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ABSTRACT 
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Value co-creation and co-destruction in augmented reality mobile games: The 
connection of user values to Pokémon GO players’ positive and negative gam-
ing experiences 
Jyväskylä: University of Jyväskylä, 2020, 127 pp. 
Information Systems, Master’s Thesis 
Supervisor(s): Tuunanen, Tuure 

This master’s thesis explores the phenomena of value co-creation and co-
destruction in augmented reality (AR) mobile games. The study aims to achieve 
an in-depth understanding of the value co-creation and co-destruction that oc-
curs in Pokémon GO and the user values underlying these dynamic value out-
comes. As the main theoretical foundations, service-dominant logic provides 
the lens for understanding the users as active co-creators and co-destroyers as 
well as determinants of value, and the means-end theory establishes the users’ 
personal values and goals as the basis for value determination. Based on these 
foundations, the study proposes a conceptualization of the user’s dynamic val-
ue creation process. The empirical part of the study adopts a qualitative inter-
pretative approach, and through analyzing 43 in-depth laddering interviews 
with active Pokémon GO players in Finland, uncovers the key user values high-
lighted in Pokémon GO, and determines the connection of these values to the 
users’ gaming experiences. The analysis represents a secondary data analysis as 
it is based on a data set from Lintula, Tuunanen, Salo and Myers 2018 study. 
The value typology of Tuunanen and Kuo is applied to classify the values. As a 
result, the study identifies fifteen user values highlighted in the use of Pokémon 
GO. Of these, the positively weighted values, starting with the most significant, 
are pleasure, ambition, a sense of belonging, activity, a healthy life, an exciting 
life, and a sense of accomplishment. Negatively weighted values include social 
recognition, responsibility, inner harmony, equality, independence, justice, and 
security. One value construct, sociality, is found to be highlighted in both co-
creative and co-destructive gaming experiences. The study contributes to the 
literature by theoretically conceptualizing the user’s dynamic value creation 
process, and with empirical findings, offering novel insight into the value co-
creation and co-destruction phenomena in digital services, more specifically, in 
AR mobile games. The findings may support the design and development of 
services that promote value co-creation between service providers and users 
and support avoiding value co-destruction. Furthermore, the findings confirm 
the applicability of the applied value typology and the laddering technique in 
the value-based design and development of digital services. 

Keywords: service-dominant logic, value co-creation, value co-destruction, user 
values, value typology, augmented reality mobile games, Pokémon GO 



TIIVISTELMÄ 

Elo, Jenny 
Arvon yhteisluonti ja yhteistuhoaminen lisätyn todellisuuden mobiilipeleissä: 
Käyttäjäarvojen yhteys Pokémon GO -pelaajien positiivisiin ja negatiivisiin pe-
likokemuksiin 
Jyväskylä: Jyväskylän yliopisto, 2020, 127 s. 
Tietojärjestelmätiede, Pro gradu -tutkielma 
Ohjaaja(t): Tuunanen, Tuure 

Pro gradu -tutkielmassa tutkitaan arvon yhteisluonnin ja yhteistuhoamisen il-
miöitä lisätyn todellisuuden mobiilipeleissä. Tutkimuksen tavoitteena on saa-
vuttaa syvällinen ymmärrys Pokémon GO -pelissä esiintyvästä arvon yhteis-
luonnista ja -tuhoamisesta sekä näiden dynaamisten arvonluonnin lopputulos-
ten taustalta löytyvistä käyttäjäarvoista. Palvelukeskeinen logiikka toimii tut-
kimuksessa lähtökohtana käyttäjien ymmärtämisessä aktiivisina arvon yhteis-
luojina ja -tuhoajina sekä palvelun arvon määrittäjinä. Means-end -teoria asettaa 
käyttäjien henkilökohtaiset arvot ja tavoitteet arvonmäärityksen perustaksi. 
Näiden pohjalta tutkimuksessa käsitteellistetään käyttäjän dynaaminen arvon-
luontiprosessi. Tutkimuksen empiirisessä osiossa hyödynnetään laadullista ja 
tulkitsevaa lähestymistapaa. Analyysi edustaa sekundaarianalyysiä, sillä se pe-
rustuu Lintulan, Tuunasen, Salon ja Myersin vuonna 2018 julkaistun tutkimuk-
sen aineistoon. Analysoimalla 43 aktiivisen Pokémon GO -pelaajan syvälliset 
laddering-haastattelut saadaan selville pelissä korostuvat käyttäjäarvot ja nii-
den yhteys käyttäjien pelikokemuksiin. Arvojen luokittelussa hyödynnetään 
Tuunasen ja Kuon arvotypologiaa. Tutkimuksen tuloksena löydetään viisitoista 
Pokémon GO -pelin käytössä korostuvaa käyttäjäarvoa. Näistä positiivisesti 
painottuneita arvoja ovat nautinto, kunnianhimo, kuuluvuuden tunne, aktiivi-
suus, terveellinen elämä, jännittävä elämä ja saavutuksen tunne. Negatiivisesti 
painottuviin arvoihin kuuluvat sosiaalinen tunnustaminen, vastuullisuus, si-
säinen harmonia, tasa-arvo, itsenäisyys, oikeudenmukaisuus ja turvallisuus. 
Yhden arvorakenteen, sosiaalisuuden, havaitaan korostuvan sekä arvoa yhteis-
luovissa että yhteistuhoavissa pelikokemuksissa. Tutkimus palvelee kirjalli-
suutta käsitteellistämällä käyttäjän dynaamisen arvonluontiprosessin ja tuotta-
malla empiiristen löydösten pohjalta uutta tietoa arvon yhteisluonnin ja tuhoa-
misen ilmiöistä digitaalisissa palveluissa, erityisesti lisätyn todellisuuden mo-
biilipeleissä. Tutkimuksen löydökset voivat edesauttaa sellaisten palveluiden 
suunnittelua ja kehittämistä, jotka edistävät palveluntarjoajien ja käyttäjien vä-
listä arvon yhteisluontia ja arvon yhteistuhoamisen välttämistä. Lisäksi löydök-
set tukevat hyödynnetyn arvotypologian ja laddering-menetelmän soveltuvuut-
ta digitaalisten palveluiden arvoperusteiseen suunnitteluun ja kehittämiseen.  

Asiasanat: palvelukeskeinen logiikka, arvon yhteisluonti, arvon yhteistuhoami-
nen, käyttäjäarvot, arvotypologia, lisätyn todellisuuden mobiilipelit, Pokémon 
GO 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

When designing services, it is essential to understand how their value is created 
for the users. Indeed, understanding value creation, including value as per-
ceived by the users and enhancing the service experience through co-creation of 
value, has been recognized as one of the top priorities of service research 
(Ostrom et al., 2010; Ostrom, Parasuraman, Bowen, Patrício & Voss, 2015). In 
recent years, value co-destruction has also been identified as an essential re-
search topic (Ostrom et al., 2015; Lintula, Tuunanen & Salo, 2017; Plé, 2017). 
Another primary objective of service research has been to discover new ways to 
improve the design and development of digital services (Tuunanen, Myers & 
Cassab, 2010; Lintula, Tuunanen, Salo & Myers, 2018). In the field of Infor-
mation Systems (IS), there has been a call for more research, for example, on the 
negative consequences of service design and the users’ co-destructive service 
experiences (e.g., Vartiainen & Tuunanen, 2016; Lintula et al., 2018). 

The emergence of service-dominant (S-D) logic (Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 
2008b, 2016) has marked a significant change in the understanding of value cre-
ation in digital services and the role of service users in the process. The view of 
S-D logic holds that the value of a product or service is always determined by 
the service beneficiary, i.e., value stems from the users’ subjective experiences 
and interactions with the service provider (and other actors) as value-in-use 
(Grönroos, 2008; Vargo & Lusch, 2008c). It follows that the value creation expe-
riences of the users reflect the success of a service (Babin & James, 2010; Tuuna-
nen & Peffers, 2018) and represent the very basis of value (Prahalad & 
Ramaswamy, 2004). Thus, understanding how the users perceive and deter-
mine the value of their experiences is fundamental to designing services that 
meet the users’ needs and support the creation of positive rather than negative 
experiences (Payne, Storbacka & Frow, 2008; Sandström, Edvardsson, Kris-
tensson & Magnusson, 2008; Lintula et al., 2018). 

The existing S-D logic literature has emphasized the positive outcomes 
and meanings associated with value co-creation, but in recent years the concept 
of value co-destruction has been acknowledged essential too. It has been estab-
lished that in the value creation process between a service provider and user, 
both value co-creation and co-destruction may occur. (Echeverri & Skålén, 2011; 
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Lintula et al., 2017.) Thus, when considering the potential benefits of co-creating 
value with the users, service providers should not overlook the possibility of 
value co-destruction but identify and assess both the favorable and unfavorable 
service experiences of the users (Sandström et al., 2008; Plé & Chumpitaz Cáce-
res, 2010). 

Also, Lintula et al. (2018) have maintained that in order to promote value 
co-creation and avoid value co-destruction, service providers should under-
stand the value dimensions of the users and both the positive and negative 
sides of value creation. They have particularly emphasized value co-destruction 
as an essential research area for Information Systems (IS) research, as the litera-
ture has long focused mainly on the positive aspects of the service provider and 
service user interaction. Further empirical research is needed to identify fun-
damental concepts and develop a shared understanding of the notion of value 
co-destruction. (Lintula et al., 2018.) Moreover, Kokko, Vartiainen and Tuuna-
nen (2018) have recently argued that co-creation and co-destruction of value 
should be studied together as the two dimensions of value creation are tightly 
linked and interact dynamically with each other in a service process (Kokko et 
al., 2018). 

Babin and James (2010) have suggested that the concept of value is not en-
tirely separate from the users’ personal values (Babin & James, 2010). In addi-
tion, Gutman (1982) has asserted that service attributes are relevant to users due 
to the consequences they provide and for the personal values the consequences 
help to fulfill for the users (Gutman, 1982). Personal values are believed to affect 
the users’ beliefs and attitudes and, thus, behavior and evaluation towards a 
service (Rokeach, 1973, p. 25; Huber, Herrmann & Morgan, 2001; Schwartz, 
2012). In this vein, Tuunanen and Kuo (2015) have proposed that more focus 
should be placed on developing requirements prioritization techniques that 
support an understanding of the values of the potential and current users of the 
service. They present Robey and Azevedo’s (1994) suggestion to investigate the 
value structures of users to enable a more thorough understanding of the un-
derlying values and needs of the users. (Tuunanen & Kuo, 2015.)  

Other researchers, too, have suggested exploring user values. For example, 
Tuunanen and Peffers (2018) have proposed studying the mental models and 
value structures of the users to understand better their preferences for service 
use (Tuunanen & Peffers, 2018). Furthermore, Tuunanen et al. (2010) have pro-
posed that value co-creation is about the interplay of system value propositions 
and customer value drivers, which possess the values and goals of the users 
and so drive them to co-create value (Tuunanen et al., 2010). Consequently, un-
derstanding of user values and potential value contradictions supports service 
design and provision and realizing users’ value-based drivers for service use 
(Vartiainen & Tuunanen, 2016; Lintula et al., 2018). 

Finally, Tuunanen, Lintula and Auvinen (2019) have emphasized the sig-
nificance of the user perspective in conceptualizing value creation. Also, Grön-
roos and Voima (2013) have stated that exploring value creation from the user 
point of view could support a “systematic, analytical definition of the scope, 
locus, and nature of value and its creation and co-creation (Grönroos & Voima, 
2013, p. 133)”. Some extant studies have already approached value creation 
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from the perspective of users. For example, Lintula et al. (2018) have studied 
users’ value co-destructive experiences in the context of augmented reality (AR) 
mobile games and determined reasons behind the adverse service outcomes. 
Kokko et al. (2018) have explored how players of online video games co-create 
and co-destroy value, and Tuunanen et al. (2019) have investigated the hedonic 
and utilitarian drivers of the users to define co-creation of value for service sys-
tem use. Still, the literature calls for more empirical research on the phenomena 
of value co-creation and co-destruction. More specifically, it lacks an examina-
tion of the dynamic co-creation and co-destruction of value in connection to the 
personal values of the users. 

1.1 Research Objective and Questions 

The above research demand and opportunities have served as a motivation for 
this master’s thesis. This study explores the phenomena of value co-creation 
and co-destruction from the perspective of user values. As the main theoretical 
foundations, S-D logic (Vargo & Lusch, 2004; 2008b; 2016) provides the lens for 
understanding the users as active co-creators and co-destroyers as well as de-
terminants of value, and value determination is explained through the means-
end theory (Gutman, 1982), which sets the users’ personal values and goals for 
the service use as the basis for value determination. The context of this study is 
an augmented reality (AR) mobile game Pokémon GO, which is conceptualized 
based on Lintula et al. (2018) as a ”service provider aiming to offer customers a 
variety of value propositions across the AR game platform, where players glob-
ally integrate resources to co-create value (Lintula et al., 2018, p. 2)”.  

The study aims to attain an in-depth understanding of the value co-
creation and co-destruction that occurs in AR mobile games and the user values 
underlying these dynamic value outcomes. It is proposed that discovering the 
central user values enables the identification of the key value-based drivers and 
user preferences for service use. Connecting the relevant user values to the us-
ers’ value co-creative and co-destructive service experiences then facilitates the 
design of services that promote positive value experiences that drive the users 
to engage in value co-creation and supports reducing the co-destructive value 
outcomes that drive the users away from the service.  

Therefore, the study seeks to determine which user values are emphasized 
in Pokémon GO and how these values connect to the users’ co-creative and co-
destructive gaming experiences. These objectives have resulted in the following 
research questions: 

 
Which user values are highlighted in the use of augmented reality mobile game 
Pokémon GO? 

 
How are these values connected to the users’ value co-creative and co-
destructive gaming experiences? 
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Although the positive and negative effects of Pokémon GO have been explored 
from different perspectives in previous studies, the aspect of user values and 
the dynamics of value co-creation and co-destruction in the use of the mobile 
game have not, to the best of the researcher’s knowledge, been presented before. 
This research is therefore well set to generate novel insights into the value co-
creation and co-destruction phenomena in the context of AR mobile games. 

1.2 Research Methods 

The study consists of two principal parts – theoretical background and empiri-
cal study. The theoretical part, implemented as a literature review, introduces 
the central concepts of service-dominant (S-D) logic, value co-creation, value co-
destruction, and value determination. Based on these, the user’s dynamic value 
creation process is conceptualized. It is proposed that service use generates ser-
vice experiences which the users evaluate based on their personal values and 
goals. This evaluation results in value outcomes that may be co-creative or co-
destructive based on the users’ perceptions of the experiences and how they 
support the values and goals relevant for them. The experienced value out-
comes are suggested to affect the users’ motivation to continue the use of the 
service and to engage in further value co-creation.  

The empirical part of the study employs an earlier data set from Lintula et 
al. (2018) study. The study included 43 in-depth laddering interviews (Reynolds 
& Gutman, 1988) with active Pokémon GO players in Finland. The initial study 
examined the subjective reasons for value co-destructive service outcomes ex-
perienced by the users (Lintula et al., 2018). This study adopts a qualitative in-
terpretative approach and, by coding and analyzing the data through qualita-
tive content analysis, explores the data to discover the key user values underly-
ing the service use. Moreover, it determines the connection of those values to 
both value co-creative and co-destructive gaming experiences perceived by the 
users.  

Value typology of Tuunanen and Kuo (2015) is applied to classify the val-
ues. The typology divides values into four high-level value types, namely inter-
personal (other-centered), intrapersonal (self-centered), terminal (desired end-
states), and instrumental (modes of conduct) values. Combinations of these 
value types form four different value categories – social, moral, personal, and 
competency values – which contain 36 individual value constructs. (Tuunanen 
& Kuo, 2015.) In this study, the user values are further classified into co-creative 
and co-destructive experience categories. 

1.3 Findings and Contribution  

As a result of the analysis, the study identifies fifteen user values that are high-
lighted in the use of Pokémon GO. Seven of the values are positively and seven 
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negatively weighted, and one is emphasized in both experience categories. It is 
observed that intrapersonal and terminal types of values are more emphasized 
in the users’ co-creative gaming experiences. The determined positive value 
constructs in the order of significance are pleasure, ambition, a sense of belonging, 
activity, a healthy life, an exciting life, and a sense of accomplishment. Interpersonal 
values are more emphasized in the users’ co-destructive gaming experiences, 
but no significant difference is found between the terminal and instrumental 
value types within the experience category. The values found to be most de-
stroyed in the use of Pokémon GO are social recognition, responsibility, inner har-
mony, equality, independence, justice, and security. Sociality is a value that is high-
lighted in both the users’ co-creative and co-destructive gaming experiences. 

This study contributes to Information Systems (IS) and service science re-
search in several ways. First, it theoretically conceptualizes the user’s dynamic 
value creation process and, with empirical findings, adds to the understanding 
of value co-creation and co-destruction phenomena in digital services. Second, 
the study reinforces the applicability of the value typology of Tuunanen and 
Kuo (2015) in classifying user values and in understanding the different dimen-
sions of value to support value-based service design. The study also proposes 
new value constructs to expand the typology. Third, the findings may assist 
practitioners in attaining a profound understanding of what values drive the 
use of Pokémon GO and other similar games, and the negative values high-
lighted in the users’ experiences. This may support the design and development 
of games that support value co-creation between service providers and users 
and assist in avoiding negative experiences and value co-destruction in the 
game design efforts. 

1.4 Thesis outline  

The remainder of the thesis is structured as follows. The second chapter intro-
duces the theoretical background of the study, including the concepts of ser-
vice-dominant (S-D) logic, value co-creation, value co-destruction, and value 
determination. The chapter ends with a summary, including a presentation of 
the user’s dynamic value creation process. The third chapter presents the re-
search methodology, including the context of the study, research approach, and 
the collection and analysis of data. After this, the fourth chapter presents the 
findings of the study. The fifth chapter, discussion, summarizes the findings, 
addresses the set research questions and considers the implications of the find-
ings for research and practice. The sixth and final chapter presents the conclu-
sions. There the study is summarized, the limitations of the study are discussed, 
and suggestions for future research presented. The structure of the thesis is 
summarized in figure 1. 
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FIGURE 1 Structure of the thesis 
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2 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

This chapter presents the theoretical background of the study. Consideration of 
the key concepts begins with an introduction to service-dominant (S-D) logic, 
which provides a well-established foundation for understanding value creation 
between different actors. In this study, the focus is on the service users and their 
value co-creative and co-destructive gaming experiences with the augmented 
reality (AR) mobile game, Pokémon GO. Then, the notions of value co-creation 
and co-destruction are presented to provide a solid understanding of the con-
cepts and how the value creation process may result in these outcomes. 

How the users determine the value of their service experiences is further 
explored in subsection 2.4. As this study explores Pokémon GO players’ per-
sonal values behind the co-creative and co-destructive value outcomes, the fo-
cus is on the means-end theory (Gutman, 1982) and its derived approaches to 
value. The section also introduces the value typology of Tuunanen and Kuo 
(2015) applied to classify the values in this study. Finally, a summary of the lit-
erature review, including the conceptualization of the users’ dynamic value 
creation process, is presented in subsection 2.5. 

2.1 Service-Dominant Logic 

After being introduced by Vargo and Lusch in 2004, service-dominant (S-D) 
logic has become the prevailing logic utilized to explain value creation between 
different actors. S-D logic emphasizes service to products, which means it iden-
tifies service – the process of using one’s resources for the benefit of another – as 
the fundamental basis of all exchange. (Lusch, Vargo & O’Brien, 2007; Vargo & 
Lusch, 2008c.) Service in S-D logic, and as adopted in this study, is defined as 
“the application of specialized competences (operant resources – knowledge 
and skills), through deeds, processes, and performances for the benefit of an-
other entity or the entity itself (Vargo & Lusch, 2008c, p. 26)”. 

The views of S-D logic represent a clear departure from the former goods-
dominant (G-D) logic, where value was seen to be embedded in products and 
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realized as value-in-exchange (Vargo & Lusch, 2004; Lusch & Vargo, 2006). 
When considering value creation from the perspective of a service user, S-D 
logic asserts that a value of a product or service does not exist as such, but in-
stead is a result of how the user subjectively perceives the value of the experi-
ences they enable (Woodruff & Flint, 2006). Moreover, S-D logic posits that ser-
vice providers can only offer users value propositions (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). 
Value is created with or emerges for the users during the service process and is 
subjectively perceived and determined by them as value-in-use (Lusch & Vargo, 
2006; Grönroos, 2008, 2011; Vargo & Lusch 2008c). Therefore, service providers 
should focus on understanding and supporting the users’ value creation pro-
cesses rather than emphasizing on the features of the products or service 
(Reynolds & Gutman, 1988; Payne et al., 2008; Heinonen, Strandvik, Mickelsson, 
Edvardsson & Sundström, 2010). 

The shift from G-D logic to S-D logic requires changes in consideration of 
resources, too (Lusch et al., 2007). As the presented definition of service implies, 
in S-D logic, operant resources that are capable of acting on other resources to 
create value are considered as the primary resources. Operant resources are of-
ten intangible and dynamic (e.g., skills and knowledge) and thus, form the es-
sential foundation for value creation and sustained competitive advantage 
(Akaka & Vargo, 2013). Operand resources such as goods and products (tangi-
ble and static) that require action taken upon them to be valuable are consid-
ered distribution mechanisms to value. (Vargo & Lusch, 2004; Vargo & Lusch, 
2008b; Vargo & Lusch, 2008c). The main conceptual differences of G-D logic and 
S-D logic are summarized below in table 1. 

TABLE 1 Conceptual differences of G-D logic and S-D logic (adapted from Lusch & Vargo, 
2006; Vargo & Lusch, 2008a) 

Goods-Dominant Logic Service-Dominant Logic 

Goods Service 

Products Experiences 

Value-in-exchange Value-in-use 

Value-added Value proposition 

Value as produced Value as co-created 

Supply chain Value constellation 

Operand resources Operant resources 

Tangible Intangible 

Transactional Relational 

 
 
Besides having been widely conceptualized within the field of marketing where 
it first originates (e.g., Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008b, 2016; Lusch & Vargo, 2006; 
service logic perspective Grönroos, 2006, 2008, 2011; Grönroos & Voima, 2013), S-
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D logic has been adopted in various other disciplines, too. It is considered 
foundational to service science (Vargo, Maglio & Akaka, 2008) and in Infor-
mation Systems (IS) research, it has been applied for example, in explaining 
value co-creation in IT-enabled service innovation (Lusch & Nambisan, 2015) 
and design (Tuunanen et al., 2010) and in conceptualizing the value co-
destruction process for service systems (Lintula et al., 2017). 

2.2 Value Co-Creation 

In service-dominant (S-D) logic, value co-creation is posited as the core function 
of all services. It drives actions from service design and production to service 
use and user experience (Lintula et al., 2018). S-D logic theorizes that “value is 
co-created by multiple actors, always including the beneficiary (Vargo & Lusch, 
2016, p. 8)”. What this denotes is that users as service beneficiaries are not to be 
perceived as passive receivers of pre-determined value but have a central role 
in co-creating it (Vargo & Lusch, 2006). In addition, it highlights the diversity of 
different actors that may participate in value co-creation. 

Thus, while the present study focuses on the interaction and value co-
creation (and co-destruction) between the user and Pokémon GO, it is to be un-
derstood that this interaction does not occur in isolation but as part of a broader 
network of actors, of which the dyad is only a part (Chandler & Vargo, 2011; 
Vargo & Lusch, 2017). For example, the users’ interactions with other players, 
have a central role in co-creating the experience and the resulting value out-
come. Moreover, as suggested by Lintula et al. (2018), also the non-users may 
affect the service experience.  

In the view of S-D logic, value is always co-created through interactive col-
laboration and the integration of resources between the participating actors 
(Lintula et al., 2017). Co-creation of value consists of service providers utilizing 
their knowledge and capabilities to create superior value propositions and the 
users determining value through the use of the service, interacting with the ser-
vice provider and other participating actors, and applying their skills and 
knowledge to the process (Vargo et al., 2008). 

Regarding the offered value propositions and user engagement in the co-
creation of value, Tuunanen et al. (2010) have introduced a conceptual frame-
work for developing consumer information systems (CIS). They propose that 
value co-creation is about the interplay of system value propositions and cus-
tomer value drivers, which possess the values and goals of the users and so 
drive them to co-create value (figure 2). System value propositions include the 
construction of identities, social nature of use, and context of use. Customer value 
drivers consist of participation in service production, service process experience, and 
goals and outcomes. (Tuunanen et al., 2010.) 
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FIGURE 2 Framework for Value Co-Creation in Consumer Information Systems (adapted 
from Tuunanen et al., 2010, p. 52) 

Although the framework is not utilized as a base for this study, it provides use-
ful insight into the potential factors that facilitate co-creation and drive the us-
ers to engage in the activity. A central aspect of the framework considering this 
study is the underlying role of user values and goals and the question of how 
they contribute to co-creation (and co-destruction) of value. The question, also 
presented by Vartiainen and Tuunanen (2014), is of particular interest to this 
study. 

When co-creation of value functions properly, it leads to all participating 
actors being ”better off,” i.e., attaining positive value (Grönroos, 2008), or as 
Vargo et al. (2008) have defined, to improvement in the well-being of at least 
one of the participating service systems. Service systems are defined through 
service science as ”value-co-creation configurations of people, technology, val-
ue propositions connecting internal and external service systems, and shared 
information (e.g., language, laws, measures, and methods) (Maglio & Spohrer, 
2008, p. 18)”. At the smallest level, service systems may represent an individual, 
as in this study, a service provider or user. The most extensive service system, 
however, considers a much broader entity, namely the global economy. (Maglio 
& Spohrer, 2008.) 

Co-creation of value can support service providers, for example, in under-
standing the users (Payne et al., 2008) as well as making decisions about the 
service design (Jaworski & Kohli, 2006; Tuunanen et al., 2010). Service providers 
can also realize value through co-creation, for example, in the form of enhanced 
revenues, positive word-of-mouth, and trough maximizing the lifetime value of 
their key users (Payne et al., 2008). Thus, it is certainly something worth pursu-
ing. 
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2.3 Value Co-Destruction 

Plé and Chumpitaz Cáceres (2010) were the first to introduce the concept of 
value co-destruction into the S-D logic framework. Earlier studies had acknowl-
edged that all interactions between service providers and users might not end 
up being perceived positively by the user (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004), that 
imbalances in the level of co-created value can occur (Woodruff & Flint, 2006), 
and that service encounters may result in negative value (Grönroos, 2008). Still, 
for many years, S-D logic literature focused mainly on explaining the positive 
side of the service provider and user interaction and overlooked processes with 
adverse outcomes. (Lintula et al., 2018.) It is only in recent years that the co-
destruction of value has attracted growing research attention (Kashif & Zarkada, 
2015). 

The concept of value co-destruction is based on the notion that the interac-
tions between service providers and users do not always result in co-created 
value but may just as well result in unfavorable outcomes (Plé & Chumpitaz 
Cáceres, 2010). Supporting this idea, Echeverri and Skålén (2011) have called 
value co-creation in S-D logic an unrealistic perception and stated that co-
destruction is an equally possible outcome of the value creation process. In their 
view, collaborative interactions between service providers and users lead to 
value co-destruction through “incongruent elements of practices (Echeverri & 
Skålén, 2011, p. 370)”. 

Still, the most commonly referred definition of value co-destruction is one 
of Plé and Chumpitaz Cáceres’ (2010). They define value co-destruction as an 
interaction of service systems that results in a decline in the well-being of at 
least one of the participating systems. The definition is consistent with Vargo et 
al.’s (2008) description of value co-creation presented earlier. According to Plé 
and Chumpitaz Cáceres (2010), value co-destruction may result from accidental 
or intentional misuse of service systems’ resources or those of another system 
(Plé & Chumpitaz Cáceres, 2010). Misuse refers to the direct or indirect applica-
tion of the available resources by one service system in an unexpected or inap-
propriate way (Plé, 2016). Whether the misuse is considered accidental or inten-
tional depends on the system’s motivations behind producing the value imbal-
ance (Plé, 2017).  

The concept of value co-destruction has been empirically studied and 
supported in various fields such as marketing (e.g., Echeverri & Skålén, 2011; 
Smith, 2013; Kashif & Zarkada, 2015), and Information Systems (IS) (e.g., Var-
tiainen & Tuunanen, 2016; Lintula et al., 2017; Lintula et al., 2018). However, 
while research on co-destruction of value has been highlighted an essential top-
ic (Ostrom et al., 2015) and, as described earlier, the amount of research has 
grown in the last few years, research on value co-destruction, especially when 
compared to value co-creation, is still rather scant (Lintula et al., 2017). There is 
a definite call for more research and theoretical development on the concept 
(Plé, 2017). 

Understanding value co-destruction and the potential reasons behind it 
may assist service providers in avoiding value co-destruction being the out-
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come of a service process that was aimed to result in positive value for the user 
(Plé, 2017). It can also support preventing other unwanted consequences, such 
as negative word-of-mouth, and the loss of users (Smith, 2013). Lintula et al. 
(2018) have remarked that attaining insights about value co-destruction in ser-
vices combining the physical and virtual worlds (e.g., Pokémon GO) is especial-
ly important as the use of such service may result in more complex value co-
destruction outcomes than simply virtual services (Lintula et al., 2018). 

Lintula et al. (2017) have synthesized existing literature on value co-
destruction and determined value co-destruction to consist of three interrelated 
dimensions: orientation, resources, and perceptions. These three consist of nine 
value co-destruction components possible of being present both before, during, 
and after the service process. When interpreted from a user perspective, orien-
tation includes the user’s intentions and goals for the service use, the resource 
dimension refers to misuse, loss, or lack of resources, and the perceptions di-
mension sets the users’ prior expectations as the potential foundation for value 
co-destruction. Based on Smith (2013) and Plé and Chumpitaz Cáceres (2010), 
the authors suggest that the user’s expectations for the service use determine 
the satisfactory level of attained value. If the expected value is not achieved, 
value co-destruction may occur. The perceptions dimension also includes the 
concept of “incongruence of applied practices”, based on the definition of Eche-
verri and Skålén (2011) presented earlier. (Lintula et al., 2017.) 

Lintula et al. (2018) have studied value co-destruction within the context 
of augmented reality (AR) mobile games. They found value co-destruction to be 
explained through seven types of reasoning: (1) value contradiction, (2) unmet 
expectations, (3) technical challenges, (4) personal or social norm conflict, (5) effect of 
constant mobile use, (6) absence or loss of resources, and (7) insufficient perceived val-
ue. (Lintula et al., 2018.) The research context and utilized data set is the same as 
in this study, but the focus of the research was on examining the service users’ 
co-destructive experiences and in the users’ reasoning behind the adverse ser-
vice outcomes. The present study aims to complement the knowledge attained 
from the earlier study by exploring the personal values dimension of the service 
users and determining their connection to both the co-creative and co-
destructive value outcomes.  

In doing so, this study also addresses the recent suggestion presented by 
Kokko et al. (2018) that co-creation and co-destruction of value should be stud-
ied together, not separately. The authors argue that value co-creation and co-
destruction are tightly linked and interact dynamically with each other, alter-
nately gaining strength and weakening. (Kokko et al., 2018.) The observation of 
dynamic value co-creation and co-destruction has been empirically supported 
by Vartiainen and Tuunanen (2016), who applied the contradiction theory to 
study value co-creation and co-destruction within the context of geocaching 
and found that an IS artifact may be internally contradictory and thus result to a 
simultaneously co-created and co-destroyed value for the user (Vartiainen & 
Tuunanen, 2016). 

