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Abstract 
In Section 2 we discussed how the DotA community interacts online. We developed some important 
implications that can be further analyzed through Section 3. This section is going to focus on how the Dota 2 
community interacts with each other in-game, rather than through online community websites. Part 3A is 
going to address a hypothesis shared in Section 2, Part 2C. This hypothesis questioned how the Dota 2 
community rates themselves compared to others through a variety of subjects. We found that the samples in 
this study rated themselves as friendlier, and less likely to engage in disrespectful behavior, than a random 
team-mate. Section 3, Part 3A is going to try to study how TDEQ participants rated themselves compared to 
random team mates in terms of skill. We will run some cross-analyses between player experience and their 
self-proclaimed skill ratings. Our goal is to find out why players doubt the skill of a random team mate and 
how this might have an effect on their in-game experience. One finding in this article suggests that Dota 2 
players generally rate their personal skill to be higher than that of a random team-mate’s. We also 
discovered that player satisfaction with the DotA community is correlated with satisfaction with the match-
making system. By the end of this article we will address some implications that can help to develop ways to 
improve community satisfaction. The results of this study can help improve the hypothesis discussed earlier 
and raise new questions that can be studied throughout the following articles. 
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Introduction 
Where Section 2 focused on online community 
interaction through DotA community websites, Section 3 
is going to focus on online community interaction 
through Dota 2 itself. We are going to try and find 
correlations between the results of this section and the 
results of Section 2. To do this, we are going to address 
some of the topics previously discussed but within the 
realm of Dota 2 itself. 
 
Part 3A is going to focus on how players rate their skill 
levels compared to that of a random team mate. If the 
results of this show evidence of community distrust, we 
can move along with our hypothesis from Part 2C and 
attempt to understand why this might be. We will also 
discuss how internal community trust could be improved 
and the affects distrust has on the community as a 
whole. Furthermore, we will look for links between 
Veteran (V) community distrust and that of the greater 
sample. 
 
These two questions will be addressed often throughout 
this article and are listed as follows: 
 
Q27: As a player, how would you rate yourself compared 
to others in terms of skill? 
Q28: On average, how would you rate the skill of a 
random team-mate? 
 
The results of this article should provide a useful set of 
implications that can be used to promote collaboration in 
the Dota 2 community. We will look towards variables 
like satisfaction with the match-making system, player 
experience and their satisfaction with the DotA 
community. 
 
Discussion 
The first part of this study is going to look at how players 
rated their skill on a Likert scale (1-10) compared to that 
of a random team-mate.  
 
To begin, let’s look at the results of Q27 from TDEQ. 
(Chart 3.1) 

 

Chart 3.1: Sample response (N=1100) to Q27 from TDEQ: 
“As a player, how would you rate yourself compared to 
others in terms of skill?” 

The results show a mean value of (s=6.91) which shows 
that the community generally rates their skill-level at 
about 7/10 (though 6.91 would be the exact rating). 

Let’s see how the results of Q27 compare to how the 
sample rated the skill of a random team mate. To do 
this, we can study the results of Q28 from TDEQ. (Chart 
3.2)

 

Chart 3.2: Sample response (N=1100) to Q28 from TDEQ: 
“On average, how would you rate the skill of a random 
team-mate?” 

The results show a mean value of (s=5.03) which shows 
that the community generally rates the skill of a random 
team-mate around 5/10 (though 5.03 would be the exact 
rating). Compared with the results from Q27, these 
results provide us with a reason to believe that the Dota 
2 community generally rates their skill level above that of 
a random team mate. 

Remember that we found the exact same negative 
correlation between player self-friendliness ratings and 
self-disrespectful behavior ratings. We now have a total 
of three studies that promote the suggested hypothesis: 

“There is a trust issue within the Dota 2 community.” 

The next thing we are going to do is draw back on a 
conditional sample we addressed in Section 2. This sub-
sample represented what we considered the veteran (V) 
Dota 2 community. The conditions behind this sample 
were as follows: 

Sample V: -Have played the original DotA 
-Have the most experience playing the 
original DotA 
-Have played DotA for over a year. 

 
What we are going to do is compare Sample V’s 
response to Q27/28 with the total sample. What we are 
looking for is to see if the V community generally rates 
themselves as more skilled than the rest of the 
community. This would make sense. As we discussed in 
Section 2, the more DotA you play the more skilled you 
become. To confirm this, let’s discuss the results of the 
cross-analysis located on Chart 3.3A. 
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Chart 3.3A: Sample V response (N=624) vs. to Total 
Sample response (1100) to Q27 from TDEQ: “As a player, 
how would you rate yourself compared to others in terms 
of skill?” 

As expected, users in sample V usually rate themselves 
as more experienced than the total sample. We found 
that sample V had a mean rating of (s=7.31). Though 
this value is not much compared to the mean rating of 
the total sample (s=6.91), we can understand how much 
of the total sample’s high ratings come from sample V. 

Next, let’s cross-analyze the results of sample V and 
how they compare with the total sample for Q28. What 
we should find is the exact opposite of Chart 3.3. The 
results can be found on Chart 3.3B.

 

Chart 3.3B: Veteran response (N=622) compared to total 
response (1100) to Q28 from TDEQ: “How would you rate 
the skill of a random team-mate?” 

The results show that the Veteran community actually 
rates the skill-level of a random team mate to be higher 
(s=5.24) than the total sample. Remember that the total 
sample rated the skill of a random team mate at 
(s=5.03). We can see from these results that the Veteran 
community generally rates their skill, and the skill of a 
random team mate to be higher than the total sample as 
a whole.  

We are going to look at our total sample’s satisfaction 
with the Dota 2 matchmaking system. The results can be 
found on chart 3.4A. 

 

Chart 3.4: Sample response (N=1092) to Q24 from TDEQ: 
“Are you satisfied with the Dota 2 match-making system?”  

The results show that 59.25% (N=647) of our sample are 
satisfied with the match-making system and 40.75% 
(N=445) are not. What we are going to do now is try to 
find a link between match-making satisfaction and skill-
rating of a random team mate. Chart 3.4B shows the 
results of this cross-analysis. 

 

Chart 3.4B: Satisfied response (N=643) compared to total 
response (442) to Q28 from TDEQ: “How would you rate 
the skill of a random team-mate?” 

