gather data through a survey due to two reasons; firstly, a survey provides 

a general view of the population studied concerning the research questions. The responses of the survey 

questions were used as the basis for developing the unstructured qualitative interviews in the second phase of 

the research data collection process. Secondly, a survey could allow us to collect data fast and inexpensively, 

and at the same time reach out to a larger and more diverse audience (Kostyk, Zhou & Hyman, 2019). 

     The objective of the survey was to deliver a comprehensive view of Gen Z’s relation to fun, the importance 

of fun in their everyday lives and what they think is fun according to their personality traits. Similarly, the goal 

of the survey was also to learn more about the target audience and to determine their attitudes and emotions 

towards the use of social media and specific service encounters.  

     The survey was designed to be simple, with concise sentences and in informal and familiar language that 

Generation Z could identify with. Since our respondents were all residing in Denmark, the questions were 

written in Danish to avoid loss in translation. The length of the survey was also taken into consideration since 

long surveys can provoke boredom and consequently lower response rates. We conducted an online survey 

managed by Google Forms online survey software. Choosing to use an online survey that was accessible on 

mobile phones was particularly crucial in the context of our research since Generation Z uses their phones for 

most online activities. As mention in the sampling section, we recruited the participants through snowball 

sampling, but before sending the survey out, we tested it through a pilot study composed of three 

representatives of the target population. The test was done to verify if the questions were unambiguous, and 
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well defined to avoid errors (Bryman, 2016).  The survey was conducted in one round for six days. After this 

period, a total of 34 completed questionnaires were returned. 

     For measurement purposes, the inquiry had standardized questions to facilitate the aggregation of the 

answers.  The questions were designed as open-end questions and closed-end questions. All the questions and 

answers can be seen in the Research Handbook (RH). In the open-end questions, the answers were not listed, 

and the respondents answered the questions with their own words. The closed-ended questions consisted of 

two types (1) questions in which the respondents answered on a 5-degree and 7-degree Likert scale and (2) 

multiple choices answers.  For an overview of the structure of the questions see table 2 below. 

 

Table 2: Survey-Question Structure 

Closed end   
(Answers on Likert Scale) 
Questions: Q1, Q2, Q5 
 

Closed end  
(Answers of alternative choices) 
Questions: Q6, Q7, Q8 
 

Open-end 
Questions: Q3, Q4 
(Respondents’ own 
answers) 

Q1: 10 variables  
   5-degree Likert   Scale 
 

Q6: answers of 4 alternative 
choices  

Q3 
6 variables 

Q2:  4 variables 
5-degree Likert Scale 

Q7: answers of 4 alternative 
choices 

Q4 
20 variables 

Q5:  10 variables 
7-degree Likert Scale 

Q8: answers of 4 alternative 
choices 

 

        

        In the questions with answers using 5- or 7-degree Likert scale, the respondents could choose an answer 

corresponding to how much they agreed or disagreed with the predetermined answers which varied on a 

scale from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’ as shown in the following alternatives: 

Strongly disagree Disagree 

 

Neutral 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly agree 

 

 

Disagree 
strongly 

Disagree 
moderately 

 

Disagree 
a little 

 

Neither agree 
or disagree 

 

Agree a 
little 

 

Agree 
moderately 
 

Agree 
strongly 
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The open-end questions were elaborated in a manner that they could be answered with one or very few 

words to make it easy for statistics measurement. 

     When designing the survey for this study, we wrote the questions based on some of the theories presented 

in the theoretical framework section, for example, question two used the description items BIS/BAS from the 

study by Zhu et al. (2012, p. 1031). Question five adapted the Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) to ‘Gen 

Z’ Danish (Gosling, Rentfrow & Swann, 2003, p. 525). The multiple-choice questions six, seven and eight 

where adapted from McMahan et al.  (2012, p. 114), Bartle (1996, pp. 3-4) player types, Roger Caillois’ game 

types (Csikszentmihalyi, 2009, p. 72), and Honey and Mumford’s learning types (Beard & Wilson, 2009, p. 

34; Honey & Mumford, 1992). This procedure helped to correlate the research questions to the survey 

questions that measured the main concepts emphasized in the study (Jann & Hinz, 2016). The outcomes and 

findings of the survey and how they could contribute to answering the research questions will be discussed in 

the analysis section.   

3.4.3 Focus Group  

       The focus group interview sessions took place on different days and in two locations. Focus Group one, 

composed of three females (19, 20 and 22 years old) and one male (19 years old), was conducted at an 

ecological bakery and coffee shop at the center of Copenhagen. This location was selected due to easy access 

by public transportation and because it is a popular place among students and young people. The site was 

intentionally hand-picked to provide an informal setting and neutral environment (Wison, 1997) to make 

participants feel relaxed. Focus Group two, composed of three males (12, 13 and 16 years old) and one female 

(16 years old), was conducted in Næstved where the participants reside. The sessions took approximately one 

hour and fifteen minutes. This time frame allowed the researchers and interviewees to interact, reduce the 

chances of loss of focus and concentration and feeling of boredom. The focus group’s process for this research 

study is represented in figure 7 below.  
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Figure 7: Focus Group Process  

      

Welcome and Introduction_ The researchers opened the session by introducing themselves and 

welcoming the participants.  The interviewees were asked to present themselves by providing their names and 

occupation. The researchers then explained the objectives of the study and the focus group, and how the 

discussion would proceed. The researchers handed a consent form to all participants, and the researcher 

moderator read it through. The participants of Focus Group one were asked to sign the consent form before 

the start of the interview.  As for the participants of Focus Group two, since they were under the legal age, the 

researchers asked the participants’ parents’ permission to interview them. Furthermore, the researchers asked 

Focus Group one participants consent to video record and photograph the session; all accepted it.  In the case 

of Focus Group two, the discussion was audio recorded. Both procedures had the advantage of capturing 

everything that was said by the participants during the interviews to increase the effectiveness and efficiency 

of the research method and avoid loss of data (Tissier, 2012).  

Questions & Discussion_ In the discussion stage of Focus Group one, each participant received a set of 

post-its to write their answers on (see Research Handbook, pp. 50-52). The use of post-its was a helpful 

technique to kick off the discussion, which turned it into a lively and dynamic process. The research moderator 

then read the first question presented by the second researcher who played the role of a research assistant. The 

process continued until the last question. During the entire interview, the moderator remained neutral to ensure 

that all participants felt comfortable expressing their opinions, ideas and share perspectives. Both researchers 

kept track of the time spent with each question to make sure that everything went according to plan. The 

discussion flowed smoothly, and the participants seemed engaged and interested in the themes explored in the 

interview questions.  

     The discussion in Focus Group two was guided by the set of questions used in Focus Group one. The 

research moderator tried to create a friendly atmosphere to establish positive interaction and develop a level 

Welcome & 
Introduction

Questions &
Discussion

Output Transcripts Analysis
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of trust with the participants. This approach was particularly crucial for Focus Group two due to the young age 

of the interviewees. The research moderator read the questions, and the respondents presented their answers 

and opinions. The session was audio recorded because video recording can sometimes be intimidating for 

young participants. The interview went faster than in Focus Group one, and the answers of the respondents 

were shorter than in the first group. The process went well, and the participants and researchers were satisfied 

with the outcome of the focus group session. 

Output Transcripts_ After the conclusion of the two focus groups sessions, the researchers worked on the 

transcriptions of the video and audio files. To facilitate the process, they used Intelligent Verbatim 

Transcription (see Research Handbook, pp. 52-61). This approach to transcription provides a clean transcript 

of the files recorded into text leaving out repetitions and filler words which are unnecessary for the 

comprehension of the content. After the transcriptions of the qualitative data generated by the focus groups, 

the process moved into the analysis stage. 

Analysis_ In the analysis of the focus group sessions, the data collected was categorized and codified. It 

included the presentation of the most important themes, some of the quotes that were relevant for the study, 

and unexpected findings (Breen, 2006, p. 472). The researchers analyzed each answer and paralleled the 

information from Focus Group one and Focus Group two. The complete analysis of the focus groups data can 

be found in this study’s Research Handbook (pp. 61-63). 

       The answers were categorized into themes that represent some more general phenomena. The main themes 

include: fun and context, fun and content, social media context and content, fun activities (digital and non-

digital activities), Gen Z and SST (usability, utility and self-efficacy), fun and SST (context-dependent and 

personalization), customer experience and WoM (intensity of the experience and relational WoM).  Some of 

the themes were combined due to the relationships that could be established between them, for example using 

social media is seen as one of the fun activities in Gen Z’s daily routines. Therefore, social media could also 

be included under the theme of ‘fun activity’ (digital activity). The categorization of themes was based on the 

central topics investigated in this study considering that the data collected objective is to assist the researchers 

in answering the research questions. 
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       After categorizing the data systematically into themes, the researchers organized (coded) and narrowed 

the data related to fun, Gen Z, social media and SST aiming to identify the main findings and to recognize 

reviling information that can be decisive in answering the research questions. Moreover, the analysis of the 

data produced by the focus groups goes beyond the transcribed narratives; it also considers the way the 

respondents expressed themselves. 

        From the data collected it is notable that for Gen Z fun is universal (for all ages), individual, context-

related, content-dependent and can be a pain reliever. The data from the focus groups also disclosed that SST 

digital solutions are functional, convenient and timesaving. To sum up, the narratives from the focus groups 

confirm that fun is indispensable in peoples’ lives, especially for young people. These finding can be observed 

in the words of one of the respondents “Everyone should have fun. But maybe young people generally think 

about fun more.” 