Furthermore, both Plé and Chumpitaz Cáceres (2010) and Echeverri and 
Skålén (2011) have identified that concurrent co-creation and co-destruction 
may occur. Grönroos (2011) has noted that value is created or destroyed 
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throughout a dynamic service process and not determined at the end of the 
process only. Thus, the process can include both co-creative and co-destructive 
phases. (Grönroos, 2011; Grönroos & Voima, 2013.) Plé (2017) has concluded 
that value co-destruction may appear as a value imbalance among the interact-
ing parties. The service process can create value for one actor and destroy it for 
another. (Plé, 2017.) Also, as the users experience value subjectively and indi-
vidually, the same activities that create value for one user may destroy value for 
another (Echeverri & Skålén, 2011). 

2.4 Determination of Value 

The extant literature offers many approaches and definitions to value (Helkku-
la, Kelleher & Pihlström, 2012). The traditional way has been to conceptualize 
value as an outcome of a trade-off that reflects the user’s assessment of the ob-
tained value based on observations of what is received and what is given 
(Zeithaml, 1988). Then, value is seen to result from a trade-off of positive conse-
quences or desired outcomes (benefits) the user perceives in the service experi-
ence to the negative consequences or costs (sacrifices) acquired to obtain them 
(Woodruff & Gardial, 1996). The value experienced by the user may be both 
positive or negative, depending on the balance of the benefits and sacrifices 
(Plé, 2017). Although the trade-off view represents one of the most commonly 
referred to characterizations of value, it has also been criticized for depicting a 
rather narrow approach, not adequately reflecting the complexity and dynamic 
nature of the value concept (Sánchez-Fernández & Iniesta-Bonillo, 2007; Leroi-
Werelds, Streukens, Brady & Swinnen, 2014). 

Holbrook (2006, p. 715) defines value as perceived by the users as an “in-
teractive relativistic preference experience”. By this definition, value is a func-
tion of an interaction between subjects, is personal (varies from one individual 
to another), and contextual (depends on the context in which the service use 
occurs), is based on the user’s evaluative judgment, and resides in the service 
experiences. (Holbrook, 2006.) This approach to value connects well to the 
views of S-D logic. It reinforces the perception of value being “idiosyncratic, 
experiential, contextual and meaning-laden (Vargo & Lusch, 2008b, p. 7)” as 
well as “intangible, heterogeneously experienced, co-created, and potentially 
perishable (Vargo & Lusch, 2008c, p. 26)”. The contextual nature of value is cap-
tured in S-D logic as the tenth foundational premise (FP10), “value creation is 
always uniquely and phenomenologically determined by the beneficiary (Vargo 
and Lusch 2008c, p. 8)”. In this perspective, the value of a service may be evalu-
ated differently by different users or by the same user in different contexts such 
as time, place or social and cultural environment (Edvardsson, Tronvoll & 
Gruber, 2011; Akaka, Vargo & Lusch, 2012; Akaka & Vargo, 2013).  

To guide the understanding of how users might experience value in their 
service experiences, Holbrook (1996) has proposed a typology of customer val-
ue which comprises the following dimensions of value:  
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• extrinsic versus intrinsic value; 
• self-oriented versus other-oriented value; 
• active versus reactive value (Holbrook, 1996). 

 
Extrinsic value is related to service use which is valued based on its ability to 
serve as a means to accomplishing some further goal or objective of the user. 
Intrinsic value, in turn, is associated with the user valuing the service experi-
ence as itself, regardless of the outcome. Self-oriented value is concerned with 
the value and impact of the service for the individual user, while the other-
oriented value takes into account not only the user but also other people, and 
how they respond to the service use or what influence it has on them. In the 
third dimension, value is considered active when it requires active participation 
and input from the user i.e., the user does something as part of the service expe-
rience. Reactive value is created when the service acts upon the users or does 
something for them. These three dimensions of value are classified into eight 
types of value that may coexist to varying degrees in any service experience. 
(Holbrook 1996, 2006.) The resulting value typology is illustrated in table 2.  

TABLE 2 A Typology of Customer Value (adapted from Holbrook, 1996, p. 139) 
    Extrinsic Intrinsic 

Self-oriented Active EFFICIENCY 
(Convenience) 

PLAY 
(Fun) 

  Reactive EXCELLENCE  
(Quality) 

AESTHETICS 
(Beauty) 

Other-oriented Active 

STATUS 
(Success,  
Impression  
Management) 

ETHICS 
Virtue, Justice,  
Morality) 

  Reactive 

ESTEEM 
(Reputation,  
Materialism,  
Possessions) 

SPIRITUALITY 
(Faith, Ecstasy,  
Sacredness, Magic) 

 
 
In Information Systems (IS) literature, the traditional way of approaching value 
has been to focus on the efficiency and effectiveness of a system (Tuunanen et 
al., 2010). However, this approach has been understood as being somewhat lim-
ited, as it only reflects the utilitarian (productivity-oriented) value users can 
derive from the service experience. The more recent literature acknowledges the 
significance of hedonic (pleasure-oriented) value for the users. It is considered 
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especially relevant to value creation when it comes to services designed for the 
consumer markets. (Vartiainen & Tuunanen, 2016; Lintula et al., 2017.)   

Tuunanen et al. (2019) have studied users’ hedonic and utilitarian drivers 
and found distinct differences in the value-based drivers between the studied 
service systems. Based on their findings, the authors suggest that services 
should be designed according to the users’ value drivers rather than system 
types. (Tuunanen et al., 2019.) The present study seeks to build understanding 
for this very purpose. However, it takes a slightly different approach to value. 
Rather than focusing on the hedonic and utilitarian values users pursue 
through service use, it explores the users’ value-based drivers and value deter-
mination from the perspective of the users’ personal values. Though, these two 
points of view are admittedly related. 

In order to explore the users’ personal values behind the co-creative and 
co-destructive value outcomes, the study adopts the means-end approach to 
value. Means-end theory (Gutman, 1982) connects the user’s service experience 
to the user’s personal values which Rokeach (1973, p. 5) defines as ”an enduring 
belief that a specific mode of conduct or end-state of existence is personally or 
socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode of conduct or end-state of 
existence”. Values, according to Schwartz (2012), hold the following characteris-
tics. They are concepts of beliefs, refer to desirable goals that motivate action, 
transcend specific actions and situations, serve as standards or criteria in guid-
ing the selection or evaluation of actions and events, and are ordered by relative 
importance. (Schwartz, 2012.) Values are influenced by culture, social environ-
ment, and the users’ personal beliefs and, in turn, create needs and goals for the 
service use (Rokeach, 1973, p. 24). 

Means-end theory and its derived views are based on the premise that us-
ers consume services (means) to achieve desirable ends (Khalifa, 2004). The 
end-states represent the underlying personal values considered relevant by the 
individual users (Huber et al., 2001). Means-end approach focuses primarily on 
the linkages between the service attributes, the consequences they generate for 
the user, and the personal values the consequences reinforce (Reynolds & Gut-
man, 1988). Personal values are believed to affect the user’s beliefs and attitudes 
and, thus, behavior towards the service. They may also act as a basis to evaluate 
the value of the service. (Rokeach, 1973, p. 25; Huber et al., 2001.) 

Means-end theory is based on George Kelly’s (1955) personal construct 
theory (PCT), where individuals are seen to perceive and evaluate their experi-
ences based on their personal constructs. The personal constructs result from 
the individual’s observations and interpretations of the surrounding world. 
Based on PCT, all users possess individual, multidimensional constructs that 
describe the features and behavior of objects and events, their resulting conse-
quences, and their effects on the users’ values. A service has certain features, 
and relating the assessment to their personal values, the users determine 
whether these features produce desired consequences. (Bruns & Jacob, 2014; 
Tuunanen & Kuo, 2015; Tuunanen & Peffers, 2018.)  

Woodruff and Gardial (1996, p. 64) have adapted the means-end theory to 
propose a customer value hierarchy, which can be utilized as a framework to or-
ganize the thinking of value. The framework consists of three hierarchical levels 
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of value that are in line with the means-end theory – attributes, consequences, 
and values. (Woodruff & Gardial, 1996.) Past and present experiences affect the 
user’s preference for specific attributes and their performance, and their conse-
quences are linked to the user’s goals for the service use (desired value). The 
desired value guides the assessment of the service experience, i.e., how well or 
poorly the service has performed in the eyes of the user (received value). 
(Woodruff, 1997.)  

Derived from the above ideas, Woodruff (1997, p. 142) determines value as 
a user’s ”perceived preference for and evaluation of those product attributes, 
attribute performances, and consequences arising from use that facilitate (or 
block) achieving the customer’s [user’s] goals and purposes in use situations”. 
Woodruff (1997) argues that instead of focusing on service attributes, service 
providers should understand the consequences that the service users desire (or 
do not desire) and the goals to which those consequences lead. (Woodruff, 
1997.) Users are satisfied when they sense that the service experience confirms 
their personal values. Disconfirmation of personal values leads to the service 
user being dissatisfied. (Le & Thuy, 2012.)  

Moreover, Khalifa (2004) suggests that users learn to prefer those conse-
quences that help them achieve their personal goals and values. Goals and val-
ues are used to attach importance to consequences, which, in turn, guide the 
users when forming preferences on service features and their performance. 
(Khalifa, 2004.) Based on their experiences, the users make judgments about 
whether the service delivers desired (positive) or undesired (negative) out-
comes and guide their behavior accordingly (Gutman, 1982). This judgment can 
be linked to the user’s motivation to continue the use of the service and to en-
gage in further value co-creation. 

 
Typology of Values 

 
The value typology applied in this study to classify the different types of user 
values is one proposed by Tuunanen and Kuo (2015). The framework is based 
on Rokeach’s (1973, p. 28) seminal list of 36 values (18 terminal, 18 instrumental) 
and was successfully utilized in Tuunanen and Kuo’s (2015) study to distin-
guish value differences between user groups in different cultures. In this study, 
the typology is utilized to determine values that are emphasized in the Poké-
mon GO players’ co-creative and co-destructive gaming experiences. 

The typology divides user values into four types. First, values can be di-
vided into interpersonally focused or intrapersonally focused ones. The first 
refers to values that are concerned with other people and social contexts (other-
centered), whereas the latter refers to values that are personally experienced 
and relevant for each user (self-centered). Second, values can be distinguished 
into terminal and instrumental values. A terminal value represents a goal value 
(end-state of existence) that a user aims to achieve; an instrumental value repre-
sents a behavior value or a so-called “mode of conduct” value, which is used to 
achieve an individual terminal value. Instrumental values are further divided 
into moral and competency values and terminal values into personal and social 
values. (Rokeach, 1973, pp. 7-8; Tuunanen & Kuo, 2015.) 



25 

Based on these value types, Tuunanen and Kuo (2015) created a matrix of 
social, personal, moral, and competency values and placed Rokeach’s (1973) 36 
original value constructs into the matrix (table 3). Suggestions by Karahanna, 
Evaristo and Srite (2005) were utilized in the classification.  

TABLE 3 Value Typology (adapted from Tuunanen & Kuo, 2015, p. 5; based on Rokeach, 
1973; Karahanna et al., 2005) 
 Terminal Instrumental 
Interpersonally 
focused SOCIAL VALUES MORAL VALUES 
 A World of Peace Forgiving 
 A World of Beauty Helpful 
 Equality Honest 
 Family Security Obedient 
 National Security Polite 
 Freedom Responsible  
 Social Recognition Loving 
 True Friendship  
 Salvation  
   

Intrapersonally  
focused PERSONAL VALUES COMPETENCY VALUES 
 A Comfortable Life Ambitious 
 An Exciting Life Broad-minded 
 A Sense of Accomplishment Capable 
 Happiness Cheerful 
 Pleasure Clean 
 Inner Harmony Courageous 
 Mature Love Imaginative 
 Wisdom Independent 
 Self-respect Intellectual 
  Logical 
  Self-controlled 
 
 
Through utilizing the value typology the values and personal goals of the 
Pokémon GO users are classified in this study into the individual value con-
structs and further into the four value categories (social, moral, personal, com-
petency), high-level value types (interpersonal, intrapersonal, terminal, instru-
mental) and finally, into co-creative and co-destructive experience categories 
based on the connected experience descriptions. The application of the typology 
in the value analysis is described in more detail in the methodology chapter. 
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2.5 Summary of the Literature Review 

This study explores the service users value creation experiences and the posi-
tive and negative value they perceive in the use of augmented reality (AR) mo-
bile game, Pokémon GO. S-D logic (Vargo & Lusch, 2004; 2008b; 2016) provides 
the lens for understanding the users as active co-creators and co-destroyers as 
well as determinants of value. When playing Pokémon GO, the users create 
value through interactive collaboration and the integration of resources with 
the AR game platform and other actors (e.g., other players).  

The value outcome is a result of how the service users subjectively experi-
ence value in their dynamic value creation processes. Value co-creation and co-
destruction are considered as the possible, dynamically strengthening and 
weakening (Kokko et al., 2018), outcomes of the value creation process. Value 
determination in this study is explained through the means-end theory (Gut-
man, 1982). It connects the evaluation of the service experience to the personal 
values and goals of the users. The resulting conceptualization of the users’ dy-
namic value creation process is presented in figure 3 and explained in more de-
tail below. 

 

 
 
FIGURE 3 Conceptualization of the User’s Dynamic Value Creation Process 
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Service use  
 
In the conceptualization, the user’s interactive collaboration and integration of 
resources (operand and operant) with the service provider and other participat-
ing actors take place via service use. The service provider offers the users’ value 
propositions (Vargo & Lusch, 2004), and the users interact with the service pro-
vider and other participating actors and provide their own resources to the pro-
cess (Vargo et al., 2008). 

As value is considered a function of an interaction between actors and de-
pends on the context in which the service use occurs (Holbrook, 2006; Vargo & 
Lusch, 2008b), service use acts as a basis for value creation and specifies the 
context in which the process takes place. Elements essential to this step of the 
process are: 

 
• Interactive collaboration (S-D logic) 
• Resource integration (S-D logic) 
• Value propositions (S-D logic) 
• Service attributes (Means-end theory) 

• Service attributes are connected to service use as they, 
adopted from Lintula et al. (2018), represent the trigger or in-
itial circumstance of a co-creative or co-destructive experi-
ence.  
 

Service experience 
 
Service use generates the service experiences for the user. Following the tenth 
foundational premise of S-D logic, ”value creation is always uniquely and phe-
nomenologically determined by the beneficiary (Vargo and Lusch 2008c, p. 8)”, 
the service experience is considered subjectively perceived and contextual 
(Lusch & Vargo, 2006; Grönroos, 2008, 2011; Vargo & Lusch 2008c), i.e., service 
experience may be perceived and evaluated differently by the user in different 
contexts such as time, place or social and cultural environment (Edvardsson et 
al., 2011; Akaka et al., 2012; Akaka & Vargo, 2013).  
 
Personal values and goals 

 
Service experience, together with the user’s personal values, constitute the de-
termination of value(-in-use). Based on the means-end theory (Gutman, 1982), it 
is proposed that the user’s personal values hold the needs and goals for the ser-
vice use. Moreover, user values serve as criteria in guiding the evaluation of the 
service experience (Rokeach, 1973, p. 25; Huber et al., 2001; Schwartz, 2012). The 
users reflect the service experience to their personal values and determine 
whether the service experience facilitates or blocks them achieving their rele-
vant personal values and goals for the service use (Reynolds & Gutman, 1988). 
The desired value guides the assessment of the service experience, i.e., how well 
or poorly the service performs in the eyes of the user (Woodruff, 1997). 
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Value outcome 
 

Based on their values, the users make judgments about whether the service de-
livers desired (positive) or undesired (negative) consequences (Gutman, 1982). 
The value outcome might be either co-creative or co-destructive, depending on 
the user’s value-based evaluation on the attained value from the service experi-
ence. It is proposed that the users are satisfied when they sense that the service 
experience fulfills their personal values and goals. Failure to fulfill personal 
values leads to the service user being dissatisfied. 

The literature of S-D logic refers to terms ”better off” (Grönroos, 2008) 
and ”improvement in the well-being of a system” (Vargo et al., 2008) when de-
scribing positive service outcomes and value co-creation and ”worse-off”  
(Grönroos, 2008) or ”decline in the well-being of a system” (Plé & Chumpitaz 
Cáceres, 2010) when referring to value co-destructive outcomes. As this study 
focuses on the personal values and goals of the users behind the value determi-
nation, it is considered that the users are “better off” when their goals and per-
sonal values are met, and ”worse off” if a critical value is not fulfilled. Also, if 
the service supports values that contradict the user’s values, the experience may 
be co-destructive. If the service experience (received value) supports the user’s 
goals and needs (desired value), a positive experience will result, and thus, the 
value outcome is co-creative. If the user’s personal values and derived needs 
and goals are not met, the value outcome may be negative and lead to value-co 
destruction.  

Value co-creation and co-destruction are tightly linked and interact dy-
namically with each other throughout the value creation process (Kokko et al., 
2018). The process can include both co-creative and co-destructive phases 
(Grönroos, 2011; Grönroos & Voima, 2013). It is also suggested that the experi-
enced value outcome affects the user’s motivation to continue the use of the 
service and to engage in further value co-creation. This creates a dynamic pro-
cess cycle (figure 3), which includes the use of the service, and generated expe-
riences that the users evaluate based on their personal values and goals. If the 
co-creative value outcomes are highlighted in the process, i.e., the overall expe-
rience is positive, users are more likely to continue using the service. Thus, the 
process continues until the user stops using the service. 

 
In conclusion 
 
The presented conceptualization of the user’s dynamic value creation process 
summarizes the theoretical background of the study. The conceptualization 
suggests a path from service use to service experience and to the evaluation of 
the service experience based on the user’s personal values and goals. It presents 
the connection between the user values and the co-creative and co-destructive 
value outcomes.  

It is proposed that discovering the users’ personal values underlying the 
service use enables the identification of the key personal drivers and user pref-
erences for the service use and resulting experiences. Connecting the relevant 
personal values to the users’ co-creative and co-destructive service experiences 
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then facilitates the design of services that support positive value experiences 
and motivate the users to engage in value co-creation. On the other hand, it 
supports minimizing the co-destructive value outcomes that drive the users 
away from the service.  

On this basis, the empirical part of the study aims to provide an in-depth 
understanding of the key user values in Pokémon GO and their connection to 
the players’ co-creative and co-destructive gaming experiences. Mapping the 
core values of the service provides access to the value structure of the service, 
and what types of values and personal goals the users seek to fulfill through the 
service use. Furthermore, what values are perceived negatively by users. This 
supports promoting value co-creation and preventing value co-destruction in 
the service design and provision efforts. 
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3 METHODOLOGY 

This chapter describes the design of the empirical part of the study and justifies 
the methodological choices made. The first subsection presents the context of 
the study, while the second presents the chosen research approach. The third 
subsection introduces the data collection process. Finally, the last subsection 
presents the analysis of the data. 

It should be noted from the outset that this study employs an earlier data 
set from Lintula et al.’s (2018) study. Except for data analysis, the choice of 
methods, and the conduct of the field research are not a part of the contribution 
of this study. However, all parts of the research process are comprehensively 
presented to ensure transparency and easy access to the research. 

3.1 Context of the Study 

The context of this study is the augmented reality (AR) mobile game Pokémon 
GO, which is conceptualized based on Lintula et al. (2018) as a ”service provid-
er aiming to offer customers a variety of value propositions across the AR game 
platform, where players globally integrate resources to co-create value (Lintula 
et al., 2018, p. 2)”. AR mobile games, such as Pokémon GO, that leverage loca-
tion-based and augmented reality (AR) mechanics (Kari, Arjoranta & Salo, 2017), 
offer unique opportunities for value co-creation (and co-destruction) as they 
blend the real-world and virtual-world elements in one interface, allowing 
players novel ways to explore their physical surroundings (Lintula et al., 2018). 

Pokémon GO is a free mobile game application available for both Apple 
iOS and Android platforms (LeBlanc & Chaput, 2016). After its launch in July 
2016, Pokémon GO (Niantic, Inc., 2020) became one of the most successful mo-
bile gaming applications around the world in terms of both popularity and rev-
enue generation. Furthermore, it was the first location-based augmented reality 
(AR) mobile game to obtain a mainstream status. (Paavilainen et al., 2017.) In its 
first week of launch, Pokémon GO became the most downloaded app in history 
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(Clark & Clark, 2016), and within 80 days, the app had been downloaded 550 
million times worldwide (Kari et al., 2017; Lintula et al., 2018). 

After the initial interest and success of the game, there was a significant 
decline in the level of user engagement. In November 2016, only four months 
after its launch, the app was downloaded less than ten million times, and the 
number of players had dropped considerably. (Kari et al., 2017.) However, mil-
lions of players around the world still enjoy the game today. According to mar-
ket and consumer data provider Statista, in 2019, Pokémon GO was Finland’s 
leading mobile gaming app in Google Play Store by revenue and ranked tenth 
in terms of daily active users (Statista, 2020a, 2020b). 

In Pokémon GO, the users are considered Pokémon trainers who “search, 
capture, collect, train, evolve, and battle Pokémon creatures (Paavilainen et al., 
2017, p. 2493)”. The players advance in the physical world, and their avatars 
follow the game in the virtual environment. Global Positioning System (GPS) is 
utilized to match the player’s real-world location with the avatar in the virtual 
world. (Kari et al., 2017; Paavilainen et al., 2017.) When a player encounters a 
Pokémon, they may decide to use the game’s AR mechanics to reflect the ani-
mated character in their physical surroundings through their mobile devices 
(Kari et al., 2017). Then, the game provides the player with a sense that the 
Pokémon is present with them in the real world (Yang & Liu, 2017). 

The players can collect Pokémon characters, eggs, and other game items 
from PokéStops, located near monuments and other landmarks in the real 
world, such as parks and other relevant public buildings and areas (Clark & 
Clark, 2016; Paavilainen et al., 2017). New Pokémon characters are discovered 
by exploring outside in the real world or can be hatched from Eggs, which re-
quires walking for two, five, or ten kilometers, depending on the egg type. The 
players may choose to play against each other by competing in Gyms which can 
be conquered and utilized to collect the game’s virtual currency, PokéCoins. 
The game supports in-game purchases, so PokéCoins can also be bought for 
real money and used to buy more Poké Balls and other game items. (Paavi-
lainen et al., 2017.) Still, the players must be physically active to advance in the 
game (Baranowski, 2016). 

As presented in Lintula et al. (2018), earlier studies have shown that play-
ing Pokémon GO increases the physical and psychological well-being of the 
players (e.g., Althoff, White & Horvitz, 2016; Baranowski, 2016; Kari et al., 2017; 
Yang & Liu, 2017). The use of the mobile game app has been found to increase 
the daily physical activity of those using it significantly. Moreover, regular use 
of the app has been seen to improve also mental health, social capital, and social 
interaction among players. (Clark & Clark, 2016.) According to Kari et al. (2017), 
having fun playing Pokémon GO seems to be the primary motivation for the 
players to engage in the game. Players also play the game to combine fun and 
exercise. (Kari et al., 2017.)  

Raj, Karlin and Backstrom (2016) describe Pokémon GO as a fun and en-
tertaining game that can encourage people of all ages to be active, often out-
doors, to explore the environment and play (Raj et al., 2016). In this regard, the 
benefits of the game have also been found to include supporting cultural and 
historical awareness and a sense of social unity (Lintula et al., 2018). 



32 

Based on the previous examples, it is clear that Pokémon GO offers the po-
tential for the users to co-create value in various ways. However, as Lintula et al. 
(2018) state, value co-destruction can co-occur with value co-creation. Most of 
the previous research has focused on the positive effects of Pokémon GO, but 
there have also been adverse reports regarding the game (Kari et al., 2017). Re-
ported value co-destruction experiences include, for example, geographically 
linked biases (e.g., Colley et al., 2017) and safety risks such as accidents, injuries, 
and assaults which can lead to negative value outcomes, such as frustration, 
disappointment, humiliation, or decreased sense of security (Lintula et al., 2018). 
Examples of previous studies, including both positive and negative effects, are 
presented in table 4. 

TABLE 4 Examples of previous empirical research on Pokémon GO 

Authors Research focus Data collection 

Positive 
/ negative 
effects 
studied 

Key findings 

Althoff, White & 
Horvitz (2016) 

Quantifying the impact of 
Pokémon GO on physical 
activity. 

Wearable sensor data and 
search engine logs from 
32,000 Microsoft Band 
users over a period of 3 
months. Physical activity 
measured through accel-
erometers. 

Positive. 

Pokémon GO leads to 
significant increases in 
short-term physical activity. 
The study reported more 
than 25% increase in activi-
ty level for particularly 
engaged users. 

Colley et al. (2017) 

Observing the geographic 
effects of location-based 
gaming, focusing on the key 
geographic themes of (1) 
how movement has changed 
and (2) which types of 
places are advantaged or 
disadvantaged. 

Combination of two stud-
ies: (1) field surveys of 375 
Pokémon GO players 
across five countries (2) a 
large-scale geostatistical 
analysis of game elements. 

Positive 
and negative. 

Pokémon GO’s geographic 
design reinforces existing 
geographically linked 
biases, may have instigated 
a relatively rare large-scale 
shift in global human 
mobility patterns, and has 
geographically linked 
safety risks. 

Howe, Suharlim, 
Ueda, Howe, 
Kawachi & Rimm 
(2017)  

Estimating the effect of  
playing Pokémon GO on the 
number of steps taken daily 
up to six weeks after the 
game installation. 

Quantitative online survey 
(n=1182).  Positive.  

The daily average steps for 
Pokémon GO players 
increased by 955 steps 
during the first week of 
installation. However, the 
added steps increased 
gradually over the weeks 
and by the sixth week, the 
number of daily steps had 
gone back to pre-
installation levels.  

Kari, Arjoranta & 
Salo (2017) 

Exploring the types of 
behavior changes players of 
Pokémon GO have experi-
enced. 

Data collected from 262 
Pokémon GO players with 
an online survey. 

Positive and 
negative. 

Eight types of behavior 
changes found: added 
activity in life, enhancing 
routines, exploration, 
increased physical activity, 
strengthening social bonds, 
lowering social barriers, 
increased emotional expres-
sion, and self-treatment. 

Lintula, Tuuna-
nen, Salo & Myers 
(2018) 

Classification of Pokémon 
GO players´ subjective 
reasoning for value co-
destructive gaming experi-
ences. 

Qualitative approach.  
In-depth laddering inter-
views (n=43).  

Negative. 

Seven types of reasoning 
for value co-destruction in 
AR mobile games: value 
contradiction, unmet expec-
tations, technical challeng-
es, personal or social norm 
conflict, effect of constant 
mobile use, absence or loss 
of resources, and insuffi-
cient perceived value. 

(to be continued) 
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(table 4 continues) 
 
Mattheiss,  
Hochleitner, 
Busch, Orji & 
Tscheligi (2017) 

Exploring Pokémon GO 
players’ characteristics 
related to adoption and 
continued play of the game. 
Attaining new insights 
about relevant personality 
factors for personalizing 
persuasive games. 

Two online survey studies:  
First conducted within the 
first two months of the 
Pokémon GO release 
(n=335). The second study 
followed after three months 
from the first study (n=72). 

Positive. 

Differences were found in 
Big Five personality traits 
and player motivations 
between players, non-
players, and players who 
continued playing three 
months later and those who 
stopped playing over time. 

Meschtscherjakov, 
Trösterer, Lupp & 
Tscheligi (2017) 

Investigating the persuasive 
effects of Pokémon GO’s 
game-design elements on 
players walking behavior. 

Quantitative online survey 
(n=124).  Positive. 

Pokémon GO effects play-
ers’ motivation to leave 
home and increase exercise. 
Some game-design ele-
ments (e.g., catching as 
many different Pokémon as 
possible and completing the 
Pokédex) were found to be 
more persuasive than 
others (e.g., competition). 

Paavilainen 
et al. (2017) 

Exploring Pokémon GO  
players’ positive and nega-
tive gaming experiences. 

Qualitative survey 
(n=1000). 

Positive and 
negative. 

The players’ positive expe-
riences are related to 
movement, sociability, 
game mechanics, and 
brand. The negative experi-
ences arise from technical 
problems, unequal gaming 
opportunities, bad behavior 
of other players and non-
players, and unpolished 
game design.  

Rauschnabel,  
Rossmann  
& tom Dieck 
(2017) 

The authors propose and 
test a conceptual framework 
which aims to explain the 
drivers of attitudinal and 
intentional reactions, such as 
continuance in gaming or 
willingness to invest money 
in in-app purchases. 

The proposed conceptual 
model was tested via a 
survey among 642 Poké-
mon GO players. 

Positive 
and negative. 

Various social, hedonic, and 
emotional benefits drive 
gamers’ attitudes toward 
playing Pokémon GO while 
physical risks hamper 
reactions. In-app purchases 
are driven by flow experi-
ence, the image of playing 
the game, and social norms. 

Wong (2017) 
Evaluating the physical 
activity levels of players,  
ex-players and non-players. 

Cross-sectional study using 
an online-questionnaire 
survey (n=644). 

Positive.  

Players who are used to 
being static benefit the most 
from Pokémon GO. Players 
who never or rarely stayed 
outdoors or walked/jogged 
before would significantly 
stay outdoors more. 

Yang & Liu (2017) Exploring individuals’ 
mobile gaming motives. 

Survey data from 262 
Pokémon GO players. Positive. 

The authors developed a 
Pokémon GO Motive Scale 
and identified seven key 
motivations for playing: 
Exercise, Fun, Escapism, 
Nostalgia, Friendship 
Maintenance, Relationship 
Initiation, and Achieve-
ment.  

Zach & 
Tussyadiah (2017) 

Investigating the behavioral 
impacts of playing Pokémon 
GO on mobility and con-
sumption and the games 
effects on users’ well-being. 

Survey (n=405). Positive. 

Three types of behavioral 
impacts were identified: 
sense of community, mobil-
ity, and physical activities. 
Two dimensions of players’ 
well-being were also identi-
fied: improved daily func-
tions and psychosocial 
functions. 

Zsila et al. (2018)  

Obtaining a deeper  
understanding of the moti-
vations underlying Poké-
mon GO use and to create a 
measure that assesses these 
motivations.  

Two studies: (1) qualitative 
study (n=37) combined 
with an online survey 
(n=621), (2) follow-up 
study through an online 
survey (n=510). 

Positive 
and negative. 

Recreation, Outdoor Activi-
ty, Nostalgia, and Boredom 
were found to be the main 
motivations for playing 
Pokémon GO. Competition 
and Fantasy motivations 
predict problematic gaming 
behavior. 
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3.2 Research Approach 

This study aims to achieve a profound understanding of the key user values 
highlighted in the augmented reality (AR) mobile game Pokémon GO and the 
connection of the values to the players’ value co-creative and co-destructive 
gaming experiences. Achieving this goal is supported by choice of a qualitative 
approach that does not seek to confirm existing claims or produce statistical 
generalizations but facilitates gaining an in-depth understanding of the phe-
nomena in question.  

Thus, this study adopts a qualitative interpretive research approach. 
Ormston, Spencer, Barnard and Snape (2014) define qualitative research as a 
“naturalistic, interpretative approach concerned with understanding the mean-
ings which people attach to phenomena (actions, decisions, beliefs, values etc.) 
within their social worlds (Ormston et al., 2014, p. 3)”. Qualitative research ap-
proach emphasizes the importance of understanding people in their social and 
cultural contexts (Myers, 1997) and is driven by the desire to learn about the 
subjective meanings that people attach to their individual experiences. 
(Ormston et al., 2014, p. 22; Silverman, 2016, p. 52; Leavy, 2017, p. 159). Through 
a qualitative approach, the researcher can attain an in-depth understanding of 
the research participants’ social worlds, i.e., learn about their “social and mate-
rial circumstances, their experiences, perspectives, and histories (Ormston et al., 
2014, p. 4)”.  