The results show a negative correlation between the 
Satisfied and Unsatisfied conditional samples. What this 
means that those who are unsatisfied with the Dota 2 
matchmaking system are generally more likely to doubt 
the skill of a random team mate. Those who are satisfied 
with the Dota 2 matchmaking system are more likely to 
trust the skill of a random team mate. The results hint 
towards the implication that players who are dissatisfied 
with the Dota 2 matchmaking system are likely to doubt 
the skill level of a random team mate. 

We are going to do now is compare sample V’s 
response with the total sample response. If we discover 
that sample V is generally more satisfied with the Dota 2 
matchmaking system than the total sample, we can infer 
that experience has a lot to do a player’s satisfaction 
with the Dota 2 matchmaking system. Chart 3.4C shows 
the results of this analysis. 
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Chart 3.4C: Sample V response (N=616) compared with 
total sample response (N=1092)to Q24 from TDEQ: “Are 
you satisfied with the Dota 2 match-making system?”  

The results of this graph show that more of Sample V 
are satisfied with the Dota 2 match-making system than 
the total sample. Though the difference is by a small 
margin, we can at least appreciate how much of the total 
sample who answered ‘Yes’ come from sample V 
(N=373). These results are similar to what we saw on 
Chart 3.3B. (P.64) 

We are now going to run the same cross-analysis with a 
sample that shares the same conditions as sample V, 
but has the most experience playing another title (VO). 
We will trace the results along Q24, Q27 and Q28. Let’s 
begin by analyzing how much of this sample VO is 
satisfied with the Dota 2 match-making system 
compared to the total sample. Chart 3.5A shows the 
results. 

 

Chart 3.5A: Sample VO response (N=246) compared with 
total response (N=1092) to Q24 from TDEQ: “Are you 
satisfied with the Dota 2 match-making system?”  

These results show that sample VO, who has the most 
experience playing HoN/LoL/Dota 2, is generally less 
satisfied with the Dota 2 matchmaking system compared 

to the total sample. Next, we will compare the responses 
of samples VO and V. Chart 3.5B shows the results. 

 

Chart 3.5B: Sample VO response (N=246) compared with 
sample V response (N=616) to Q24 from TDEQ: “Are you 
satisfied with the Dota 2 match-making system?”  

The results show that conditional sample V is more likely 
to be satisfied with the match-making system than those 
from conditional sample VO. 

Next, we will cross analyze sample VO with Q27. This 
will let us know how highly players who have the most 
experience playing another game besides DotA rate 
their skill level. Chart 3.6A shows the results. 

 

Chart 3.6A: Sample VO response (N=248) compared with 
total response (N=1100) to Q27 from TDEQ: “As a player, 
how would you rate yourself compared to others in terms 
of skill?” 

The results show that sample VO generally rates itself 
less skilled (s=6.69) compared to the total sample 
(s=6.91) by a small margin. By looking at Chart 3.3A 
(P.64), we can notice that sample V also rates itself as 
more skilled (s=7.31) than sample VO (s=6.69). This 
improves the integrity of our sample V analysis and 
shows that veteran players are generally more skilled 
than those with more experience with another title. 
Remember that in section 2 we found a correlation 
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between sample V and high win-rate and the reverse for 
players from sample VO (P.23). 

Next, we will cross analyze sample VO with Q28. This 
will let us know how highly those players who have the 
most experience playing another game besides DotA 
rate the skill level of a random team mate. The results 
are shown on Chart 3.6B. 

 

Chart 3.6B: Sample VO response (N=249) compared with 
total response (N=1101) to Q28 from TDEQ: “On average, 
how would you rate the skill of a random team-mate?” 

From what these results can tell us, sample VO 
generally ranks the skill level of a random team-mate to 
be lower (s=4.95) than the average (s=5.03) by a very 
small margin. As we can also see by looking at Chart 
3.3B, Sample VO generally rates the skill level of a 
random team mate to be lower than Sample V (5.24). 
Like the results from match-making satisfaction (Chart 
3.5B), we can derive an implication from these results: 

Veteran DotA players generally rank their skill, and the 
skill of a random team mate to be higher than those who 
are most experienced with another title.  

Notice that the spread between the VO averages for 
Q27/28 is 1.68 whereas the spread between the sample 
V averages for Q27/28 is 2.07. This tells us that sample 
V generally has less trust in a random team-mate’s skill 
compared to their own than sample VO by a small (.39) 
margin.  

Let’s examine our final variable which is satisfaction with 
the DotA community. If we look back at Section 2, Part 
2C, we can study Chart 2.16A (P.45) which shows the 
total sample (N=1097) response to Q18 from TDEQ: 
“Are you satisfied with the Dota 2 community?” 

The results of this chart showed us that there was a 
62.63% (N=687) agreement with the question and a 
37.37% (N=410) disagreement. What we can do now is 
use these results to understand how satisfaction with the 
DotA community may play a part in self skill-ratings and 
the skill-ratings of a random team-mate.  

Let’s begin by using two other sub-samples from Part 
2C. These conditional variables included: 

S (Satisfied with the Dota 2 Community): N=687 
NS (Not Satisfied with the Dota 2 Community): NS= 410 
 
First, let’s cross-analyze those two conditional variables 
with Q24 from TDEQ. This way we can see if those from 
Sample S are more satisfied with the match-making 
system than Sample NS, or vice-versa. The results are 
shown on Chart 3.7A. 
 

 

Chart 3.7A: Sample S response (N=677) compared with 
sample NS response (NS=410) to Q24 from TDEQ: “Are 
you satisfied with the Dota 2 match-making system?”  

The results show that participants who responded that 
they are satisfied with the Dota 2 community are more 
likely to be satisfied with the Dota 2 match-making 
system. The opposite can be said for those in Sample 
NS.  
 
By cross-analyzing these two conditional samples with 
Q28, we can understand how Satisfied and Unsatisfied 
participants rate themselves and others in terms of skill. 
The results of this analysis can be found on Chart 3.7B.  

 

Chart 3.7B: Sample S response (N=677) compared with 
sample NS (NS=410) to Q27 from TDEQ: “As a player, how 
would you rate yourself compared to others in terms of 
skill?” 
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We will now introduce two new conditional samples: 
 
SM- Those who are satisfied with match-making and the 
Dota 2 community.(N=456) 
UM- Those who are unsatisfied with match-making and 
the Dota 2 community.(N=220) 
 
The results of the analysis using the two new conditional 
samples can be found on Chart 3.7C: 
 

 

Chart 3.7C: Sample SM (N=456) vs. Sample UM (NS=220) 
response to Q27 from TDEQ: “As a player, how would you 
rate yourself compared to others in terms of skill?” 