3.4.4 Experience Prototype  

       The last phase of our research data collection comprised an unstructured group interview using an 

ethnographic observation scenario and an experience prototype. We designed and tested a service experience 

prototype to collect qualitative data from the sample studied and we concluded the session with five structured 

questions (three multiple choice questions and two endpoint questions) aiming to eliminate as much bias as 

possible.  An experience prototype is a type of representation of a real service situation.  It is designed to help 

to understand and explore what it might be like for a customer to engage with and experience a proposed 

solution (Buchenau & Suri, 2000, p.425). The empirical testing of the proposed prototype aimed primarily to 

predict the extent to which fun creates value in an SST digital solution using the Fun Experiential Wave Model 

(FEW). This model will be discussed in-depth later on in this research paper. Testing the prototype allowed us 

to collect experiences and perspectives from the participants/users and explore their thoughts and reactions to 

the prototype (Mason, 2016). The experience prototype designed and tested in this study “is research through 

design and learning through practice” (Wikström, 2015). The prototype simulates a service experience using 

fun in an SST digital solution to ease a specific pain touchpoint. 
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     Heath and Heath (2017) write that evidence shows that customers’ response to service failures accounts for 

25% of positive encounters (p. 29). When an organization can transform painful touchpoints or encounter 

processes into something more positive, e.g. master a service recovery, an organization becomes outstanding 

(Heath & Heath, 2017, p. 29) They give an example of an industrial designer from General Electrics, Doug 

Dietz, who transformed a painful experience of MRI scanning to a more positive encounter. This was done by 

applying a fun element to the experience, which reduced anxiety for all participants. See the link to his TedTalk 

from 2012: 

 

Source: Transforming healthcare for children and their families: Doug Dietz at TEDxSanJose CA 2012. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jajduxPD6H4  

     Inspired by his story, as well as observing a real-life scenario of a pain point in a service, we designed a 

self-service technology (SST) prototype implementing the fun experiential wave model (FEW).  

Observed real-life scenario 

     Joy is a 16-year old, whose smartphone, purchased through a mobile company, stopped functioning. The 

phone was still under the mandatory one-year guarantee. The problem with the phone seemed to be that the 

microphone was malfunctioning. The phone would also freeze up under charging and would require a complete 

battery drain before being able to start up again. With her father’s help, she phoned the mobile company to 

find out what the best procedure was for getting the phone repaired. Subsequently, the mobile company sent 

an e-mail with a list of tasks to complete before sending the phone for repairs. The first task for her was to 

investigate the phone to see if she could fix it herself. The second task was to be completed if the phone needed 
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to be returned for repairs. This complete list of tasks was sent as a long text e-mail with bullet points (Research 

Handbook, pp. 65-67). Shortly after viewing the instructions, Joy started crying. Her frustrated response was, 

“this is overwhelming. I can’t do this. And now I don’t have a phone, will I check ‘Rejseplan? And all my 

school stuff? What do I do without my phone?’” With the help of her mom they tried to follow the instructions, 

but it was a lot more time consuming and more difficult than they expected. In the process of trying to follow 

the instructions, they had to ask for help from other family members, watch YouTube videos, as well as contact 

the mobile company again for clarification. Eventually, the phone was packed into an envelope and sent to the 

company’s partner for repairs. It took two weeks before Joy received a new phone as a replacement for her 

broken one. 

     This ethnographical observation was implemented into a scenario-based elicitation research design. The 

scenario setup and questionnaire measures that were used were adapted from Dabholkar’s (1994b) study on 

attitudinal framework and mental comparison processes. The scenario was shortly described (Research 

Handbook, p. 63), and then the same procedure list was shown to the participants in the study to ask about 

their perceptions concerning the service. Consequently, they were then shown the elemental SST prototype 

that was designed based on the procedure list provided. The prototype was a digital mock-up made using the 

Prezi Next software presentation platform. Unstructured questions were asked about their perceptions of the 

digital prototype. Probing questions were also asked about any ideas that could better or enhance their 

experience of the prototype. Finally, the participants were given a structured questionnaire with three multiple 

choice questions and two endpoint questions. (Research Handbook, p. 64). The intention of the prototype was 

to add the element of fun through the use of the fun experiential wave model (FEW). 

SST Prototype Objectives 

     We decided to implement the FEW model into the elementary self-service technology prototype when we 

observed the pain point of the return/reparation process, and the difficulty and frustration Joy experienced 

when attempting to apply the described procedures. Payne, Storbacka & Flow (2008) argue that a beneficial 
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strategizing tool in value co-creation between customer and company is the “iterative activity of prototyping” 

(p. 90). Our objectives with the SST prototype were threefold: 

1. Test how fun can be implemented into a pain encounter process using our FEW model. 

2. Qualitatively, understand Generation Z’s perception of: utility, ease of use, fun and enjoyment, autonomy, 

competency and relatedness in the return/reparation service recovery procedure, by contrasting the 

observed scenario and our prototype. 

3. Experiment with value co-creation with Generation Z using the prototype strategy. 

SST Prototype Design 

     Prezi Next presentation platform was used to construct the SST prototype. We asked a 20-year-old Gen Z 

girl which six templates in Prezi Next looked like the most fun. Six templates were chosen out of 148 

templates. See below: 

 

   

 

     

 

 

      We chose the top right-hand template 

called ‘lesson plan’. We wanted the template 

to look like a board game. The dark 

background color, the white pathway and 

colorful numbering enabled us to give an 

overview of the activity being one of 

Source: Prezi Next templates.  https://prezi.com/p/create-
prezi/ 
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procedures. The dark blue color conveyed seriousness for the ‘shxxty’ situation, but the white path cut into 

squares conveyed calm, clarity and step-by-step process. The colorful numbering suggested progression or 

goal levels. We wanted the prototype to be particularly targeted at our chosen customer segment: those born 

between 1995 – 2010. The vocabulary and sentence structure were also aimed specifically for our chosen 

segment. The cuss word ‘Shxx’ was used in the heading ‘Shxx! My device is sick’ to attract attention and 

affiliation through unexpectedness and surprise. Sentences were made as short and direct as possible because 

Gen Z are easily distracted and bored by too much text.  We chose informal language to introduce humor, for 

example ‘The SoMe mechanisms we chose to build into the SST prototype were YouTube videos to apply 

humor and ‘how to’ instructions to give autonomy and opportunities for learning. Gamification mechanisms, 

such as an AI chatbot, was also used to individualize the journey of the customer. The intention was that a 

customer could design their own chatbot ‘avatar’ according to player type, learner type, activity type and 

personality type. The chatbot could be programmed with relevant scripts that would appear throughout the 

entire process. The chatbot could also answer and give positive feedback according to chosen types. (Research 

Handbook, p. 69, slide 4). 

     The first four slides labelled - ‘Help Me’ - represented the entrance into the FEW model. The intention was 

to awaken enthusiasm, reduce anxiety and open a relational space through sensory stimuli and unexpected 

surprise by seeing the design template, heading and personalized chatbot design possibilities. The intention of 

the proceeding four slides was to open up a ludic learning space – a cycle of expertise (Gee, 2005). (Research 

Handbook, pp. 70-72). 

     The ‘Investigate’ portion was the second quadrant where attention and concentration were focused, and 

narrow skills and medium-sized activities were presented. These were done through 30 sec. YouTube videos 

the customer could click through to identify if there were issues, they could solve. (Research Handbook, p. 71, 

slide 7). 

     The goal in quadrant three of the FEW model labelled ‘Now what?’ was to challenge and direct experiences 

where broader and larger skills of learning happened. The Red-Hot information required for full engagement 

and learning, was fulfilled by using YouTube instructional videos. (Research Handbook, p. 72, slide 9). 
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     The fourth and last quadrant labelled ‘Oh Shxx!, ‘Good to Go’ and ‘MeetUp’ were the areas of follow 

through and encouragement for change. The customer was given an opportunity to ask to loan a phone, ask 

questions and connect with a community experiencing the same things. There were also YouTube videos in 

the ‘survival guide’ suggesting funny ways to get through being phoneless for a period of time. (Research 

Handbook, p. 73). 

     The follow through also had a built-in rating and reviewing opportunity, together with a co-creation 

opportunity in the ‘Good to Go’ section. The last slide ‘Meetup’ gave customers the opportunity to meet face-

to-face to exchange stories. When we presented the prototype, the last sections were not completed. 

However, in the Research Handbook the last slides have been completed based on feedback from the 

participants (Research Handbook, pp. 72-76). 

3.4.5 Limitations 

     As with most studies, the design of the current research is subject to limitations. The potential limitations 

are mainly methodological. The first limitation concerns the size of the sample used in the survey.  The survey 

had 34 respondents; a larger sample would have provided more precise results, more accurate average values 

and avoided possible errors. However, the results of the survey are relevant because it is undoubtedly the 

foundation for future studies. Moreover, the data generated by survey despite the size of the sample provides 

the big picture of the correlations between fun, Gen Z and social media since there is not much research 

combining the three topics.	

					Another potential limitation is related to the probing questions in the ethnographic observations in this 

research. The researchers tried to be impartial, but with these types of questions, there is always a risk for bias 

towards data and results interpretation. To mitigate bigotry, the researchers avoided leading questions that 

could affect the respondents' answers.             	

      Lastly, the lack of prior research on the field of funology limited the literature available on this topic. To 

surpass this limitation, the researchers had to develop a theoretical framework for funology.  
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3.4.6 Findings 

     In this section the main results from the data collected through the survey, focus groups and experience 

prototype are presented. The results were calculated using Google Analytics. 