The information obtained through qualitative research has been character-
ized as being very detailed, information-rich, and comprehensive (Ormston et 
al., 2014, p. 4). Usual qualitative data sources comprise, e.g., observations, inter-
views, and documents (Myers, 1997). In-depth interviewing is an especially 
suitable method for exploring the social world from the perspective of the par-
ticipants (Silverman, 2016, p. 56). Qualitative analysis is open to emerging con-
cepts and ideas that can produce detailed descriptions or develop typologies 
and explanations of the studied phenomenon. The results tend to focus on the 
interpretation of social meaning by mapping and representing the social world 
of the research participants. The research process is generally considered to be 
inductive in the sense that interpretation is based on data, although it is recog-
nized that the observations are not completely separate from theory as they are 
influenced by existing ideas and concepts. (Ormston et al., 2014, pp. 4-5, 12.) 

The research process involves emerging issues and procedures, infor-
mation typically collected in the participants’ environment, inductively analyz-
ing information by constructing details into general themes, and interpreting 
the meaning of attained knowledge to the research. Emphasis is placed on high-
lighting the participants’ meanings, examining specific concepts or phenomena, 
exploring the context of the participants, interpreting the information, and in 
the researcher collaborating with the participants. (Leavy, 2017, p. 124.) 

The choice of a research approach is influenced by the underlying philo-
sophical assumptions about the study (Creswell, 2014, p. 21). In order to con-
duct or evaluate qualitative research or scientific research of any kind, it is es-
sential to establish what these underlying assumptions are (Myers, 1997). Myers 
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(1997), based on Orlikowski and Baroudi (1991), following Chua (1986), present 
three categories of philosophical assumptions that may inform qualitative re-
search: positivism, criticism, and interpretivism (Myers, 1997).  

Positivism is based on the notion that reality is given objectively and can 
be described by measurable features that are independent of the observers and 
their instruments. Positivist research generally aims to test theory and thus in-
crease the predictive understanding of a phenomenon. Critical research focuses 
on conflicts and contradictions in today’s society. It seeks to eliminate the caus-
es of separation and domination. Interpretive research is primarily aimed at 
understanding phenomena through the meanings that people attach to them. 
(Myers, 1997.) The focus is on people and their subjective perceptions and the 
circumstances of their lives. Explanations can only be obtained at the level of 
meaning. (Ormston et al., 2014, p. 22; Leavy, 2017, p. 129.) As outlined at the 
beginning of this subsection, the philosophical assumption underlying this 
study is interpretative.  

Interpretivism is associated with phenomenology, which is a philosophi-
cal approach stemming from the fields of philosophy and psychology. The phe-
nomenological approach takes an interest in human consciousness as a way of 
understanding social reality, especially how one experiences consciousness. The 
phenomenological approach fits as a perspective when one is interested in how 
people perceive the subject being studied. (Leavy, 2017, p. 129.) The researcher 
explores and interprets the lived experiences of individuals about a phenome-
non as described by them (Creswell, 2014, p. 14). 

All in all, the qualitative research approach is considered particularly well 
suited for research aimed to explain and understand social phenomena and 
their connections (Ormston et al., 2014 pp. 4-5). As this study explores the val-
ues of users and attempts to understand their connection to the players’ co-
creative and co-destructive gaming experiences with the AR mobile game, a 
qualitative approach with its underlying interpretive, phenomenological as-
sumptions is a justified approach for this study and its objectives. 

3.3 Data Collection 

As informed in the introduction to the methodology chapter, this study em-
ploys an earlier data set from Lintula et al.’s (2018) research. The purpose of the 
initial study was to investigate the reasons for value co-destructive service out-
comes experienced by the Pokémon GO mobile game users (Lintula et al., 2018). 
This study employs the data set to discover the user values underlying the ser-
vice use and determines the connection of those values to both co-creative and 
co-destructive value outcomes perceived by the users.  

Although the initial study was conducted from the perspective of the us-
er’s co-destructive gaming experiences, the study also revealed a large number 
of positive experiences the users had perceived. Therefore, it is possible to in-
quire about both co-creative and co-destructive experiences from the data. Next, 
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this subsection presents the execution of the field study, including the utilized 
data collection method and sample description.  

Preparations for the field study began in September 2016. The approach of 
the study was to identify deviations from the users’ expected value co-creation 
behavior. Therefore, participants with both positive and negative experiences of 
playing the game were sought to participate in the study. Suitable participants 
were identified by conducting a preliminary survey. The study participants 
were recruited by posting notices to Finnish Pokémon GO Facebook groups 
with high numbers of active players. This was done to ensure that the partici-
pants were actively playing the game and had extensive value co-creation expe-
riences with the game. Interested participants enrolled in the study by answer-
ing the pre-survey about their positive and negative Pokémon GO gaming ex-
periences. In addition, the participants were asked to provide an assessment of 
the level of their gaming activity and report their age and occupation. (Lintula 
et al., 2018.) 

In total, 88 responses were collected through the pre-survey. All the an-
swers included references to both value co-creative and co-destructive experi-
ences. In the pre-survey, the participants reported more positive than negative 
gaming experiences, and some even seemed to promote the game. Precisely 50 
percent of the 88 volunteer participants were actively playing the game in cen-
tral Finland, a city with a population of 140,000, and the other 50 percent active-
ly played the game in a city in southwestern Finland, with a population of 
190,000. (Lintula et al., 2018.)  

Of these, information-rich cases suitable for interviews were identified uti-
lizing purposeful sampling. Purposeful sampling is based on the assumption 
that participants should be identified and recruited according to their suitability 
for the study and the research objective. Finding the best cases for research will 
yield the best data. (Patton, 2015, p. 264; Leavy, 2017, p. 149.) The selection crite-
rion was that at least two examples of both positive and negative gaming expe-
riences had to have been reported by the participant in the pre-survey. After 
selection, forty-eight of the 88 enrolled players were invited for an interview. 
Due to five cancellations, 43 invited participants were interviewed (22 from the 
larger city and 21 from the smaller). (Lintula et al., 2018.) The background in-
formation of the interview participants is presented in table 5. 
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TABLE 5 The interview participants demographic information and level of gaming activity 
(adapted from Lintula et al., 2018, p. 6) 

  n % 
Gender   
Female 30 70 % 
Male 13 30 % 

    
Age Group   
19-28 21 49 % 
29-38 14 33 % 
39-48 6 14 % 
49-62 2 5 % 

    
Occupation   
Employee 15 35 % 
Student 15 35 % 
Entrepreneur 6 14 % 
Unemployed 4 9 % 
Retired 2 5 % 
Stay-at-home parent 1 2 % 

    
Level of Gaming Activity   
Daily 35 81 % 
Weekly 4 9 % 
Occasional 2 5 % 
Not Active 2 5 % 
 
 
The study utilized the laddering technique (Reynolds & Gutman, 1988), which 
refers to an in-depth interviewing technique employed to generate an under-
standing of how users translate service attributes into meaningful associations. 
(Gutman, 1982; Reynolds & Gutman, 1988.) The laddering technique is based on 
the means-end theory (Gutman, 1982) and the preceding personal construct 
theory (Kelly, 1955) presented earlier in this study. Through this, the theoretical 
and empirical parts of the study are strongly connected. 

The laddering interview technique is suitable for modeling the user value 
structures, i.e., eliciting chains of service attributes, consequences, and values 
from the users (Reynolds & Gutman, 1988; Peffers, Gengler & Tuunanen, 2003). 
The notion is that every service has specific attributes, these attributes have spe-
cific consequences, and these consequences have specific values for the user 
(figure 4). The laddering interview technique explores these abstract concepts 
and the relationships between them, and this information can be used, for ex-
ample, in marketing communications, and in designing services with high user 
value. (Peffers et al., 2003.) The laddering technique is considered especially 
well-suited for studying user values according to the means-end theory models 
(Modesto-Veludo-de-Oliveira, Akemi Ikeda & Cortez Campomar, 2006).  
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FIGURE 4 Simple illustration of the attribute (A) – consequence (C) – value (V) chain 
(based on Peffers et al., 2003, p. 58) 

The laddering interview technique allows the users to think critically about 
their service use and derived experiences, and what is particularly relevant to 
this study, the relationship of those experiences to the users’ personal values 
and goals. Interpreting this type of qualitative, in-depth information provides 
an opportunity to understand the users’ motivations for using the service. 
(Reynolds & Gutman, 1988.) Moreover, it provides the means for identifying 
the co-created and co-destroyed values in the service use. Therefore, the use of 
data collected by this technique is well justified in light of the objectives of this 
study.  

The interviews were conducted between May and September 2017. As 
part of the laddering interview technique, at the beginning of each interview, 
the researcher presented the participants with a list of stimuli further explained 
by short written scenarios (Peffers et al., 2003). The preliminary survey and the 
conceptual framework for the value co-destruction process for service systems 
(Lintula et al., 2017) were utilized to design the stimuli collection. Since the ob-
jective of the study was to determine the basis for the experienced value co-
destruction, the stimuli collection included nine scenarios with potential value 
co-destruction occurrences. (Lintula, et al., 2018.) 

One of the researchers of the original study conducted all the 43 inter-
views. All the participants were interviewed individually, 41 face-to-face, and 
two via video interview. All the interviews were voice recorded and conducted 
in a peaceful environment on two university campuses in Finland. The inter-
views lasted from 40 to 180 minutes, with an average of 60 minutes. Following 
good research practice, the first minutes of the interviews were used to present 
the research project and to warm up and discuss the purpose of the interview. 
The stimuli collection was then presented to the participants. Participants were 
asked to select two scenarios that they had experienced as particularly negative 
in their own gaming history. They were also told that if the scenarios presented 
did not seem relevant, it would be possible to create new ones. However, each 
participant was able to find at least two scenarios from the pre-designed stimuli 
collection. (Lintula et al., 2018.) 

The laddering interviews consist of a series of targeted probes, usually 
presented as “Why is this important to you?” questions. The objective is to de-
termine a set of connections between the relevant service attributes (A), conse-
quences (C), and values (V) for the user. (Reynolds & Gutman, 1988.) However, 
as the study of Lintula et al. (2018) focused on the players’ negative gaming ex-
periences, the presented question was “What in this scenario was particularly 
negative for you?”. The participant then began to describe a particular experi-

Values (per-
sonal goals) 
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ence connected to that scenario. The researcher continued probing, “And why 
was this negative for you?” and the participant continued reflecting. The “why” 
questions continued as long as the participant provided further explanations. 
At the end, when no further reasoning could be provided, the participant’s final 
personal value or goal was usually found. Then, this part of the interview end-
ed, and the researcher moved on to ask questions about the next stimuli. (Lintu-
la et al., 2018.) 

In addition to voice-recording the interviews, the interviews were record-
ed in an Excel spreadsheet format during the interviews as chains of attributes, 
consequences, and values. The interviews with the 43 participants resulted in 
the gathering of 382 attribute-consequence-value chains, averaging to 8.9 chains 
per participant. (Lintula et al., 2018.) For the purposes of this study, it is neces-
sary to remark that these chains represent the negative experiences. The posi-
tive experiences of the participants occurred “naturally” during the interviews 
and will be coded as their own chains for the analysis of this study. Further de-
tails on this process are provided in the following subsection. 

3.4 Data Analysis 

This subsection presents the analysis of the data. As already mentioned, the 
analysis is based on the data set collected in Lintula et al. (2018) study from the 
perspective of Pokémon GO players’ negative gaming experiences. However, 
since most of the study participants were active and enthusiastic Pokémon GO 
players, the in-depth laddering interviews also produced a substantial amount 
of information about the players’ positive gaming experiences. Therefore, in 
this study, it is possible to explore the value dimensions of the users from both 
co-creative and co-destructive perspectives. From the original study, audio re-
cordings and transcripts of the laddering interviews, as well as the negative at-
tribute-consequence-value chains encoded in a spreadsheet format, were pro-
vided for the use of this study. The original coding and analysis process for the 
negative laddering chains is described in Lintula et al. (2018) paper. 

Since the data was initially gathered for another study, the analysis of this 
study represents a secondary data analysis. Secondary data analysis refers to a 
return to a data set collected for another purpose. Data is re-examined for dif-
ferent purposes, for example, by exploring a particular perspective in more de-
tail or by approaching the data from a different theoretical perspective. 
(Ormston, 2014, p. 75.) Possible limitations of the application of secondary anal-
ysis include that the data may not contain sufficient information to answer the 
research questions of interest (Bhattacherjee, 2012, p. 39). This possibility was 
ruled out in this study during the research design phase by carefully examining 
the transcribed material and confirming that appropriate information was 
available on both players’ positive and negative gaming experiences. Particular 
attention was paid to the players’ positive experiences, as they were not pur-
posely acquired in the original study, but instead, represent a form of naturally 
occurring data. 
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Naturally occurring data is produced independently of the researcher, 
whereas generated data is data created through intentional research interaction 
(Ormston, 2014, p. 75). In this study, the players’ negative experiences deter-
mined through the in-depth laddering interviews represent the generated data 
and the positive experiences that the participants spontaneously drifted to de-
scribe during the interviews, naturally occurring data. Through reviewing the 
transcribed material, it was determined that there was enough information on 
both the players’ positive and negative gaming experiences to carry out a credi-
ble analysis and that the data was suited for the purpose of this study and for 
answering the set research questions. Of course, it is necessary to note that due 
to the nature of the interviews, more information was available about the play-
ers’ negative than positive experiences. 

3.4.1 Qualitative content analysis 

The analysis employed qualitative content analysis – a method for the systemat-
ic examination of qualitative data through which the recurring meanings in the 
data can be discovered and understood (Leavy, 2017, p. 146). Most commonly, 
the data utilized in qualitative content analysis is in the form of text such as 
transcribed interviews, documents, reports, or articles (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 
2016, p. 119). Qualitative content analysis helps the researcher systematically 
classify large amounts of text that represent similar meanings. In the categoriza-
tion process, recurring themes are identified and coded. The analysis begins 
with reading through the material repeatedly to get a sense of the full content. 
Roller and Lavrakas (2015, p. 235) call this “absorbing the content”. Then, the 
data is read word by word to form unique codes. The determined codes are or-
ganized into categories based on their connections. Finally, the categories are 
applied to determine and group the codes into meaningful clusters. (Hsieh & 
Shannon, 2005.) 

The type of the content analysis, qualitative, denotes that the method aims 
to increase the understanding of the studied phenomenon in its context (Eriks-
son & Kovalainen, 2016, p. 122) and emphasizes the researcher’s subjective in-
terpretations of meaning (Roller & Lavrakas, 2015, p. 231). Qualitative content 
analysis also facilitates data reduction. It aids the researcher to focus on selected 
aspects of meaning, namely the aspects relating to the overall research question. 
(Schreier, 2014, p. 170.) In this study, these are the players’ co-creative and co-
destructive gaming experiences and the key user values connected to them.  

Another key characteristic of the method is flexibility. Qualitative content 
analysis typically combines data-driven and theory-driven analysis. According 
to Schreier (2014, p. 171), some categories should always be data-driven to en-
sure that the coding frame provides an accurate description of the data. 
(Schreier, 2014). In this study, the users’ experiences and values were first de-
termined in a data-driven manner and then linked to the value typology of Tu-
unanen and Kuo (2015). Flexibility was taken into account in the coding process 
by extending the value typology with new value constructs if necessary, i.e., 
when suitable values were not found in the original framework.  
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Summarizing the above-presented characteristics, Roller and Lavrakas 
(2015, p. 279) define qualitative content analysis as ”the systematic reduction 
(”condensation”) of content, which is analyzed with special attention to the con-
text in which it was created, to identify themes and extract meaningful interpre-
tations of the data”. Because of these features, qualitative content analysis was 
considered a particularly suitable method for addressing the research objectives 
of this study. The method enabled the systematic identification and classifica-
tion of the highlighted user values in the use of Pokémon GO and the interpre-
tation of their connection to the co-creative and co-destructive value outcomes. 

3.4.2 Coding and Analysis  

The data analysis was performed in three main phases. In the first phase, char-
acteristic of qualitative research, the preliminary coding of values was per-
formed inductively by identifying the users’ experiences and associated per-
sonal values and goals as they emerged from the data. Then, in the second 
phase, the value codes were further classified by applying the value typology of 
Tuunanen and Kuo (2015). After the two coding phases, in the third phase of 
the analysis, the determined co-created and co-destroyed values and value 
types and categories were analyzed, both quantitatively and qualitatively.  

First, the value codes were quantified to discover the frequency of their 
occurrence in the data. The purpose of this was to determine the key personal 
values and value types in the players’ gaming experiences with Pokémon GO 
and enable statistical comparisons of the differences between the co-created and 
co-destroyed value outcomes at different levels of abstraction. The determined 
key values were then subjected to a more detailed interpretation. 

The analysis was initiated with a preliminary examination of the material. 
This provided an overall view of the content and information available. The 
examination was followed by outlining a plan for coding. The plan was dis-
cussed with and confirmed by the supervising professor. When starting the 
coding process, the first step was to select the unit of analysis that would retain 
the data in the most appropriate way for the study (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 
2016, p. 122). A unit of analysis can range from a single word or sentence of a 
text to an entire interview. As a general guideline, the researcher should strive 
for a unit of analysis that preserves the necessary context to derive meaning 
from the content. (Roller & Lavrakas, 2015, p. 263.) 

As examples of suitable units of analysis, Roller and Lavrakas (2015, p. 236) 
present the view of Milne and Adler (1999, p. 244) who maintain that “sentenc-
es are far more reliable than any other unit of analysis”. Without the sentences 
and the context that they provide, words would have little meaning. Graneheim 
and Lundman (2004, p. 106), instead, emphasize “whole interviews or observa-
tional protocols” as the most suitable unit of analysis as these units represent 
the whole entity but still carry a small enough context to be analyzed. (Roller & 
Lavrakas, 2015, p. 236.) For this study, the individual laddering interviews, and 
more specifically, the participants’ co-creative and co-destructive gaming expe-
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riences, were selected as units of analysis. The following paragraphs describe 
the main phases of the analysis process in more detail. 

 
Phase 1: Preliminary coding 

 
In the first main phase of the analysis, the coding strategy was inductive (Roller 
& Lavrakas, 2015 p. 234), i.e., the coding of user values was performed in a da-
ta-driven manner by distinguishing the participants’ experiences and their as-
sociated personal values and goals from the data. The analysis of co-creative 
experiences began with a systematic examination of the transcribed interviews. 
The analysis of co-destructive experiences was based on the laddering chains 
encoded in Lintula et al. (2018) study. 

The analysis was started by determining the positive experiences of users 
from the provided transcripts. The researcher systematically reviewed all 43 
transcribed interviews. Audio recordings of the interviews were also available 
if required. All occurrences of positive experiences in the interviews, whether 
comprehensive or brief, were transferred from the original transcript to another 
file. Preliminary value labels were assigned to each experience, which formed 
the basis for further coding and value classification at a later stage. If several 
experiences representing the same value appeared in the same interview, the 
entries were listed under the same value label to reinforce later value determi-
nation.  

After the 43 transcribed interviews were reviewed and all the participants’ 
mentions of positive experiences were transferred to another file, the analysis 
was continued by reviewing the notes and confirming the value codes that 
emerged from each interview. The value codes represented the users’ personal 
values and goals for service use. Only values with sufficient experience descrip-
tions to credibly validate the value code were confirmed and included in the 
next phase. Each confirmed value code and its associated experience were 
marked with a participant ID to preserve the knowledge of the specific values 
that emerged from each interview. The participant IDs were connected to the 
IDs of the negative laddering chains defined in the previous study, as it allowed 
later comparisons between the co-created and co-destroyed values. 

Next, the positive experiences and value codes were recorded in a spread-
sheet format and converted into experience chains. This allowed for the value 
codes to be designated in one column for subsequent sorting and analysis. The 
experiences described by the participants were reduced to short sentences. The 
aim was to reduce the material to its primary content while retaining the essen-
tial meaning (Schilling, 2006). This facilitated the processing and analysis of the 
content. However, through the participant ID, each chain was easily traceable to 
the full description and original transcription. Examples of the condensed expe-
rience chains and assigned value codes are presented in table 6. 
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TABLE 6 Examples of the experience chains and value codes 
Chain Value code 

It is positive to be out and about with family / Supports interac-
tion / In the evenings we might play together, and it brings a 
sense of togetherness 

A Sense of Togetherness 

I want my Pokémon to be better / I want to do better in the Gym 
battle /Competing in relation to myself and my personal goals 
/Competitiveness 

Competing with others  
and oneself 

The effect of the game on physical activity is great / I would 
walk a lot less without playing / The positive impact of being in 
the nature and forest on health 

Health / Well-being 

I get excited by the evolution of the game and the new features 
or content / They increase the time I spent on the game 

Novelties and excite-
ment of the game 

I play the game for my own pleasure / I do a lot of commuting to 
work so then it is easy to think of something else than work, and 
play and accumulate kilometers at the same time / I play to relax 
or like as a balance for work 

Relaxation 

You can meet new people through the game / I have met some 
really nice people / Promotes networking / Nice to chat and 
share experiences 

Sharing experiences 

 
 

Because the positive experiences of the participants emerged naturally during 
the interviews and were not further investigated by the interviewer, it was not 
possible to produce similar attribute-consequence-value chains from the posi-
tive experiences as there were available from the negative experiences. Howev-
er, since the focus of this study was on the user values, this was not critical for 
the analysis. Significant was that the values could be credibly and reliably de-
termined from the positive experience descriptions. After all the experience 
chains and the value codes assigned to them were recorded in the spreadsheet, 
the value codes were reviewed a few times, and very similar code names were 
combined. The made interpretations were also critically assessed by the re-
searcher. At the end of the first phase, there were a total of 161 coded chains 
representing 34 different positive values and goals. 

In order to determine value codes for the negative gaming experiences, the 
laddering interview chains encoded in the Lintula et al. (2018) study were re-
viewed by the researcher. A total of 382 laddering interview chains were in-
cluded in the provided spreadsheet, of which twenty-eight were not assigned a 
value code, and twenty-six were marked with N/A (not available). Thus, a total 
of 328 chains contained a specified value code. The value codes represented 
failed personal goals or negative values the users had experienced in the use of 
Pokémon GO.  

The researcher systematically went through all the value codes by examin-
ing the entire attribute-consequence-value chain based on which the value code 
had been assigned. Laddering chains containing empty and N/A marked value 
cells were also examined. No significant differences were found between the 
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researcher and the coders of the original study in the interpretation of the 
meanings of the values. This supports the reliability of the coding of the original 
study. Furthermore, the fact that the negative values and goals have already 
been coded in the original study by two coders and confirmed by a third re-
searcher with considerable experience in the laddering interview technique 
provides a solid basis for the analysis of this study. 

During the first phase of analysis, the original negative value codes were 
merged and renamed to some extent because the provided spreadsheet con-
tained over 100 different value codes. During the analysis, twenty-one empty 
value cells were determined a value code based on the laddering chains con-
nected to them. Seven of the empty cells were labeled with N/A. One of the 
original N/A entries was assigned a value code. Seventeen new N/A entries 
were found in the original value codes. Thus, a total of 49 N/A markings were 
determined for this study at this stage of the analysis. No empty value cells re-
mained. 

Consequently, after the first phase of coding, a total of 333 negative lad-
dering chains were confirmed for the next phase, representing 87 negative val-
ue codes. It should be noted that, as with the positive value codes, the negative 
codes were partially overlapping/similar at this stage because the objective was 
to maintain different meanings when moving to the second phase of coding. In 
the next phase, the value codes were organized into broader classes. 

 
Phase 2: Final coding and classification of values 

 
After the first coding phase, a total of 161 positive and 333 negative value codes 
and related experience or laddering chains were confirmed. That is, a total of 
494 value codes and related experiences representing 34 different personal val-
ues or goals that are fulfilled in the use of Pokémon GO and 87 personal values 
or goals that are not fulfilled or are otherwise perceived negatively by the users. 
In the second phase of coding, the value typology framework (table 3) proposed 
by Tuunanen and Kuo (2015) was utilized as the theoretical basis for further 
classifying these values.  

Whereas the first phase of coding was data-driven, in the second phase, 
the final value constructs and categories were derived from the existing classifi-
cation framework. In this deductive approach, the researcher performs the cod-
ing with predefined codes or constructs derived from previous research (Roller 
& Lavrakas, 2015, p. 280). However, integral to qualitative content analysis, the 
researcher was flexible when reviewing the original value constructs (Eriksson 
& Kovalainen, 2016, p. 120). Based on the data, the typology was extended with 
new values. The proposed additions are described later in this subsection.  

As assigning content to codes is an interpretive process, it is necessary to 
establish clear rules for coding to ensure the quality and reliability of the analy-
sis (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2016, pp. 122-123). Therefore, a classification dic-
tionary (table 7) from Tuunanen and Kuo (2015) study was utilized alongside 
the value typology framework to define the rules and specifications for assign-
ing the value codes under specific value constructs.  
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TABLE 7 Classification dictionary (based on Tuunanen & Kuo, 2015, p. 301; Rokeach, 1973, 
p. 28) 
Interpersonal focus: INTERFOC   
Includes references to conduct that involves more than one person, for example, social 
communication, exchange, transfer, or the mention of collective terms, for example, every-
one, people, friend, or customer. It also includes references to first-person plural pronouns 
such as “we”, “they”, and “all”.    
Intrapersonal focus: INTRAFOC  
Includes words that indicate individual values, for example, personally. Includes refer-
ences also to first person singular pronouns, such as “I”, “you”, “me”, and “mine”.   
Terminal value: TERMVAL 
Defined as the end-state or final goal that is desired. Often associated with intrinsic values 
that are intangible and have a reward in themselves, for example, “happiness”, “a healthy 
life”.     
Instrumental value: INSTRVAL   
Defined as the preferred mode of conduct or behavior. Includes words and verbs that are 
associated with actions or behaviors, such as “saves time”, “interacting with other people”. 
Associated with extrinsic values and practical, tangible values, such as money.  
Undefined: UNDEF  
Cannot be reliably coded due to ambiguity in the (laddering chain) data set. 

Social values:  Moral values:  
Includes INTERFOC and TERMVAL. Includes INTERFOC and INSTRVAL. 
A World of Peace (free of war and conflict) Forgiveness (willingness to pardon others) 
A World of Beauty (beauty of nature and the arts)  Helpfulness (working for the welfare of others) 
Equality (brotherhood, equal opportunity for all) Honesty (sincerity, truthfulness) 
Family Security (taking care of loved ones)   Obedience (dutifulness, respectfulness) 
National Security (protection from attack)  Politeness (courteousness, well-mannered) 
Freedom (independence, free choice) Responsibility (dependability, reliability)  
Social Recognition (respect, admiration) Lovingness (affection, tenderness) 
True Friendship (close companionship)    
Salvation (saved, eternal life)   

   
Personal values:  Competency values:  
Includes INTRAFOC and TERMVAL. Includes INTRAFOC and INSTRVAL. 
A Comfortable Life (a prosperous life) Ambition (hard-working, aspiring) 
An Exciting Life (a stimulating, active life) Broad-mindedness (open-mindedness)   
A Sense of Accomplishment (lasting contribution)   Capability (competency, effectiveness) 
Happiness (contentedness) Cheerfulness (lightheartedness, joyfulness) 
Pleasure (an enjoyable, leisurely life) Cleanness (neatness, tidiness)   
Inner Harmony (freedom from inner conflict) Courageousness (standing up for your beliefs)   
Mature Love (sexual and spiritual intimacy) Imaginativeness (daring, creativeness)   
Wisdom (a mature understanding of life) Independence (self-reliance, self-sufficiency)  
Self-respect (self-esteem) Intellectuality (intelligence, reflectiveness) 

  Logic (consistency, rationality) 
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During the coding process, the existing value constructs, categories (social, 
moral, personal, competency), and high-level value types (interpersonal, in-
trapersonal, terminal, instrumental) were interpreted according to the classifica-
tion dictionary. This provided a structured base for the consistent classification 
of the values (Tuunanen & Kuo, 2015). The value types, value categories, as 
well as individual value construct refinements have been derived from 
Rokeach’s (1973) original definitions. 

The interpersonal–intrapersonal and terminal–instrumental value dimen-
sions represent the high-level value types that comprise the four main value 
categories, namely social, personal, moral, and competency values. The value 
constructs included under these main categories represent individual subcate-
gories or clusters under which the value codes were classified during the sec-
ond phase of coding. As each value construct belongs to a particular main cate-
gory and represents certain high-level value types, the value codes classified 
under a particular value construct were automatically allocated into these dif-
ferent categories and value types during the analysis. The value constructs were 
further classified into two experience categories, namely co-creative and co-
destructive, to allow comparison between the two experience categories. Below 
are two examples of the value classifications: 

Entertainment (positive value code) à Pleasure (value construct) à Personal value 
(value category) à INTRAFOC (value type) à TERMVAL (value type) à Co-
creative (experience category) 

Lack of acceptance from others (negative value code) à Social Recognition (value 
construct) à Social value (value category) à INTERFOC (value type) à TERMVAL 
(value type) à Co-destructive (experience category) 

The coding was started deductively (i.e., with the predefined constructs), but 
during the analysis, it was found that the typology should be expanded with 
new value constructs to adequately cover the user values present in the use of 
Pokémon GO. Careful consideration was exercised when determining the new 
value constructs. Other existing value classifications and theories, such as 
Schwartz’s (2012) Theory of Basic Values and Kahle’s (1983) List of Values 
(LOV), were explored to outline the new constructs. Before defining new value 
constructs, the researcher critically assessed that the value codes would not fit 
under the existing constructs. The classification dictionary by Tuunanen and 
Kuo (2015) provided the base to classify the constructs. Rokeach’s (1973) value 
descriptions, together with a recognized online dictionary Dictionary.com 
(2020), were utilized to establish the value descriptions. The new value con-
structs proposed to the typology are shown in table 8. 
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TABLE 8 New value constructs proposed to the value typology of Tuunanen and Kuo 
(2015) 

Value  
construct 

INTER- / 
INTRAFOC 

TERM- / 
INSTRVAL 

SOC / MOR / 
PER / COM Description 

A Sense of 
Belonging Interpersonal Terminal Social 

The state of feeling or being an 
essential or important part of 

something. 

Security Interpersonal Terminal Social 

Freedom from danger, risk, care, 
anxiety; safety. Note: Combines 
the constructs of family and na-

tional security of the original value 
typology. 

Justice Interpersonal Instrumental Moral 
The quality of being just; right-
eousness, equitableness, moral 

rightness. 

Sociality Interpersonal Instrumental Moral The action of individuals associat-
ing together; being social. 

A Healthy 
Life Intrapersonal Terminal Personal Enjoying good health; physical 

(and mental) well-being. 

Activity Intrapersonal Instrumental Competency The state of being active. 

 
 
During the second phase of coding, each of the 494 value codes confirmed in 
the first phase were assigned under one value construct. Thereby, following the 
study of Tuunanen and Kuo (2015), quantitative statistical analysis methods 
could be utilized in the third phase of the analysis. The process of coding was 
highly iterative, that is, the defined value constructs and categories were re-
vised several times to ensure that the appropriate value codes were included 
under them. The value typology itself guided the classification so that each val-
ue construct and category was unique and distinctive. To support the reliability 
of the analysis, the researcher discussed the interpretations with both the su-
pervising professor and the researcher who had conducted the interviews. 