The results from Chart’s 3.7B and 3.7C show that 
satisfaction/dissatisfaction with the Dota 2 community 
and/or matchmaking system has a minor effect on a 
player’s perception of their own skill. The results show 
that the majority of our sample who are dissatisfied with 
the match-making system and/or Dota 2 community 
typically rated their skill to be higher than the average 
response. (s=6.91) Those who are the most satisfied 
with the match-making system and/or Dota 2 community 
generally rate themselves around the average response. 

By cross-analyzing these two conditions with Q29, we 
can understand how highly Satisfied/Unsatisfied 
participants rate the skill level of random team-mate. The 
results of this analysis can be found on Chart 3.7D. 
Directly following this chart will be cross-analysis with 
our two new conditional samples (SM/UM) on Chart 
3.7E. 
 

 

Chart 3.7D: Sample S response (N=677) compared with 
sample NS (NS=410) to Q27 from TDEQ: “On average, how 
would you rate the skill of a random team-mate?” 

 

Chart 3.7E: SM response (N=456) compared with Sample 
UM (NS=220) to Q27 from TDEQ: “On average, how would 
you rate the skill of a random team-mate?” 

The results from Chart’s 3.7D and 3.7E show a 
significant trend. Put simply, participants who are 
dissatisfied with the DotA community and/or match-
making system typically rate the skill of a random team-
mate to be lower than players who are satisfied with both 
the community and/or matchmaking system. Therefore, 
player dissatisfaction is directly correlated with lower skill 
ratings for random team mates, and a higher skill rating 
for themselves. 

Results 
The results of this article shed light on some important 
reasons behind sample perception of their own skill and 
the skill of random team mates. This analysis is 
important because a player’s confidence in their team-
mates from the get-go is an affect that can shape their 
in-game experience. 
 
The first thing we learned was that the veteran 
community typically rates their skill, and the skill of a 
random team mate to be higher than the total sample. 
To test that, we discovered that veteran players are 
more likely to be satisfied with the match-making system 
than those who are most experienced in HoN/LoL/Dota 
2.  In addition, we learned that players who are 
dissatisfied with the Dota 2 matchmaking system are 
more likely to doubt the skill level of a random team 
mate and rate their personal skill to be higher than the 
average response.  

To understand these results, we looked back on Section 
1, Part 1D where we discovered that veteran players are 
generally more skilled than those with more experience 
in another title (1.13C). We found a trend here that we 
adressed throughout the study. After testing this trend, 
we discovered that veteran DotA players generally rank 
their skill, and the skill of a random team mate to be 
higher than those who are most experienced with 
another title. We also found that sample V generally has 
less trust in a random team mates skill compared to their 
own skill than sample VO by a very small (.39) margin. 

Next, we looked for connections between player 
satisfaction with the community and match-making 
system, combined with their previous experience. First 
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we found out that those who are more satisfied with the 
DotA community are more likely to be satisfied with the 
match-making system. 

To understand how player satisfaction influences skill-
ratings, we compared two conditional samples with the 
results of Q27 (Chart 3.6A, P.66) and Q28 (Chart 3.6B, 
P.67) from TDEQ. We used the conditional samples 
developed in Section 2 (S/US) and two new conditional 
variables (SM/UM). We came across an important 
finding that participants who are dissatisfied with the 
DotA community and/or match-making system typically 
rate the skill of a random team-mate to be lower and 
their own skill to be higher than those who are satisfied 
with the Dota 2 community and/or match-making system. 

Implications 
There are some important implications that can be 
drawn from this article: 

1. The total sample generally rates their personal 
skill to be higher than random team-mates. 

2. Veteran players are generally more skilled than 
those with more experience with another title. 

3. Players with more experience in another title 
typically rate their skill and the skill of a random 
team mate to be lower than the total sample. 

4. Participants who are dissatisfied with the Dota 2 
matchmaking system are more likely to rate the 
skill of a random team-mate to be lower. 

5. Veteran players are more likely to be satisfied 
with the match-making system than those who 
are most experienced in HoN/LoL/Dota 2. 

6. Veteran players generally rate their personal 
skill to be higher than a random team-mates 
than sample VO by a very small (.39) margin. 

7. Satisfaction with the DotA community is 
correlated with satisfaction with the match-
making system. 

8. Satisfaction with the Dota 2 community and/or 
matchmaking system has no correlation with 
perception of personal skill compared to that of a 
random team-mate. 

9. Dissatisfaction with the Dota 2 community 
and/or matchmaking system is correlated with a 
higher perception of personal skill, and a lower 
perception of the skill of a random team-mate.. 

 
Possible Errors within this Study 
There are some uncontrollable variables that may have 
played a role in the results of this study. One variable is 
the fact that a previous good/bad experience before 
taking TDEQ may have had an effect on our sample’s 
ratings of the variables within this study. Other than that, 
TDEQ was only distributed in English, revising the 
survey in different languages could yield a sample from 
a wider audience. No other potential errors were noticed 
within the study. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Future Studies 
This study was carried out during the closed-beta phase 
for Dota 2. This means that the continued saturation of 
new players within the community has not even begun. 
Therefore, this study will be carried out again once Dota 
2 reaches open/public access. A future analysis will help 
to understand how the much wider ‘new’ community 
feels about their personal skill and/or the skill of a 
random team mate as well as their satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction with the community and/or Dota 2 
matchmaking system. 
 
In addition, it would be great to collect data on how 
players rated their skill level when they first opened Dota 
2. The options included Beginner, Advanced and Expert. 
Cross-analyzing the variable of self-proclaimed 
experience with the questions used in this study could 
help us understand our sample even more. 
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Conclusion 
Section 3, Part 3A allowed us to build upon the results 
found in Section 2. We were able to understand more 
about the veteran community (V) and how they compare 
to participants who have more experience with another 
title. For sample V, we have accumulated enough data 
to suggest that they are typically more skilled (have a 
higher win-rate), are more satisfied with the Dota 2 
match-making system, and rate their skill to be higher 
than that of a random team mate. By combining the 
results of Section 1 and Section 2, we developed the 
implication that Veteran players are generally more 
skilled than those with more experience in another title. 
This supports our hypothesis that the more DotA you 
play, the better you get- as opposed to the stigma that 
you cannot get better at DotA. 
 
We learned that those who are less familiar with DotA 
than sample V are more likely to be dissatisfied with the 
Dota 2 matchmaking system. We also learned about 
how satisfaction/dissatisfaction with the Dota 2 
community and/or match-making system correlates with 
a player’s perception of their own skill, and the skill of a 
random team-mate.  
 