 

 When investigating the importance of fun for Gen Z in ten different situations such as fun in experiences, fun 

in learning, fun in instructions for a product or service; the survey shows that 82% of the respondents consider 

fun an essential element in experiences, and 71% of the respondents’ value fun in learning.  In contrast, a much 

lower percentage of the respondents (3%) recognize fun as an important element in a brand. In digital 

experiences, the importance of fun various depending on the digital platform, i.e. in YouTube 47% of the 

respondents find fun to be necessary, but only 12% in a website. The full results of the importance of the fun 

element in the variables investigated can be found in the chart below retrieved from this study research book. 

 

Chart 1: Research Handbook, p. 17 
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The results from the focus group sessions are reported in this thesis Research Handbook (pp. 61-63) and are 

summarized in the table below: 

Fun and Context Focus groups’ participants’ perspectives 

Fun and entertainment For both focus groups participants, fun is 
associated to digital activities (social media, 
YouTube, games) and non-digital activities. 

Fun-and social media 

 

When related to social media, fun is content (i.e. 
memes, YouTube, Fails, games, Snapchat) and 
context related (with family and friends) 

Fun and age group 
 

Gen Z sees fun as universal (important in all 
ages), social and varies in intensity. 

Fun and value 

 

Fun adds value by bonding, curiosity and makes 
people feel good 

Fun and bad situations Fun in bad situations works as pain relief 

Gen Z and SST 

 

Gen Zs see SST solutions in the context of 
usability and utility, and as reinforcement of self-
efficacy. However, SST needs to be 
complemented with human backup. 

Fun and SST 

 

Fun in SST solutions needs to be content related 
and to be personalized/customized, and it is a 
complement to functionality. 

Fun and digital experience Fun can enhance digital experiences 

Table 3: Findings 

     The data collected from the in-depth interview using the experience prototype reveals a positive 

relationship between fun and digital SST. All participants involved in testing the prototype rated the solution 

satisfaction level at a 9 degree on a scale from 0-10.  The interviewees associated the SST prototype constructed 

based on fun and learning to a game, ‘coolness,’ easy and visual, functional and simple, and empowering. 

Further, all participants evaluated the original scenario as a pain touchpoint. Respondents impressions were 

represented with words such as “bad experience,” “I felt stupid,” “overwhelming,” “boring” and “frustration,” 

to mention just a few. This information is confirmed SST.   

     Concluding, the data from the survey and focus groups show that fun in digital solutions can be ‘nice to 

have,’ but it is not a must. However, the research prototype experience interviews reveal that fun does 

drastically change the experience in SST from bad to enjoyable. 
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     In the discussion section below the conclusions are drawn from the theoretical framework of this research 

paper as well as the conducted research and results discussed in the previous section. 

 

CHAPTER IV: Discussion 
	

4.1 Discussion 
 
          The main objectives for this research paper were to explore the effect of funology on the value of digital 

customer experiences, and how funology could be implemented in SST digital solutions to affect and enhance 

the value of Gen Z’ digital customer experiences. Applying the theoretical framework discussed in our research 

paper together with our empirical findings, we will discuss how and why funology affects Gen Z’ digital 

customer experiences. Furthermore, we will describe how funology can be implemented into Gen Z’ digital 

customer experiences by applying a model we have conceptualized. The Funology Experiential wave model 

(FEW) was inspired by synthesizing Beard and Wilson’s (2009) experiential wave model, Pine and Gilmore’s 

(2011) seminal theory on progression on economic value and Gee’s (2005) learning by design: “cycle of 

expertise”. The FEW model describes the logic of funology and how its main determinants, such as intrinsic 

motivation - autonomy, competence and relatedness can be designed into digital customer experiences to affect 

and enhance value.  

4.1.1 Theoretical Discussion 
 
How and why does funology affect the value of digital customer experiences? 

     As discussed, funology has no acknowledged dictionary definition nor overarching theory; nevertheless, 

the compilation of diverse theories across multiple disciplines regarding funology has given a solid indication 

that funology is inherently and pervasively present in biological and sociological domains. For example, Ryan 

and Deci (2000) write that “humans, in their healthiest states, are active, inquisitive, curious, and playful 

creatures, displaying a ubiquitous readiness to learn and explore, and they do not require extraneous incentives 

to do so” (p. 56). Humans are innately wired for funology, which correlates with intrinsic motivation – doing 
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activities simply because it is enjoyable (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Furthermore, the bedrock of intrinsic motivation 

is self-determination, which has its core in three psychological pillars that ‘demand’ to be satisfied, for 

example, autonomy (i.e., a need to make one’s own choice, have agency); competence (i.e., a need to learn 

and master skills and knowledge) and relatedness (i.e. a need to bond, be affiliated, connected to other people 

and groups). Likewise, because humans are innately wired for funology, fun elements both capture our 

attention and hold our attention. Humans seek funology and enjoyment as a source of well-being. Various ‘feel 

good’ hormones, such as dopamine, are released into our bodies to reduce anxiety and form attachments with 

people. These hormones, also released through laughter, are essential in stimulating arousal and opening up a 

relational space where bonding can take place (Provine, 1993). Not only does funology, through the constructs 

of laughter and humor affect human relationships, but funology is also the fertile soil for achieving flow – the 

sweet spot where self-efficacy and challenges synchronize. However, not all ‘feel good’ emotions are regarded 

as fun or enjoyment. Csikszentmihalyi (2009) postulates in his flow theory that fun is not pleasure. Pleasure is 

“restorative homeostatic experience” that does not require any psychic energy as funology does. Pleasure is 

for eating and relaxing which requires very little effort. Contrarily, funology requires psychic energy to pursue 

challenges, become competent, make autonomous decisions and relate to people. Funology is also evident in 

the cognitive system. System 1’s fast thinking is instinctually captured by stimuli that are fun, such as aesthetic 

and sensory stimuli, moments of surprise and things that spark interest and curiosity (Kahneman, 2011). When 

the right funological triggers are engaged, such as mastery and learning, System 2’s slow thinking is activated 

(Kahneman, 2011). This holds attention and builds engagement. Consequently, funology is discussed as being 

individual and contextual, because it is secured in intrinsic interest and how a person perceives value. 

Therefore, even though humans innately are drawn to fun incidents and encounters, the value of funology in 

experiences is perceived subjectively and individually through peoples’ own value chains (Ravald & Grönoos, 

1996).      
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Funology in human experiences 

     Our results testify to funology being important in life’s core activities, for example, funology in experiences 

(82%), holding attention (71%), learning (71%) and teaching (62%) scored highest in the survey. Viscerally, 

respondents acknowledged that fun attracts and holds attention, and it motivates them to learn. They also 

viscerally identified the difference between the constructs of fun/enjoyment and pleasure as Csikszentmihalyi 

(2009) argued in his flow theory. In the open word association questions of fun and pleasure ‘laughter’, 

‘humor’ and ‘social’ scored equally high relating to fun, but ‘food’ and ‘relaxing’ scored overwhelmingly high 

relating to pleasure (Research Handbook, p. 26-27). The results support Csikszentimihalyi’s theory of the 

difference between fun and pleasure (2009, p. 46-47).  

      Yet, even though funology is difficult to define concretely, respondents perceived the value of fun to be 

(1) an innate construct in all humans – a necessity that creates value in relationships and life situations through 

connection and memories: 

‘bonding with people’, ‘adds depth to the relationship. We can see the different sides of a person’; ‘Together 

with friends it is even more funny. It creates memories we can return to and talk about and laugh about again. 

Your brain gives you good hormones that make you feel good. Creates a stronger bond between me and my 

friends’; ‘When there is humor in a relationship then you are more open...It is one of the most important factors 

in a relationship. You can laugh with each other. It is an essential part of our daily life and our lives’ (Research 

Handbook, p. 58 & 53).  

But respondents also perceived the value of fun to be (2) contextual, e.g. based in culture, generation 

demographic and situations, as well as (3) individual, e.g. based in unique personality and personal interests: 

‘we use fun and enjoyment for different things’; ‘I think we have a different kind of fun but everyone needs 

fun. We value different things depending on our age, and different ways of having fun’; ‘young people have 

more focus on fun’; ‘I do not think it is more important for younger people to have fun, because fun is 

experienced by individuals…but the young people have more focus on the fun’ (Research book, p. 53, 58-59). 

     So, funology creates positive value in experiences by opening up relational spaces where people can create 

affiliations and bonds with each other through, e.g. humor and laughter. Fun’s affects can be ephemeral and 
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instantaneous, but it is also long-term by embedding moments into memories to be recalled later on and 

laughed about. This aspect of funology strengthens connection between people and creates community.      

     Funology is established as an important element in affecting the value of generic experiences. This also 

includes affecting the value of digital experiences. Digital experiences are experienced on digital platforms, 

e.g. websites, Instagram, Snapchat, YouTube, using various devices, e.g. computers, smart pads and 

smartphones. As highlighted above in our participants’ responses, fun is perceived individually as well as a 

contextually, e.g. generationally.  

Funology in digital experiences 
 
     Gen Z’ opinions reflected that the fun element on a website or an app. was not so relevant for value creating, 

like it was on YouTube (Research Handbook, p.17). These YouTube findings were emphasized when asked 

about what captured attention when viewing a video, and what held attention in a YouTube video. The element 

of fun featured as a primary component (Research Handbook, p. 20-21).  