At this point of the analysis, each value code and its included experience 
or laddering chain was once more examined to confirm that the chain contained 
clear enough information to determine the final value construct. If the value 
could not be unambiguously determined, the final value code representing the 
construct was replaced by a label UNDEF (undefinable), and the chain was dis-
carded from the final analysis phase. Nine such positive and sixteen negative 
chains were identified through the examination. Therefore, 152 positive and 317 
negative value codes and connected experience and laddering chains were in-
cluded in the final phase of the analysis. The 152 positive values and goals rep-
resented thirteen unique value constructs. The 317 negative values and goals 
signified twenty-six value constructs.  

As described earlier, through assigning the value codes under the value 
constructs of the value typology, the user values were further classified into 
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social, personal, moral, and competency value categories, and into the high-
level value types of terminal and instrumental, and interpersonally and in-
trapersonally focused values. All of these levels were further explored in the 
last phase of analysis. 

 
Phase 3: Analysis of the coded data 

 
Qualitative content analysis enables not only qualitative but also quantitative 
analysis of the data (Boyatzis, 1998, p. 4; Silverman, 2016, p. 84). Furthermore, 
this “crossing over” from the qualitative nature of the interviews into a quanti-
tative way of processing the data is also one of the distinct features of the lad-
dering interview technique. One which separates it from other qualitative 
methods. (Reynolds & Gutman, 1988.) However, laddering data can also be 
analyzed and presented from a purely qualitative perspective.  

In this study, the coded data was analyzed both quantitatively and quali-
tatively. The quantitative analysis sought to answer the question of the high-
lighted values in the Pokémon GO players’ co-creative and co-destructive gam-
ing experiences. After this, the focus was on the in-depth understanding of 
these key values and the connected service experiences.  

The quantification of the high-level value types, categories, and constructs 
made it possible to statistically compare the different values and value types, 
and the frequency of their occurrence in the players’ co-creative and co-
destructive gaming experiences. Through the quantitative analysis, it was 
measured how often different value constructs, categories, and types occurred 
in the coded data. The measurements were performed as frequency measure-
ment (Eskola & Suoranta, 2008, p. 185; Schreier, 2014), i.e., counting the number 
of times each value construct, category, and value type appeared in the data. 
Then, following the study of Tuunanen and Kuo (2015), the data was subjected 
to two-sided t-tests assuming unequal variances between and within the value 
co-creative and co-destructive experience categories.  

The quantitative analysis identified a total of fifteen key values highlight-
ed in Pokémon GO. Seven positively and seven negatively weighted, and one 
value construct that was emphasized in both experience categories. Qualitative 
analysis and further interpretation of the data was performed on these key val-
ues. The findings of the analysis are presented in the following chapter.  

However, first the choice of the analysis approach is briefly justified, as 
indeed, some researchers have questioned the relevance of quantifying qualita-
tive data (Schilling, 2006). For example, Kaplan and Maxwell (1994), according 
to Myers (1997), argue that the intention to understand the phenomenon from 
the participants’ perspective and their social context is essentially lost when 
quantifying textual data (Myers, 1997). According to Bhattacherjee (2012), many 
“puritan interpretive researchers” discard the quantitative coding approach as a 
useless attempt to find consensus or objectivity in a fundamentally subjective 
social phenomenon (Bhattacherjee, 2012, p. 103). 

These views have been acknowledged when designing the analysis for 
this study, but nevertheless, quantitative analysis as part of the analysis process 
is seen to support the interpretation of the data. Many other researchers have 
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also supported this view. Actually, there were more arguments found in the 
literature for quantitative analysis than against, especially when it comes to uti-
lizing quantitative analysis together with qualitative analysis.  

For example, Bhattacherjee (2012) has stated that quantitative information 
can increase the accuracy and more precise understanding of a phenomenon of 
interest than qualitative information alone. The combined utilization of qualita-
tive and quantitative analysis may help generate unique insight into the phe-
nomenon. (Bhattacherjee, 2012, p. 104.) Also, Hirsjärvi, Remes and Sajavaara 
(2001) recognize that qualitative material can be analyzed both qualitatively and 
quantitatively. The key is to do research using methods that are appropriate to 
the problem at hand. (Hirsjärvi et al., 2001, p. 13.) 

Ormston et al. (2014), too, believe in the value of choosing the most ap-
propriate research methods. In their view, even more important than the “phil-
osophical coherence of the epistemological positions typically associated with 
different research methods” is that the researcher ensures compatibility be-
tween the utilized methods and the research objectives. The quality of the re-
search is more closely related to the selection of appropriate research tools, ra-
ther than being restricted to research methods that are considered philosophi-
cally consistent. The researchers support the use of qualitative and quantitative 
methods in the same study if it is considered useful to answer the posed re-
search questions. The different forms of evidence achieved by combining quan-
titative and qualitative analysis may provide a greater understanding and of the 
phenomenon than is possible from one approach alone. (Ormston et al., 2014, p. 
22.) 

Also, Schilling (2006) argues that different frequency measures can pro-
duce insightful results that supplement the qualitative analysis. Quantitative 
analysis may enable avoiding over-weighing individual comments and general-
izing observations too quickly as the frequency analyzes can help the researcher 
to critically evaluate the representativeness of the statements for the entire 
sample. (Schilling, 2006.) 
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4 FINDINGS 

This chapter presents the findings of the data analysis. First, the distribution of 
user values between the value co-creative and value co-destructive gaming ex-
periences is presented through the high-level value types, categories, and de-
termined value constructs. Then, in the second subsection, the values are fur-
ther explored at the level of individual participants, both based on the distribu-
tion of values across the dataset and the defined key values. Finally, the key 
user values highlighted in Pokémon GO and their connection to the value co-
creative and co-destructive gaming experiences are considered in more detail in 
subsection 4.3. 

4.1 General Distribution of User Values 

The first table describes the overall distribution of user values in this study (ta-
ble 9). The numbers (n) after the high-level value types (interpersonal, in-
trapersonal, terminal, instrumental) and categories (social, moral, personal, 
competency) represent the number of times each value type and category oc-
curred in the dataset concerning the participants’ value co-creative and co-
destructive gaming experiences. However, since there are significantly fewer 
value chains representing the value co-creative experiences (n=152) than value 
co-destructive ones (n=317), the focus should be on percentages rather than 
numbers when comparing the two experience categories. The percentages rep-
resent the totality of each type of value as part of the participants’ co-creative 
and co-destructive gaming experiences, providing an overview of the relative 
importance of particular value type and category in each experience category. 

The results of the two-sided t-tests between and within the two experience 
categories assuming unequal variances are reported for each comparison. In the 
horizontal row, the t-value represents the magnitude of the difference between 
the value co-creative and co-destructive experiences. The higher the t-value, the 
more there is a difference in variation between the experience categories, fol-
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lowing that there is more evidence of statistically significant differences be-
tween the compared categories.  

P-value confirms the level of statistical significance of the observations. 
The lower the p-value, the more statistically significant are the observed differ-
ences in the value distributions between the value co-creative and co-
destructive experiences, i.e., the differences did not occur by chance. With a p-
value greater than 0.05, the difference is not considered statistically significant. 
Statistical significance in the table is represented by a star labeling in connection 
with the t-value. In addition, the exact p-value is shown in the next column. The 
results for the t-tests for the interpersonal-intrapersonal and terminal-
instrumental value dimensions performed within both experience categories are 
shown in the vertical columns, below the percentages. 

TABLE 9 Overall distribution of user values 
Value type / 
category 

Co-creative 
experiences 

Co-destructive 
experiences t-value p-value 

  n % n %   

Interpersonal 42 27.00 204 64.00 8.693*** 0.000 
Intrapersonal 110 72.00 113 36.00 0.178 0.858 
t-value      5.648***      4.129***   

p-value  0.000  0.000   
       

Terminal 93 61.00 155 49.00 3.176** 0.002 
Instrumental 59 39.00 162 51.00 6.836*** 0.000 
t-value   2.533*  0.338   

p-value  0.013  0.735   
       

Social 20 13.00 96 30.00 5.592*** 0.000 
Moral 22 15.00 108 34.00 7.412*** 0.000 
Personal 73 48.00 59 19.00 0.975 0.332 
Competency 37 24.00 54 17.00 1.757 0.082 

          
Significance levels: *** = p < 0.001, ** = p < 0.01, * = p < 0.05     

 
 

From the distribution table above, it can be seen that intrapersonal values (72%) 
are significantly more emphasized in the players’ co-creative gaming experi-
ences than interpersonal values (28%). In contrast, interpersonal values (64%) 
are significantly more prominent in the players’ value co-destructive experienc-
es than intrapersonal values (36%). There is also a statistically significant differ-
ence in the distribution of interpersonal values between the two experience cat-
egories. 



52 

Terminal values are significantly more emphasized in the players’ value 
co-creative gaming experiences than instrumental values. No significant differ-
ence was found between the two value types within the co-destructive experi-
ence category. However, significant differences between the experience catego-
ries were found. Terminal values are significantly more emphasized in the 
players’ value co-creative than co-destructive gaming experiences, and instru-
mental values are significantly more visible in the value co-destructive than co-
creative experiences. 

For the four value categories, t-tests were performed only between the two 
experience categories. As a result of the analysis, a statistically significant dif-
ference was found between the value co-creative and co-destructive gaming 
experiences in the social and moral value categories. For the personal and com-
petency value categories, there is no statistical significance in the distribution of 
values between the experience categories. However, from the reported percent-
ages, it is clear that within this study, these two value categories representing 
the intrapersonal value type play a more prominent role in the players’ value 
co-creative than co-destructive gaming experiences. 

4.1.1 Distribution of User Values in the Co-creative Gaming Experiences 

The next table (table 10) shows the value constructs that were determined from 
the participants’ value co-creative gaming experiences. As can be seen in the 
table, the most significant of the four value categories is the personal values cat-
egory, which connects to almost half of the players’ co-creative experiences 
(48%). The category represents intrapersonal and terminal value types. It con-
tains the value construct of pleasure, which emerged as the most significant 
value that the players strive and perceive to fulfil through playing and engag-
ing in value co-creation with Pokémon GO. One quarter (25%) of the partici-
pants’ positive gaming experiences were connected to this value construct 
through analysis.  

Other values highlighted in the personal values category are a healthy life 
(9%), an exciting life (8%), and a sense of accomplishment (5%). These value 
constructs and the value constructs defined as key values within the other value 
categories are highlighted in the table with a gray background color. In this 
study, all value constructs representing at least 5 percent of the total number of 
co-creative or co-destructive gaming experiences were defined as key values. 
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TABLE 10 Distribution of user values in the value co-creative gaming experiences (n=152) 
  Terminal       Instrumental     

Interpersonal focus SOCIAL VALUES:       MORAL VALUES:     
    n %     n % 
  A Sense of Belonging 20 13.00   Sociality 19 13.00 

          Politeness 2 01.00 

          Responsibility 1 01.00 

                

Intrapersonal focus PERSONAL VALUES:       COMPETENCY 
VALUES:     

    n %     n % 
  Pleasure 38 25.00   Ambition 19 13.00 

  A Healthy Life 13 09.00   Activity 13 9.00 
  An Exciting Life 12 08.00   Independence 3 02.00 

  A Sense of Accomplishment 8 05.00   Intellectuality 2 01.00 

  Self-respect 2 01.00         

                

 
 
The next most significant value category in the players’ co-creative gaming ex-
periences is the competency values category. The category represents in-
trapersonal and instrumental value types. Among its value constructs, ambition 
(13%) and activity (9%) were determined as key values. Based on the analysis, 
the moral values category representing the interpersonal and instrumental val-
ue types is the third most prominent value category in the context of the play-
ers’ co-creative gaming experiences. However, the category contains only one 
key value construct, sociality (13%). Similarly, the last significant category – 
social values – contains only one key value, a sense of belonging (13%). By their 
type, social values are interpersonal and terminal. 

Out of all four value categories, eight value constructs were identified as 
key values highlighted in the players’ positive gaming experiences with Poké-
mon GO. The value constructs from the most significant to the least significant: 

 
• Pleasure 25.00% 
• Ambition 13.00% 
• A Sense of Belonging 13.00% 
• Sociality 13.00% 
• Activity 09.00% 
• A Healthy Life 09.00% 
• An Exciting Life 08.00% 
• A Sense of Accomplishment 05.00% 
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4.1.2 Distribution of User Values in the Co-destructive Gaming Experiences 

Table 11 presents the value constructs determined from the participants’ value 
co-destructive gaming experiences. The most significant value category in this 
context is the moral values category. Within the category the key co-destroyed 
values in Pokémon GO are responsibility (12%), sociality (12%) and justice (5%). 

TABLE 11 Distribution of user values in the value co-destructive gaming experiences 
(n=317) 
  Terminal       Instrumental     

Interpersonal focus SOCIAL VALUES:       MORAL VALUES:     
    n %     n % 
  Social Recognition 41 13.00   Responsibility 39 12.00 

  Equality 18 06.00   Sociality 39 12.00 

  Security 17 05.00   Justice 16 05.00 
  A Sense of Belonging 9 03.00   Politeness 11 03.00 

  A World of Peace 6 02.00   Helpfulness 1 00.00 

  True Friendship 5 02.00   Honesty 1 00.00 

          Obedience 1 00.00 

                

Intrapersonal focus PERSONAL VALUES:       COMPETENCY 
VALUES:     

    n %     n % 
  Inner Harmony 23 07.00   Independence 20 06.00 

  A Healthy Life 13 04.00   Ambition 14 04.00 

  An Exciting Life 7 02.00   Capability 6 02.00 
  Self-respect 6 02.00   Logic 5 02.00 

  A Sense of Accomplishment 5 02.00   Activity  4 01.00 

  Pleasure 5 02.00   Self-control 4 01.00 

          Intellectuality 1 00.00 

                
 
 
The next most significant value category is social values. In this category, the 
key values connected to the players’ co-destructive gaming experiences are so-
cial recognition (13%), equality (6%), and security (5%). In the categories of per-
sonal and competency values, only one key value construct emerged through 
the analysis. In the personal values category, inner harmony (7%), and in the 
competency values category, independence (6%). The other value constructs 
were less than 5% in their significance, i.e., below the key value threshold. 
Therefore, as with co-created values, the analysis identified a total of eight key 
values for the players’ value co-destructive gaming experiences:  
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• Social Recognition 13.00% 
• Responsibility 12.00% 
• Sociality 12.00% 
• Inner Harmony 07.00% 
• Equality 06.00% 
• Independence 06.00% 
• Justice 05.00% 
• Security 05.00% 

4.1.3 Key Co-created and Co-destroyed Values in Pokémon GO 

The determined key values and their significance in the players’ co-creative and 
co-destructive gaming experiences are summarized in figure 5. The values are 
listed from the most positive to most negative. The weight of positivity and 
negativity has been determined by calculating a number for each key value 
such that each positive percentage represents +1 and negative percentage -1 
(e.g., pleasure + 25 - 2 = 23). 

An interesting observation is that from the determined key values, sociali-
ty is the only value that is emphasized in both value co-creative and co-
destructive gaming experiences. Other values are emphasized in only one of the 
experience categories. Many values occur in both categories but remain below 
5% in significance for one of the two. Thus, a total of fifteen key values were 
determined for Pokémon GO through the analysis. Seven highlighted in the co-
creative, seven in the co-destructive, and one in both experience categories. 
These values are further explored later, in subsection 4.3. 
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FIGURE 5 Key co-created and co-destroyed values in Pokémon GO 
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The final general distribution table (table 12) describes the statistical signifi-
cance of the differences between the determined key value constructs between 
the value co-creative and co-destructive gaming experiences. Significant differ-
ences were found in the value constructs of activity, equality, independence, 
inner harmony, justice, pleasure, responsibility, security, social recognition, and 
sociality. The exact levels of significance are shown in table 12. 

TABLE 12 Descriptive statistics of the key co-created vs co-destroyed values in Pokémon 
GO 

Value construct Co-creative 
experiences (%) 

Co-destructive 
experiences (%) t-value p-value 

A Healthy Life 09.00 04.00 0.000 1.000 
A Sense of Accomplishment 05.00 02.00 0.897 0.372 
A Sense of Belonging 13.00 03.00 1.722 0.088 
Activity  09.00 01.00 2.320* 0.023 
Ambition 13.00 04.00 0.762 0.448 
An Exciting Life 08.00 02.00 1.041 0.301 
Equality 00.00 06.00 3.232** 0.002 
Independence 02.00 06.00 3.327** 0.002 
Inner Harmony 00.00 07.00 3.074** 0.004 
Justice 00.00 05.00 3.722*** 0.000 
Pleasure 25.00 02.00 5.103*** 0.000 
Responsibility 01.00 12.00 6.384*** 0.000 
Security 00.00 05.00 4.164*** 0.000 
Social Recognition 00.00 13.00 5.069*** 0.000 
Sociality 13.00 12.00 2.547* 0.013 

          
Significance levels: *** = p < 0.001, ** = p < 0.01, * = p < 0.05     

4.2 Individual-level Distributions of User Values  

This subsection presents the findings of the individual-level analysis. First pre-
sented are the distributions of the high-level value types (interpersonal, in-
trapersonal, terminal, instrumental) in the participants’ value co-creative and 
co-destructive gaming experiences. This is followed by the distribution table of 
the value categories (social, moral, personal, competency).  

As in the study of Tuunanen and Kuo (2015), standard measurement prac-
tices were utilized to perform a percentage transformation to the data. The 
number of times a particular value type or category was present in each partici-
pant’s gaming experiences was converted to percentage units. The percentages 
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represent the significance of each value type or category in the participants’ 
value co-creative and co-destructive experiences.  

For each table, the three significance percentages with the highest number 
of participants are highlighted. This makes it easier to compare the co-creative 
and co-destructive experiences and the significance of the value types and cate-
gories in them. If the highlights are located at the top part of the table, with 
lower percentages, the value type or category is less relevant in the participants’ 
gaming experiences. If the highlights focus on the lower part of the table, the 
type of value or value category is more significant. 

Tables 13-16 present the distributions of the significance percentages for 
the interpersonal, intrapersonal, terminal, and instrumental values. The tables 
are interpreted as follows. In table 13, we can see that there are fourteen partici-
pants whose value co-creative experiences did not include values that are rep-
resentative of the type of interpersonal value. On the contrary, there is only one 
participant whose co-destructive experiences did not include interpersonal val-
ues. Nine participants had 20-29.99 percent and seven participants 30-39.99 per-
cent of their values connected to the co-creative gaming experiences classified 
as interpersonal.  

In the case of value co-destructive gaming experiences, the highlighted 
percentage ranges are 50-59.99, 70-79.99, and 80-89.99 percent. For most of the 
participants, interpersonal values were connected to more than half of their 
value co-destructive experiences. Thus, we can observe that interpersonal val-
ues are more emphasized in the participants’ co-destructive than co-creative 
gaming experiences. This naturally follows the general distribution results al-
ready presented. 

TABLE 13 Individual-level interpersonal value distributions 

  
Co-creative 
experiences 

Co-destructive 
experiences 

0.00% 14 1 
0.01-9.99% 0 0 
10-19.99% 3 1 
20-29.99% 9 2 
30-39.99% 7 4 
40-49.99% 1 3 
50-59.99% 4 5 
60-69.99% 2 4 
70-79.99% 0 9 
80-89.99% 0 10 
90-99.99% 0 0 

100.00% 3 4 
    

Total 43 43 
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Because interpersonal and intrapersonal values represent opposing dimensions, 
that is, each user value represents either type of value, the distribution of in-
trapersonal values (table 14) is, of course, weighted the opposite of the previous 
comparison. Intrapersonal values are more emphasized in the participants’ val-
ue co-creative than co-destructive gaming experiences. The table below shows 
that the value co-creative experiences are emphasized above 60-69.99 percent 
range, whereas the value co-destructive gaming experiences are weighted be-
low 60-69.99 percent range. 

TABLE 14 Individual-level intrapersonal value distributions 

  
Co-creative 
experiences 

Co-destructive 
experiences 

0.00% 3 4 
0.01-9.99% 0 0 
10-19.99% 0 6 
20-29.99% 0 13 
30-39.99% 1 2 
40-49.99% 1 6 
50-59.99% 4 1 
60-69.99% 8 7 
70-79.99% 5 2 
80-89.99% 7 1 
90-99.99% 0 0 

100.00% 14 1 
    

Total 43 43 
 
 
In terms of terminal values (table 15), the accentuated values are spread over a 
reasonably wide area. For example, in the case of value co-creative gaming ex-
periences, the terminal values represent zero percent of all values for seven par-
ticipants, but on the other hand, represent a full 100 percent for eleven partici-
pants. In the case of value co-destructive experiences, the most significant high-
lighted percentage ranges are 40-49.99 percent and 50-59.99 percent. However, 
several different percentage ranges are highlighted as third most significant. 
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TABLE 15 Individual-level terminal value distributions 

  
Co-creative 
experiences 

Co-destructive 
experiences 

0.00% 7 4 
0.01-9.99% 0 0 
10-19.99% 0 3 
20-29.99% 2 3 
30-39.99% 1 2 
40-49.99% 2 8 
50-59.99% 8 10 
60-69.99% 7 4 
70-79.99% 3 4 
80-89.99% 2 4 
90-99.99% 0 0 

100.00% 11 1 
   

Total 43 43 
 
 
For instrumental values (table 16), the same but opposite distribution of 0 and 
100 percent significance as in the terminal values is present in the participants’ 
value co-creative experiences. Instrumental values represent zero percent of all 
values for eleven participants and a full 100 percent for seven participants. Oth-
erwise, for value co-creative experiences, the highlighted percentage ranges are 
30-39.99 percent and 50-59.99 percent. In the case of value co-destructive expe-
riences, the two most significant percentage ranges are located in the middle 
part of the distribution and the third most prominent percentage range is 20-
29.99 percent. However, for fourteen participants, instrumental values repre-
sent more than 60 percent of their values, to four of them up to 100 percent. 
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TABLE 16 Individual-level instrumental value distributions 

  
Co-creative 
experiences 

Co-destructive 
experiences 

0.00% 11 1 
0.01-9.99% 0 0 
10-19.99% 1 1 
20-29.99% 3 7 
30-39.99% 8 2 
40-49.99% 0 9 
50-59.99% 9 9 
60-69.99% 2 4 
70-79.99% 1 0 
80-89.99% 1 6 
90-99.99% 0 0 

100.00% 7 4 
    

Total 43 43 
   

 
The value category distributions (table 17) present the individual-level distribu-
tions in terms of social, moral, personal, and competency values. As in the gen-
eral value distributions, the distribution table shows that social and moral val-
ues are more emphasized in value co-destructive than co-creative gaming expe-
riences. For more than half of the participants, social and moral values were not 
part of the value co-creative experiences. For value co-destructive experiences, 
social values were not part of the experience of eleven participants, and moral 
values were not part of the experience of two participants.  

The personal values category is more emphasized in value co-creative 
than co-destructive experiences and in the category of competency values, the 
distribution is fairly even between the two experience categories. Thus, the 
findings of the individual-level distributions follow the general level distribu-
tions. Yet, they provide a more detailed picture of the significance of the value 
types and categories for the individual participants. 

While no other value category represents more than sixty percent of the 
participants gaming experiences, except for a few individual participants, the 
personal values category is an exception. Although most of the category’s high-
lighted values in the participants’ value co-creative experiences are found in the 
percentage range of 50-59.99 percent and below, for seventeen participants 
(40%), personal values connect to more than 60 percent of their co-creative gam-
ing experiences. For six participants, personal values make up a full 100 percent 
of their value co-creative gaming experiences. 

 



62 

TABLE 17 Individual-level value category distributions 
  Social Moral Personal Competency 
  

Co-creative 
experiences 

Co-destructive 
experiences 

Co-creative 
experiences 

Co-destructive 
experiences 

Co-creative 
experiences 

Co-destructive 
experiences 

Co-creative 
experiences 

Co-destructive 
experiences 

0.00% 27 11 26 2 8 14 15 12 
0.01-9.99% 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 4 
10-19.99% 5 5 3 6 1 12 4 10 
20-29.99% 5 4 5 12 3 7 5 8 
30-39.99% 4 5 2 6 7 3 10 4 
40-49.99% 1 8 1 7 1 0 2 1 
50-59.99% 0 6 3 7 6 3 4 1 
60-69.99% 0 2 1 1 5 1 0 2 
70-79.99% 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 1 
80-89.99% 0 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 
90-99.99% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

100 % 1 0 2 0 6 1 3 0 
         

Total 43 43 43 43 43 43 43 43 
                  

 
Finally, table 18 focuses on the fifteen defined key values and presents their oc-
currence in the individual participants’ gaming experiences. Each horizontal 
row represents one participant (1-43) and the columns contain the key values. 
The lower part of the table (A-C) indicates the number of participants in whose 
experience the value construct was present, based on whether the value con-
struct was present in the participant’s co-creative or co-destructive gaming ex-
periences, or both. Below these (D) is shown the total number of participants in 
whose experience the value structure was present. The last row (E) shows the 
total percentage of participants whose experience included the value construct. 

In the table, the individual cells where the value has been a part of the par-
ticipant’s experience once are highlighted with light green and light red. Cases 
in which a participant has described multiple service attributes or experiences 
that involve the value construct are highlighted with dark green and dark red. 
Cells in which the marking represents a case where the value construct is con-
nected to both value co-creative and co-destructive service experiences for the 
participant are highlighted with blue. The plus and minus signs indicate how 
many times the value construct has been present in the individual participant’s 
experiences. Plus means a positive occurrence and minus a negative occurrence. 

As an example, a total of nine experience chains, which were connected to 
the key values, have been defined for participant one. Five of them are positive 
and four of them negative. Of the co-creative experiences, four connect to the 
value construct of pleasure and one to a sense of belonging. Of the negative ex-
periences, one experience relates to value of security, one to social recognition, 
one to sociality and one to responsibility. In the case of participant three, eight 
chains have been defined. Six negative and two positives. Those represent three 
value constructs that are purely connected to co-destructive experiences (inner 
harmony, responsibility, independence), one that connects to co-creative (activi-
ty) and one (sociality) to both experience categories. 
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TABLE 18 Individual-level distribution of the value constructs 
 Intrapersonal Interpersonal Intrapersonal 
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1 ++++     + -  - -  -    

2       --  - +  -- -   

3     -     + / --  -  + -- 
4 + - +       + / --- -  + / - + / -  

5 +         --  ---    

6 ++   + / -   -   ++ - -  +  

7 +  +    --  - -      

8 ++  +  ---- +   -- + / -  --- +  - 
9 +    - -- - -- -      - 

10  +   -    -- ++  - ++ / -   

11 +   -  ++ --  -- --  - ++   

12 +  + / -     -  -- -- - + / -  - 
13 + + +   +   --  - - +   

14       - ----  + / - -  -  --- 
15          -  ---    

16 ++    -- -   --- + / --- - -- + / -   

17 ++     +      - +++  + / -- 
18 + + / -----        -  - +  - 
19  - +     - ----- + / -  -  + / - - 
20 ++ + / - +   +   -       

21 +    - +  - - --   +  - 
22      +  ---        

23            - + / -  -- 
24  +  + / -  +     --  + ++  

25 ++   +  +    -    - - 
26 +        --- + / ---  --  +  

27  + / -     - -  + /- --     

28 +          - - +  - 
29 +   +     --  - -  +  

30    + / -  + -   -    +  

31 + + + / -   + / --- - - --- ---  -- -   

32 + -  + --- +    +   +  + 
33 + +        --  - + / ----  - 
34 + / - + +      --- -  +    

35      -   - ++ / -  - - +  

36 + +     - - - + / --     + / - 
37  +   --  -  ---       

38 - - --           + / -  

39 -- + / -- + / --- + -- ++++  - - ++ -- -   - 
40 +++  +  -----  -  --   -    

41 +     +  -  -  - - +  

42  +   - - -    - --    

43 + / -  + + / -  + / -  -    --  +  
                

A 25 9 9 4 0 14 0 0 0 5 0 1 9 9 1 
B 2 4 1 1 11 3 14 12 21 14 12 27 5 1 13 
C 2 4 3 4 0 2 0 0 0 10 0 0 6 3 2 
D 29 17 13 9 11 19 14 12 21 29 12 28 20 13 16 
E 67 % 40 % 30 % 21 % 26 % 44 % 33 % 28 % 49 % 67 % 28 % 65 % 47 % 30 % 37 % 

 
A: The number of participants in whose co-creative experience the key value construct was present  
B: The number of participants in whose co-destructive experience the key value construct was present 
C: The number of participants in whose case the key value construct was connected to both co-creative and co-destructive value outcomes 
D: Total number of participants in whose experience the key value construct was present  
E: Total percentage of participants in whose experience the key value construct was present 
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From the table, we see that the study identified a total of seven interpersonal 
and eight intrapersonal types of key values for Pokémon GO. Furthermore, nine 
of the values represent a terminal type and six an instrumental type of value. 
Five values are included in the personal values category, four in the social val-
ues category, three in the moral values category, and three values in the compe-
tency values category. When interpreting the table, it is worthy to note that par-
ticipants have been specifically inquired about negative gaming experiences. 
Therefore, even though the number of negative entries in the table is signifi-
cantly higher (n=317) than the positive ones (n=152), this does not mean that 
negative experiences are more emphasized in the game. 

Of personal values, pleasure represents the most significant value. It is 
present in the experiences of 29 participants (67%). For 25 participants, the val-
ue construct is connected to value co-creative experiences, for two to value co-
destructive, and for two to both experience categories. As with pleasure, the 
values of a healthy life and an exciting life are more emphasized in the partici-
pants’ positive than negative experiences. On the other hand, a sense of accom-
plishment is both a positive and a divided value. Inner harmony is a purely a 
co-destroyed value.  

For social values, the only positively weighted value is a sense of belong-
ing. Other key values in the social values category, namely security, equality, 
and social recognition, are solely connected to the participants’ co-destructive 
experiences. Out of the values in social values category, social recognition is the 
single most significant value construct. It occurred in approximately half (49%) 
of the participants’ experiences. 

Concerning the moral values category, the division of the value construct 
of sociality between the co-creative and co-destructive gaming experiences, al-
ready highlighted in the general distributions of values, is visible. However, 
what the individual-level view brings more is that it adds to the understanding 
of it not merely being so that the value is co-destroyed for one user and co-
created for another but through different experiences the same value may be 
both co-destroyed and co-created for the same individual user. In terms of soci-
ality, this has been the case for ten participants in this study. The other two key 
values in the moral values category, justice and responsibility, are solely con-
nected to the players’ co-destructive gaming experiences. Sociality (67%) and 
responsibility (65%) are the most important values in this category. 

Of the competency values, ambition, in particular, is relatively evenly 
connected to co-creative, co-destructive, and both types of experiences for the 
participants. However, the co-creative experiences are somewhat emphasized. 
Ambition is the second most divided experience for the individual users with 
six participants in whose case the value construct was connected to both co-
creative and co-destructive value outcomes. It is also the most significant value 
(47%) in the competency values category. From the other values in the category, 
activity, represents a co-created value, and independence is mostly connected to 
the players’ co-destructive gaming experiences. 
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4.3 A Detailed Overview of the Key User Values in Pokémon GO 

This subsection provides a more detailed overview of the fifteen user values 
highlighted in the use of Pokémon GO. The values are presented in the order 
shown in figure 5, from the most positive to the most negative. The formula for 
calculating the weight of positivity and negativity was specified in subsection 
4.1.3. A value meter is presented at the beginning of each value description 
(figures 6-20) so that the significance level of the value construct in the players’ 
co-creative and co-destructive gaming experiences can be easily retained.  