Finally, the results improved the hypothesis that there is 
a lack of trust within the Dota 2 community. 
 
The results of this article touched on some important 
reasons behind sample perception of their own skill and 
the skill of random team mates. This analysis is 
important because a player’s confidence in their team-
mates from the get-go is a quality that shapes their in-
game experience. By finding ways to gather more trust 
in the match-making system and DotA community in 
general, the community could shift to become more 
trusting of their allies. Distrust can lead to trolling, 
flaming, griefing or racism – the effects of which were 
discussed in Section 2, Part 2C (P.43). 
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Part 3B 

Team Composition and Hero Roles 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 
Abstract 
In Section 2 we discussed how the DotA community interacts online. We developed some important 
implications that can be further analyzed through Section 3. Part 3A focused in on how players of different 
experience levels ranked themselves in terms of skill. We found that those who are less satisfied with the 
Dota 2 community and matchmaking system are more likely to doubt the skill of a random team mate. 
Section 3, Part 3B is going to focus on how our sample views the importance of team composition and pre-
defined hero roles. We will try to understand what role is enjoyed by the majority of the sample and why. We 
are going to look for connections between thoughts on team composition and DotA experience, and favorite 
hero roles and communication. Our goal is to understand what variables affect our sample’s perception on 
the importance of team composition. For example, perhaps those who find team composition to be important 
also communicate often between team mates. Or, perhaps players from another title typically view team 
composition as less important. Some of the findings within this article suggest that those who find team 
composition to be very important typically find pre-defined hero roles to be more important. Branching off of 
the results of Part 3A, we found that those who are more unsatisfied with the balance of Dota 2 heroes are 
most likely to doubt the skill-level of a random team mate. The results of Part 3B will provide some important 
implications that can be used in the articles following this study. 
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Introduction 
The importance of team composition itself is 
questionable. For one, how exactly are players 
supposed to construct a good team in a public game 
when they only have 1 minute and 30 seconds to pick a 
hero before the game starts? If a team does not know 
each other then you would think that they might have a 
difficult time communicating, not to mention picking a 
well-constructed team. 
 
Section 3, part 3B is going to focus in on what variables 
effect our sample’s perception on the importance in team 
composition. We are also going to look at how are 
sample perceives the viability of the Hero Card System 
(HCS) introduced in Section V. We will also look at how 
this perception of the HCS relates to a players 
perception on team composition. Moreover, we will 
discuss how players feel about pre-defined hero roles 
before moving into Parts 3C and 3D.  
 
We are also going to study the hero roles our sample 
believes are the most important, and what role they 
enjoy playing the most. 
 
The questions we will be studying from TDEQ include: 
 
Q33. How useful do you find the “Hero Cards” on the 
hero selection screen to be? 
Q34. Team composition (hero picks) is an important 
factor in a game of Dota 2? (strongly disagree/agree) 
Q35. Pre-defined hero roles are important in Dota 2 (y/n) 
Q36. On average, which of these hero roles do you find 
to be the most important? 
Q37. On average, what hero role do you enjoy playing 
the most? 
Q42. How satisfied are you with the over-all balance of 
Dota 2 heroes? 
 
We will cross-analyze these questions to understand 
how certain variables may have an effect on the results 
from the total sample. The cross-analyses include: 
 
Q33 and Q34 
Q33 and Q36 
Q34 and Q35 
Q34 and Q2 
Q34 and Q8 
Q34 and Q22 
Q35 and Q36 
Q35 and Q37 
Q35 and Q15 
Q44 and Q28 
 
Thus far, the variables we will be studying include 
communication, experience, win-rate, the importance 
and preference of hero-roles. To begin, we will start by 
introducing the HCS and the benefits it offers on the 
hero selection screen. To understand more about the 
HCS, read Section V. Next, we will move into team 
composition and how our sample views its importance.  
 
 

Discussion 
Section V discusses how the HCS is a simple way for 
players to quickly understand the roles served by each 
Dota 2 hero. We already discovered through Section V, 
Part V1 that out of a 45-game sample, 30 games were 
won by the team with the highest TSR (Total Star 
Rating). We will keep this statistic in mind while moving 
through Part 3B. 
 
First, we are going to gather our statistics from Q33 from 
TDEQ to understand how the total sample views the 
significance of the HCS. The results are shown on Chart 
3.8A. 
 

 

Chart 3.8A: Sample response (N=1103) to Q33 from TDEQ: 
“How useful do you find the “Hero Cards” on the hero 
selection screen to be?”  

These results show that nearly 30% of our sample 
(N=324) thought the HCS was Not Very Useful (1). We 
can also note that the total sample rated the HCS with a 
mean value of 4 (s=3.93). From what the results show, 
we can notice that the HCS is not highly valued by the 
community. 

Q33 and Q34 
We will now cross-analyze these results with Q34 from 
TDEQ. This should help us understand what portion of 
our sample believes that team composition is important 
and believe the HCS is useful. First, let’s look at how the 
total sample responded to Q34 from TDEQ by looking at 
Chart 3.8B. 

 

Chart 3.8B: Sample response (N=1093) to Q34 from TDEQ: 
“Team composition (hero picks) is an important factor in a 
game of Dota 2?” (Strongly disagree - agree) 



The DotA Experiment Page 72 

From what these results tell us, 66.88% of our sample 
(N=731) found team composition to be an important 
factor in a game of Dota 2. The results also show that 
the mean value of responses lies at (s=9.30). Therefore, 
Q34 has a very high agreement rating. What we will do 
now is see how much of our sample who answered 
above the mean (condition A) also found the HCS to be 
important compared to those who answered below the 
mean (condition B). Chart 3.8C shows the results.

 

Chart 3.8C: Conditional Response A (N=731) compared to 
Conditional Response B (N=362) for Q33 from TDEQ: 
“How useful do you find the “Hero Cards” on the hero 
selection screen to be?”  

What are results show is that Condition A ranks the 
highest on both extremes, whereas Condition B ranks 
the highest within the 2-9 point margin. Those who find 
team composition to be important either find the HCS to 
be not very useful or not very useful. Those who do not 
believe team composition is important are indifferent with 
the HCS.  

Q33 and Q36 

Next, we are going to do is look at what roles are 
perceived as the most important by those who answered 
above the mean for Q33. (Greater or equal to 4) First, 
we will look at the total sample results for Q36 on Chart 
3.9A. Participants were allowed to select more than one 
answer. 

 

Chart 3.9A: Sample response (N=2910) to Q36 from TDEQ: 
“On average, which of these hero roles do you find to be 
the most important?”  