     The positive results towards video viewing also correlated to recent market analysis that state that 82% of 

content is video content, and that the younger generation prefers video content to other types of content (Cisco 

Visual Networking Index, 2019, Consumer Internet Traffic 2017-2022, Appendix D, para. 1; Witt & Baird, 

2018). The younger generation value YouTube digital experiences as their ‘go-to’ to social media platform to 

relieve boredom, get a laugh, get a ‘feel good’ boost, connect with their family and friends and learn things 

they are interested in, for example, as our results showed: 

‘memes – relatable videos making fun of people’s situation’; ‘I sometimes have to scroll through Facebook – 

which is annoying. I go direct to YouTube’; ‘YouTube, Instagram. Funny, relatable videos. We send videos 

and pictures to each other and it is really fun…YouTube is fun’; ‘I save the memes and then when I am bored 

I go back to have a laugh’; ‘Games, watch memes and funny fails, watch YouTube’ and ‘it would have been 

better with a video. Simpler, not too detailed’ (Research Handbook, p. 53, 57, 58 & 82).  

     Nevertheless, Gen Z also are aware that the context funology is borne in can also influence how fun is 

experienced and perceived in digital environments, whether it be fun content from the social entertainment 

zone or other content from social zones of interest.  
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‘memes become boring after you have seen them enough times’; I save the memes and then when I am bored, 

I go back to have a laugh. Memes are something I relate to’; (Research Handbook, p. 58).   

     The above response from Gen Z participants exemplified how fun content is ingested. Some get bored and 

move onto the next tantalizing bit. Others store entertaining content to return to later on when bored, but 

content is perpetually available 24/7 creating insatiable expectations for immediate and continual 

entertainment that satisfy their ‘feel good’ hunger.  

     The last response also highlights the significance and their dependence on their mobile phone devise.  

Approximately, 76% of Gen Z use their phone device as a gateway into the various digital platforms and digital 

solutions (Witt & Baird, 2018, p. 162). Their smart phone devices also enable them to remain in a ‘mind 

connection’ with others across time and space: 

‘We send videos and pictures to each other and it is really fun’; ‘My friends and I tag each other, with memes. 

Even though we are not together, we are still having fun’ (Research Handbook, p. 54 & 57).  

     But it can become a travesty when their smart phone malfunctions because they lose their connection with 

their relationships, and the fun element that makes them ‘feel good’: 

‘We have really a lot of fun. With us the internet gives us a boost of fun. But if our telephones are taken away 

from us then it would be more difficult for us to find other ways of having fun’ (Research Handbook, p. 58) 

     Malfunctioning or lose of their mobile phone device affects many areas of their lives, for example, their 

sense of belonging and relatedness to a community is affected (affinity impulse); their sense of self-efficacy is 

reduced (personal utility impulse), their sense of learning is hindered (curiosity impulse) and their sense of not 

being alone in the world is threatened (contact comfort and immediacy impulse) (Tuten & Solomon, 2018).  

     The above quotes and statistics highlight how and why funology affects the value of digital experiences. 

The funology element on digital platforms can attract and hold attention and produce laughter by releasing 

‘feel good’ hormones by providing humorous situations and images 24/7. These boosts of ‘feel good’ 

hormones affiliate and bond people together over social media, but they also release stress and anxiety through 

laughter when they are alone and in private, see for example: 
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‘When I see memes. Before I go to bed’; ‘Generally, when I am alone…I find the memes on Snapchat’ 

(Research Handbook, p. 52 & 57).  

     The funology elements in digital experiences primarily satisfies the psychological need of relatedness 

through creating a relational space where connection, bonding and attachment is developed and maintained 

with others, but it also satisfies the psychological need of autonomy and competency through creating a ludic 

learning space where they can learn and grow in learning and mastery in a fun and engaging way. 

Funology in digital customer experiences 

     Consequently, funology can affect the value of digital customer experiences in businesses. The same value-

creating mechanisms of funology, as discussed above, underlie digital experiences on digital platforms. 

However, digital relationships and experiential consumption offerings between customer and organization are 

more complex than digital relationship and experiential consumption between friends and family. Digital 

customer experiences (DCX), summarized as “the sum of all digital touchpoint interactions between a 

customer and a company and the accumulated impressions and feelings the customer developed from the 

interactions” (Rasmussen & Henriksen, 2019, p.  23) creates various forms of customer value, such as 

functional value, emotional value, and epistemic value in digital customer experiences (Ho & Ko, 2008, p. 

430). DCX is a combination of both hedonic as well as utilitarian experiential consumption offerings, which 

are important in value creation in digital solutions, for example, self-service technology and social media. This 

combination of hedonic and utilitarian offerings is essential in psychologically satisfying the digital-savvy 

consumer in the digital transformation era. Digital-savvy consumers are well-informed, they have high 

expectations, have a drive for immediacy and are connected and social (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2010, Lund, 

2019, Borowski, 2015; Clemons, 2008). This consumer empowerment culture has caused a shift in the way 

they behave and interact with businesses, thus initiating the Consumer Decision Journey model (Cundari, 

2015). These digital-savvy, empowered consumers ‘demand’ their digital customer experiences to be 

autonomous, competent and relationship focused. By satisfying these demands, businesses can facilitate 

customers’ co-creating value in use. Funology is an essential key for this to happen. Businesses, when 
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designing their digital solutions that enable customers to co-create value, implement funological elements to 

capture attention and hold attention through intrinsic motivation. Self-service technology (SST) and SoMe, 

such as YouTube videos and gamification in the digital customer experiences can transform touchpoints, even 

touchpoints as a result of a negative event into exceptional experiences that can build brand affinity. The 

respondents attested to funology being able to shift a painful situation towards a better experience: 

‘Negative situation you can laugh about it, and it can change a situation’; ‘difference between fixing something 

and adding fun to that, or just making fun out of the situation’; ‘it is about the situation’ (Research Handbook, 

p. 55 & 59).  

     The respondents also stipulated that to turn a painful situation into a better one using the fun element, the 

individual and contextual preferences, e.g. target groups, needed to be taken into consideration: 

‘Especially our generation, and the young people that have grown up with these techniques and ipads and 

online, we can manage that type of fun. But maybe with older people, it is a big deal to just go into NetBank. 

Maybe adding jokes or small quirky thing would be too much. Maybe they need it to be just basic’; ‘What 

about the older generation? This prototype is for the younger generation. Maybe simpler and plain for the older 

generation’. 

     In the design of the survey and experience prototype, we wanted to test participants’ response to individual 

preferences; therefore, we investigated player type, game type, learner type, BIS/BAS reinforcement 

sensitivity measures and Big-5 personality types. We wanted to research if there was a direct correlation 

between all of these individual preferences because other empirical findings have already shown that the Big-

5 personality types correlated well with BIS/BAS behavioral system and player types (Smits & Boeck, 2006; 

Becker et al., 2018; McMahon et. al, 2012, p. 114). However, the limitations of the questionnaire and sample 

size resulted in no clear correlation (Research Handbook, pp. 18 & 45-47). Yet, before we analyzed the survey 

questionnaire, we also designed the individual preferences into the experience prototype to investigate 

qualitatively Gen Z’ perceptions of the varying types. The response showed clearly that the context determined 

how individuals would respond to individual questions about personality preferences in digital solutions: 
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‘I think that is cool. But a person that is stressed because their phone is broken. Do they really want to answer 

questions about themselves?’ (Research Handbook, p. 79) 

      To test how and why funology affected value in digital customer experiences, we decided to design an 

experience prototype. The experience prototype was designed based on an observed real-life service recovery 

painful experience, including the information we already received from the survey results. When questioned 

about the importance of fun in returning an internet-bought product 85% of the respondents did not think the 

fun element important at all (Research Handbook, p.40-41) 

     When given a word association return of internet-bought product, 74% of the respondents regarded it as a 

painful experience (Research Handbook, pp. 40-41). The observed real-life scenario provided the ideal 

opportunity to experiment with the funology logic and test our conceptualized FEW model because the original 

digital customer experience did not incorporate any funology elements into their design and we could contrast 

it with our funology prototype. 

     The results of the research were following: The respondents’ opinion regarding the original experience was: 

‘overwhelming. Not very practical…complicated. Annoying’; ‘Overwhelming, frustration, time-consuming, 

EXTRA’; ‘Boring, …intimidating, greater risk of doing wrong’; ‘You quickly get a sense of failure in the 

original option. And that does not motivate you to continue’; ‘I felt stupid’; ‘’the whole experience was really 

bad’ (Research Handbook, pp. 76, 78 & 82).  

     However, we redesigned the digital customer experience using funology in the digital solutions self-service 

technology, YouTube digital platform and gamification mechanisms, the respondents reacted differently: 

‘This is good that I can learn about all the things up on iCloud’; ‘I like this step by step process. And you can 

learn how to do things.’; ‘It looks like a game’; ‘It is already better this way… Hey this is what you need to 

do. Just the first impression makes it better’; ‘My phone is still broken, but now I want to go through the 

process. Maybe it will not be so bad anyway’ (Research Handbook, pp. 78, 82-84).  

     The funology designed into the digital customer experience affected the overall value of the experience. 

The respondents perceived there to be more emotional value in the digital solution by feeling a bit better about 

the process. They also perceived there to be more epistemic value and functional value in the funology 
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prototype, for example, there was an intrinsic motivator to learn. Not only did Gen Z viscerally recognize this 

in the survey (Research Handbook, p. 17), but the respondents emphasized the learning construct in the 

experience prototype as well:  

‘I can already remember that I need to get an IMEI number and other things. With a text, I would not be able 

to remember’ (Research Handbook, p. 85).  

     Furthermore, the funology prototype increased a sense of self-efficacy and autonomy: 

 ‘No, I would not need to call my parents to help me.  I could definitely go through it alone’ (Research 

Handbook, p. 85).  