Quotations from the in-depth laddering interviews are utilized in the de-
scriptions to support the presented interpretations. The quotations have been 
translated from Finnish into English. Efforts have been made to perform the 
translations as accurate as possible to preserve the original meaning of the par-
ticipants’ experiences. The quotations are referred to by participant number and 
are not combined with the participants’ background information to ensure the 
anonymity of the participants. 

Prior to the descriptions, table 19 provides a summary of the key value 
constructs, their classification, descriptions, and the most significant co-created 
and co-destroyed values and goals for the users within each construct. 
Rokeach’s (1973) value descriptions, together with a recognized online diction-
ary Dictionary.com (2020), have been utilized to establish the descriptions. The 
co-created and co-destroyed values and goals represent the value codes defined 
in the first phase of the analysis, which were then classified under the value 
constructs. The numbers in brackets represent the number of times each value 
and goal occurred in the data. 
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TABLE 19 Summary of the key user values in Pokémon GO 

Value construct Classification Description Key co-created values and 
goals within the construct 

Key co-destroyed values 
and goals within the 

construct 

Pleasure 
Intrapersonal 
Terminal 
Personal 

The state of feeling 
pleased; fun, enjoyment. 

Entertainment (17) 
Pleasure (5) 
Relaxation (5) 

Fun / enjoyment suffers (5) 

A Sense of  
Belonging 

Interpersonal 
Terminal 
Social 

The state of feeling or 
being an essential 
or important part of some-
thing. 

A sense of togetherness 
(10) 
A sense of nostalgia (5) 

Lack of community (4) 
A sense of being left on the 
outside (3) 

Ambition 
Intrapersonal 
Instrumental 
Competency 

Desire for success or 
achievement; being hard-
working, aspiring. 

Goal orientation (12) 
Competing with others and 
oneself (6) 

Inability to achieve person-
al goals (4) 
Success in competition gets 
disrupted (4) 

Activity  
Intrapersonal 
Instrumental 
Competency 

The state of being active. Physical activity (11) Maintaining physical 
activity suffers (4) 

An Exciting Life 
Intrapersonal 
Terminal 
Personal 

A stimulating life; interest-
ing, inspiring. 

Novelties and excitement 
of the game (9) 

Decrease in motivation (3) 
Running out of goals (2) 

A Healthy Life 
Intrapersonal 
Terminal 
Personal 

Enjoying good health; 
physical (and mental) well-
being. 

Health / well-being (13) 
Maintaining health / well-
being suffers (7) 
Harm to health (5) 

A Sense of  
Accomplishment 

Intrapersonal 
Terminal 
Personal 

The fulfillment of one’s 
desires and goals; 
achievement. 

Achieving something in 
the game (6) 

Inability to achieve person-
al goals (2) 
A sense of failure (2) 

Sociality 
Interpersonal 
Instrumental 
Moral 

The action of individuals 
associating together; being 
social. 

Spending time together 
with others (e.g. family and 
friends) (8) 
Sociality (6) 
Sharing experiences with 
others (5) 

Being present / social 
relationships suffer (13) 
Time with family suffers 
(12) 
Lack of sociality in the 
game (11) 

Independence 
Intrapersonal 
Instrumental 
Competency 

The state of being inde-
pendent; freedom from the 
control, influence, or sup-
port of others; self-reliance, 
self-sufficiency. 

Succeeding with one’s own 
work (2) 

Inability to play as / when 
one wants (12) 
Costs from playing (5) 

Justice 
Interpersonal 
Instrumental 
Moral 

The quality of being just; 
righteousness, equitable-
ness, moral rightness. 

N/A 

A sense of injustice (8) 
Effort in the game gets 
wasted (dishonest players) 
(6) 

Security 
Interpersonal 
Terminal 
Social 

Freedom from danger, risk, 
care, anxiety; safety. N/A Security / a sense of securi-

ty suffers (15) 

Equality 
Interpersonal 
Terminal 
 Social 

The state of being equal; 
brotherhood, equal oppor-
tunity for all. 

N/A  Inequality (18) 

Inner Harmony 
Intrapersonal 
Terminal 
Personal 

Freedom from inner con-
flict; balance, clear identity. N/A Identity suffers (14) 

Stress from playing (3) 

Responsibility 
Interpersonal 
Instrumental 
Moral 

The state of be-
ing responsible and 
accountable for something 
within one’s control; relia-
bility, dependability. 

Accessibility of the service 
provider (1) 

Value contradictions 
(pleasure of playing vs 
values related on being 
responsible) (9) 
Effort in the game gets 
wasted (game not working) 
(8) 
Disappointment in the 
game (5) 

Social  
Recognition 

Interpersonal 
Terminal 
Social 

The state of being recog-
nized by others; ac-
ceptance, respect, admira-
tion. 

N/A  

Lack of acceptance from 
others (15) 
Personal image suffers (12) 
Lack of appreciation from 
others (7) 
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4.3.1 Pleasure 

 
 

FIGURE 6 Value meter – Pleasure 

Given all the value constructs, pleasure emerged in this study as the most sig-
nificant value that drives the players to use Pokémon GO. For this study, pleas-
ure is defined as the state of feeling pleased. It represents an intrapersonal, ter-
minal value and includes feelings such as enjoyment, relaxation, fun, and natu-
rally, pleasure. The construct also includes players’ experiences of Pokémon GO 
as a pastime entertainment. Within the construct of pleasure, the values and 
goals most prominently associated with the participants’ value co-creative ex-
periences were entertainment (17), pleasure (5), and relaxation (5). In the inter-
views, participants described, for example, that playing has become a habit or a 
hobby for them. For many, playing Pokémon GO is a central part of everyday 
life: 

...it has become a part of everyday life so that in the morning when you drink your 
morning coffee you open the game and spin the day’s first PokéStop and catch that 
first Pokémon... (Participant 29) 

...I play it for my own pleasure...so during the day, even at home, I go from zero to 
six times inside the game...I just browse for what is there, just out of interest...I play it 
for my own, own fun and enjoyment, like just for the sake of killing time. (Participant 
34) 

Of course, this is already evident from the background information of the study, 
as 81 percent of the participants reported playing the game daily. According to 
the analysis, the players use Pokémon GO often while traveling from one place 
to another and while on the move. Then, the game acts as entertainment during 
the transition: 

Sometimes one wonders, why one plays this every day, but maybe it has just become 
a habit...it takes as much time as you are willing to give it time, so it is not in any way 
compulsory, but then when you sit on a bus on your way to somewhere, for example, 
the sports hall or somewhere else, what else would you do...it is something to do on 
a day trip and a walk, maybe it is made just for that, at least for me. (Participant 12) 

Yes, well, I have a lot of other things, or I am busy every day, so my playing is mostly 
so that when I move from place A to place B, then I collect the kilometers and catch 
those Pokémon that come along the way, so rarely I find time in a day to just go out 
to play, it is a bit like that kind of entertainment while on the move, but I still walk a 
lot during a day, so it is reasonably active [the playing] so that every day I launch the 
application. (Participant 17) 
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...one puts a surprising amount of time into it, it’s like, you have to turn it on when 
you go out and then often when you move from one place to another, you follow 
what is happening in the game, and even at home you turn it on to go through what 
you have collected on the way...it has become a habit and a hobby. (Participant 20) 

...it is more like my own thing so that if I go jogging or cycling from one place to an-
other, then I play more...it truly provides me with so many fun moments, some extra 
enjoyment to life so yes it could be considered as serious entertainment. (Participant 
40) 

In addition to the entertainment value of the game, the participants’ experience 
descriptions also included the values of pleasure and relaxation. The first value 
is the same as the final value construct under which other pleasure related val-
ues were classified in the second coding phase. In terms of pleasure value, par-
ticipants mentioned the enjoyment of playing the game and the pleasure of 
achieving something in the game. As described by participant 36, “it provides 
something like a, a little pleasure experience when you get that seven-day strike 
full”. Relaxation value was associated with being active and being outdoors as 
well as playing the game providing a great counterweight to work: 

...but I play so much more for my own pleasure...I play it [the game] like to relax or 
like as counterbalance to work and you get to see you closest friends at the same time 
so that is then my reason for playing and I do a lot of commuting so then it is easy to 
think of something other than work and then play and accumulate kilometers at the 
same time. (Participant 6) 

...for me, it is a nice hobby, I have a stressful job that requires concentration and 
thinking and takes a lot of time and energy so I think it is so great that after a chal-
lenging and hard day of work when you close those office doors you can simply play 
Pokémon GO and become fully absorbed in that world, and in a way it is such great 
way to recover from work... (Participant 16) 

...it is really wonderful if you have time to go jogging and then you can walk there, 
you can listen to music and at the same time catch those Pokémon, it is so relaxing 
and pleasant. (Participant 40) 

In the case of value co-destructive experiences, only a total of five value codes 
were encoded under the pleasure value construct. As the value meter shows, its 
overall significance in the players’ co-destructive gaming experiences is only 
two percentages, meaning that pleasure is not considered a significant value in 
that experience category. The few experiences of unfulfilled pleasure value 
were connected to the participants’ experiences that the fun or enjoyment of the 
game had suffered (5). The single reasons for this were related to the game not 
working, misbehaving players, fading initial interest, and the perceived sim-
plicity of the game affecting the experience of fun and enjoyment. However, 
these are only individual observations, and thus, no broader conclusions can be 
drawn from them.  
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4.3.2 A Sense of Belonging 

 
 

FIGURE 7 Value meter – A Sense of Belonging 

A sense of belonging was introduced in this study as one of the six new value 
constructs. By its type, it represents an interpersonal and terminal value, name-
ly a social value. For this study, a sense of belonging is defined as the state of 
feeling or being an essential or important part of something. Under this con-
struct, the most significant values and goals associated with the participants’ co-
creative gaming experiences were a sense of togetherness (10) and a sense of 
nostalgia (5). 

In the interviews, many participants mentioned that they were enthusias-
tic about playing with other people. The participants emphasized playing to-
gether with others as an essential part of the experience. For participants whose 
experiences were connected to the value construct of a sense of belonging, it 
was the social aspect of the game and the resulting sense of togetherness or 
community that drives them to use Pokémon GO:  

...it is like a social community...if I see someone playing Pokémon, then I think about 
it, it is always such a nice thing to me. Somehow, like it is nice that for example the 
kids are still playing or some kind of feeling like that. Like that we are doing just like 
some hobby community is or like, as like ‘oh you play football as well’, so you don’t 
even necessarily have to talk about it when you know that like that person, that per-
son likes a little bit about the same thing as me, so it becomes a bit of a kind of, a kind 
of, unifying experience. (Participant 13) 

...it really has a social aspect to it, like usually in online games, there is, you just like, 
they are only accounts, comments, chat and there may be some video screen where 
you can see other players playing with headphones on but it is not the 
same...[Pokémon GO enables] experiencing a social, social connection with other 
players. The feeling of doing things together, that I get out and feel that I am in con-
nection with others, that is, that is the key thing. (Participant 24) 

...the fact that you sit outside with like-minded people or even not like-minded peo-
ple, but you have something in common, which is kind of the game you play and 
that kind of communal and good feeling. (Participant 39) 

Pokémon GO has also increased a sense of togetherness within families by of-
fering something to do together and providing a common interest: 

And it was fun when all of our or our big boys were playing and we also played with 
my spouse, so it was really nice to go out to play on a Sunday and like actually play 
it together...it was really fun when it was like adults and kids playing the same 
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game...maybe for the first time we had a subject of interest that was common to all... 
(Participant 1) 

...I get to have more contact with the kids, or with my son...now that we are on these 
trips, when it can be for many hours...so there we end up talking about everything. I 
think we are much better off now and more open, or he is much more open and tells 
me more things than before starting to play this game. (Participant 11) 

...with my little sisters it was a thing that brought us closer together, being able to 
send a message for example and my little sisters sent me pictures of the Pokémon 
they had drawn and I had to rate them and everything, so it brought so much good 
between us...it [the game] was the kind of thing we also talked about, and quite a lot 
even and what they were excited about... (Participant 39) 

All the examples above represent experiences where playing together with oth-
ers is connected to end-states, such as a sense of togetherness, unity, or com-
munity, that is, feeling or being a part of something. In this study, these experi-
ences were classified under the value construct of a sense of belonging. Howev-
er, if the act of playing together, sharing experiences, and the sociality of the 
game itself represented the described positive value, without a connection to a 
specific end-state, the experience was classified as sociality (instrumental value). 
This value construct is presented later, in subsection 4.3.8.  

The nostalgia experiences the participants mentioned during the inter-
views were also classified under the value construct of a sense of belonging. 
The nostalgia experience is seen as related to and supporting the players’ sense 
of belonging with the game and with other players sharing the same experience. 
However, as only a total of five of nostalgia mentions appeared in the data, the 
nostalgia experience in itself cannot be considered a significant driver for using 
Pokémon GO. The few found nostalgia experiences were related to the partici-
pants’ childhood memories, such as playing with the Game Boy gaming console 
or with Pokémon cards, as illustrated in the following examples: 

...like my age group who were in contact with Game Boys Pokémon games and these 
originally, to us it is a sense of nostalgia. (Participant 22) 

...the game especially had so much to do with childhood experiences, somehow it 
was a small return to childhood. A bit of the same joy when playing with Pokémon 
cards and watching Pokémon on TV and playing Pokémon on Game Boy...it was like, 
like an instant return to those big childhood things, so yes it can be said to be, maybe 
the most important gaming experience in recent history, this Pokémon GO... (Partici-
pant 25) 

...because in my childhood everyone were such Pokémon people so of course there is 
that nostalgia... (Participant 39) 

It has always been that nostalgia from playing as a kid and wanting to catch those 
Pokémon... (Participant 43) 

As with the value construct of pleasure, a sense of belonging was not signifi-
cantly emphasized in the participants’ value co-destructive gaming experiences. 
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The few negative experiences were connected to a perceived lack of community 
(4) and to a sense of being left on the outside (3). Lack of community was relat-
ed, for example, to the participants’ experiences of absence of knowledge shar-
ing among the players, unclear rules, reduced team spirit, or not meeting new 
people as expected. The feeling of being left outside stemmed from the experi-
ences that the game focuses where most people are (location), which creates a 
sense of exclusion. One participant also mentioned in-game problems and their 
impact on the opportunities to participate in gaming. This had led to the partic-
ipant feeling left on the outside. 

4.3.3  Ambition 

 
 

FIGURE 8 Value meter – Ambition 

Ambition represents an intrapersonal, instrumental value. It belongs to the 
competency values category. Ambition is defined in this study as a desire for 
success or achievement. Within the construct, the emphasized values and goals 
in the players’ co-creative experiences were goal orientation (12) and competing 
with others and oneself (6). The values highlighted in the value co-destructive 
experiences were the inability to achieve personal goals (4) and success in com-
petition getting disrupted (4). Again, for this value construct, the role of the par-
ticipants’ co-destructive gaming experiences was less than five percent, i.e., not 
significant.  

As presented in the individual-level distributions of the value constructs 
(table 18), ambition was a value construct with the second-highest number of 
users, in whose both value co-creative and co-destructive gaming experiences 
the value has been present. As the examples in this subsection further describe, 
the same players whose playing, for example, is driven by collecting all the 
Pokémon and competing with others or oneself, have experienced value co-
destruction due to the game failing to work. 

Participants in whose experiences ambition represents a positive and driv-
ing value are motivated to play, for example, to progress in the game or to 
complete an unfinished project. Then, the goals and challenges in the game are 
considered motivating. The participants mentioned, for example, that their goal 
is to collect all the Pokémon: 

...yes, at least my aim is to collect all [the Pokémon] and I have or we both have con-
tributed to the collecting frenzy in that we collect all the male and female ver-
sions...the goal is to collect them all. (Participant 10) 
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...but to some extent it is nice that it is not ready, your game in terms of collecting 
[the Pokémon]...after playing it for a year you don’t want to quit when it’s an unfin-
ished project until you have them all. (Participant 12) 

...one gets motivated by the fact that, well, I have to find two more Pokémon so I can 
evolve it and then as it is like that you have something you are looking for in it. (Par-
ticipant 13) 

...what keeps me going, is wanting to, wanting to try to catch those more rare 
ones...yes it’s like the reason to keep going, that whenever there is something new, 
that you are a part of it, that you have all those new [Pokémon] coming from there. 
(Participant 28) 

As mentioned, the value construct of ambition also includes the value and goal 
of competing with others and oneself. This value was reflected in the players’ 
experiences, for example, as follows: 

In a way, that too is one element that, like in the side of the collecting enthusiasm, 
may have made me continue playing, when you just can’t let another [player] get 
ahead. So, it is a bit of a running race, you must keep going all the time. (Participant 
17) 

I want to make those Pokémon better, I want to power up them... I want to do better 
in those Gym battles...it is also about wanting, wanting to get my own Pokémon to 
the Gym, so that kind of competitive spirit... (Participant 18) 

...we had that kind of same age group of people with whom we kept in contact with 
and maybe three of them were playing so yeah definitely it’s like a competitive spir-
it...like ”aa you’re on that level you’re on that level”... (Participant 32) 

No or mainly my goal is to collect everything that you can get in Finland and all the 
different Pokémon...probably for the same reason as why some people collect some 
ornaments or tableware, that they must get the whole set sort of...well mostly I’m 
competing against myself...I think it’s a good thing that there is always something to 
achieve in the game. (Participant 33) 

The main values that emerged from the participants’ co-destructive gaming ex-
periences were the inability to achieve personal goals (4) and success in compe-
tition getting disrupted (4). The reasons specified for these experiences were, 
among other things, environmental factors (winter weather in Finland) hinder-
ing the use of the game and thus making playing the game more difficult, phys-
ical resources (mobile phone) wearing down, and other players’ violating the 
rules which interfered with making progress in the game and succeeding in the 
competition. One of the negative experiences described was also the game not 
working, which on the other hand was perceived to negatively affect the 
achievement of personal goals and on the other hand to negatively affect suc-
ceeding in the competition, as players 10 and 33 describe their experiences:  

[Getting thrown out of the game]...it is still happening. It is extremely annoying. 
Now it’s no longer such a big problem as before as the game loads back there very 
fast, before it always took much longer but now especially in these Raid Battles when 
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you get thrown out of them in the middle of everything it is...at that moment it an-
noys...kind of you get - you will probably get one or two Poké Balls less...of course it 
affects [the success]... (Participant 10) 

...the GPS doesn’t always work, as an example in a train, it doesn’t locate where it is 
and then the character might jump all over on the map and then get stuck for a few 
minutes, it just won’t find it [the signal]...it is frustrating...as the train stations are 
PokéStops so then you miss those stops...sometimes you get them, sometimes you 
don’t...I don’t know exactly why it is, but it’s pretty unstable at high speeds the 
GPS...it leads to the constant lack of Poké Balls, so that they run out easily...it would 
be good to collect them on a regular basis, as they might suddenly end...[then] you 
can’t catch the Pokémon, meaning that progress in the game slows down...that’s the 
competitive spirit then, if you have a much lower level or lack some Pokémon com-
pared to a friend, that is a little annoying...it’s the competitive spirit, that you want, 
you would like to be able to do almost the same. (Participant 33) 

4.3.4 Activity 

 
 

FIGURE 9 Value meter – Activity 

Activity is another proposed addition to the original value typology of Tuuna-
nen and Kuo (2015) utilized in this study. Activity is classified into the compe-
tency values category, thus representing the types of intrapersonal and instru-
mental value. It is defined as the state of being active. In this study, the salient 
values and goals classified under the construct were mainly related to physical 
activity. In the participants’ co-creative experiences, Pokémon GO was found to 
support physical activity (11), while in the case of value co-destructive experi-
ences, four occurrences of “maintaining physical activity suffers” were discov-
ered.  

The individual reasons for the co-destructive gaming experiences were 
that playing alone was considered as dull and that the game had failed to work, 
which had caused the participant’s goal of maintaining physical activity to suf-
fer. Also, one of the experiences described was that Pokémon GO did not en-
courage enough activity. However, it should again be noted that these are iso-
lated experiences and that, in a negative sense, activity did not emerge as a sig-
nificant value in this study. Instead, activity, like other values presented so far, 
is determined as a positively weighted value in the use of Pokémon GO. 

As mentioned earlier, the players’ positive experiences within activity 
value construct were mainly related to the increase in physical activity and that 
Pokémon GO was perceived to support such activity. The value of activity in 
this study is, in part, related to the value construct of a healthy life that repre-
sents a terminal type of value. However, if the participants did not mention ex-
perienced or pursued health benefits or other end-states in their experiences, 
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but rather emphasized the state of being active itself, the experience was classi-
fied under the activity value construct. As with pleasure value, many described 
playing Pokémon GO as a hobby for them, but in this case, one that involves 
increased activity such as longer walks and exercise. The increase in activity 
was also accompanied by an increase in spending time outdoors. Below are de-
scribed a few examples of the participants’ activity-related experiences: 

...now I exercise more in general...a little longer walk or longer commute from work 
to home, more exercise in the outdoors in general...mm maybe the lower threshold 
for going for walks in general is a positive thing... (Participant 4) 

And for me the aspect of exercise is important here and then getting out with the de-
vice...it involves this outdoor activity and having to get away, getting away from that 
computer... (Participant 24) 

...it acts as a motivator to go out and walk and you don’t even notice how you have 
walked actually. (Participant 30) 

It is a good hobby as you go around the lake then with the spouse and then some-
times we go with our bikes and then always stop somewhere in the Gym or catch 
some Pokémon or something and then continue riding the bikes and get some exer-
cise at the same time and so on. (Participant 35) 

...I do consider this game as a positive thing for me that as I don’t have such sports 
hobbies at the moment...So like, I wouldn’t go out there in the autumn to cycle for no 
reason, but then the game helps me to get going. (Participant 38) 

...Pokémon GO it involves exercise, so it is always more positive than just sitting in 
your room and tapping. (Participant 41) 

...it is such a sporty hobby, also something that you can easily do with your kids...I 
do exercise more because of Pokémon GO because it comes from that with another 
half mile, then the egg hatches. (Participant 43) 

4.3.5 An Exciting Life 

 
 

FIGURE 10 Value meter – An Exciting Life 

An exciting life represents an intrapersonal and terminal value type, i.e., a per-
sonal value. The value construct is described as a stimulating life, including ex-
periences that the players find exciting, interesting, and inspiring. In this study, 
the participants’ co-creative experiences emphasized the novelties and excite-
ment of the game (9). Co-destructive experiences included negative values and 
goals of a decrease in motivation (3) and running out of goals (2). The decrease 
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in motivation was connected to the participants’ experiences of the game not 
working properly or the game evolving slowly, causing the gaming and its ex-
citement to suffer. Running out of goals was present in experiences where the 
excitement had suffered when the player had achieved all the desired goals in 
the game. However, these observations were once again isolated and, thus, non-
significant considering the wholeness. 

The participants’ co-creative experiences classified under the value con-
struct of an exciting life underlined the evolvement and exciting new contents 
of the game providing stimulation and thus, increasing the players’ interest to-
wards playing the game. For participants whose co-creative gaming experiences 
include the value construct of an exciting life, the novelties of the game provide 
more enthusiasm towards the game. The amount of gaming seems to increase 
accordingly: 

...and then you notice that the playing changes seasonally, sometimes you feel that as 
the game evolves and new features come on then every once in a while, you may get 
more excited and spend a lot more time [playing]... (Participant 4) 

...you wait for something bigger to come and then you can play a little more. You are 
ready to continue then. So, you don’t stop or remove the game from your phone, it is 
nice when you hear that there will be Generation 3 for example in the fall so there is 
again something to play with and collect. (Participant 12) 

...now again as more Pokémon came in, that second generation came, it went up a lit-
tle [gaming enthusiasm], so it is this kind of a loop, that at times it goes down and 
then up again when something new comes along. (Participant 19) 

I have actually thought a few times that I would no longer play this but then when 
these have been renewed and there have come these new interesting aspects, I have 
come back to it [playing]... (Participant 43) 

4.3.6 A Healthy Life 

 
 

FIGURE 11 Value meter – A Healthy Life 

A healthy life is again one of the six new value constructs proposed in this 
study. It is defined as enjoying good health and represents an intrapersonal, 
terminal value type. In this study, the value construct of a healthy life mainly 
included experiences of Pokémon GO supporting the players’ physical health, 
but the construct also includes other mentions of improved well-being such as 
better coping with everyday life or better quality of sleep.  

The participants’ co-creative experiences of healthy life were largely asso-
ciated with increased activity. As already stated in the presentation of the activ-
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ity value construct, the two value constructs are thus clearly connected. Both 
values are concerned with self, i.e., represent an intrapersonal type of value, but 
the difference is that activity represents an instrumental value and is related to 
the gaming activity itself, and a healthy life signifies a desired or achieved end-
state.  

In this study, all thirteen value co-creative experiences classified under a 
healthy life value construct were coded under the heading health/well-being in 
the first coding phase. The game has been perceived to improve or support 
health, for example, by the following examples: 

...in my opinion, this has been good for health so walking in great amounts, twenty-
thirty kilometers a day...after all it is, it keeps people in good shape...we have spent 
time outdoors but never walked like this and yes I do think it is only a good 
thing...for most people’s health, it does good to be outdoors. (Participant 10) 

...it is my exercise hobby...I like to walk and run anyway, but then somehow I know 
that if I play Pokémon at the same time, I’m probably going to make a much longer 
run...it is like my first motivation to play this game is always to know that then, in a 
way, I don’t feel like giving up, the feeling that I can’t continue walking or running...I 
do run sometimes without playing Pokémon, but many times I go with it...I like to 
walk, as long as I get going, but it is the getting started part that is the problem for 
me, probably for many others as well it’s hard to start moving even though the mov-
ing itself is nice...so somehow, the motivation that Pokémon GO brings shows in that 
it makes me go out there for a run sometimes...it’s that, when you go jogging then 
you sleep much better and cope much better in your everyday life... (Participant 13) 

...originally, I started playing this game for exercise reasons, kind of a pedometer, but 
a more modern- nicer version of it...and then a shift, that you don’t just sit around 
somewhere and play, what it has usually been...if you have walked a lot then that’s 
beneficial for your health. (Participant 33) 

The participants’ value co-destructive gaming experiences with the game were 
related to the experience of maintaining health and well-being suffering (7) and 
the game causing harm to health (5). However, in overall terms, this value was 
also below the 5 percent threshold when considering the players value co-
destructive experiences with the game. The participants’ experiences of main-
taining health and well-being suffering were connected, for example, to the ex-
periences of the gaming reducing other physical activity, the game not working 
properly, the game focusing on where most people are (location) and to the sur-
rounding conditions (too cold to play). These were connected to the experience 
that the game did not support maintaining health at the desired level. From the 
perspective of the game causing harm to health, the participants reported a lack 
of sleep caused by gaming and different game-related physical discomfort or 
concerns (including e.g., eye health and joint pain). For example, participant 18 
experiences represented multiple of these reasons: 

...I have particularly been thinking about that neck position. I’ve had shoulder pain 
anyway, but yes I think that [gaming] harmfully adds to my screen time, it’s like time 
like that, yes, it clearly increases my screen time...I’ve sometimes noticed that if really 
have played a lot I’m more physically stressed in the evening...or gaming might have 
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come into my dreams...and then it has been difficult to fall asleep...and for example 
what I have been thinking about is my eye health, when I look at my smartphone so 
much...whether it affects eye health. (Participant 18) 

4.3.7 A Sense of Accomplishment 

 
 

FIGURE 12 Value meter – A Sense of Accomplishment 

A sense of accomplishment is defined for this study as the fulfillment of one’s 
desires and goals, i.e., achievement. The value construct belongs to the personal 
values category and thus represents intrapersonal and terminal value types. It is 
the least significant of the positive-weighted values, representing 5 percent of 
the participants’ co-creative gaming experiences. Of the co-destructive experi-
ences, the value construct represents only two percent.  

The single highlighted value and goal in the players’ co-creative gaming 
experiences was achieving something in the game (6). In the co-destructive side, 
there were two individual mentions of the inability to achieve personal goals 
and a sense of failure within the game. The inability to achieve personal goals 
was connected to the experiences of the game focusing on the areas where there 
are many players and, on the other hand, the game failing to work. So, to rea-
sons related to the game. A sense of failure was connected to the participant 
failing to achieve something desired due to their own actions. In the context of 
value co-creative gaming experiences, the participants described their experi-
ences, for example, as follows: 

Mm yes, those [achievements] bring joy and if they weren’t there one wouldn’t con-
tinue to play, in that sense they are important...If you get some rare Pokémon then 
yes it will bring such joy that I have that too and then you are a step closer to having 
them all. (Participant 6) 

...the playing is based on being able to take on challenges, to take on challenges that 
suit you, when it suits you best, and then you experience positive experiences when 
you succeed in them. (Participant 24) 

I felt that in that original situation I had, it was like just in the right proportion, or in 
the right ratio the reward I got for the amount of gaming it took...of course those 
games always get more challenging the further you get, so I felt that I managed to 
reach the level that I’m happy with. In a way, I got myself happy about that perfor-
mance...like I felt that I played the game through for me...even though I didn’t really 
play, not even close, but in relation to my personal goal...because of that, and then 
going back to what makes me play sometimes, is to experience those, those feelings 
of achieving something, because it is fun mentally. (Participant 25) 
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After all, when games have tasks, missions, they give a sense of purpose to human 
life and one that is easy to find, to get the reward you can’t get in the real world. 
Many games, in that way, are psychologically designed to give that reward at certain 
intervals. So that they are then played. (Participant 29) 

4.3.8 Sociality 

 
 

FIGURE 13 Value meter – Sociality 

Sociality represents the value construct that was clearly emphasized in both the 
participants’ value co-creative and co-destructive gaming experiences. Sociality 
is also one of the new value constructs proposed in the study. It is classified 
based on the classification dictionary of Tuunanen and Kuo (2015) as an inter-
personal and instrumental value as it relates to participants’ collective experi-
ences and interactions with other people. According to the findings with both 
other users and non-users. The players’ co-creative experiences highlighted the 
positive values and goals of spending time together with others (8), the game 
supporting sociality (6), and sharing experiences with others (5). The co-
destructive experiences highlighted the undesired values and goals of being 
present or social relationships suffers (13), time with family suffers (12), and 
experienced lack of sociality in the game (11).  