The results show that the majority of our sample finds 
either Support Heroes (response total=530) or All 

Heroes are of Equal Importance (AHEI, N= 473) to be 
the most important hero role. These statistics will be 
brought up again in Part 3C where we discuss the 
sample’s perception of supportive play. 

Next, we are going to cross-analyze these results with 
the sample who answered above the mean (Condition A) 
and below the mean (Condition B) for Q33. The results 
are shown on Chart 3.9B: 

 

Chart 3.9B: Conditional Response A (N=1507) compared to 
Conditional Response B (N=1414) for Q36 from TDEQ: “On 
average, which of these hero roles do you find to be the 
most important?” 

Our results show us that those who answered above the 
mean value for Q33 had a higher level of response for 
Q36 by 93 responses compared to Condition B. We can 
also notice that Condition A saw more value in individual 
hero roles than Condition B. We determined this 
because participants could select more than one answer 
for Q36. 

Q34 and Q35 

The next thing we are going to try and understand is how 
much of our sample who believes in the importance of 
team composition also find pre-defined hero roles to be 
important. We have already analyzed Q34 (Chart 3.8B, 
P.72) and found that a large portion of our sample 
(~66%) strongly agree that team composition is 
important. Now, let’s look at how the total sample views 
the importance of pre-defined hero roles. The results are 
shown on Chart 3.10A: 

 

Chart 3.10A: Sample response (N=1094) to Q35 from 
TDEQ: “Pre-defined hero roles are important in Dota 2” 
(y/n) 
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The results from this chart show a response to Q35 
that’s a little different than the response to Q34 (P.72). 
From what the statistics tell us, there was an average 
rating of (s=6.58) between the total sample.  

To understand the difference in response between Q34 
and Q35, we will run a cross-analysis using the same 
conditions from Chart 3.8C (P.72). The results are 
shown on Chart 3.10B.

 

Chart 3.10B: Conditional Response A (N=731) compared to 
Conditional Response B (N=362) for Q35 from TDEQ: “Pre-
defined hero roles are important in Dota 2” (y/n) 

These results show a possible trend. Those who 
answered above the mean value for Q34 were more 
likely to find pre-defined hero roles to be more important 
than those who answered below the mean. This 
suggests that those who find team composition to be 
important generally find pre-defined hero roles to be 
important. 

 Q34 and Q2 
We are now going to look at how out Veteran sample 
responded to Q34. Remember, our Veteran sample has 
the following 3 conditions: 
1. They have played the original DotA for Warcraft 3 
(RoC/TFT) 
2. They have played DotA for over a year. 
3. They have the most experience playing DotA.  
 
Using sample V as a conditional variable should help us 
understand how much experience plays into the total 
sample’s value of team composition. We will first 
compare the results with the total sample. The results 
are shown on Chart 3.11. 
 

 

Chart 3.11A: Sample V response (N= 619) compared to 
total response (N=1093) for Q34 from TDEQ: “Team 
composition is an important factor in a game of Dota 2” 

These results show that sample V’s response actually 
has a lower average (s=9.25) compared to the total 
response’s average (s=9.30) by a very small margin.  

We are now going to address conditional sample VO. 
Remember, the conditions for sample VO are as follows: 
1. They have played the original DotA for Warcraft 3 
(RoC/TFT) 
2. They have played DotA for over a year. 
3. They have the most experience playing another title 
besides DotA. (HoN/LoL/Dota 2) 
 
The results of this cross-analysis are shown below on 
Chart 3.11B: 

 

Chart 3.11B: Sample V response (N=619) compared with 
sample VO response (N=214) to Q34 from TDEQ: “Team 
composition is an important factor in a game of Dota 2” 

From what these results show us, Sample V has an 
average response of (s=9.25) compared to Sample VO 
(s=9.42). Players from sample VO generally find team 
composition to be more important within their sample 
than those from sample V. So far, it seems as if veteran 
players disregard team composition to a higher extend 
than those more experienced with a title besides DotA. 

Q34 and Q8 
To further understand the results of the previous 
analysis, we are going to look for a correlation between 
win-rate and thoughts about the importance of team 
composition. Let’s remember that our Veteran sample 
typically has a higher win-rate than those from another 
title.  

Through this cross-analysis we should be able to gather 
data about whether or not thoughts about team 
composition are correlated with a higher win-rate. We 
will begin by comparing the results of those who 
answered above the mean value for Q34 with those who 
answered below the mean value across the total 
sample’s win-rate. The results for this cross analysis are 
shown on Chart 3.12 on the next page. 

 



The DotA Experiment Page 74 

Is team composition (hero 
picks) an important factor in a  
game of Dota 2? 

Depends. It’s certainly one of the 
factors but it’s blown way out of 
proportion in terms of importance 
and one reason why Dota feels 
stagnant is the community’s 
preoccupation with the 
importance of team composition. 

The game is influenced by hero 
picks, but the influence is small, I 
would say even negligible, 
especially in a public game. 

 

Chart 3.12: Conditional Response A (N=731) compared to 
Conditional Response B (N=362) for Q8 from TDEQ: “My 
win-rate is approximately…” 

The results of this cross-analysis show little to no 
relationship between thoughts about the importance of 
team composition and high win-rate. There is only the 
smallest difference between Condition A and Condition 
B above the mean. The difference is that Condition B is 
rated just a bit higher on the scale, which supports the 
idea that veterans, who are usually less concerned with 
team composition, generally have a higher win-rate than 
Condition A. 

Q34 and Q22 
Next, we are going to look for a difference between 
those who usually play with a team and those who do 
not in their response to Q34. After that, we will compare 
Q34 with two conditional variables/sub-samples 
developed in Section 2, Part 2C. Remember that players 
who communicate often typically have a higher win-rate 
and generally rate in-game communication to be higher 
among team mates than those who do not communicate 
often. (Chart 2.20B, P.48) The results of our first cross 
analysis are shown on Chart 3.13A. 

 

Chart 3.13A: A comparison between our sample who 
usually plays with friends (N=902) versus our sample who 
usually plays without friends (N=188) for Q34 from TDEQ: 
“Team composition is an important factor in a game of 
Dota 2”  

The results show that more players who usually play 
with friends rate the importance of hero picks to be 
higher than those who do not. To further analyze this 
trend, we will call upon our conditional samples from 
page 48 which are samples CO and DO.  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CO: (N=245) Communicate often with other community 
members and usually play Dota 2 with friends. 
DO: (N=145) Do not communicate often with other 
community members and usually play Dota 2 without 
friends. 
 