     All six respondents perceived the funology prototype to give functional value and emotional value. This 

was evidenced in their answers to the structured questionnaire. They all marked the fun question as 

‘entertaining’, the performance question as ‘will make an irritating ‘shxxty’ situation better’, ease of use ‘will 

be easier to use than the traditional customer service option’. The funology prototype inherently attracted 

attention and ‘likely’ and ‘possible’ intention to use the digital customer experience (Research Handbook, pp. 

80 & 86).  

     There is a reason why we have not discussed the how and why does ‘fun’ affect value, but how and why 

funology – the science of fun, affects the value of digital customer experiences. The definition of ‘science’ is 

defined as ‘a study dealing with a body of facts or branch of knowledge (“Science”, n.d.). In the limited space 

of our master thesis, we have attempted to study the logic underlying the science of funology from a biological 

and sociological perspective and transpose it into the realm of business; particularly focusing on value creation 

in digital solutions such as self-service technology and social media platforms concentrating on YouTube and 

gamification. In our investigation of funology, it has become clearly evident that the funology logic affects 

value because it satisfies the deepest primordial needs to connect relationally and learn individually 

autonomously. The theories we have explored in this research paper, such as Payne et al. (2008) theory on 

value-creation, Koster’s (1996) theory on game design, Provine’s laugher theory (1993), Csikszentmihalyi 

(2009) flow theory, Ryan and Deci’s motivation and self-determination theories (2000; 2008) etc. advocate 

these primordial drives of agency, relationship and learning. Our empirical research also clarified these three 
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impetuses. The general consensus in both the focus groups and experience prototype was that the agency 

element, learning element and relationship element were significant in funology experiences.  

     Investigating funology in digital customer experiences is nothing new. Blythe and Monk (2018) have 

compiled an ensemble of essays on human computer interactions into a book actually titled ‘Funology 2. From 

usability to enjoyment’. In the book, Blythe and Hassenzahl (2018) in their essay, regard fun only as 

‘amusement’, ‘frivolous’ - nothing to be taken seriously (pp. 385-386). They also argue that pleasure gives 

optimal experiences. We have already highlighted this contrasting viewpoint to Csikszentmihalyi’s (2009) 

viewpoint in our theoretical framework. We postulate that the ‘frivolous’, ‘amusing’ fun is a component of 

funology, but this type of fun does not define funology.  

     Funology as we would propose to define it, is the science or study of fun and enjoyment in all 

its forms and phenomena, especially with reference to origin, behavior, development, organization, 

and functioning.   

     Therefore, we posit that funology needs to be taken seriously in digital customer experiences, because the 

science speaks for itself. Funology is intrinsically wired into our biological systems and instinctively wired 

into our sociological systems, thereby affecting the value of our experiences whether it be digital or not; hence, 

our empirical research reported 84 percent of our respondents rated that fun was an important element in 

experiences. 

    Consequently, our research makes a contribution to the unexplored and limited business literature of 

funology by advancing the seriousness of fun as a science in business. Furthermore, we stress the primordial 

impetus of agency, relationship and learning in funology experiences. We also emphasis that by intelligently 

designing and facilitating these three funological elements into touchpoints will result in transformative digital 

experiences for the customer. 

     In the next section of the discussion, these three key elements in funology – agency, relationship and 

learning – are implemented into a conceptualized business model framework. We have synthesized theories 

from experiential learning, i.e., Beard and Wilson’s experiential wave model (2009, p. 120), experience 

economy, i.e., Pine and Gilmore’s combination of experience realms of entertainment and education and 
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phases of guiding transformations (2011, pp.  46, 64 & 262), and cognitive science and gaming, i.e., Gee’s 

cycle of expertise (2005, 10-11), into a funology experiential wave model (FEW). The model offers guidelines 

to businesses on how the logic of funology can be concretely applied in digital customer experiences to create 

value.    The reasoning behind this synthesis is to incorporate agency, learning, relationship and entertainment 

in digital touchpoints to guide customers in undergoing a journey of transformation.   The FEW model is an 

edutainment model, which is “the blending of education and entertainment; it is about engaging, enjoyable 

experiences providing a learning value” (Di Blas & Poggi, 2008, p. 175; Pine & Gilmore, 2011, p. 64). We 

chose and adapted the Beard and Wilson’s experiential learning wave model (2009, p. 120)– a four-stage 

sequential process model – as the basic scaffold for our conceptualized (FEW) model (figure 8).   The logic 

behind their model is journey planning for learning by applying fun entertainment experiences at the entrance 

of the wave to create enthusiasm, learning experiences through the rest of the model to create competence, 

and concluding with reflection of change at the exit of the wave to complete the transformation journey. They 

recognize different flows of processes and tasks in the experiential learning journey. Pine and Gilmore’s phases 

of transformation is a natural inclusion into the scaffolding because learning is another concept for 

transformation (2011, p. 256). Transformation is defined as “change in form, appearance, nature, or character” 

(“Transformation”, n.d.). Through learning of new skills and knowledge, change naturally occurs in a 

customer. But before learning can be accomplished, the individual’s learning needs have to be determined. 

Thus, diagnosing of customers’ needs and goals, staging edutainment experiences and follow through aid this 

process. Lastly, Gee’s ‘cycle of expertise guides customers’ to autonomously manage their lifelong learning – 

competence by creating a “flow between practice and new learning and between mastery and challenge” (2005, 

p. 11).  This occurs when businesses can guide the customers’ trajectory through a ludic learning space in an 

optimal way (Gee, 2005, p. 10, Kolb & Kolb, 2017).  

4.1.2 Conceptual Framework 
 
How can funology be implemented in digital solutions to enhance the value of Gen Z’s digital 

customer experiences? 
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     The model was developed based on the theoretical framework discussed in the previous section (figure 8) 

The conceptual framework we have developed starts by recognizing it as an experiential learning model that 

implements funology theory and gamification intrinsic and extrinsic incentives, i.e., game mechanics and 

experience design, throughout the model logic. The primary aim of this model is to motivate and engage 

customers to achieve their individual goals, through organizational guidance. The sequential processing, which 

is also central in experiential learning, guides the customer through the wave. The entrance into the FEW 

model is in the lower left quadrant marked (1) Fun/play/enjoyment. The ludic learning space of the model is 

in the upper quadrants marked (2) & (3) Cycle of expertise. The exit out of the FEW model is in the lower 

right quadrant marked (4) Development and Change.  

     On the x-axis progress is measured from low intensity to high intensity. On the y-axis task challenge is 

measured from low to high. These axes determine how and what fun/learning elements need to be applied in 

the design in order to awaken enthusiasm, start to focus attention, direct the experience and to encourage 

eagerness to change. Each quadrant also correlates with Pine and Gilmores (2011) strategic flow (i.e., up-front 

diagnostics, staging experiences, follow through) in order to individualize the customers’ journey through an 

encounter process or touchpoint (p. 262) (Appendix 7). By building in this strategic flow, companies can 

design interesting digital solutions that inspire intrinsic interest and motivation, and ultimately transformation 

of a customer. 
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Figure 8: Funology Experiential Wave Model (Rasmussen & Henriksen, 2019).    

(Adapted from Beard and Wilson’s (2009) experiential wave model; Pine and Gilmore’s (2011) phases of guiding 

transformations and; Gee (2005) cycle of expertise). 

     The logic behind the FEW model is that it is a generic model that can be administered as a basic template 

for single touchpoints, encounter processes or entire customer journeys. Each wave can fit together with a 

proceeding wave; like Lego blocks, until a larger wave is formed across a business’ service design. 

     Below, the quadrants will be discussed with suggestions of gamification intrinsic and extrinsic incentives 

that will attempt at satisfying customers’ psychologically needs of autonomy, competence and relatedness. 

PROCESS Low intensity High intensity 

AWAKEN ENTHUSIASM ENCOURAGE EAGERNESS FOR CHANGE 

START TO FOCUS ATTENTION DIRECT THE EXPERIENCE 

2. ’Cycle of expertise’ 3. ’Cycle of expertise’ 

1. Fun/Play/Enjoyment 4. Development and Change 
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Follow through 
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Suggestions for implementing fun activities and gamification incentives will also be discussed referencing 

empirical research. 

The First Quadrant  
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
    The core of activity is to try and motivate individuals to engage with relevant content (Baker, 2012). The 

primary objectives in the first quadrant of the FEW model are to attract attention, awaken enthusiasm and to 

‘diagnose’ what the individual customers’ wants, needs and goals are. Fun and laughter have the capacity to 

alleviate anxiety and stress and create a good environment for learning (Royce & Newton, 2007; Bruce, 2003) 

because essentially to enjoy life and have fun are innate human requirements (Corey, 2008). Royce and Newton 

(2007) advocate that fun and games “generate enthusiasm and stimulate thought processes” (p. 263) and doing 

something because it is enjoyable or inherently interesting is the essence of intrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 

2000). Furthermore, research shows that laugher, humor and fun, due to unexpected moments or surprises 

create a relational space where actors connect and form an affiliation with each other (Provine, 1993; Bedi et 

al. 2005). The research is relevant in understanding that first connections with customers to build affiliation, 

awaken enthusiasm and encourage thought processes with activities or organizations, should be a low intensity 

fun connection. The type of fun activity should be light interactions that will encourage trust and reduce 

anxiety, for example, in an SST interface, the low intensity, low-task difficulty fun activity as the first entry 

into the service could reduce customer anxiety towards using the interface. The mechanisms that could be 

1. Fun/Play/Enjoyment 

Up-front diagnostics 
 

AWAKEN ENTHUSIASM 
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influential in implementing the fun element in the first quadrant could be various (a) aesthetic, sensory stimuli, 

e.g. sound, colors, shapes etc. or; (b) humor styles i.e., affiliative and self-enhancing that benefit well-being 

concretized in videos, images or memes. Respondent’s opinion correlate with these suggestions. When asked 

what ‘first captured attention in a video’, sensory stimulus scored 21%, fun and entertainment scored 19% and 

interest, content and humor scored 16%, 13% and 11% in the survey (Research Handbook, p. 20). These 

findings correlate with our System 1’s thinking of being particularly attracted to visual communication 

(Mandal, 2019; Kahneman, 2011). 