It should be reminded that although the number of co-destroyed values is 
higher than the co-created ones, the total number of co-creative experiences 
(n=152) was about a half less than the co-destructive experiences (n=317). 
Therefore, the significance of the co-created (13%) and co-destroyed (12%) value 
outcomes is almost the same in the players’ experiences. In their co-creative ex-
periences, the participants’ emphasized spending time together with others, 
especially friends and family, as follows: 

...then you see your closest friends at the same time, so it is my personal reason to 
play... (Participant 6) 

...after all, we have nothing but time and desire to be together. And this [the game] is 
a really good way to spend that time together. (Participant 10) 

...we had that kind of relationships leisure-time, that kind of time together then, that 
we went almost every day [to play], almost every day we went together over there, 
and then we could talk things through while playing. (Participant 35) 

...I got something to do with my friends through it and especially in the beginning it 
was like let’s go, let’s go and catch [the Pokémon]...when it comes down to ‘hey what 
we could do or where we could go’ it [the game] stayed as it, it is just like a suitable 
game in relation to it being easy to talk while you do it. (Participant 36) 
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The social significance of the game was further described as follows: 

...I think it’s great like making new friends through it, so we are going again today, 
we have a group of four people and then we always go, we always have a certain 
plan like that today is that place x we go in there and turn it then into our color...I 
like the social aspect of what’s inside our team... (Participant 2) 

...we have a really close and great group that we play with and then you can, you can 
like talk and socialize...but we have that kind of close group of us in that Pokémon 
that if it weren’t for that I probably would have quit playing a long time ago or at 
least drastically reduced it...because of it [the group] I still have enough excitement 
and interest. (Participant 4) 

...someone plays something like at home like these kind of computer games, so I 
don’t want to do something like that, so this is nice because people go out and are in 
contact with other people... (Participant 16) 

...so we have this kind of community where we meet with people live...Pokémon GO 
was not like that in the first place, it’s kind of become so much more social now...it’s 
just that kind of a blog or article, but it just tells how fast the players were network-
ing and starting to be social, helped others. Yeah, that’s what happens in this game 
quite clearly...yeah and we do talk with people or like talk to other players. How 
much this and that has been done. Now especially after these Raid Battles came 
about so now there has started to be more conversation with people than before. 
(Participant 35) 

The participants sociality related experiences also highlighted the positive value 
and goal of sharing experiences with others: 

...it was nice to go around as a group, like if someone spotted something then every-
one knew, we ran together so fast when somebody found a Pokémon...it’s not so nice 
to walk alone, it’s nicer to have at least somebody else to go out with...I like even 
when I go out jogging that it’s nice to go out with somebody else to chat with and not 
just headphones on and just watching the phone, it’s nice to talk to somebody at the 
same time, and to see what [Pokémon] the other one has... (Participant 19) 

And then, of course, it promotes networking, for example, I think at least, well I have 
people around already, but it’s not bad that I basically have game network here, I 
know around four to five people right now I’m like, ”Hi!” said hi to them even 
though they aren’t that - they aren’t friends anyway, they are good day acquaintanc-
es mostly...But it’s still nice to talk to them, to exchange experiences and then just 
tell...like you can share those experiences then, for example, introduce those Poké-
mon, too.  (Participant 27) 

...of course it’s always nice to compare with a friend, for example, what stage you are 
at...and then of course if you’ve gone somewhere in a park and you see some chil-
dren and you are like ”hey, what team are you at” but Pokémon is good ice breaker 
for that discussion. (Participant 39) 

While the participants described Pokémon GO as supporting sociality within 
the game and as a positive way to spend time together and share experiences 
with others, there was also an apparent downside to the value construct of soci-
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ality. The participants described in their value co-destructive experiences that 
playing Pokémon GO has caused being present or social relationships to suffer 
(13), some more specifically that time spent with family has suffered (12), and 
some had experienced a lack of sociality in the game (11).  

The participants’ have experienced being present and social relationships 
to suffer because they, for example, have chosen to play over other priorities 
such as other hobbies or important social relationships. Some participants have 
found it difficult to choose between gaming and maintaining social relation-
ships outside the game. Some also mentioned that they felt negative about play-
ing with non-playing friends or spouse present, but still sometimes could not 
resist playing. Focusing on the game takes away from being present in the mo-
ment. This has resulted, for example, in a bad conscience or inconvenient social 
situations for the participants and thus led to a co-destructive experience: 

...I know that it will upset some people, if you don’t focus entirely on them, so it’s 
about whether you take, take that phone, then of course you don’t want to offend 
them so then I don’t take it so...so a little annoyance that oh yeah and I know I could 
concentrate, and talk at the same time and catch [Pokémon] but I don’t want to...I 
don’t want to, to hurt my friends by giving them the feeling of not focusing on them. 
But yeah, maybe the frustration of actually being able to do it...so a little frustrated 
not being able to play at the same time...but no one has said for example that ”put 
away the phone” or, “wow that is annoying”, I haven’t gotten feedback like that... 
(Participant 18) 

Well if you go for a walk with a friend who doesn’t play then you don’t even bother 
playing right...someone may find it offensive...not focusing on what they 
say...Difficult to concentrate...have to share attention...but if you have an appoint-
ment and then find out there is a good Pokémon near then you have to say ”wait a 
while, I will catch that”...the [other one] then wonders can’t you be here for an hour 
without the [game]...I have been bothered by the fact that I should concentrate on the 
essentials and when I am alone I can play as I please so...interaction with another 
person, not with the game...if you are very absent and listening only with one ear, 
then it’s not nice. I try to make sure that others will not feel that way. There have 
been no disputes or anything, but a little bit of wondering yes... (Participant 33) 

...if you walk with friend in the city, you might still keep that Pokémon on, so I usu-
ally walk so that I just hold that hand, I mean hold that phone down, so I don’t stare 
at it and then if it vibrates then I might look at it...but I still notice that I might not be 
a 100 percent present in those [situations]...many of my friends who don’t play are 
used to it that if we are walking then I have it [the game] on but it doesn’t take very 
much away of my attention. (Participant 36) 

...it also a little negatively affects...the interaction between me and my spouse when 
the other is too focused on the game then maybe some things get left undone and un-
spoken sometimes...so yeah, the interaction then gets a little bad sometimes...then 
maybe you miss on some things that you would share otherwise or you just kind of 
poorly agree on these practical things...(Participant 41) 

Some participants also specifically described the time with family having suf-
fered from gaming. As in the previous descriptions, typical reasons for co-
destroyed value were choosing to play over other priorities such as time spent 
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with family. On the other hand, a non-playing family members negative atti-
tude towards the gaming or having to limit the gaming were a part of the nega-
tive experiences as described in the following examples:  

[my spouse doesn’t play]...sometimes it causes some challenges...he thinks I have the 
phone in my hand too much...of course he thinks that I play even if I do something 
else...cause he doesn’t know what I’m doing on the phone...but then I’ve been trying 
to reduce it when he’s around, that I’m not playing, or if I’m doing something else I’ll 
make sure he knows I’m doing something else...if we’re on holiday and the hotel has 
a Wi-Fi, then we agree, that it is just agreed that, now I can play for a while... (Partic-
ipant 7) 

...with my spouse, it has been a clear lack of acceptance at least...there has been such 
annoyance about the Pokémon at times, like “so you are going after [them] once 
again”...he might want more company. (Participant 11) 

...there are three people in our family...and then two would like to play this game but 
one is against the game...it would be so nice for the whole family to do the same 
thing...but one family member doesn’t think like that...they think that maybe some-
how, like this, like we stare too much at the phone when at home, like that it is 
somehow like something out of that family time...now we kind of play in secret a lit-
tle bit and don’t share how much we actually play...because they think it is so nega-
tive...in order to avoid that resentment, that negativity. (Participant 26) 

Participants’ experiences of lack of sociality within the game included, more 
than once, experiences of the game not working having led to the experiences of 
wasting effort in the game and being left out from a group of friends. The nega-
tive experiences also included the game not appropriately supporting sociality. 
The third individual reason behind the experienced lack of sociality were the 
participants’ unmet expectations of sociality, both experiences relating to how 
the game was marketed for the players: 

And when they emphasized from the start that this is a kind of community game and 
there would be events where you should go with a group, but they still haven’t 
come...I have probably no talked to any new people, just a couple of times, talking 
and taking down a Gym if it has happened to be there. That kind of community is 
missing from the game, on Facebook there is some but...because it was a big part of 
what they were promoting in the beginning that this is a common game, but it has 
never been a community game...what was promised in the first trailer, that ”fight 
with your friends”, it is promised all the time, like it’s coming it’s coming, but for 
quite some time it’s been coming, so... (Participant 12) 

...it was funny how it was marketed...or sort of, like that one park has a lot of those 
stops but, somehow when there were those beautiful sunny days so...so there were a 
lot of people there...but somehow, though, it felt like everyone were in their own 
groups. That it didn’t provide like, or well, it’s kind of communal that people are do-
ing the same thing in the same place, even though not interacting, but somehow it is 
funny when those ads were just showing like that people are there, kind of meeting 
and then start to talk about Pokémon...but on the other hand it could also be due to 
Finnish culture...maybe it would have been better if there was something in the game 
that would really encourage that sociality...I would have hoped for features that 
would encourage that kind of communality, because I think that communality is like 
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a great thing, I would have hoped for it and hope it will come at some point... (Partic-
ipant 36) 

As mentioned at the beginning of this subsection, the study found that for ten 
players, the value construct of sociality was connected to both value co-creative 
and co-destructive gaming experiences. The experience descriptions did not 
show clear mechanisms that would have been recurrent in all or even most of 
the ten cases. Still, similarities between the participants’ experiences were found. 
For example, for three players, the co-creative gaming experiences highlighted 
socializing and playing with others and meeting new people through the game. 
For all three, value had been co-destroyed due to choosing to play over other 
priorities.  

Furthermore, two participants had experienced positive value when play-
ing with the spouse or friends right after the game was launched. However, as 
the spouse or friends had stopped playing after some time, the time spent to-
gether had decreased, and that had led to a co-destructive experience. Also, an-
other player, in the early stages of the game, had found it positive to share the 
gaming experience with others. However, the perceived overall decline in the 
number of players had caused the player to experience the lack of sociality in 
the game. Other players’ experiences were individual and represented, for ex-
ample, value co-created through sharing experiences and meeting new people 
through the game but, for example, dishonest players negatively affecting the 
game and diminishing the sense of sociality in the game or having to control 
own playing in the presence of friends as demonstrated in the earlier examples. 

4.3.9 Independence 

 
 

FIGURE 14 Value meter – Independence 

Independence is an intrapersonal and instrumental type of value. It is defined 
in this study as the state of being independent, referring to the player’s freedom 
from the control, influence, or support of others. The value construct was not 
emphasized in this study in the participants’ co-creative gaming experiences. In 
that experience category, only three mentions were identified from the data, 
two of which were related to succeeding with one’s own work (2) and one to an 
individual participant’s positive experience of the game supporting playing 
alone and the ability to decide when to play. However, there were significantly 
more contrasting experiences observed in the data. The players’ co-destructive 
experiences highlighted negative values and goals of inability to play as or 
when one wants (12) and costs from playing (5). 
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Players’ experiences of not being able to play as or when they want were 
related to experiences of dependency on external factors such as other players, 
location, or gaming equipment. The co-destructive experiences included, for 
example, the experience of the gaming device not working (low battery, over-
heating phone), causing gaming to suffer or the player having to stop playing 
earlier than desired as described by participant 25:  

...it would have been easier to achieve certain things if it hadn’t been for the old 
phone and then on the other hand, what bothered me at times was the fact that as the 
battery [on my phone] was not the best possible, and it [the game] takes quite large 
amounts of the battery, so somehow it then, like, at certain times it limited either 
gaming or doing something else...the battery ran out a little too early when I had got-
ten free time for myself to play the battery was failing or so, well I knew it would run 
out, but then it was like, that I would have had time to walk for a while more. Too 
bad that now it [the battery] is out. (Participant 25) 

Furthermore, two participants mentioned they had felt negative that the game 
was centered around where most people are located, which affected the ability 
to play as they wanted. For example, when there are no PokéStops around, one 
cannot play even if one wants or play as one wants as there are not enough oth-
er players to take part in the game, as participant 21 describes: 

...so it’s maybe the one thing, that most bothers me in the game itself that, well, now 
that those raids have come to that game so uh, so in that sort of small town it is really 
difficult to get the needed group of people together...when usually in the raids it is 
such that there must be a certain amount of people to win...usually I have been there 
alone or there may have been one or two people besides me there, then it just doesn’t 
make sense to even go there... you go there in vain and can’t even attempt it when 
there aren’t enough people...you always do what you can to take part in that raid and 
get that legendary for yourself, but then how many of us are there affects, so how 
many other people come, so it’s a little frustrating...it just depends on not enough 
people being present... (Participant 21) 

As another example of inability to play as or when one wants, two participants 
mentioned environmental factors that hinder gaming. For example, when it is 
too cold outside, one has to stop playing earlier than desired or potentially can-
not play at all: 

...and of course that cold winter or winter is usually a bit like so that it doesn’t affect 
going outside, but it affects playing outside...in practice, the phone slows down and 
the touch screen works poorly and fingers freeze and so on...like if you have thought 
you are missing ten thousand points and then you have thought that next week or 
tomorrow you’ll be collecting them, you have a certain amount of time to play, but 
then there will be snow or minus 30 degrees and then you cannot play or you go out 
and try just to realize that nothing will come of it...if you have thought that now is 
the time to play. (Participant 3) 

The few individual experiences related to costs from gaming included, for ex-
ample, the wearing down of the gaming device (phone), which had required 
the player to invest in a new phone in order to continue playing. Also, the envi-
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ronmental factors mentioned in the previous example had influenced one par-
ticipant’s experience through having to buy a new phone and accessories in or-
der to play. One player had had to buy a new phone because the game was not 
available for their existing type of phone: 

...I bought a phone to be able to play Pokémon GO...I had a Windows phone...it feels 
weird to buy a completely new phone because of one game...or just that, or just what 
bothers or why I switched from Windows phone to Android was just that, why 
wasn’t that game available for windows phone in a way...it consumed me resources 
and money...like I would not have changed otherwise. (Participant 8) 

One final example of costs from playing was one player’s negative experience 
with the addictive nature of the game related to the in-game purchases and 
their potential impact toward ending up in a credit thread. This negative expe-
rience was perceived in this study as a potential loss of independence (self-
reliance) and was therefore classified under the independence value construct. 

4.3.10 Justice 

 
 

FIGURE 15 Value meter – Justice 

Justice is a new value construct proposed in this study. It is classified as a moral 
value, thus representing interpersonal and instrumental value types. The value 
construct is defined as the quality of being just. It includes modes of conduct 
such as righteousness, equitableness, and moral rightness. Justice was not pre-
sent in the participants’ value co-creative experiences. Also, in the players’ val-
ue co-destructive experiences, the value construct was not highly significant, 
just reaching the 5 percent mark. Justice is similar to the terminal type value – 
equality – but differs from it in that it is related to behavior, whereas equality 
represents a desired end-state. The values and goals emphasized in the partici-
pants’ co-destructive gaming experiences were a sense of injustice (8) and the 
player’s experiences that their effort in the game was wasted (6). In the case of a 
sense of injustice, the players’ experiences of value co-destruction were mostly 
connected to dishonest players but also to luck defining success too much:  

...in any game, if someone is not playing it properly, then of course it’s annoying, 
how it should be played is that, as it’s Pokémon GO you should ”get up and go” and 
then if you ”sit up and no go” you do it at home on a computer then it’s a bit...[unfair 
when] you have made an effort by going there at the spot and then somebody 
doesn’t go there and then they don’t have to, they probably have those programs that 
they don’t even have to play themselves but a computer is tapping there... (Partici-
pant 12) 
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... the time spent may not correlate with how far or how good your Pokémon are, 
there is such an element of luck involved that then, in a way, someone else can, like, 
you walk and get those candies and you develop a good Pokémon with them and 
someone else catches at the same time like ”I found it in the backyard” so maybe that 
is annoying...it feels unfair, of course, like why I didn’t have such a good luck, but of 
course I’m really happy if someone has like a really good luck...[but] I’ve been in the 
same area and then if I’ve played at the same time as them and then they’ve had a 
much better luck then it kind of feels, of course, annoying...that basically if you had 
the same amount of time and the same area and yet you had a worse luck... (Partici-
pant 13) 

...you can succeed in the game by cheating or with good luck...I have heard some-
thing like that some people use those, what, mm, whatever coding things and 
cheat...although in the end what does it matter that how many more of those pixel 
Pokémon you’ve got, but still, it is always unfair...just that when something is so im-
portant to you, even though in principle it feels weird that it is important because it 
is just a game, then in a sense, if some get away from where the fence is the lowest 
and get the credit for it then it is always annoying...even though I find it unnecessary 
to be bitter about anything, but that’s just how it goes... (Participant 39) 

The unjust experiences of own effort in the game getting wasted were entirely 
attributable to dishonest players within the game as described in the following 
examples:  

Yeah, so it’s such systematic cheating and like intentional bullying of other play-
ers...it makes your own effort get wasted as you play by the rules yourself and then 
when you know there are those who don’t play then it feels so frustrating , like why 
do I follow the rules if like everyone else does not or some do not... (Participant 4) 

...cheaters or, whether they are robots or what they are, they are really annoying, like 
you get frus- or feel frustrated...for me it has happened so that I have been going on 
for days, going around the same loop with the dogs and always attending to some 
battle and then when you get them down like that and take over that Gym, then they 
emerge back right away, even though there’s nobody there, it feels like a little frus-
trating that you have walked there and worked for it...the effort just feels a little bit 
useless then... (Participant 42) 

4.3.11 Security 

 
 

FIGURE 16 Value meter – Security 

Similar to the value construct of justice, security rose only just above the 5 per-
cent significance threshold in the players’ value co-destructive gaming experi-
ences. Moreover, it did not occur in connection to the players ’co-creative gam-
ing experiences. The security value construct combines two constructs of the 
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original value typology of family security and national security. Through this 
proposed change, the value construct is seen to represent the variety of security 
experiences better. The type of value did not change. Like its two precursors, 
the construct belongs to the social values category, representing interpersonal 
and terminal value types. Security is defined as freedom from danger, risk, care, 
and anxiety. In this study, all of the negative values and goals classified under 
the security value construct were related to the participants’ experiences of se-
curity or a sense of security suffering (15). 

Participants ‘experiences were mostly related to other people’s actions or 
external influences such as others playing while driving, misbehaving players, 
anonymity in Pokémon GO, phone battery running out, and playing late when 
it is dark resulting in the player feeling unaware of the potential dangers or in 
the fear of being attacked. On the other hand, a few experiences were related to 
the participants’ own security-destroying activities, such as focusing too much 
on the game instead of the surrounding environment, and the participants’ 
playing themselves while driving:  

For me probably the biggest problem is that I play while driving...I drive the car and 
catch Pokémon and PokéStops at the same time. There have been no incidents...I real-
ize that I am a risk...because what interferes with driving is a risk to others...so, if I do 
something else than concentrate 100 percent on the traffic then I’m a risk there...I do 
something that should not be done while driving...that if I wanted to play with 100 
percent certainty, I wouldn’t have, meaning to drive safely, I wouldn’t have a phone 
in hand... (Participant 1)    

 ...after all, that attention gets distracted when you try to do two things at the same 
time that it’s something I sometimes think about. You should make that a zero-
tolerance thing for yourself that when you drive you shouldn’t even turn on the 
whole game...I know you shouldn’t do that [play while driving] in any situation, but 
then the temptation might be too big if there’s a place where you can do it pretty 
safely. (Participant 40)  

4.3.12 Equality 

 
 

FIGURE 17 Value meter – Equality 

Equality represents interpersonal and terminal value types. It is defined in this 
study as the state of being equal, including a sense of brotherhood and equal 
opportunity for all. The value construct did not occur in the players’ co-creative 
gaming experiences. In the value co-destructive gaming experiences, its signifi-
cance was six percent. All the co-destructive experiences identified in the study 
were related to the participants’ experiences of inequality within the game (18). 
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Most of the inequality experiences were related to the participants’ experi-
ences that the game focuses where most people are, i.e., in the cities. This results 
in players being in a different position due to their geographical location, mean-
ing they have different opportunities to play. For everyone, the experience of 
the location-based inequality was not personal but related to general perception 
or friends’ experiences. In some experience descriptions negative experiences 
were reflected as a sense of compassion or empathy for others. Thus, the ine-
quality associated with location can be seen to have a broader impact than af-
fecting only the players it directly concerns: 

...I have played both in the city and on the countryside and there is a really big dif-
ference, it is quite impossible to play if you are on the countryside in a secluded 
enough place... first of all there are less PokéStops...you would have to use terrible 
amounts of money at least if you would like to play properly, but in addition there 
are less Pokémon, like, it’s practically not the same game in the countryside than in 
the cities... so yes, it brings that inequality, that if people in the cities do not have to 
spend money to the same gaming, than in people in rural areas...I have experienced 
that if I go to, for example, my own home, which is a little further away...then I can’t 
play the same way...I don’t have the same opportunity to do it. (Participant 14) 

Well it’s just that it’s basically like not everyone has the chance like the opportunities 
are not the same when you take two people...when there are two people and for the 
other it’s enough, they can sit on a couch and reach from four to five stops and the 
same number of Pokémon always, they don’t even have to leave outside. And then 
there is the other one who wants to play, they have to go, have to travel two to three 
kilometers to even get to that one PokéStop...so in a way it’s not fair to them...it 
would be better for the player community, for the common spirit, it would be better 
that it would be, so to speak, almost equal between all the players... (Participant 22) 

...last year, I was on a small trip and I decided to open up Pokémon GO just out of in-
terest in what he game has to offer in the countryside. Nothing - nothing at all, just a 
green field in the game, not a single stop...it’s really interesting that it depends on the 
people or amounts of people whether there are stops or Gyms, for example, which I 
think is unfair as some then have a few kilometers to the nearest stop so...there is a 
lot to improve, but would it be that there aren’t that many landmarks in the country-
side...it’s unfair. (Participant 27) 

In addition to gaming location, the few individual reasons for the experienced 
inequality were dishonesty of players, the game not working, and players 
spending money in the game leading, among other things, to the experience of 
different opportunities to play as in the case of location. 

4.3.13 Inner Harmony 

 
 

FIGURE 18 Value meter – Inner Harmony 
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Inner harmony is defined in this study as freedom from inner conflict, including 
a sense of balance and clear identity. It represents an intrapersonal, terminal 
type of value. As with the few preceding values, the value construct did not 
appear in the participants’ co-creative gaming experiences. The co-destructive 
experiences emphasized the players’ experiences of identity suffering as a result 
of playing (14). There were also a few mentions of stress from playing (3).  

The experiences connected to inner harmony are partly similar to the ex-
periences classified under the value construct of social recognition. However, in 
terms of inner harmony the experiences were connected to the participants’ ex-
periences of self, whereas the experiences of social recognition emphasized 
more the views and effect of others and how the participant had experienced to 
appear in the eyes of others due to gaming. The value construct of social recog-
nition is presented as the last of the values, in subchapter 4.3.15. 

Several individual reasons were connected to the negative experiences on 
suffered identity, such as playing while driving, playing in the presence of non-
playing friends, choosing to play over other priorities, and spending money on 
the game. Co-destroyed identity value also included the participants’ experi-
ences of failing to act like a responsible adult, as well as two identity-related 
value contradictions between being a responsible adult and the perceived child-
ishness of gaming. In connection with these, the players had also felt ashamed 
of their playing. For example, participants 8 and 40 described their experiences 
as follows: 

...one would like to be like a good mother and like a good wife and have a successful 
career and whatever, but actually one is playing Pokémon GO at the expense of these 
things...so probably that is the key that I have a small sense of shame about playing 
maybe like that self-image related. (Participant 8) 

...I have a tiny identity problem here now that somehow I think I’m an adult and yes 
adults are playing it [Pokémon GO] but that “real” adults are not interested in these 
kinds of games so I somehow think I am a little bit like...I realize it’s not just kids’, 
youngsters’ thing, but still somehow I feel embarrassed about my own playing. (Par-
ticipant 40) 

4.3.14 Responsibility 

 
 

FIGURE 19 Value meter – Responsibility 

The value of responsibility emerged in this study as the second most significant 
value construct in the players’ value co-destructive gaming experiences. Re-
sponsibility represents an interpersonal and instrumental type of value, that is, 
a moral value. The construct is defined for this study as the state of being re-
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sponsible and accountable for something within one’s control. It includes the 
concepts of reliability and dependability. In the study, responsibility occurred 
only once in connection with the value co-creative gaming experiences in rela-
tion to a participants’ experience of the accessibility of the service provider (1).  

The emphasized values and goals in the participants’ co-destructive gam-
ing experiences included responsibility related value contradictions (9), effort in 
the game getting wasted (8), and disappointment in the game (5). The last two 
types of experiences were mostly connected to the game not working (reliabil-
ity). The participants’ co-destructive experiences were thus related to both the 
players’ experiences concerning their own actions and those of the service pro-
vider and the game. 

Most of the participants’ experiences of value contradictions were related 
to gaming and it contradicting with the players’ values. In this regard, the par-
ticipants described experiences already presented in the study, such as choosing 
to play over other priorities and playing while driving. In the context of respon-
sibility, the key affected priority was work instead of time with friends and 
family suffering that emerged in connection with sociality. Experiences of gam-
ing contradicting with work were associated with, for example, being late or 
neglecting work due to gaming:  

I have sometimes accidentally gone astray on my way to work when I’ve gone after a 
rare Pokémon, yeah I have been late from work because of it...it is such an important 
thing, however, to be on time...so I still remember the situation, that is, it is a kind of 
negation, therefore because of it. I wouldn’t, I wouldn’t have wanted to be late, but 
when it [Pokémon] jumped there, I was a little forced to look, I was forced to find it... 
when there is no reason to be late, other than myself, so keeping people waiting for 
no reason... (Participant 11) 

...it easily goes into that you should, should, work a little, if it’s a nice weather then 
it’s much nicer to go out for a walk [with Pokémon]...then the work is not 
done...might miss that day’s calls then...now the calls are marked on the calendar so 
they can’t be forgotten...on the one hand it is a good thing that the responsibility has 
come back better...it is a challenge to be responsible for your own doings...when you 
are your own boss you have to decide for yourself...on the other hand it’s positive 
that I can do it... (Participant 15) 

...it is always embarrassing if someone has to wait... I always try to be timely, it has 
been taught that it is impolite to make others wait...when playing there is always this 
higher risk of being late, you get easily misdirected or have to stop if there are many 
Pokémon or you cannot catch all, so it is more challenging to keep to the sched-
ule...so I guess I don’t find this as a good reason [to be late]...this is just a 
game...another person’s time get wasted there if I wonder around there... and then 
especially, as it’s a self-dependent reason, then it’s not a good reason to be late. (Par-
ticipant 33) 

Playing while driving had resulted in a sense of irresponsibility of one’s own 
actions and of endangering others safety, in the same way as with the security 
value construct, as well a contradiction about the environmental impact (re-
sponsibility) of everyone traveling by their own car (ease), as experienced by 
participant 31: 
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I’ve tried to say like we could all go, you know and some of us could go in the same 
car but no one wants to do that in Finland anyway and, and so then all like twenty of 
us each go in our cars, driving madly across the city to the next place and, and I 
thought that this is very bad for the environment (Participant 31). 

As mentioned, players’ experiences of effort in the game getting wasted (8), and 
disappointment in the game (5) were largely related to the game failing to work. 
The players described in their experiences that when the game crashes while 
playing or does not work properly, their effort in the game is wasted, and gam-
ing suffers. The problems with the game were seen in this study as relating to 
the reliability of the service provider and gaming platform and were thus classi-
fied under the responsibility value construct. The participants described their 
negative experiences as follows: 

...there have been a lot of bugs or those problems have been fixed and then the fixes 
don’t always work out...there have been GPS problems like that from time to time 
and then when it’s like a new update so it has not worked on my phone even though 
it works on others...when you can’t play it’s annoying...it was a bit disappointing to 
see that there is now an update and upgrade and then it doesn’t work. (Participant 10) 

...well yeah there was this kind of terrible rush, if there was some new Pokémon on 
the map then you had run for it when you didn’t know if the game would crash or 
not, there was always a little question mark whether or not you will make it...such a 
negative feeling or annoyance that you didn’t even get, get everything you could 
have gotten... (Participant 19) 

... it is just annoying when it doesn’t work as it should...it annoys if things don’t work 
as designed and they should work. I suppose the main thing is that it stops you from 
doing that thing...if there is a game that just systematically prevents me from playing 
then I will stop playing it because then it just becomes frustrating...if there would 
happen something like that I walk around five kilometers to get that Pokémon egg 
hatched and then the game crashes and suddenly those five kilometers would be lost 
then it would be quite annoying... (Participant 23) 

Sometimes all the work has gotten wasted when the game has crashed, I for example 
had some like, some better Pokémon and then like the game just crashed there and 
then it no longer appeared. Kind of annoying, I had just walked for a while, hunted 
for it in a way, and then found it...and then, of course, the phone did the 
tricks...suddenly crashes and kind of feels, somehow feels so frustrating...instead of a 
good feeling comes a bad and upset feeling about it. So, then it feels like is this worth 
it. (Participant 25) 

...the phone has done so that even though I get into that Raid, it throws me out of it 
and it does it very often and it is like the most frustrating feeling in the world that 
because of technology you can’t try...the disappointment comes from having to use 
your items in those situations...you don’t want to waste money or just...the trouble 
you see to get the group together for you to even try it...it feels like all those re-
sources get twice as wasted. (Participant 28) 
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4.3.15 Social Recognition 

 
 

FIGURE 20 Value meter – Social Recognition 

In this study, social recognition emerged as the most significant value in the 
players’ value co-destructive gaming experiences, representing thirteen percent 
of all co-destructive experiences. The construct did not occur in connection to 
the players’ value co-creative experiences. Social recognition is defined in this 
study as the state of being recognized by others including for example a sense 
of acceptance, respect, and admiration. As the name of the construct suggests, it 
belongs to the social values category. That is, it represents interpersonal and 
terminal value types.  

The participants’ value co-destructive gaming experiences emphasized the 
experienced lack of acceptance (15) and appreciation (7) from others and per-
sonal image suffering from playing (12). According to the participants’ descrip-
tions, all three types of experiences were clearly related. Experiences of lack of 
acceptance were associated with others not accepting or questioning the gaming, 
lack of appreciation had more specifically been experienced as others underes-
timating the gaming, and with regard to personal image suffering, the experi-
ences related to how participants had experienced appearing in the eyes of oth-
ers because of gaming. All these types of experiences were most significantly 
related to the participants experiences with non-players – whether family 
members, relatives, friends or strangers – unfavorable attitudes towards Poké-
mon GO and lack of understanding of gaming, as the participants describe their 
experiences: 

...at some point I didn’t want to show that I play, well, let’s say that family from my 
spouses side especially, it was a kind of a little bit that, or like saying it’s a children’s 
game and everything else...but really it is no longer considered [a children’s 
game]...at the moment there are comments what you hear like that nobody plays it 
anymore...in the group where I work nobody else plays...and then when I’m in a 
manager position so sometimes it’s a little bit like hey who plays a game like that, so 
there are those wondering glances... (Participant 11) 

...in a way maybe at some point Pokémon GO like, at some point everyone was play-
ing it and at some point it changed a bit like ”yeah I did play it back in the summer 
but not anymore”...cool became a little bit maybe a nerd thing or how it could be 
characterized now...maybe with people who have not played themselves, but then 
again, I feel that within that community, though it really is not considered to be em-
barrassing or a bad hobby, it is more of an external opinion...I don’t know if anyone 
necessarily refers to it in a negative way, maybe they are more like wondering that 
someone is still playing this... (Participant 13) 

Social Recognition
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So it’s like it’s not such a problem or I play despite what others think, but it’s like 
somehow I can’t handle that kind of conversation it really annoys me...or it is in my 
opinion sad to have to explain to friends somehow what you enjoy...it just feels like 
it’s really sad that my friends somehow want to talk to me about the need for inter-
vention as I do such a stupid thing in my spare time...but like I think it has maybe a 
lot to do with the fact that they think Pokémon GO players are some kind of super 
nerds...that [the game] might not be understood by people who aren’t like in it or 
have stopped playing right away after the beginning. (Participant 16) 

...especially when I’m actually from a small town where everyone knows each other 
so then, if when we, when we were playing there with my sister in the summer there 
were bad glances like yet again they are playing a mobile game...they could like try 
even a little bit to realize that I like to play a little more...even thinking my own 
grandparents, they see it as a horribly negative thing to spend time on the 
phone...my own grandparents have [urged] to turn off the phone, like ”there are real 
people here to chat with”... (Participant 19) 

...so, at first it was maybe a little bit like “oh you play it too?” but then it has started 
to be something like, or “oh you still play it?”... so it’s like the attitude towards it has 
changed...there are people who don’t play so then it might be...you have to explain it 
a little bit... sometimes it gets a little bit like that, maybe some people are like laugh-
ing, especially like semi-familiar people, or some relatives, or some people I see less 
often or sometimes like on the streets sometimes there will be some random com-
ments...of course, depending on what kind of situation it is what it’s like, but it is 
usually semi-negative so then you wonder a little bit about how to react...and then 
anyway I would like to  be able to play in peace and so... (Participant 36) 
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5 DISCUSSION 

This chapter summarizes the research findings, answers the set research ques-
tions, and looks at how the findings relate to previous research. Implications for 
research and practice are also discussed. 