We will now compare these two conditional 
variables/samples with Q34. The results are shown on 
Chart 3.13B 

DotA Community Spotlight 
        

               Infi 
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Chart 3.13B: A comparison between sample CO (N=241) 
versus sample DO (N=145) for Q34 from TDEQ: “Team 
composition is an important factor in a game of Dota 2”  

These results confirm the results of the previous cross-
analysis and lead us to the implication that players who 
communicate often and play with friends typically rate 
the importance of team composition to be higher than 
those with the opposite conditions. 

Q35 and Q36 
Now we are going to compare the results of Q35 and 
Q36 to understand which hero roles are considered the 
most important by those who answered above the 
mean/below the mean for Q35. The results from Q35 
(Chart 3.10A, P.73) gave us an average value of s=6.58. 
The results from Q36 (Chart 3.9A, P.73) showed us that 
Support or AHEI were the most chosen hero roles by the 
total sample. 
 
We are going to compare the results to show what hero 
roles are considered the most important by those who 
consider pre-defined hero roles to be important. 
Condition A will represent our sample who answered 
Q35 above the mean value of 6. Condition B will 
represent our sample that answered Q35 below or equal 
to the mean value of 6. The results are shown on Chart 
3.14. Remember, participants were allowed to choose 
more than one answer for Q36. 
 

 

Chart 3.14: Comparison between Condition A (N=1667) 
and Condition B (N=1233) for Q36 from TDEQ: “On 
average, which of these hero roles do you find to be the 
most important?” 

The results show that those who believe pre-defined 
hero roles are important selected more options than 
those who do not. The results also show that Condition 

A valued Support, Carry, Initiation and Disabler heroes 
over others. These statistics will be brought up again in 
Part 3C where we discuss how the sample views the 
importance of supportive play. 

Q35 and Q37 
Next we are going to use the same conditions except 
cross-analyze them with Q37. This should tell us what 
hero roles are most favored by those who do or do not 
find pre-defined hero roles to be important. Again, 
participants were allowed to select more than one 
answer for Q37. The results of this cross-analysis are 
shown on Chart 3.15A. 
 

 

Chart 3.15A: Comparison between Condition A (N=2012) 
and Condition B (N= 1485) for Q37 from TDEQ: “On 
average, what hero role do you enjoy playing the most? 

The results from this graph show that those who believe 
pre-defined hero roles are important have the most 
responses to Q37. They also have the most balanced 
response across all hero roles compared to those in the 
opposite condition. Condition A seems to enjoy playing 
Support, Initiation and Carry the most, and the same 
goes for Condition B. Condition A’s response rates 
higher than Condition B’s in 3/4ths of the options. This 
raises the implication that those who find team 
composition, pre-defined hero roles and/or the HCS to 
be important enjoy playing a variety of different hero 
roles and believe more hero roles are important. 

To confirm this, we are now going to analyze two sub-
samples.  

 HRI: Hero Roles Important  
 -Believe team composition is important. 

-Rate the importance of pre-defined hero roles 
above the mean. (s=6.58) 

 HRN: Hero Roles Not Important 
 -Believe team composition is important. 
 -Rate the importance of pre-defined hero roles 
 below the mean value. (s=6.58) 

We will now compare these two conditions across two 
categories: win-rate and satisfaction with the balance of 
Dota 2 heroes. 
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Chart 3.15B shows the results and comparison between 
both conditions by their win-rate. 

 

Chart 3.15B: Sample HRI (N=489) compared to Sample 
HRN (N=270) for Q8 from TDEQ: “My win-rate is 
approximately…” 

From what these results show us, win-rate between the 
two conditions remains relatively balanced. Sample 
HRN, whom we believe is associated with the veteran 
community weighs a little higher above the mean. We 
can now infer that belief on team composition has no 
correlation with higher or lower win-rate. 

Chart 3.15C is going to show the total sample response 
and average for Q42 from TDEQ, which will be 
immediately followed by Chart 3.15D, which will show a 
comparison between both conditions by their satisfaction 
with the over-all balance of Dota 2 heroes.  

 

Chart 3.15C: Sample response (N=1105) to Q42 from 
TDEQ: “How satisfied are you with the over-all balance of 
Dota 2 heroes?” (y/n) (s= 8.42) 

 

Chart 3.15D: Sample HRI (N=487) compared to Sample 
HRN (N=271) for Q42 from TDEQ: “How satisfied are you 
with the over-all balance of Dota 2 heroes?” 

By looking at Charts 3.15C and 3.15D, we can see that 
members of Sample HRI are usually more satisfied with 
the over-all balance of Dota 2 heroes. We can infer that 
satisfaction with the over-all balance of Dota 2 heroes 
can relate to satisfaction with Dota 2 itself. 

To test this, we are going to cross-analyze the results 
from Chart 3.15C with two other conditional samples that 
were brought up in Part 3A, Sample’s SM and UM. 

SM- Those who are satisfied with match-making and the 
Dota 2 community. (N=456) 
UM- Those who are unsatisfied with match-making and 
the Dota 2 community.(N=220) 
 
The results of this cross-analysis will help us understand 
whether or not satisfaction with the over-all balance of 
Dota 2 heroes creates a more trusting player. In Part 3A, 
we found that participants who are satisfied with the 
Dota 2 community and/or match-making system 
generally rate the skill of a random team-mate to be 
higher than players who are dissatisfied with both the 
community and/or matchmaking system. The results of 
this cross-analysis are shown on Chart 3.15E 

 

Chart 3.15E: Sample SM (N=456) compared to Sample UM 
(N=223) for Q42 from TDEQ: “How satisfied are you with 
the over-all balance of Dota 2 heroes?” 

It seems that Sample SM rated their satisfaction with 
hero balance to be above the mean, while the opposite 
can be said for Sample UM. This shows that satisfaction 
with the balance of Dota 2 heroes has an indirect 
correlation with a player’s feelings about the skill of a 
random team-mate. 

We are now going to create two new samples to help us 
understand dissatisfaction with Dota 2 hero balance. 

TS- Those who are satisfied with the Dota 2 match-
making system, community and hero balance. (N=260) 
TU- Those who are dissatisfied with the Dota 2 match-
making system, community and hero balance. (N=142) 
 
We will cross analyze these two conditional variables 
with Q28 from TDEQ: “As a player, how would you rate 
yourself compared to others in terms of skill?” The 
results are shown on Chart 3.15F. 
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Chart 3.15F: Sample TS (N=260) compared to Sample US 
(N=142) for Q28 from TDEQ: “On average, how would you 
rate the skill of a random team mate?” 