     The second most important element in the first quadrant is individualizing the customers’ ‘journey’ ahead. 

Pine and Gilmore (2011) propose that when the Experience Economy has run its course, success will be 

“understanding the aspirations of individual consumers and businesses and guiding them to fully realize those 

inspirations” (p. 255). For organizations to understand individuals and how to guide them, they need to 

identify customers’ wants, needs and goals. They need to find out what the customer values are and the aim of 

intention. Beard and Wilson (2009) posit that experiences or learning processes need to be considered as a 

journey over time and physical and metaphorical spaces. To add ‘journey’ or a ‘path’ to experiential processes, 

it is fundamental to know where the customer comes from and where the customer needs to be (Beard & 

Wilson, 2009). Knowing the needs of the customer determines the focus and end point of the journey (Beard 

& Wilson, 2009). Lotz et al. (2018) reiterates how critical it is to the customer experience transformation that 

all touchpoints fit into a holistic customer journey. Therefore, from the beginning of the FEW model 

diagnostics is a necessary key in value creation. The mechanisms that could assist individualization in a 

funological way could be (a) game design elements like avatar design or personality-type questions; (b) quizzes 

and ‘pathway’ design through choice of solution story by clicking on elements or questions that appeal most 

to the customer.  

     Research has shown that customer experience is “an engaging act of co-creation between provider and a 

consumer wherein the consumer perceives value in the encounter” (Poulsson & Kale, 2004, p. 270). Value co-

creation of experiential consumption - i.e., experiential combination of hedonic and utilitarian value, 

essentially happens when customers perceive it and businesses facilitate it.  For example, consumption 
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offerings can be perceived useful by predicting how much a product or service elicits enjoyment (Bittner & 

Schipper, 2014, p. 393; Bartle, 2011; Deterding et al., 2011). Therefore, choice of fun activities and 

gamification mechanisms in the FEW model need to be carefully reflected upon before implementing them 

into various encounter processes. It is evidenced that funology in human systems, such as BIS/BAS intensity, 

personality traits, learning, player and game preferences are individual. It is also evidenced that funology in 

social systems, for example, age, are also individual and influence perception of value co-creation, for 

example, “older people had lower intentions to purchase the gamified product, judged it as less useful and 

perceived less flow and enjoyment with the gamified product compared to the young group” (Bittner & 

Schipper, 2014, p. 397). Similarly, when testing the prototype, the respondents perceived the gamification 

mechanics of an individually designed chatbot as ambivalent. They saw the fun behind the idea, but they were 

not sure it would work in the service repair context and across different generations. What could be designed 

to help alleviate stress could be the very thing that creates more stress. They had some opinions and solutions 

that could have alleviated the ambiguity: 

‘The idea is good…Individualizing the chatbot is a cool idea’; ‘Having all the information on the one page is 

too much. It can stress the person who is already stressed’; ‘Instead of a chatbot, you can put like a person 

(like Wii), when you click on that option the Wii avatar does something’; ‘I think that is very cool. But a 

person that is stressed because their phone is broken, do they really want to answer questions about 

themselves’; ‘have a skip option’; ‘I think it is fantastic! I haven’t seen it before. I think it is fantastic’; ‘Some 

might become irritated’ ‘Give the opportunity to skip this process of creating the chatbot’(Research Handbook, 

pp.77-79 & 83). 

     Therefore, even though funology is proven to reduce anxiety create affiliation, open up a relational space 

and ludic learning space, it is imperative that businesses wisely administer it in services if they want to achieve 

their business outcomes. Consequently, doing the ground work suggested by Burke (2014) and Peters et al. 

(2018), i.e., applying the Player Experience Design Processes (PEDP) (Appendix 5) and the Motivation, 

Engagement and Thriving in User Experience model (METUX) (Appendix 6) could aid the effectual design 

of fun activities and gamification mechanisms used throughout the FEW model.  
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     The first quadrant of the FEW model should particularly focus on satisfying the psychological needs of 

autonomy and relatedness. The following two quadrants in the FEW model should above all else satisfy the 

psychological need of competence; hence learning and mastery. 

The Second Quadrant and Third Quadrant  
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

      

     The second and third quadrants are the next phase of the FEW model. Staging ‘expertise’ experiences to 

focus customer attention and direct learning experience are the shared goals for both business and customers 

in these two quadrants. Development of a ludic learning space, which Kolb & Kolb (2017) argue is “conducive 

to deep and transformative learning” (p. 291), designates funology as the primary condition for this space of 

learning, mastery and competence. Linnenbrink-Garcia et al. (2016) attest to this, “[e]njoyment enhances 

students’ interest in learning materials, motivational engagement, attention and flow experience, deep learning 

strategy use, and self-regulated learning” (p. 232).  

     Respondents’ answers concretized the theory. When asked ‘what holds their attention after it is caught?’ 

they answered 31% fun, 20% interest and content and 19% learning (Research Handbook, p. 21). The 

respondents also scored the element of fun to be 62% important in teaching, and 71% important in both learning 

and holding attention. Therefore, funology is a key element in developing and holding focus in learning. 

Likewise, learning is done best in a funological environment.          

START TO FOCUS ATTENTION DIRECT THE EXPERIENCE 

Staging 
experiences 

 

2. ’Cycle of expertise’ 3. ’Cycle of expertise’ 
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     The iterative six-step play process that Brown (2010) suggests, for example, step (4) understanding (i.e., 

acquisition of new knowledge and synthesis of old and new concepts) and step (5) strength (i.e., mastery 

through construction of experiences), too designates funology as a key condition in this learning space. 

Acknowledging this evidence, choosing individualized and age-appropriate fun activities and gamification 

mechanisms should enable engagement with Gee’s (2005) first cycle of expertise. According to Gee (2005), 

the first loop of mastery, is equipping customers with narrow skills that can be ‘routinely applied’. This 

correlates with the FEW model, which stipulates that the second quadrant task activity is high, yet process 

intensity low, thus System 2 is trigged and deeper thinking becomes engaged (Kahneman, 2011). The entrance 

into staged experiences of the ludic learning space must begin by providing enough challenge that requires 

application of psychic energy (Csikszentmihalyi, 2009, pp. 46-47). However, the activity must not be too 

overwhelming that the customer feels they do not have the self-efficacy to grow in competence to achieve their 

goals. The high-task activity and low process intensity acts as a ‘pull’ into the space which is only natural, as 

Ryan and Deci (2000) postulate that healthy humans have an innate “ubiquitous readiness to learn and explore” 

(p. 56). Gamification mechanisms, for example, YouTube videos, point systems, rewards, leaderboards and/or 

chatbots or avatars that provide personal positive feedback, can be added to the customer’s journey. 

Nonetheless, a prerogative of using these mechanisms is that they allow customers a space of autonomy and 

personal, positive feedback. The autonomy allows customers to feel capable and effective choosing task 

activities that either suite their individual or situational interests. For example, providing opportunities for 

learning by clicking on a variety of YouTube ‘how to’ videos or memes to build a skill could be motivating. 

The personal, positive feedback of a chatbot or avatar could encourage self-efficacy to continue to push on 

towards their goals. 

     Respondents attest to the SoMe YouTube platform as being effective and fun. The respondents engaged 

with the platform for entertainment (34%), fun (21%), learning (18%), interest (18%) and humor (9%) 

(Research Handbook, p. 28). They said it was ‘easier to learn something like clicking when you see it than if 

you read it’; however, when ‘the videos are already in the process you do not feel stupid, but if you had to go 

out of the process and look for a video, you could feel stupid’ (Research Handbook, pp. 84-85). 
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    Implementing the SoMe YouTube platform in a funological way was perceived to give epistemic value, 

functional value and emotional value. But how the platform was accessed also influenced how value was 

perceived. 

     The intent of the third quadrant is to heighten the intensity of the learning process and lead the customer 

into the second loop of Gee’s (2005) cycle of expertise. The second loop of mastery is when the customer is 

confronted with another issue that is more challenging, but which can be solved by applying what was learnt 

previously. The ultimate achievement of this quadrant is to stage learning experiences by applying the right 

funological activities and gamifications mechanisms, so that the customer achieves the optimal experience of 

flow, i.e., they lose self-consciousness, have a sense of control over the challenges as they work towards their 

goals (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). After the customer, has grown in competence and achieved their goals, they 

move into Brown’s (2010) sixth step in the play process – poise, and the fourth quadrant of the FEW model.  