5.1 Addressing the Research Questions 

This study explored the users’ co-creative and co-destructive experiences in the 
use of the augmented reality (AR) mobile game Pokémon GO. The purpose of 
the study was to gain an in-depth understanding of the key user values in 
Pokémon GO and how these values are connected to the users’ value co-
creative and co-destructive gaming experiences. These objectives resulted in the 
following research questions:  

 
Which user values are highlighted in the use of augmented reality mobile game 
Pokémon GO? 

 
How are these values connected to the users’ value co-creative and co-destructive 
gaming experiences? 

 
The study employed an earlier data set from Lintula et al. (2018) study, which 
consisted of 43 in-depth laddering interviews (Reynolds & Gutman, 1988) with 
active Pokémon GO players in Finland. The data was coded and analyzed 
through qualitative content analysis to discover the key user values underlying 
the service use and to connect those values to both the users’ value co-creative 
and co-destructive gaming experiences. Value typology of Tuunanen and Kuo 
(2015) was employed to classify the user values. The typology divides values 
into four high-level value types, namely interpersonal, intrapersonal, terminal 
and instrumental values. Combinations of these value types form four different 
value categories – social, moral, personal, and competency values – which con-
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tain the individual value constructs. In this study, the values were further clas-
sified into co-creative and co-destructive experience categories. 

The data was analyzed both qualitatively and quantitatively. First, the da-
ta was quantified to determine the frequency of the different value constructs in 
the players’ co-creative and co-destructive gaming experiences. Based on this, 
the key values for Pokémon GO were determined. Further, the quantification of 
the data made it possible to statistically compare the significance of the different 
value constructs, categories, and high-level value types between and within the 
value co-creative and co-destructive experience categories. The quantitative 
analysis provided the basis for the qualitative interpretation, where the focus 
was on the in-depth understanding of the determined key values and the con-
nected service experiences.  

The quantitative analysis was performed at both general and individual 
user level. However, the key values were determined, and consequently, the 
research questions answered based on the general level findings. That is, based 
on the number of times the different values occurred in the data. The individu-
al-level findings, presented in subsection 4.2, confirmed the general level find-
ings and provided a more detailed picture of the significance of the value con-
structs, categories, and types for the individual users. However, as the answers 
to the research questions and the determination of the key values were based on 
the general level findings, for clarity, this summary focuses on the general level 
findings and moves from there to describe the findings of the qualitative analy-
sis. 

Based on the study, intrapersonal values (72%) are significantly (p<0.001) 
more emphasized in the players’ co-creative gaming experiences than inter-
personal values (27%), and interpersonal values (64%) are significantly (p<0.001) 
more emphasized in the players’ value co-destructive experiences than in-
trapersonal values (36%). Terminal values (61%) are significantly (p<0.05) more 
emphasized in the players’ value co-creative gaming experiences than instru-
mental values (39%). No significant difference was found between the terminal 
(49%) and instrumental (51%) value types within the co-destructive experience 
category. However, significant differences between the experience categories 
were found. Terminal values are significantly (p<0.01) more emphasized in the 
players’ value co-creative experiences, and instrumental values significantly 
(p<0.001) more emphasized in the value co-destructive experiences. The refer-
ence to “significant” here refers to the statistical significance of the findings. 

For the four value categories, a statistically significant (p<0.001) difference 
was found between the value co-creative and co-destructive gaming experienc-
es in the social and moral value categories. In this study, social values repre-
sented 13 percent of the players’ co-creative experiences and 30 percent of the 
co-destructive experiences. Moral values represented 15 percent of the co-
creative and 34 percent of the co-destructive experiences. Interestingly, for the 
personal and competency value categories, there was no statistical significance 
found between the experience categories. However, as reported in the findings, 
within this study, these two value categories represented a more prominent role 
in the players’ co-creative than co-destructive gaming experiences. Especially 
the personal values category that represented 48 percent of the players co-
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creative and 19 percent of the co-destructive gaming experiences. Competency 
values represented 24 percent of the players co-creative and 17 percent of the 
co-destructive experiences. 

Within the four value categories, a total of thirteen value constructs were 
discovered related to the players’ value co-creative gaming experiences and a 
total of twenty-six value constructs related to the value co-destructive gaming 
experiences. From these, all value constructs representing at least 5 percent of 
the total number of the players’ co-creative or co-destructive gaming experienc-
es were determined as key values. Thus, in response to the first research ques-
tion, the study identified a total of fifteen user values highlighted in the use of 
Pokémon GO. These values were pleasure, ambition, a sense of belonging, activity, a 
healthy life, an exciting life, a sense of accomplishment, sociality, social recognition, 
responsibility, inner harmony, equality, independence, justice, and security.  

Through classifying the values into the co-creative and co-destructive ex-
perience categories, it was further discovered that seven of these key values 
were positively and seven negatively weighted. One value construct was found 
to be emphasized in both experience categories. The key values and their distri-
bution into the different value and experience categories are summarized in 
figure 21. In the figure, the numbers in green indicate the significance percent-
age of the value constructs in the players’ value co-creative gaming experiences. 
The numbers in red denote the significance of the value constructs in the play-
ers’ co-destructive experiences. Thus, the reference to “significant” here refers 
to how much of the players’ co-creative and co-destructive experiences each key 
value construct represented. 
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FIGURE 21 Summary of the key value distributions in Pokémon GO 

Concerning the second research question, qualitative interpretation of the data 
presented a fundamental role. That is, the determined key values were not 
merely connected to the players’ co-creative and co-destructive gaming experi-
ences through classifying the values into the two experience categories, but the 
how question was addressed through exploring the players’ experiences behind 
the different value outcomes more closely. Next, the key values and the find-
ings of the connected co-creative and co-destructive gaming experiences are 
summarized, and their relation to previous research is discussed. 

5.1.1 Summary of the key co-created values and connected experiences in 
Pokémon GO 

First summarized are the values highlighted in the players’ value co-creative 
gaming experiences. Table 20 presents the value constructs, their classification, 
significance in the players’ co-creative and co-destructive gaming experiences, 
and the key co-created and co-destroyed values and goals within each value 
construct. 
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TABLE 20  Summary of the key co-created values in Pokémon GO 

Value construct Classification 

Significance in the 
players’ 

co-creative /  
co-destructive 

experiences 

Key co-created  
values and goals 
within the construct 

Key co-destroyed  
values and goals 
within the construct 

Pleasure 
Intrapersonal 
Terminal 
Personal 

25.00% / 2.00% 
Entertainment (17) 
Pleasure (5) 
Relaxation (5) 

Fun / enjoyment suffers (5) 

A Healthy Life 
Intrapersonal 
Terminal 
Personal 

9.00% / 4.00% Health / well-being (13) 
Maintaining health / 
well-being suffers (7) 
Harm to health (5) 

An Exciting Life 
Intrapersonal 
Terminal 
Personal 

8.00% / 2.00% Novelties and excitement 
of the game (9) 

Decrease in motivation (3) 
Running out of goals (2) 

A Sense of  
Accomplishment 

Intrapersonal 
Terminal 
Personal 

5.00% / 2.00% Achieving something 
in the game (6) 

Inability to achieve 
personal goals (2) 
A sense of failure (2) 

 
Ambition 

Intrapersonal 
Instrumental 
Competency 

13.00% / 4.00% 
Goal orientation (12) 
Competing with others  
and oneself (6) 

Inability to achieve 
personal goals (4) 
Success in competition is  
disrupted (4) 

Activity  
Intrapersonal 
Instrumental 
Competency 

9.00% / 1.00% Physical activity (11) Maintaining physical activity 
suffers (4) 

Sociality 
Interpersonal 
Instrumental 
Moral 

13.00% / 12.00% 

Spending time together with  
others (e.g. family and 
friends) (8) 
Sociality (6) 
Sharing experiences with 
others (5) 

Being present / social relation-
ships suffer (13) 
Time with family suffers (12) 
Lack of sociality in the game 
(11) 

A Sense of  
Belonging 

Interpersonal 
Terminal 
Social 

13.00% / 3.00% A sense of togetherness (10) 
A sense of nostalgia (5) 

Lack of community (4) 
A sense of being left on the 
outside (2) 

 
 
The personal values category was identified in this study as the most significant 
value category in the players’ value co-creative gaming experiences. The cate-
gory contained a total of four key value constructs and, through them, connect-
ed to almost half of the players’ co-creative experiences. The value constructs 
highlighted in the personal values category were pleasure (25%), a healthy life 
(9%), an exciting life (8%), and a sense of accomplishment (5%). None of these 
values rose above the 5 percent threshold in the context of the players’ value co-
destructive gaming experiences, i.e., they were not considered significant from 
that perspective.  

Pleasure emerged in this study as the most significant co-created value 
driving the players to use Pokémon GO. According to the findings, for many, 
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playing Pokémon GO is a central part of everyday life. The findings suggest 
that the players use Pokémon GO often while traveling from one place to an-
other. Then, the game acts as entertainment during the transition. The value of 
relaxation, on the other hand, was associated with being active and being out-
doors as well as playing the game providing a great counterweight for work. 
The few individual occurrences of pleasure value connected to the players’ val-
ue co-destructive gaming experiences were related to the players’ experiences 
of the fun or enjoyment of the game suffering, for example, due to the game not 
working, misbehaving players, fading initial interest, and the perceived sim-
plicity of the game.  

In this study, the value construct of a healthy life mainly included experi-
ences of Pokémon GO supporting the players’ physical health through in-
creased activity. However, the experience descriptions also included a few oth-
er mentions of improved well-being, such as better coping with everyday life 
and better quality of sleep. The players’ experiences of maintaining health and 
well-being suffering were connected, for example, to the experiences of the 
gaming reducing other physical activity, the game not working properly, the 
game focusing on where most people are, and to the surrounding conditions 
hindering the gaming. The few mentions of experienced harm to health were 
connected to a lack of sleep caused by gaming and game-related physical dis-
comfort or concern.  

The players’ co-creative experiences connected with the value construct of 
an exciting life emphasized the novelties and excitement of the game, i.e., the 
evolvement and exciting new contents of Pokémon GO providing stimulation 
and increasing the players’ interest towards playing the game. The few co-
destructive experiences included an experienced decrease in motivation, for 
example, due to the game not working properly and the game developing slow-
ly, and running out of goals, where the excitement of gaming had suffered 
when the player had achieved all their personal goals.  

A sense of accomplishment was determined as the least significant of the 
positively weighted key values, representing 5 percent of the players’ co-
creative gaming experiences. The players’ positive experiences were all related 
to achieving something in the game, for example, catching a rare Pokémon, suc-
ceeding in challenges, or achieving personal goals. Concerning the co-
destructive experiences, there were two individual observations of the inability 
to achieve personal goals and a sense of failure within the game.  

The competency values category represented the second most significant 
category in the players’ value co-creative gaming experiences. Two values with-
in the category were identified as key values, namely ambition (13%) and activi-
ty (9%). Again, in this value category, the significance of the players’ co-
destructive gaming experiences was less than five percent for the two value 
constructs, i.e., considered non-significant. Within the value construct of ambi-
tion, the emphasized values and goals in the players’ co-creative experiences 
were goal orientation and competing with others and oneself. Players to whom 
ambition represented a positive and driving value were motivated to play, for 
example, to advance in the game or to collect all the Pokémon. The values pre-
sent in the value co-destructive experiences were the inability to achieve per-
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sonal goals and success in competition getting disrupted due to, for example, 
environmental factors hindering the use of the game, physical resources wear-
ing down, other players’ violating the rules, and the game not working.  

As with the value construct of a healthy life, the values and goals classi-
fied under the activity value construct were mainly related to an increase in the 
players’ physical activity or that Pokémon GO was perceived to support such 
activity. In some cases, the increase in spending time outdoors was also con-
nected to the positive experiences. The individual reasons for the players’ co-
destructive gaming experiences were that playing alone was considered dull, 
that the game had failed to work, and that Pokémon GO did not encourage 
enough activity.  

Moral values were the third most prominent value category in the context 
of the players’ co-creative gaming experiences. The category contained only one 
key value construct, sociality (13%). It was the only value highlighted in both 
the players’ co-creative and co-destructive gaming experiences. The co-
destructive experiences are summarized later in connection to the negatively 
weighted value constructs. The players’ co-creative experiences highlighted the 
positive values and goals of spending time together with others (e.g., family 
and friends), the game supporting sociality, and sharing experiences with oth-
ers. In addition, through individual-level analysis, it was found that for ten 
players, sociality value was connected to both value co-creative and co-
destructive gaming experiences. This finding adds to the understanding of the 
same value not simply being co-created for one user and co-destroyed for an-
other, but that through different experiences, the same value may be both co-
created and co-destroyed for the same user. The experience descriptions did not 
show specific mechanisms that would have been recurrent in all or even most of 
the ten cases. Still, some similarities between the players’ experiences were 
found. For example, for three of the players, the co-creative gaming experiences 
supported socializing and playing with others as well as meeting new people 
through the game. For all three, value had been co-destroyed due to choosing to 
play over other sociality related priorities. 

Similar to the moral values category, the last significant category in the 
players’ co-creative gaming experiences, social values, contained only one key 
value, a sense of belonging (13%). The most significant values and goals associ-
ated with the players’ co-creative gaming experiences were a sense of together-
ness and a sense of nostalgia. For players whose experiences connected to the 
value construct of a sense of belonging, it seemed to be the social aspect of the 
game and the resulting sense of togetherness or community that drives them to 
engage in value co-creation with Pokémon GO. Based on the findings, Pokémon 
GO has also increased a sense of togetherness within families by offering some-
thing to do together and by providing a common interest. The players’ few nos-
talgia experiences were related to the participants’ childhood memories, such as 
playing with the Game Boy gaming console or with Pokémon cards. The few 
co-destructive experiences were connected to a perceived lack of community in 
Pokémon GO due to, for example, to the experienced weak knowledge sharing 
among players, unclear rules, reduced team spirit, and not meeting new people 
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as expected, and to a sense of being left on the outside, where the game focus-
ing on where most people are (location) had resulted in a sense of exclusion. 

5.1.2 Summary of the co-destroyed values and connected experiences in 
Pokémon GO 

As previous studies have shown, in addition to the positive side of Pokémon 
GO, there is also a potential for adverse value outcomes. In this study, eight 
value constructs highlighted in the players’ value co-destructive gaming expe-
riences were found. They are summarized in table 21 and further discussed be-
low. 

TABLE 21 Summary of the key co-destroyed values in Pokémon GO 

Value construct Classification 

Significance in the 
players’ 

co-destructive /  
co-creative 
experiences 

Key co-destroyed  
values and goals 
within the construct 

Key co-created  
values and goals 
within the construct 

Responsibility 
Interpersonal 
Instrumental 
Moral 

12.00% / 1.00% 

Value contradictions  
(pleasure of playing vs values 
related on being responsible) (9) 
Effort in the game gets wasted (8) 
Disappointment in the game (5) 

Accessibility of the 
service provider (1) 

Sociality 
Interpersonal 
Instrumental 
Moral 

12.00% / 13.00% 

Being present / social 
relationships suffer (15) 
Time with family suffers (12) 
Lack of sociality in the game (11) 

Spending time together 
with others (e.g. family 
and friends) (8) 
Sociality (6) 
Sharing experiences with 
others (5) 

Justice 
Interpersonal 
Instrumental 
Moral 

5.00% / 0.00% 
A sense of injustice (8) 
Effort in the game gets  
wasted (dishonest players) (6) 

N/A 

Social  
Recognition 

Interpersonal 
Terminal 
Social 

13.00% / 0.00% 

Lack of acceptance from others (15) 
Personal image suffers (12) 
Lack of appreciation from others 
(7) 

N/A  

Equality 
Interpersonal 
Terminal 
Social 

6.00% / 0.00% Inequality (18) N/A  

Security 
Interpersonal 
Terminal 
Social 

5.00% / 0.00% Security / a sense of  
security suffers (15) N/A 

Inner Harmony 
Intrapersonal 
Terminal 
Personal 

7.00% / 0.00% Identity suffers (14) 
Stress from playing (3) N/A 

Independence 
Intrapersonal 
Instrumental 
Competency 

6.00% / 2.00% 
Inability to play as / when one 
wants (12) 
Costs from playing (5) 

Succeeding with one’s 
own work (2) 
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The most significant value category in the context of the players’ value co-
destructive gaming experiences was the moral values category. Within the cate-
gory, the key co-destroyed values were responsibility (12%), sociality (12%), 
and justice (5%). The emphasized values and goals in the players’ responsibil-
ity-related experiences included value contradictions, players’ efforts in the 
game getting wasted, and disappointment in the game. The value construct of 
responsibility occurred only once in connection with the players’ value co-
creative gaming experiences regarding a players’ experience of the accessibility 
of the service provider. Most of the experiences of value contradictions were 
related to gaming-related activities contradicting the players’ values, such as 
choosing to play over other priorities, for example, being late or neglecting 
work due to gaming and playing while driving, which was connected to a sense 
of irresponsibility of one’s actions and of endangering others’ safety. The play-
ers’ experiences of effort in the game getting wasted and disappointment in the 
game were primarily related to the game not working (reliability). For example, 
the game crashing while playing. 

As stated, sociality was the only value construct highlighted in both the 
players’ value co-creative and co-destructive gaming experiences. The players’ 
co-destructive experiences highlighted the values and goals of being present or 
social relationships suffering, time with family suffering, and experienced lack 
of sociality in the game. Being present and social relationships had been per-
ceived to suffer when the players had chosen to play over other priorities such 
as other hobbies or essential social relationships. Some players had found it dif-
ficult to choose between gaming and maintaining social relationships outside 
the game. Some mentioned that they felt negative about playing with non-
playing friends or spouse present, but still sometimes could not resist playing. 
The negative experiences emerged from the game taking away from being pre-
sent in the moment. Some players also explicitly described the time with family 
having suffered from gaming. Also, a non-playing family member’s negative 
attitude towards gaming or having to limit gaming were present in the players’ 
co-destructive experiences. The experiences of lack of sociality within the game 
included, for example, experiences of the game not working, leading to players 
wasting effort in the game or being left out from a group of friends, and the 
players’ unmet expectations of sociality within the game. 

The value construct of justice was not highly significant in the players’ co-
destructive gaming experiences, just reaching the 5 percent mark. It was not 
present in the players’ value co-creative experiences. The values and goals em-
phasized in the players’ co-destructive gaming experiences were a sense of in-
justice and the players’ experiences that their effort in the game had been wast-
ed. The players’ sense of injustice was mostly connected to dishonest players 
but also luck defining success too much. The unjust experiences of own effort in 
the game getting wasted were entirely attributable to dishonest players within 
the game. 

The second most significant value category in the players’ value co-
destructive gaming experiences was the social values category. In this category, 
the key values connected to the players’ co-destructive gaming experiences 
were social recognition (13%), equality (6%), and security (5%). Social recogni-
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tion was the most significant value construct in the players’ value co-
destructive gaming experiences, representing thirteen percent of all the players’ 
co-destructive experiences. The construct did not occur in connection to the 
players’ co-creative experiences. The players’ value co-destructive gaming ex-
periences emphasized the experienced lack of acceptance and appreciation from 
others and personal image suffering from playing. All these types of experienc-
es were mostly related to the players’ negative experiences with non-players 
(e.g., family members, relatives, friends, or even strangers) unfavorable atti-
tudes towards Pokémon GO, and the lack of understanding of gaming. 

All of the players’ co-destructive experiences related to equality were con-
nected to the experienced inequality within the game. The value construct did 
not occur in connection to the players’ co-creative gaming experiences. Most of 
the experiences of inequality were connected to the players’ experiences of the 
game focusing on where most people are located, i.e., in the city centers. This 
had resulted in the players having different opportunities to play due to their 
geographical location. As an interesting finding, for everyone, the experience of 
the location-based inequality was not personal but related to general percep-
tions of the game or other players’ experiences. In some experience descriptions, 
the players’ co-destructive experiences were reflected as a sense of compassion 
or empathy for others. Thus, the sense of inequality associated with location 
had a broader destructive impact than affecting only the players it directly con-
cerned. In addition to the location, a few individual reasons for the experienced 
inequality were dishonesty of players, the game not working, and players 
spending money in the game resulting to the experience of different opportuni-
ties to play. 

The negative values and goals classified under the security value construct 
were all related to the participants’ experiences of security or a sense of security 
suffering. The negative experiences were mostly connected to other players’ 
actions or external influences such as others playing while driving, misbehav-
ing players, anonymity in Pokémon GO, phone battery running out, and play-
ing late when it is dark resulting in the player feeling unaware of the potential 
dangers or in a fear of being attacked. A few experiences were related to the 
players’ own security-destroying activities, such as focusing too much on the 
game instead of the surrounding environment and playing while driving. 

In the personal values category, only one key value construct emerged 
through the analysis, inner harmony (7%). Like many of the prior value con-
structs, it did not appear in connection to the players’ value co-creative gaming 
experiences. The players’ co-destructive experiences emphasized a sense of 
identity suffering as a result of gaming. There were also a few remarks of stress 
from playing. Suffered identity was connected to multiple experiences such as 
playing while driving, playing in the presence of non-playing friends, choosing 
to play over other priorities, and spending money on the game, which in the 
case of this value construct had all negatively influenced the player’s self-image 
or reflection. The co-destroyed identity value also included the players’ experi-
ences of failing to act like a responsible adult, as well as two identity-related 
value contradictions between being a responsible adult and the perceived child-
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ishness of gaming. In connection with these, the players had also felt ashamed 
of their playing. 

Finally, the least significant value category in the players’ value co-
destructive gaming experiences was the competency values category. Like the 
previous category, the category contained no more than one key value con-
struct, independence (6%). The value construct was present but not emphasized 
in the players’ value co-creative gaming experiences. Two positive experiences 
were related to succeeding with one’s own work in the game and one to an in-
dividual player’s positive experience of the game supporting playing alone and 
the ability to decide when to play. However, there were significantly more con-
trasting experiences observed in the data. The players’ co-destructive experi-
ences highlighted negative values and goals of the inability to play as or when 
one wants, and costs from playing. The first was related to experiences of de-
pendency on external factors such as other players, location, or gaming equip-
ment, i.e., the gaming device not working, the game being centered around 
where most people are located, and environmental factors that hindered gam-
ing. The experiences related to costs from gaming included, for example, the 
wearing down of the gaming device having required the player to invest in a 
new mobile phone to continue playing, having to buy a new phone or accesso-
ries in order to play, and in-game purchases and their potential impact on the 
player ending up in a credit thread (self-reliance). 

5.1.3 Relation of the Findings to Previous Research 

Based on previous research, it is no wonder that the hedonic value of pleasure 
emerged in this study as the most emphasized positive value construct in the 
use of Pokémon GO. For example, according to Tuunanen et al. (2019), leisure-
oriented services like Pokémon GO are generally associated with more hedonic 
than utilitarian-based value co-creation activities between the users and service 
providers (Tuunanen et al., 2019). Furthermore, previous Pokémon GO studies 
have found that the players are highly motivated by the hedonic utility and 
goals of gaming. For example, Kari et al. (2017) have suggested that having fun 
playing Pokémon GO seems to be the primary motivation for the players to en-
gage in the game. In addition, their study found that players use Pokémon GO 
also to combine fun and exercise. (Kari et al., 2017.) The findings of this study 
support these findings. The key values of activity and healthy life were both 
related to an increased physical activity supported by Pokémon GO. 

Zsila et al. (2018) have found Pokémon GO players’ strongest driver for 
gaming to be recreation, which refers to the players’ motivation to relax and 
enjoy the entertaining features of the game. Their study also identified three 
other central motivational factors for gaming, namely, outdoor activity, nostal-
gia, and boredom. Boredom concerns playing Pokémon GO to avoid getting 
bored, for example, while walking or having nothing better to do. (Zsila et al., 
2018.) Related to this, Kari et al. (2017) have observed that for some players’ 
gaming adds layers of enjoyment or excitement to daily routines (Kari et al., 
2017). These aspects of gaming were clearly present in this study. As the find-
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ings show, a central function of Pokémon GO was to serve as entertainment, for 
example, when the players were traveling from one place to another. 

Further, Zsila et al. (2018) have found that nostalgia is an essential motive 
for those who were Pokémon fans before the launch of Pokémon GO. In their 
study, the players emphasized, for example, that Pokémon GO had evoked 
childhood memories. (Zsila et al., 2018.) Also, in the study of Paavilainen et al. 
(2017), nostalgia emerged through the Pokémon franchise as a key driver in the 
players’ pleasure experiences (Paavilainen et al., 2017). In this study, a few simi-
lar experiences of nostalgia were found, but the value itself did not emerge as a 
significant driver for gaming. 

Several previous studies have shown that playing Pokémon GO increases 
the players’ physical and mental well-being (e.g., Althoff et al., 2016; Baranows-
ki, 2016; Clark & Clark, 2016; Kari et al., 2017; Meschtscherjakov et al., 2017; 
Paavilainen et al., 2017; Yang & Liu, 2017; Wong, 2017). For example, Paavi-
lainen et al. (2017) have observed that players enjoy walking in the real world 
while playing. Whether it includes roaming around, walking a dog, or exercis-
ing, movement was determined as an integral part of the players’ gaming expe-
rience. (Paavilainen et al., 2017.) Also, Meschtscherjakov et al. (2017) have found 
that Pokémon GO affects the players’ motivation to leave home and increase 
exercise (Meschtscherjakov et al., 2017). Moreover, the study of Kari et al. (2017) 
found that one central type of behavioral change generated by Pokémon GO is 
increased physical activity (Kari et al., 2017). Finally, a study by Wong (2017) 
determined that players who had never or rarely spent time outdoors, or 
walked or jogged before, went out significantly more and walked and jogged 
more often due to playing Pokémon GO (Wong, 2017).  

The findings of this study support these findings. At the level of user val-
ues, the increase in physical activity was associated with both the values of ac-
tivity and a healthy life. If the players emphasized the state of being active, the 
experiences were classified under the activity value construct. In contrast, if the 
players’ described experienced or pursued health benefits related to the in-
creased activity, the experiences were classified under the healthy life value 
construct. As mentioned, also other experiences of the game’s effects on the 
players’ well-being were classified under the healthy life value construct. Both 
of the value constructs represented 9 percent of the players’ co-creative gaming 
experiences. 

As the values of activity and healthy life, ambition and a sense of accom-
plishment were found to be somewhat interrelated in this study. Ambition was 
featured in this study as goal orientation and competing with others and one-
self, i.e., as a desire for success or achievement. A sense of accomplishment rep-
resented a terminal value of achieving something in the game. Of these, ambi-
tion, in particular, was found to be a significant driver for playing Pokémon GO. 
This finding connects to the study of Zach and Tussyadiah (2017) where catch-
ing Pokémon (e.g., catching as many Pokémon or rare Pokémon) and winning 
battles (e.g., supporting own teams and taking over other teams’ Gyms) were 
identified as two key motivations for playing Pokémon GO (Zach & Tussyadiah, 
2017). Still, it seems that in most of the previous studies, ambition or achieve-
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ment have not been featured as central drivers for gaming. In this regard, the 
present study brings new insights into the value-based drivers of Pokémon GO. 

In earlier studies, the regular use of Pokémon GO has been found to sup-
port social capital, social interaction, and a sense of social unity (Clark & Clark, 
2016; Lintula et al., 2018). According to the study of Paavilainen et al. (2017), 
social play is one of the key drivers of Pokémon GO (Paavilainen et al., 2017). 
Also, Kari et al. (2017) found in their study that most gaming is done with oth-
ers, for example, with friends and family. Of course, many also choose to play 
the game alone. For many, spending time with someone important to them was 
found to be more important than the gaming itself. Sharing experiences with 
others was also found to be an essential part of the game. The game was ob-
served to act as a social glue, bringing people together through shared time and 
experiences. (Kari et al., 2017.) Furthermore, in their study, Zach and Tus-
syadiah (2017) determined a sense of community as one of the key behavioral 
consequences of Pokémon GO (Zach & Tussyadiah, 2017). 

The findings of this study support the earlier findings on the significance 
of the social aspect of gaming. In this regard, the study identified two key value 
constructs, sociality and a sense of belonging. Experiences in which playing to-
gether connected to an end-state, such as a sense of togetherness, unity, or 
community, were classified under the value construct of a sense of belonging. If 
playing together, sharing experiences, and the sociality of the game itself repre-
sented the described positive value without a connection to a particular end-
state, the experience was classified as sociality. Both values were discovered as 
significant drivers for Pokémon GO, representing 13 percent of the players’ 
value co-creative gaming experiences. However, sociality was a value that was 
equally co-destroyed through gaming. 

Because the negative side of augmented reality (AR) mobile games and 
the phenomenon of value co-destruction, in general, have been studied less, 
there are naturally fewer previous findings on the negative aspects of Pokémon 
GO. However, as presented in Lintula et al. (2018) study, some of the reported 
value co-destruction experiences in Pokémon GO include safety risks such as 
accidents, injuries, and assaults which can lead to adverse value outcomes, such 
as frustration, disappointment, humiliation, or decreased sense of security for 
the players (Lintula et al., 2018). In this study, such problems were classified 
under the security value construct. However, the value construct rose only just 
up to 5 percent in significance in the players’ co-destructive gaming experiences. 
Therefore, the players’ security-related experiences are not considered to be the 
most critical for Pokémon GO.  

The prominence of security issues in Pokémon GO have previously been 
challenged by, for example, Paavilainen et al. (2017) study, where only a few 
security-related mentions concerning dangers of playing while driving and 
children not being aware of their surroundings when playing were detected. 
Otherwise, security issues were not addressed by the study participants. Based 
on this, Paavilainen et al. (2017) suggest that the danger narrative raised by the 
media seems to be irrelevant for the players themselves. (Paavilainen et al., 
2017.) However, their study, like this study, was conducted in Finland, which 
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may, of course, have an impact on how the security value is emphasized in the 
players’ experiences. 

Sociality value, which was determined significant in both the players’ val-
ue co-creative and co-destructive gaming experiences, has been discussed in a 
negative sense, for example, in the same Paavilainen et al. (2017) study. There it 
was recognized that sociality in Pokémon GO is not always positive, but bad 
behavior of other players and also non-players is present in the game. (Paavi-
lainen et al., 2017.) By viewing the players’ experiences from the perspective of 
user values, this study found, in addition to sociality, other value constructs to 
which the players’ experiences of bad behavior were connected. Misbehaving 
players were present as single reasons for value co-destruction with different 
value constructs, as for example, pleasure and security. Moreover, the players’ 
unjust experiences emphasized another type of bad behavior, namely, dishonest 
players. The value construct that was most concerned with non-players and 
their destructive perceptions about gaming was social recognition. The findings 
of the non-players also connect to Lintula et al. (2018) study, where it was sug-
gested that non-users might influence the gaming experience of the users (Lin-
tula et al., 2018). 