From what the results of Chart 3.14F tell us, it seems 
that those from Sample TS generally rate the skill of a 
random team mate to be higher than those from Sample 
TU. This shows that perception of hero imbalance may 
be correlated with distrust in the skill of a random team-
mate. 

To test this, let’s run a comparison between Q42 and 
Q28 for those who are satisfied (Condition A) and 
unsatisfied (Condition B) with the over-all balance of 
Dota 2 heroes. The results are shown on Chart 3.15G. 

 

Chart 3.15G: Comparison between Condition A (N=561) 
and Condition B (N=542) for Q28 from TDEQ: “On average, 
how would you rate the skill of a random team mate?” 

These results confirm the previous implication and show 
that there’s a correlation between dissatisfaction with 
hero balance and lower skill-ratings for random team 
mates. 

Results 
Section 3, Part 3B yielded some interesting findings 
when it comes to the sample’s perception on the 
importance of team composition.  
 
We learned that the majority of our sample believes 
team composition and pre-defined hero roles are 
important. We also found that the HCS is not exactly 
valued by the community. Those who find team 
composition to be very important either find the HCS to 
be very useful or not useful at all. Those who find team 

composition to be less important are mostly indifferent 
with the HCS. In addition, those who find the HCS to be 
more useful generally think within the realm of individual 
pre-defined hero roles. We can understand the affect 
that the HCS might have on the newer community 
through this finding. 

We learned that those who find team composition to be 
very important typically find pre-defined hero roles to be 
more important. Going back to our V/VO conditional 
samples, we discovered that players from sample VO 
generally find team composition to be more important 
within their sample than those from sample V. So far, it 
seems as if veteran players disregard team composition 
to a higher extend than those from another title. We also 
discovered that there’s little to no relationship between 
thoughts about the importance of team composition and 
high win-rate.  

Using our conditional samples CO/DO, we found that 
players who communicate often and play with friends 
typically rate the importance of team composition to be 
higher than those who do not. Those who found pre-
defined hero roles to be important valued Support, 
Carry, Initiation, and Disable heroes over others. 

We learned that those who find team composition, pre-
defined hero roles and/or the HCS to be important, 
typically enjoy more hero roles and find more hero roles 
to be important.  

Finally, we learned that those who are more unsatisfied 
with the balance of Dota 2 heroes are more likely to 
doubt the skill-level of a random team mate. 

Implications 
There are many implications that can be drawn from this 
article that are listed as follows: 

1. The majority of our sample finds team 
composition and pre-defined hero roles 
important. 

2. The HCS is not exactly valued by the 
community. 

3. Those who find the HCS to be more useful 
generally think within the realm of individual hero 
roles. 

4. Those who find team composition to be 
important generally find pre-defined hero roles to 
be more important. 

5. Sample V does not find team composition to be 
as important as the total sample or sample VO. 

6. There’s little to no relationship between thoughts 
about the importance of team composition and 
high win-rate. 

7. Players who communicate often and play with 
friends typically rate the importance of team 
composition to be higher than those who do not. 

8. Those who found pre-defined hero roles to be 
important valued Support, Carry, Initiation and 
Disable heroes over others. 
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9. Those who find team composition, pre-defined 
hero roles and/or the HCS to be important, 
typically enjoy more hero roles and find more 
hero roles to be important. 

10. Those who are more unsatisfied with the 
balance of Dota 2 heroes are more likely to 
doubt the skill-level of a random team mate. 

Potential Errors within this study: 
There are some uncontrollable variables that may have 
played a role in the results of this study. One variable is 
the fact that a previous good/bad experience before 
taking TDEQ may have had an effect on our sample’s 
ratings of the variables within this study. Other than that, 
TDEQ was only distributed in English, carrying this study 
out at an international level may yield different results. 
No other potential errors were noticed within the study. 
 
Future Studies 
This study was carried out during the closed-beta phase 
for Dota 2. This means that the continued saturation of 
new players within the community has not even begun. 
Therefore, this study will be carried out again once Dota 
2 reaches open beta/public access. A future analysis will 
help to understand how the much wider ‘new’ community 
feels about the importance of pre-defined hero roles and 
team composition over-all. It may be possible that more 
new players find the HCS to be more important than 
veteran players.  
 
Conclusion 
Section 3, Part 3B showed us how our sample feels 
about team composition, pre-defined hero roles and 
more. We learned a lot through analyzing multiple 
variables in comparison with the questions asked related 
to the subject. We were able to understand more about 
our Veteran Sample (V), Veteran Other Title Sample 
(VO), Communicates Often Sample (CO), Doesn’t 
Communicate Often Sample (DO), Satisfied Sample (S) 
and Unsatisfied Sample (US). 
 
We discovered that our veteran community typically 
finds hero roles to be less important than the total 
sample and VO sample. Perhaps focus on team 
composition is not as popular of a trend in a public game 
of DotA as it is in Dota 2. 
 
One of the most important things we discovered is that 
those who are unsatisfied with hero balance are more 
likely to doubt the skill of a random team mate. We 
discussed the importance of this subject in Part 3A 
where we found that dissatisfaction with the Dota 2 
community and/or match-making system is linked to 
distrust with other community members. 
 
The results of this article addressed some important 
variables behind sample perception of their own skill and 
the skill of random team mates. This analysis is 
important because a player’s confidence in their team-
mates from the get-go is a quality that shapes their in-
game experience. By finding ways to gather more trust 
in the match-making system, the DotA community and 

the balance of heroes in general, the community could 
shift to become more trusting of their allies. Distrust can 
lead to trolling, flaming, griefing or racism – the effects of 
which were discussed in Section 2, Part 2C. 
 