 

The Fourth Quadrant   
 
	

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
     The fourth quadrant – the exit from the FEW model is motivated towards follow through of the learning 

that has happened in the second and third quadrants. The space is still a ludic learning space but the task 

activity is low even through the process is high in intensity. In this space, there should be an encouragement 

of proposition – a complex learning form (Payne et al., p. 2008). Propositioning encourages customers to 

reflect over their own co-creating processes relating to their objectives and their lives, which can result in 

Follow through 
 

4. Development and Change 

ENCOURAGE EAGERNESS FOR CHANGE 



Lucinda	Rasmussen	Student	nr.	100171	
Sandra	Henriksen	Student	nr.	45822	
‘FUNOLOGY: Taking fun seriously in Digital Customer Experience’ 
	

 

103	

changed behavior (Payne et al., 2008). This can be done through various strategies. The first strategy can be 

guiding customers through intelligent learning evaluation resembling the New World Kirkpatrick Model (i.e., 

Reaction, Learning, Behavior and, Results learning evaluation)2. This can encourage customers to implement 

their learning and newfound competences in their broader lives and to encourage short-term targets and 

observations with the help of a community. Developing a SoMe relevant Facebook group could be the 

mechanism for implementing this strategy. Not only would it satisfy the psychological need of relatedness, but 

it will also create a forum for discussion in the ‘real-world’. The second strategy can be guiding customers 

through co-creation opportunities, for example, an opportunity to load up a YouTube video or comment box 

‘how would you change/better the experience?’ could be added to the digital experience.   

Respondents also suggested a follow through stage. They suggested: 

‘end on the light note. Maybe there should be a quick option on a review and a longer option’; ‘Feedback 

option’; ‘You can press on a smiley. What this helpful?’ (Research Handbook, p. 79). 

     Prior to customers exiting the FEW model, the sixth step in the play process, Poise (i.e., contentment, 

composure, relief and sense of balance, self-efficacy), should be businesses’ aims for customers. If businesses 

manage to guide their customers to a sense of poise, then they would have had a transformational customer 

journey. 

     It is perceivable that not all touchpoints or encounter processes will be able to include all the aspects of the 

FEW model. However, larger customer journeys and overall service design certainly should consider it; 

especially, with the paradigm shift of culture and the development of technology. The FEW model is a strategy 

that can be implemented in organizations in the shift towards the transformation economy predicted by Pine 

and Gilmore (2011). The FEW model enables organizations to guide their customers through an individualized 

transformational journey where the customers’ wants, needs are met and their goals are achieved. Fun activities 

and gamification mechanisms, chosen wisely, according to customer personality preferences, task activities 

and business outcomes, will greatly affect and enhance the value of customers’ digital experiences. 

                                                
2	”The	New	World	Kirkpatrick	Model”.	https://www.kirkpatrickpartners.com/Our-Philosophy/The-
New-World-Kirkpatrick-Model	[Accessed	27	April	2019].	
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     In sum, this research paper offers several practical suggestions for customer experience and marketing 

managers. Our major findings suggest that (1) funology is inherently pervasive in our biological and 

sociological domains, (2) funology is an essential and relevant element needed to attract and hold attention in 

encounter processes by opening up a relational space of affiliation and attachment, (3) funology also creates a 

ludic learning space that intrinsically motivates customers to grow in competence by applying and developing 

their operant resources, (4) funology is perceived individually as well as contextually, i.e. generationally, 

culturally, and situationally, and (5) funology reduces anxiety and stress (6) funology applied wisely can 

transform negative experiences for the better.  

     Consequently, the implementation of the FEW model as a strategy in designing funology into the customer 

journey can positively affect the value of digital customer experiences. The model can also aid companies 

design and build not only memorable customer experiences but also transformational ones. 

 
CHAPTER V:  Conclusion 

 
  This research paper has analyzed how and why funology affects the value of digital customer experiences. 

We have given a comprehensive perspective of this affect and have examined how funology can be 

implemented in digital solutions to enhance the value of Gen Z’ digital customer experiences.    

     Funology affects the value of digital customer experiences because the science of fun is evident in our 

multiple human systems. Humans are innately attracted to fun activities and funological environments, because 

of our wiring. It pervades our biology, our cognition, emotions and psychology. When experiences are 

funologically inspired, humans are motivated to engage intrinsically with those experiences, whether it be 

play, work or learning. The funological environment motivates self-determination, which consists of humans 

having autonomy, competency and relatedness. The satisfaction of these universal psychological needs 

harmonizes with our funological wiring and establishes both hedonic and utilitarian experiences that are 

memorable and transformative. Consequently, funology innately affects the value of human experiences 

whether it be physical or digital experiences.  
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     Funology also affects the value of digital customer experiences because the science of fun is evident in our 

social systems. Humans perceive fun individually according to our unique wiring, but fun is also perceived 

contextually, e.g. culturally, situationally and generationally. Currently, because of the digital transformation 

era, experiences of play, work, learning and business offerings tend towards digital solutions, which satisfy 

both utilitarian needs, e.g. usefulness, usability, ease of use, monetary savings and goal achievement etc.; and 

hedonic needs, e.g. bonding, ‘feel good’, happiness, affinity, validation, personal utility and curiosity etc. 

     Digital solutions, such as self-service technology and social media platforms, like YouTube and 

gamification tools, have the capability to have funology designed into digital customer experiences that attract 

and stimulate self-determination and intrinsic motivation of the customer. Gen Z is the first real digital natives 

and they are breaking open and leading the world into a new way of thinking concerning technological 

interactions of play, work, learning and business. As a Gen Z’s respondent said ‘We want the fun! We are tired 

of everything being so serious!’ (Research Handbook, p. 56). However, the general consensus of the 

respondents was that fun, even though a necessity, could be perceived individually, socially and situationally. 

     Our conceptualized FEW model can offer a business strategy for customer experience managers and 

marketers on how to implement funology into digital customer experiences, individually, socially and 

situationally. The FEW model aids businesses to facilitate value creation for customers by designating a 

relational and ludic learning space where appropriate fun activities and gamification mechanisms can be 

implemented into digital customer experiences. 

     Finally, if businesses take funology seriously they can differentiate themselves and build competitive 

advantage.  

 

5.1 Contributions of the study 
      
       The marketing literature is continuously evolving, and the topic ‘digital customer experience’ has 

increasingly gained the interest of researchers and practitioners with digital disruption. In this light, this 

research paper contributes to the literature with a deeper understanding of funology and with a clarification of 
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the underlining reasons why funology has the potential to create value in digital and non-digital customer 

experiences.  

     The study complied different theories from the fields of psychology, sociology, and marketing to help 

define the concept of funology. Additionally, this dissertation hopes to have contributed to the development 

of the theoretical framework that can encourage further research on the field.  

     This research also has some significant contributions to business and managers. In today’s highly 

competitive markets, companies are competing based on experiences. Therefore, they are earnestly to find 

distinctive ways to create customer experiences that are unique and memorable. That’s where funology stages 

experiences and help shape the entire customer journey.   

     Fun has commonly been associated with theme parks, entertainment and leisure industries. Managers have 

yet to recognize fun as a strategic element that can be used as an experience differentiator.  Fun evokes positive 

emotions on customers, and therefore it can appeal to customers search to satisfy their hedonic goals. This 

study contributes to business by suggesting the use of fun as an element of the service design of digital 

customer experiences and overall customer experiences. 

      The SST prototype presented and tested with a sample of the Gen Z population contributes to business as 

it helps identify a pain touchpoint in a real-life digital experience. It works as an effective instrument which 

uses fun to help address an issue and relieve customer pain and transforming a less desirable experience into 

an opportunity fun, enjoyment and learning.   

     The FEW model can contribute to customer experience strategy by providing a practical framework to 

affect and enhance value creation in encounter processes, customer journey, and service design. Additionally, 

it guides businesses to build towards the germinating transformation economy that Pine and Gilmore (2011) 

predict it will become the next stage in economic offerings. The model can also aid business design fun 

experiences for generation Z and future digital generations. 

 



Lucinda	Rasmussen	Student	nr.	100171	
Sandra	Henriksen	Student	nr.	45822	
‘FUNOLOGY: Taking fun seriously in Digital Customer Experience’ 
	

 

107	

5.2. Future Research 

     Fun is intrinsic to human nature, but the study of fun as a science ‘Funology’ is an unexplored field of 

research, particularly fun within the context of marketing and business in general. Therefore, funology is a 

topic that offers great opportunities for future research both in terms of theory development and practical 

application.  

     This study addressed how fun creates value for Gen Z’s digital customer experiences. Further research 

could be carried out to establish whether funology could also create value in digital customer experiences in 

other customer segments. Moreover, the limitations of the research design of this paper suggest possible areas 

for further research. A longitudinal study of funology using a large sample of the population could improve 

the depth of insight on how fun creates value for customers in digital experiences. Hence, additional research 

would help to refine and further elaborate the findings resulting from the investigation conducted herein and 

improve the extent of analysis of the phenomenon. It could also help assess the validity, relevance, and 

transferability of the results to other service contexts. 

     Findings from qualitative and quantitative data collected in this study revealed that Gen Z associates fun to 

social media. This evidence could encourage oncoming work on how brands can use fun in social media 

platforms to strengthen the relationship between customer and brand.            Furthermore, researchers could 

examine how funology could boost customer satisfaction, customer engagement, and repeated purchase. 

Future research could also explore funology from a different perspective; for instance, funology in connection 

with employee experiences, i.e. how fun could enhance employee satisfaction at the workplace or reduce stress 

levels. 
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Appendix 1: The evolution of customer experience in literature 
 
 
       Customer experience is a jargon which has become increasingly prominent among scholars, 

students and marketing professionals in the last three decades.  However, the origins of customer 

experience literature can be traced back to the 1960s (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016) when the first theories 

on marketing and consumer behavior emerged.  Philip Kotler’s (1967) pioneering marketing 

publications and studies focusing on the developments in the conceptualization of the tourist 

experience (Uriely, 2005) were the first literary works related to customer experience.  In the mid-

1980s, Holbrook and Hirschman contributed significantly to customer experience literature. They 

acknowledged the experiential dimension of customer behavior and defined an experience as “above 

all a personal occurrence, often with important emotional significance, founded in the interaction 

with the stimuli which are the products or service consumed” (Carù & Cova, 2003, p. 270)   They 

also suggested the need for further research on consumption experience.  By then, little attention had 

been devoted to the study of customer experience in marketing, and customer experience in practice 

was still in its infancy. 