Another value construct that has been present in previous studies is equal-
ity and the gaming location associated with it. For example, Colley et al. (2017) 
have found that Pokémon GO benefits players who live in areas with high 
PokéStop density. Based on their findings, they argue that rural areas and the 
players’ living there are significantly disadvantaged in Pokémon GO. (Colley et 
al., 2017.) Also, Paavilainen et al. (2017) have found that players perceive une-
qual playing opportunities as problematic. Like Colley et al. (2017), they con-
clude that rural areas have fewer Pokémon, PokéStops, and Gyms than city cen-
ters. (Paavilainen et al., 2017.) It is specifically the location-based inequality that 
was highlighted also in this study. Furthermore, as mentioned, it also con-
cerned the players through their general perception of the game and other 
players’ experiences.  

In addition to the values discussed above, this study determined many 
other and less studied value constructs such as responsibility, social recognition, 
inner harmony, and independence to be highlighted in the players’ co-
destructive gaming experiences. Of these, the value constructs of responsibility 
and inner harmony included value contradictions as an underlying reason for 
the players’ co-destructive gaming experiences. This finding supports the sug-
gestions of Vartiainen and Tuunanen (2016) that value may be simultaneously 
co-created and co-destroyed for the users in the value creation process. 

Concerning the value constructs of inner harmony and social recognition, 
and the players’ identity and personal image related values, Lintula et al. (2018) 
discussed in their study Tuunanen et al.’s (2010) framework for value co-
creation in consumer information systems (CIS), in which the construction of 
identities is one of the three value propositions promoting value co-creation for 
users. Based on their findings, Lintula et al. (2018) suggested that the identity 
value may also be co-destroyed for the users in Pokémon GO. This study sup-
ports the finding. It was found that the players’ co-destructive gaming experi-
ences, related to the construction of identity, were mostly connected to the val-
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ue constructs of inner harmony and social recognition. The positive side of the 
construction of identities was instead connected to a sense of belonging the 
game promotes for many players.  

In addition to the players themselves, other players, non-players, the envi-
ronment, and the location affecting the players’ dynamic value creation process, 
one of the significant reasons for the co-destructive value outcomes in Pokémon 
GO was found to be technical challenges. Technical challenges were also one of 
the seven identified reasons in Lintula et al. (2018) study for value co-
destruction in Pokémon GO and similar augmented reality (AR) mobile games. 
In this study, technical challenges led to many co-destroyed experiences for the 
players which then connected to a variety of values. Concerning the positive 
weighted values, technical challenges were related, for example, to the co-
destruction of pleasure, a healthy life, an exciting life and ambition values. In 
relation to negatively weighted values, technical challenges were connected 
especially to the co-destruction of the responsibility, sociality, equality, and in-
dependence values. As in this study, in Lintula et al. (2018) study, the findings 
emphasized in-game issues (the game not working) and dysfunctional devices. 
Furthermore, Paavilainen et al. (2017) study has identified other technical prob-
lems in Pokémon GO such as the game crashing while playing, unresponsive 
servers, login problems, and GPS imprecision as a cause of the players’ negative 
experiences. These problems also occurred in this study. 

Although the empirical findings of the study are strongly related to the 
context of Pokémon GO and do not generalize beyond the game and potentially 
other similar games, the study also has broader implications for research and 
practice. These are discussed in the following subsections.  

5.2 Implications for Research 

As outlined in the introduction to this study, the emergence of service-
dominant (S-D) logic has marked a significant change in the understanding of 
value creation in digital services and the role of the users in the process. S-D 
logic posits that service providers can merely offer users value propositions, 
and the users always determine the value of the product or service. (Vargo & 
Lusch, 2004, 2008b, 2016.) Value is based on the users’ subjective experiences 
and interaction with the service provider (and other actors) as value-in-use 
(Grönroos, 2008; Vargo & Lusch, 2008c). As a result, the value creation experi-
ences of the users reflect the success of a service (Babin & James, 2010; Tuuna-
nen & Peffers, 2018) and represent the very foundation of value (Prahalad & 
Ramaswamy, 2004).  

Still, besides conceptualizing value as value-in-use and service value being 
based on the subjective and contextual experiences of the users, the current S-D 
logic literature does not explicitly define how the users determine the value of 
their experiences or how the levels of co-created and co-destroyed value for the 
users could be measured to support service design. In response to this theoreti-
cal gap, this study suggested one potential perspective for value determination 
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– user values. For this, the study employed the means-end theory (Gutman, 
1982), which sets the users’ personal values and goals for service use as the ba-
sis for value determination.  

In order to demonstrate the potential role of user values in service value 
determination and the dynamic interaction of value co-creation and co-
destruction in the process, this study combined the views of S-D logic (Vargo & 
Lusch, 2004, 2008b, 2016) and means-end theory (Gutman, 1982) to present a 
conceptualization of the user’s dynamic value creation process. The proposed 
conceptualization asserts that service use generates service experiences which 
the users evaluate based on their personal values and goals. This evaluation 
results in value outcomes that may be both co-creative and co-destructive based 
on the users’ perception of the experiences and how they support the values 
and goals relevant for them.  

Furthermore, the experienced value outcome is suggested to affect the us-
ers’ motivation to continue the use of the service. Positive experiences are likely 
to drive the users to commit to the service and to further engage in value co-
creation. On the contrary, co-destructive experiences may have an adverse ef-
fect on the user’s motivation to use the service and even lead to the termination 
of the service. Although rather simple, the conceptualization provides academ-
ics and practitioners a view of how the dynamic co-creation and co-destruction 
of value may occur in the service process from the users’ perspective. Moreover, 
how user values may serve as the foundation for service value determination 
and how they may be operationalized to support the value-based design and 
development of digital services.  

The idea of employing user values to understand the users and their driv-
ers for service use is not by any means new. For example, Tuunanen and Kuo 
(2015) have emphasized the significance of understanding the value structures 
of the users (Tuunanen & Kuo, 2015), and Tuunanen and Peffers (2018) have 
proposed studying the mental models and value structures of the users to facili-
tate the understanding of the users’ preferences for service use. Furthermore, 
Tuunanen et al. (2010) have proposed that value co-creation is about the inter-
play of system value propositions and customer value drivers, which possess 
the values and goals of the users and so drive them to co-create value (Tuuna-
nen et al., 2010). Moreover, Lintula et al. (2018) have maintained that in order to 
promote value co-creation and avoid value co-destruction, service providers 
should understand the value dimensions of the users.  

In this regard, Tuunanen et al. (2019) have studied users’ hedonic and util-
itarian value drivers and found distinct differences in the value-based drivers 
between the studied service systems. Based on their findings, the authors have 
suggested that services should be designed according to the users’ value drivers 
rather than system types. (Tuunanen et al., 2019.) The objective of this study 
was to generate understanding for this very purpose. However, rather than fo-
cusing on the hedonic and utilitarian value dimensions underlying the service 
use, as described, this study adopted another perspective and explored the us-
ers’ value-based drivers and value determination from the viewpoint of the us-
er’s personal values. This view and the application of the value typology of Tu-
unanen and Kuo (2015) introduced alternative dimensions to value, namely in-
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terpersonal-intrapersonal and terminal-instrumental dimensions, and the re-
sulting social, moral, personal, and competency value categories, which, to the 
best of the researcher’s knowledge, have not been previously examined in con-
nection to value co-creation and co-destruction.  

The value typology applied in this study to classify the user values has 
been previously utilized in the study of Tuunanen and Kuo (2015) to distin-
guish value differences between user groups in different cultures (Tuunanen & 
Kuo, 2015). In this study, the typology was successfully utilized to determine 
the user values highlighted in Pokémon GO and to examine the differences in 
values between the users’ value co-creative and co-destructive gaming experi-
ences. Based on the findings, it is safe to suggest that the applied value typolo-
gy may serve as a useful framework for studying and analyzing user values 
underlying any digital service. In this study, the value typology was expanded 
by six new value constructs to adequately cover the user values present in the 
context of Pokémon GO. The implication of this is that when utilizing the ty-
pology in future research or applying it to study other services, the existing 36 
value constructs and the new extensions proposed in this study may need to be 
revised and even further elaborated. The determination process for the new 
value constructs, carefully reported in this study, may serve as a guiding exam-
ple for future modification of the framework.  

In the study of Tuunanen and Kuo (2015), the user values were examined 
at the value category level. However, it was notified by the authors that though 
the four categories are simple to apply, they reduce the ability to perform de-
tailed comparisons of the differences among users concerning the specific value 
constructs. (Tuunanen & Kuo, 2015.) Thus, in this study, the user values were 
classified up to the level of the individual value constructs. Consequently, it 
was confirmed that the proposed value typology and the complementary classi-
fication dictionary by Tuunanen and Kuo (2015) serve for this purpose as well. 
However, the original classification dictionary was enhanced in this study with 
the value constructs and their descriptions based on Rokeach’s (1973, p. 28) 
original value list. The findings suggest that the individual value constructs 
provide access to more detailed information about the values that are relevant 
in the users’ experiences. Still, as in the study of Tuunanen and Kuo (2015), val-
uable information was found from the users’ value structures already from the 
higher-level perspective. This suggests that the typology may serve researchers 
in various ways as it allows adapting the level of analysis to the distinct re-
search needs. 

Moreover, as in the Tuunanen and Kuo (2015) study, the findings of this 
study suggest that data collected through the laddering interview technique 
(Reynolds & Gutman, 1988) is particularly well suited for studying user values 
and as a basis for classifying user values through the value typology. As the 
laddering technique is focused on modeling the user value structures, i.e., elicit-
ing chains of service attributes, consequences, and values from the users (Reyn-
olds & Gutman, 1988; Peffers et al., 2003), it is ideal for such value-based analy-
sis. This study demonstrated how laddering data with the value typology can 
be utilized to generate different value distributions that can be analyzed using 
both qualitative and quantitative methods.  
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However, as half of the data analyzed in this study represented naturally 
occurring data, it was found that the value typology, as suggested by Tuunanen 
and Kuo (2015), is also suitable for analyzing data collected in other ways. Still, 
it was found that without the laddering technique, which progresses consistent-
ly from the level of service attributes to the user value level, the analysis of the 
data and the determination of the values require more interpretation from the 
researcher. In all cases, it is suggested that the value constructs, categories, and 
types should be interpreted according to the classification dictionary as it pro-
vides a structured base for the consistent classification of the values. This is di-
rectly attributable to the quality of the research. 

The findings of this study strongly support the joint exploration of value 
co-creation and co-destruction, recently proposed by Kokko et al. (2018), since 
both types of value outcomes were present in the experiences of all users. The 
perspective on both co-creative and co-destructive gaming experiences provid-
ed compelling understanding of how the positively weighted values may also 
be co-destroyed in the value creation process. And, on the other hand, how the 
co-destruction of value also occurs as its own phenomenon in the process. That 
is something that has not been widely presented in the previous studies. In this 
study, all the positively weighted values had a negative side to them. In addi-
tion, as many as positive values, there were distinct negatively weighted values 
connected to the users’ co-destructive service experiences. As an implication for 
service research and design, it is clear that considering both co-creation and co-
destruction of value provides a more comprehensive view of how the service 
presents itself for the users, i.e., what value is created, and what value is de-
stroyed in the process. 

Moreover, the study identified statistically significant differences in the 
types of values that are emphasized in the users' value co-creative and co-
destructive gaming experiences. Based on the findings, Pokémon GO and simi-
lar games are more strongly driven by intrapersonal (72%) and terminal type of 
values (61%). The most significant value categories were personal (48%) and 
competency values (24%). Value co-destructive experiences instead placed sig-
nificantly more emphasis on interpersonal values (64%), but no significant dif-
ference was found between the terminal and instrumental value types. The 
most significant value categories in the users’ value co-destructive experiences 
were moral values (34%) and social values (30%). For research, this kind of un-
derstanding provides novel insight into the phenomena of co-creation and co-
destruction and how different values may be emphasized in connection to the 
different value outcomes.  

In addition, the findings support zooming in on the user level in concep-
tualizing value creation, especially for service design purposes. The user per-
spective has been suggested, for example, by Grönroos and Voima (2013) and 
Tuunanen et al. (2019). In contrast, Lintula et al. (2018) have acknowledged that 
a holistic ecosystem perspective, which has also been featured in the recent 
views of service-dominant (S-D) logic, may be useful in accounting for effects of 
value creation on multiple actors and complex service systems (Lintula et al., 
2018). Still, the findings of this study support the view that, especially when 
considering digital service design, it is essential to understand how the value of 
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the service is created or emerges for the users. If the aim is to understand value 
as perceived by the users and develop methods for enhancing the service expe-
rience through co-creation of value, the micro-level user perspective seems to be 
most appropriate. 

Finally, the findings show that many things influence the users’ service 
experience. In this study, in addition to the users’ interaction with the service 
provider (Pokémon GO), the experience was influenced by factors such as the 
surrounding environment, geographical location, and the users’ interactions 
with other users and non-users. Thus, the findings support the earlier literature 
in that while research might consider value creation from the user perspective 
and focus on the value creation activities between the user and service provider, 
the interaction does not occur in isolation but is a part of a broader network of 
actors (Chandler & Vargo, 2011; Grönroos & Voima, 2013; Vargo & Lusch, 2017) 
and is influenced by different contextual factors (Edvardsson et al., 2011; Akaka 
et al., 2012; Akaka & Vargo, 2013). Future research on value co-creation and co-
destruction could focus on examining the impacts of one or a few of these fac-
tors on the users’ service experiences. 

5.3 Implications for Practice 

Research has shown that there are often differences in what the managers think 
their customers’ value and what the customers actually value (Woodruff, 1997). 
From the service design point of view, such gaps in the understanding of the 
users create the potential for errors in the service design efforts and in propos-
ing relevant value for the users. This study offered one potential perspective for 
understanding the users and reducing such knowledge gaps, namely user val-
ues.  

Based on user values, the study successfully determined the co-created 
and co-destroyed values highlighted in the augmented reality (AR) mobile 
game Pokémon GO, as well as achieved an understanding of the connected ex-
periences perceived by the users. As a clear implication, this knowledge may be 
translated into concrete measures to support the design of the game and other 
similar games. In addition, the findings provide an understanding of how user 
values may serve as a basis for studying the value structures of other digital 
services and their users. As demonstrated in this study, the value structures of 
the users may be utilized to derive the value structure of a service and to un-
derstand both the positive and negative value perceived by the users. 

In this study, the key values discovered to drive the users to engage in 
value co-creation with Pokémon GO were the personal values of pleasure (25%), 
a healthy life (9%), an exciting life (8%), and a sense of accomplishment, (5%) 
the competency values of ambition (13%) and activity (9%), the moral value of 
sociality (13%) and the social value of a sense of belonging (13%). These are the 
values that the game supports and should continue to support through game 
design. Furthermore, based on the findings, the game design efforts should be 
directed into minimizing the co-destruction of the moral values of responsibil-



112 

ity (12%), sociality (12%) and justice (5%), the social values of social recognition 
(13%), equality (6%) and security (5%), the personal value of inner harmony (7%) 
and the competency value of independence (6%). 

Interestingly, the values highlighted in the players’ value co-creative and 
co-destructive gaming experiences were rather distinct. Only one value con-
struct, sociality, was emphasized in both types of experiences. Another interest-
ing finding was that all the positively weighted values had a negative side to 
them as they were connected to at least a few co-destructive experiences. How-
ever, the negative side was not significant, except in the context of the sociality 
value. For the negatively weighted values, most values occurred only in connec-
tion to the value co-destructive gaming experiences.  

The findings of the players’ value co-creative gaming experiences support 
previous findings but also bring novel insights into the players’ value-based 
drivers for Pokémon GO and potentially other augmented reality (AR) mobile 
games. The pleasure value of the game, the game’s positive effects on the play-
ers’ physical activity, and the social nature of the game have been especially 
emphasized in previous studies. The findings of this study reinforce their cen-
tral role in Pokémon GO and further provide an understanding of the connect-
ed values and goals of the players. Interestingly, for example, the increase in 
physical activity was associated with both the instrumental activity value and 
the terminal value of a healthy life. The social nature of the game was connected 
to both the instrumental sociality value but also to the desired end-state of a 
sense of belonging. Furthermore, the study identified other less studied positive 
value-based drivers for gaming, such as ambition and a sense of accomplish-
ment.  

As the negative side of augmented reality (AR) mobile games has been 
less studied, the findings of the study provided novel insight for game design 
and development, especially in terms of the co-destroyed values. The players’ 
negative experiences presented in previous studies have been, in particular, 
related to the values of security, location-based inequality, and the downside of 
sociality. In addition to these, this study determined other relevant value con-
structs highlighted in the players’ co-destructive gaming experiences, namely 
responsibility, social recognition, inner harmony, justice, and independence –
the first two of them being the most significant.  

The findings of the study confirmed that the players’ dynamic value crea-
tion process with Pokémon GO results in many positive value outcomes and 
offers the potential for the players to co-create value in various ways. However, 
values are also co-destroyed in the game. Thus, as emphasized in previous re-
search (e.g., Sandström et al., 2008; Plé & Chumpitaz Cáceres, 2010; Lintula et 
al., 2018), the findings suggest that service providers should focus on under-
standing both the users’ value co-creative and co-destructive service experienc-
es. As much as considering the potential benefits of co-creating value with the 
users, service providers should consider the possibility of value co-destruction 
and measure both the favorable and unfavorable service experiences of the us-
ers. Focusing merely on one side of value creation provides an incomplete un-
derstanding of the users’ experiences with the service.  
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Moreover, the findings of the study support the notion that the value per-
ception based on user values may indeed provide a solid basis for the user-
centric, in-depth understanding of value co-creation and co-destruction in digi-
tal services. The findings also support the earlier presented suggestions (e.g., 
Tuunanen & Kuo, 2015; Lintula et al., 2018; Tuunanen & Peffers, 2018) that un-
derstanding the user values underlying the use of the service enables the identi-
fication of the significant value drivers and user preferences for service use. 
Based on the findings it is suggested that the understanding of users and their 
value drivers enables service providers to address the relevant values and goals 
of the users and facilitates directing the design and development efforts accord-
ingly. Moreover, the understanding of both positively and negatively weighted 
values in the users’ experiences may provide useful insights for designers who 
wish to support value co-creation and prevent value co-destruction in their ser-
vice design efforts.  

The study established that the value typology of Tuunanen and Kuo (2015) 
may assist service designers in conducting value-based service design. It is sug-
gested that practitioners can efficiently apply the value typology to map the 
value structure of their service and to understand the users and their prefer-
ences towards the service. For reference, in this study, such a value structure is 
presented for Pokémon GO in figure 5. The value structure, depicted as a value 
meter map, represents the key values of the game, both the positively and nega-
tively weighted and displays their significance in the users’ value co-creative 
and co-destructive service experiences. As specified, this perspective offers the 
most versatile insight into the value structure of the service. 

Of course, mapping values alone might not support promoting the desired 
or minimizing the undesired values within a service. Therefore, as in this study, 
the determined values ought to be connected to the users’ service experiences 
or correspondingly to the service attributes and the resulting consequences. 
This study focused on the systematic coding of values based on which the us-
ers’ experiences were interpreted without a separate frame of reference. For a 
more systematic mapping and representation of the service attributes, conse-
quences and values, Tuunanen and Kuo (2015) have proposed, for example, the 
analytic hierarchy process technique (Saaty, 1990; Karlsson et al., 1998) and the 
critical success chains method by Peffers et al. (2003).  

Finally, besides the design and development of services, the user values 
and methods presented in this study may also serve other purposes. For exam-
ple, in Tuunanen and Kuo’s (2015) study, the perspective was the prioritization 
of requirements. In addition, the value maps may be utilized, for example, to 
communicate the value structure of the service within an organization. Fur-
thermore, the understanding of user values may be utilized in marketing to 
emphasize the values relevant for the existing and potential users of the service.   
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6 CONCLUSIONS 

This study explored the phenomena of value co-creation and co-destruction in 
augmented reality (AR) mobile games. The study aimed to gain an in-depth 
understanding of the value co-creation and co-destruction that occurs in Poké-
mon GO and the user values behind these dynamic value outcomes. More spe-
cifically, the goal was to determine which user values are emphasized in the 
game and how these values connect to the users’ co-creative and co-destructive 
gaming experiences.  

S-D logic (Vargo & Lusch, 2004; 2008b; 2016) provided the study with a 
lens to understand users as active co-creators and co-destroyers as well as de-
terminants of value. Value determination was explained through the means-
end theory (Gutman, 1982) that sets the users’ personal values and goals for 
service use as the basis for value determination. Based on these theoretical 
foundations, the study presented a conceptualization of the user’s dynamic val-
ue creation process. The conceptualization suggested a path from service use to 
service experiences and the users’ evaluation of these experiences based on 
their personal values and goals, which can lead to both co-creative and co-
destructive value outcomes. 

The empirical part of the study employed an earlier data set from Lintula 
et al. (2018) study. The study included 43 in-depth laddering interviews (Reyn-
olds & Gutman, 1988) with active Pokémon GO players in Finland. The original 
study examined the subjective reasons for value co-destructive service out-
comes experienced by the users (Lintula et al., 2018). However, since most of 
the study participants were active and enthusiastic Pokémon GO players, the 
interviews also produced a significant amount of information about the users’ 
positive gaming experiences. Thus, in this study, it was possible to explore the 
users’ value dimensions from both co-creative and co-destructive perspectives. 

Qualitative content analysis was utilized in the coding and analysis of the 
data. In addition, the value typology of Tuunanen and Kuo (2015) was applied 
to classify the user values. The view of user values and the application of the 
value typology introduced new dimensions of value, which, to the best of the 
researcher’s knowledge, have not been previously studied in the context of co-
creation and co-destruction of value. 
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As the main finding, the study determined fifteen user values highlighted 
in the use of Pokémon GO. Seven positively and seven negatively weighted, 
and one emphasized in both experience categories. Moreover, the study identi-
fied statistically significant differences in the types of values that are empha-
sized in the users’ value co-creative and co-destructive gaming experiences. 
Based on the findings, Pokémon GO is more strongly driven by intrapersonal 
and terminal types of values. The most significant value categories in the play-
ers’ co-creative gaming experiences were personal and competency values. The 
determined positive value constructs were the personal values of pleasure, a 
healthy life, an exciting life, and a sense of accomplishment, the competency values 
of ambition and activity, the moral value of sociality, and the social value of a 
sense of belonging.  

The value co-destructive experiences instead placed significantly more 
emphasis on interpersonal values, but within the experience category, no signif-
icant difference was found between the terminal and instrumental value types. 
The most significant value categories in the users’ value co-destructive gaming 
experiences were moral and social values. The values found to be the most de-
stroyed in the use of Pokémon GO were the moral values of responsibility, social-
ity and justice, the social values of social recognition, equality and security, the per-
sonal value of inner harmony, and the competency value of independence. 

The findings of the study confirmed that the players’ dynamic value crea-
tion process with Pokémon GO indeed results in both co-creative and co-
destructive value outcomes. What was interesting was that the values high-
lighted in the players’ value co-creative and co-destructive gaming experiences 
were rather distinct. Only the value construct of sociality was emphasized in 
both experience categories. The findings support the earlier suggestions (e.g., 
Sandström et al., 2008; Plé & Chumpitaz Cáceres, 2010; Kokko et al., 2018; Lin-
tula et al., 2018) on that service providers should focus on understanding both 
the users’ value co-creative and co-destructive service experiences. Focusing 
merely on one side of value creation provides a deficient understanding of the 
users’ experiences with the service.  

The study contributes to the literature in several ways. First, through con-
ceptualizing the user’s dynamic value creation process, the study demonstrated 
the potential role of user values in service value determination and the dynamic 
interaction of value co-creation and co-destruction in the process. The concep-
tualization provides academics and practitioners a view of how the dynamic co-
creation and co-destruction of value may take place in the service process from 
the users’ perspective. Furthermore, it demonstrates how user values might 
serve as a basis for service value determination and how they may be opera-
tionalized to support the value-based design and development of digital ser-
vices.  

Secondly, with empirical findings, the study added to the user-centric un-
derstanding of value co-creation and co-destruction phenomena in digital ser-
vices and how different values may be emphasized in connection to the dynam-
ic value outcomes. Moreover, although the positive and negative effects of 
Pokémon GO have been explored from different perspectives in previous stud-
ies, the aspect of user values and the dynamics of value co-creation and co-
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destruction in the use of the mobile game not been presented before. The find-
ings of the users’ value co-creative gaming experiences supported previous 
findings but also brought novel insights into the players’ value-based drivers 
for Pokémon GO and potentially other augmented reality (AR) mobile games. 
As there is limited empirical research especially on the negative aspects of 
augmented reality (AR) mobile games, and the co-destruction of value in gen-
eral, the findings of the study provided essential understanding for game de-
sign and development, especially from that perspective. 

The attained understanding may support the design and development of 
augmented reality (AR) mobile games that support value co-creation between 
service providers and users and assist in avoiding negative experiences and 
value co-destruction in the game design efforts. Moreover, the findings provid-
ed an understanding of how user values may serve as a basis for studying the 
value structures of other digital services and their users. As demonstrated in 
this study, the value structures of the users may be utilized to derive the value 
structure of the service. Besides the design and development of digital services, 
the understanding of user values may serve other purposes such as value-based 
prioritization of requirements, communicating the value structure of the service 
within an organization, or in marketing, emphasizing the values relevant for 
the existing and potential users of the service.  

Finally, the study reinforced the applicability of the value typology of Tu-
unanen and Kuo (2015) and the laddering technique (Reynolds & Gutman, 1988) 
in classifying user values and in understanding the different dimensions of val-
ue to support value-based service design and development. The study also 
proposed new value constructs to expand the typology and thus contributed by 
advancing the development of this proposed value-based service design meth-
od. 

6.1 Limitations of the Study 

There are also limitations to the study. First, when interpreting the findings, it 
should be noted that the data has been accumulated in two different ways. The 
study employed the data set from Lintula et al. (2018) study collected from the 
perspective of the users’ co-destructive gaming experiences. Therefore, only the 
co-destructive gaming experiences have been purposely collected by utilizing 
the laddering interview technique, including a clear connection between the 
service attributes, their consequences, and the user values and goals. The users’ 
co-creative gaming experiences instead represented naturally occurring data. 
Thus, as these experiences were not further explored during the interviews, it 
was not possible to produce similar attribute-consequence-value chains from 
the users’ value co-creative experiences that there were available from the co-
destructive experiences. Also, only about half as many positive value codes 
(n=152) as negative value codes (n=317) were identified from the data, and de-
termining the positive values required more interpretation from the researcher. 
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However, as the focus of the study was on user values, the absence of at-
tribute-consequence-value chains for the positive experiences was not critical 
for performing the analysis. What was significant was that the values could be 
reliably determined based on the positive experience descriptions and that suf-
ficient information was available on both the users’ positive and negative gam-
ing experiences. This was confirmed during the design phase of the study by 
carefully reviewing the transcribed material. Although significantly fewer de-
scriptions of positive experiences were available, there was enough information 
to perform a credible analysis. Efforts have been made to reinforce the trustwor-
thiness of the study with a comprehensive and transparent description and jus-
tification of the analysis process in subchapter 3.4. 

Another limitation of the study is that the analysis of the data was based 
on the interpretation of only one researcher. Although qualitative research em-
phasizes the researcher’s subjective interpretations of meaning (Roller & Lav-
rakas, 2015, p. 231), as presented in Lintula et al. (2018) study, to support the 
reliability of the analysis, the laddering research (e.g., Peffers et al. 2003; Reyn-
olds & Gutman 1988) recommends the utilization of two independent coders 
that attempt to reach a high consensus on the meanings of the data (Lintula et 
al., 2018).  In this study, the use of two coders was not considered due to the 
nature of the study (master’s thesis). Instead, the reliability of the analysis was 
supported by discussing the interpretations with both the supervising professor 
and the researcher who had conducted the interviews. In addition, to ensure the 
reliability and quality of the analysis, the classification dictionary of Tuunanen 
and Kuo (2015) was utilized alongside the value typology framework to define 
clear rules and specifications for classifying the values. Efforts were also made 
to improve reliability through extensive reporting on the analysis process. 

Finally, one limitation of the study relates to the generalizability of the 
findings. Although the study has many general implications for research and 
practice, the empirical part of the study examined only one augmented reality 
(AR) mobile game, Pokémon GO. Therefore, the findings are strongly related to 
the context of Pokémon GO and do not generalize beyond the game and possi-
bly other similar games. Moreover, the interviews were conducted in two cities 
in Finland. As presented in the theoretical part of the study, values are influ-
enced, for example, by culture and social environment (Rokeach, 1973, p. 24; 
Tuunanen & Kuo, 2015). Also, the service experiences may be perceived and 
evaluated differently by the users in different contexts such as time, place, or 
social and cultural environment (Edvardsson et al., 2011; Akaka et al., 2012; 
Akaka & Vargo, 2013). Therefore, even within the context of Pokémon GO, the 
results may not indicate how the user values are emphasized in different coun-
tries and user groups. 

Although there are limitations to the generalizability of the findings, the 
purpose of a qualitative research is not to confirm existing claims or to produce 
statistical generalizations, but to provide an in-depth understanding of the phe-
nomenon under consideration. In this study, such an understanding of the phe-
nomena of value co-creation and co-destruction, and the potential role of user 
values in the formation of these value outcomes was achieved. Thus, despite its 
limitations, the study met its objectives.  
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6.2 Suggestions for Future Research 

Several research suggestions can be derived from the limitations of the study 
and the novelty of the research topic. To begin with, the augmented reality (AR) 
mobile game Pokémon GO could be further studied with a larger sample, as a 
quantitative study, to confirm the primacy of different user values and related 
experiences in the game. In addition, future research could regard different con-
texts such as different countries or study the differences in the highlighted val-
ues between active users and users who have stopped playing the game. User 
values and their presence in the users’ co-creative and co-destructive gaming 
experiences could also be explored in the context of other AR mobile games to 
achieve a more holistic view of the phenomena. 

The above research could provide more generalized information on the 
positive and negative values highlighted in AR mobile games and, on the other 
hand, allow for comparison between different cultures and user groups to sup-
port game-wide value co-creation and minimizing value co-destruction. The 
values determined in this study and the related experiences, as well as the value 
typology of Tuunanen and Kuo (2015), could be utilized as a basis for such re-
search. Furthermore, the typology could be employed to study different digital 
services to get a more comprehensive picture of the weightings of user values in 
different services. Such research could contribute to the development of the 
value typology and the value-based understanding of digital services. 

As the concepts of value co-creation and co-destruction are still relatively 
new and more empirical research has been called for, there are numerous op-
portunities to contribute to the literature from this perspective as well. As Var-
go and Lusch (2017), who first introduced the S-D logic have recently stated, 
“unpacking how this ‘purposeful,’ cooperative activity leads to value cocreation 
will be a major underlying theme for the next 10 years (Vargo & Lusch, 2017, p. 
49)”. This study presented user values as a base for studying the value struc-
tures of digital services and their users, and thus the dynamic co-creation and 
co-destruction of value that occur in the service process. However, this is only 
one potential approach, and it is exciting to see what kind of new understand-
ing of the concepts of value co-creation and co-destruction within the S-D logic 
framework will be created in the future. 

The findings of this study confirmed that user values can be utilized to 
map and understand users’ co-creative and co-destructive service experiences 
to support value-based design and development of digital services. Future re-
search could examine how this understanding could be translated into actual 
development measures. This could enable the creation of a value-based service 
design method that would guide the service development process from the ac-
quisition and determination of values to the design and implementation of con-
crete development actions. 

Furthermore, the proposed conceptualization of the user’s dynamic value 
creation process could be further explored through empirical studies, and the 
role of user values and other phases in the process refined and validated. Also, 
the idea proposed in this study of the experienced value outcomes affecting the 
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users’ motivation to continue the use of a service and to engage in further value 
co-creation could provide an exciting topic for future research. 
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