       The 1990s are known as the ‘Experience Age,’ and customer experience literature developed and 

flourished, notably the works of Pine and Gilmore, with their article from 1998 where they first 

introduced the notion of experience economy, followed by their book in 1999.  Both publications 

became a benchmark for many other scholars. 

       With experience economy, Pine & Gilmore (1998 & 1999) claim that as products became more 

homogeneous and services more generic, firms need to differentiate their offerings to stay ahead of 

the competition.  Experiences at that instant emerged as a new means for differentiation, as the fourth 

economic value and as a distinct offer in addition to commodities, goods, and services.  Furthermore, 

they observed that customer behavior has changed over time and now customers want memorable 
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and trouble-free experiences (Pine & Gilmore, 1998; Schmitt, 2003) in addition to functionality. Voss 

et al. (2008) and Palmer (2010) likewise highlight the importance of customer experience as a way 

to gain competitive advantage. For Christensen (2010), a competitive advantage can only be defined 

in terms of customer value.  Research by Carbone (2004) and Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) 

revealed that market leaders are increasingly using customer experience as a strategy to create 

customer value and thereby gain a competitive edge over rivals.  Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) 

also highlight the importance of customer experience co-creation as basis for value creation. More 

recent, Stein and Ramaseshan, (2016) describe customer experience as a vital component in helping 

a firm to maintain and improve its competitive position on the market. 

       This shift in marketing and economic orientation was illustrated by Pine and Gilmore (1998) 

with the Progression of Economic Value framework (figure 1) which is a foundational model for 

understanding the role of experiences in the emerging economy. The model illustrates in a graph the 

move from the commoditization of goods and services to a new level of economic value which goes 

beyond products and services to staging experiences for customers (Pine, 2011).  Experiences in the 

modern era are the foundation for future economic growth.  

 

 

Figure 1: Pine and Gilmore (1998). 
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       The Progression of Economic Value of Pine and Gilmore is closely related to the underline 

premise of Vargo and Lusch’s (2004) Service Dominant Logic (S-D Logic) theory.  As Pine and 

Gilmore, Vargo and Lusch (2004) focus on economic value.  The SD- Logic proposes that there is a 

shift from “goods-dominant” logic to “service-dominant” logic which implies a shift from “value in 

exchange” to “value in use” (Vargo & Lusch ,2004).   This shift from one economic stage to the next 

supports the shift in Pine and Gilmore’s model.  As for the experiential economic level, Vargo and 

Lusch later add that “value creation is phenomenological and experiential in nature” (Vargo & 

Lusch, 2008, p. 2).  Concluding, both theories emphasize the importance of experiences as the new 

value creation and value in demand.  For this reason, companies have to sell more than a product or 

service; they should deliver experiences built around customers’ wants and needs. 
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APPENDIX 2: The new consumer decision journey 
 
 

 
 
Source: Edelman & Singer (2015), McKinsey & Company  
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APPENDIX 3: Most Popular Social Networks 
 
 

 
 
Source: https://www.digitalinformationworld.com/2019/01/most-popular-global-social-networks-
apps-infographic.html 
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APPENDIX 4: Most popular social network among teens and 
Generation Z 
 
 

 
 
SOURCE: https://www.smartinsights.com/social-media-marketing/social-media-strategy/new-
global-social-media-research/ 
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SOURCE: https://www.smartinsights.com/social-media-marketing/social-media-strategy/new-
global-social-media-research/ 
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APPENDIX 5: Gamification Player Experience Design Processes 
(PEDP) 
 
1. Define the business outcomes and success metrics:  

It is absolutely essential that organizations define success, target outcomes and success metrics in 

satisfactory, concrete detail (e.g. increase website traffic by a certain % by a given month; reduce average 

on-boarding duration to a certain number of days; increase course comprehension by a certain % etc.), 

before and during implementation of gamification strategies. 

2. Define the target audience:  

Customers, employees and communities of interest are normally the type of audiences that benefit from 

gamification solutions. It is important to have a clear understanding of the target audience to design the 

optimal gamification experience. Prioritizing a learning approach to your target group will keep your 

solution fresh and agile.  

3. Define player goals: 

Most importantly, understanding what motivates your target group – what they value, what goals they 

have will determine the best gamified design and solution. Firstly, design various persona within your 

target audience, then define their goals, and lastly analyze how business objectives either overlap or do 

not overlap with audience goals; thus, defining gamification scope: 

	

	
	
 

Figure. 3: Defining gamification scope (Burke, 2014, p. 106). 

 

Business
Outcomes

Player Goals

Sh
ar
ed

	G
oa
ls
	



Lucinda	Rasmussen	Student	nr.	100171	
Sandra	Henriksen	Student	nr.	45822	
‘FUNOLOGY: Taking fun seriously in Digital Customer Experience’ 
	

 

142	

4. Determine the player engagement model:  

The next step is to determine the design scaffolding. Addressing player types, personality characteristics 

and customers’ interests and values will help structure the design elements, for example, collaborative vs. 

competitive; intrinsic rewards vs. extrinsic rewards; multiplayer vs. solitary; campaign vs. endless and; 

emergent vs. scripted. 

5. Define the play space and plan the journey: 

This is the conceptualization, approach and platforms used to provide the solution. Play space is the 

environment provided with, for example, profiles, exercises to develop test, videos on topics, avatars, AI 

and chatbots, simulations and animations etc. The player journey includes on-boarding activities and 

carefully intrinsic pull motivation elements to encourage players to continue on into their journey. This 

includes strategies such as the ‘cycle of expertise’ (Gee, 2005), flow elements appropriating enough 

challenge to create motivation to continue, but not too much to lower self-efficacy or control, surprise, 

new variations at appropriate speed (Koster, 1996) etc. 

6. Define the game economy: 

Gamified solutions use intrinsic and extrinsic incentives to motivate target audiences. In the game 

economy model (Burke, 2014, p. 119), he divides gamified currency into four categories, for example, fun 

(i.e., discovery, excitement, fantasy, awe, delight and surprise); things (i.e., prizes, rewards, resources, 

cash, points); social capital (i.e., gifting, reviews, status, groups, friends, likes) and; self-esteem (i.e., 

mastery, conquest, access, progress, leadership, praise, level and badges).  

7. Play test and iterate: 

It is essential that gamification solutions are adaptable. Change is the constant variable in our modern, 

digital age; therefore, solutions also need to be flexible to change. Developing a growth mindset in 

gamification design, will allow the solution to evolve, be tested and pivot keeping the target audience 

engaged. 	

 
  



Lucinda	Rasmussen	Student	nr.	100171	
Sandra	Henriksen	Student	nr.	45822	
‘FUNOLOGY: Taking fun seriously in Digital Customer Experience’ 
	

 

143	

 
APPENDIX 6: Motivation, Engagement and Thriving in User 
Experience model (METUX) 
 

Sphere of experience Psychological needs (mediators) in context 

Adoption 
The decision-making experience between becoming 
aware of a new technology and acquiring it. 

• To what extent is technology adoption 
autonomously motivated? 

• To what extent does a potential user anticipate they 
will be competent at using it? 

Interface: 
The experience of interacting with a technology via its 
interface during use. 

• To what extent does direct interaction with the 
technology (i.e. via the user interface) support 
psychological need satisfaction?	

Task: 
The experience of engaging in a technology-specific task 

• To what extent does engagement in technology-
specific tasks support psychological need 
satisfaction? (e.g., step tracking, text chatting) 

Behavior: 
The experience of engaging in a behavior (that a 
technology is intended to support). 

• To what extent does the technology improve 
psychological need satisfaction with respect to the 
behavior that the technology is intended to support? 
(e.g., exercise, communication with friends, 
speaking a second language). 

Life: 
An individual’s overall experience of life including all 
that is outside or beyond the technology. 

• To what extent does the technology influence the 
user’s experience of psychological need satisfaction 
in their life overall? 

Society: 
The experience of all members of a society beyond the 
users of a technology. 

• To what extent does the introduction of the 
technology impact on societal wellbeing? 

 
Table 2. METUX model excluding evaluation measures and desirable outcomes. (Peter, Calvo & Ryan, 2018, p. 

31). 

 
 

 

 
  



Lucinda	Rasmussen	Student	nr.	100171	
Sandra	Henriksen	Student	nr.	45822	
‘FUNOLOGY: Taking fun seriously in Digital Customer Experience’ 
	

 

144	

APPENDIX 7: Transformational Economy 
 
 
Economic Distinctions: 
 

Economic Offerings Commodities Goods Services Experiences Transformations 

Economy Agrarian Industrial Service Experience Transformation 

Economic Function Extract Make Deliver Stage Guide 

Nature of offering Fungible Tangible Intangible Memorable Effectual 

Key attributes Natural Standardized Customized Personal Individual 

Method of supply Stored in bulk Inventoried after 

production 

Delivered on demand Revealed over a 

duration 

Sustained through 

time 

Seller Trader Manufacturer Provider Stager Elicitor 

Buyer Market Customer Client Guest Aspirant 

Factors of demand Characteristics Features Benefits Sensations Traits 

 

Economic Distinctions (Pine and Gilmore, 2011, p. 253). 

 
 
 
Phases of Guiding Transformation: 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Phases of guiding transformation (Pine & Gilmore, 2011, p. 262) 
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