 

  



The DotA Experiment Page 79 

Part 3C 

Warding and Supportive Play 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Abstract 
In Section 2 we discussed how the DotA community interacts online. We developed some important 
implications that can be further analyzed through Section 3. Part 3A focused on how our sample rated 
themselves and others in terms of skill. Part 3B thoroughly investigated the public perception of team 
composition and pre-defined hero roles. This section is going to focus on how the Dota 2 community 
perceives the importance of supportive play and how often they engage in it themselves compared to a 
random ally. According to the Dota 2 Wiki, Support-type hero roles can be defined under three categories: 
Babysitter, Roamer and Support. The Dota 2 Wiki defines the role of a support as a hero who "Can focus 
less on amassing gold and items, and more on using their abilities to gain an advantage for the team." A 
common element of supportive play is warding. We found that the samples in this study rated themselves as 
more likely to ward than a random teammate. This finding supports an on-going hypothesis that we’ve 
studied throughout quite a few sections. We are going to look for trends between supportive play and win-
rate, communication and experience. An additional study in this article showed us that sample V, CO and 
SM are correlated with higher win-rate than those in conditional samples VO, DO and UM. The variable that 
we will use to identify supportive play is “warding”, which was addressed three times in TDEQ. Hopefully the 
results of this study will help improve the hypothesis and address new questions that can be discussed 
throughout the following studies. 
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Introduction 
Warding has always been an important and almost 
crucial element in any game of Dota 2. It is a hallmark of 
supportive play that is typically avoided by most players. 
One of the pre-defined hero roles that specialize in 
warding is called a “roamer”. According to the Dota 2 
wiki, a roamers main focus is gaining as much map 
control early in the game by warding and studying 
location of missing Heroes. This playstyle can usually 
give a team an early advantage with the right amount of 
communication. If that’s the case then why does nobody 
want to do it? Could it be a lack of trust in one’s team? 
Perhaps a player thinks that because they’re probably 
more skilled then their team, then they should not have 
to support. 
 
We are going to look into some major questions that can 
be answered through understanding our samples 
perception of the importance of Supportive heroes, and 
how often they engage in this role themselves. The three 
roles we will be studying are defined on the Dota 2 Wiki 
as follows: 
 
Babysitter/Lane Support: Heroes who help their team's 
Carry control the lane in the early stages of the game. 
They are able to either repel enemies from your team's 
carry or to allow the carry to continually stay in the lane 
using abilities that replenish either health or mana. 
Common traits of Babysitters are long-ranged right-click 
attacks and abilities that are highly useful from level 1 
and up. 
 
Roamer: Their main focus is gaining as much map 
control early in the game by warding and studying 
location of missing Heroes. They are also responsible of 
disrupting jungling enemies, creep pulling, and creep 
stacking for the purpose of helping a fellow jungler or to 
be the source of farm. 
 
Support: Supports are heroes whose purpose are to 
keep their allies alive and give them opportunities to 
earn more gold and experience. Supports will usually 
come with skills such as healing spells or skills that 
disable enemies. Like Semi-Carries, Supports are not 
dependent on items, and thus, most of their gold will be 
spent on items such as Animal Courier, Observer Ward, 
Sentry Ward, and Smoke of Deceit. 
 
The questions we will be studying throughout Part 3C 
include:  
 
Q36. On average, which of these hero roles do you find 
to be the most important? 
Q37. On average, what hero role do you enjoy playing 
the most? 
Q38. Do you believe warding is an important element of 
a game of Dota 2? 
Q39. On average, how often does someone ward on 
your team in a game of Dota 2? (s=5.40) 
Q40.On average, how often do you ward for your team 
in a game of Dota 2? (s=6.27) 
 

 
We will also cross-analyze the results of these questions 
to understand the variables that affect our sample’s 
perception of supportive play. The cross analyses will be 
carried out as follows: 
 
Q38 and Q39 
Q38 and Q40 
Q39 and Q40 
Q40 and Q8 
 
We will also be looking towards some of our previous 
conditional variables which include: Veteran Sample (V), 
Veteran Other Title Sample (VO), Communicates Often 
Sample (CO), Doesn’t Communicate Often Sample 
(DO), Satisfied Sample (S) and Unsatisfied Sample (US) 
to see how they answered.. 
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Discussion 
We are first going to gather some statistics from Part 3B 
to see what pre-defined hero roles our samples favored 
and found most important. Let’s look at Chart 3.9A 
(P.72) which showed us the public response to Q36. 
These results showed us that the total sample viewed 
both all roles (AHEI) and the Support role to be the most 
important. We can then look at Chart 3.9B (P.72) which 
shows us how the members of our sample who value 
pre-defined hero roles rate the importance of each 
different role. The results show that those who believe 
pre-defined hero roles are important generally value 
Support, Carry, Initiation and Disabler heroes over 
others. 
 
We can now see a common trend that Support heroes 
are generally more valued by the community than other 
roles. 
 
We are now going to look back on Chart 3.15A (P.75) 
where we looked at the results of Q37 between two 
conditions. We learned that those who find team 
composition, pre-defined hero roles and/or the HCS to 
be important, typically enjoy more hero roles and find 
more hero roles to be important. 

Just for reference, Chart 3.16 shows the total sample 
response to Q37 from TDEQ. Remember that for Q36 
and Q37, participants were allowed to choose more than 
one answer. 

 

Chart 3.16: Sample response (N=3497) to Q35 from TDEQ: 
“On average, what hero role do you enjoy playing the 
most?”  

The results show that Carries, Supports and Initiators 
are the most favored out of the total sample.  

Q38 and Q39 
The next thing we are going to do is look at how 
participants answered Q38 and Q39 from TDEQ. After 
that, we will compare the results to understand how 
often someone wards on a team vs. how much of the 
total sample thinks warding is important. Our goal is to 
address the possible trend that even though warding is 
generally valued by the Dota 2 community, the majority 
of players avoid doing it.  
 

Remember, we can consider warding to be a hallmark of 
supportive play. We can consider a player who engages 
in supportive play to be an advocate of team work. 
Teamwork and communication have already been linked 
to a higher win-rate and player satisfaction. 
 
First, let’s look at the results of Q38 which are shown on 
Chart 3.17A. The question asked participants whether or 
not they believe warding is an important element of a 
game of Dota 2. 

 

Chart 3.17A: Sample response (N= 1107) to Q38 from 
TDEQ: “Do you believe warding is an important element of 
a game of Dota 2?”  

 
These results show that 98.92% (N=1095) of our sample 
believes warding is an important element of a game of 
Dota 2. The results show that nearly all of the community 
value wards. So what reason is there not to do it? 
 
Next, we are going to look at the results of Q29 which 
asked players how often someone wards on their team 
in a game of Dota 2. Chart 3.17B shows the results

 

Chart 3.17B: Sample response (N= 1107) to Q38 from 
TDEQ: “Do you believe warding is an important element of 
a game of Dota 2?”  

The results from this chart show an average value of 
(s=5.40). This means that players experience 
warding/game a little over the mid-point. 
 
By looking at these two charts, we can notice that even 
though the majority of the sample values warding, it 
does not happen as often as the high agreement rating 
suggests. 
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Q38 and Q40 
To understand more about the frequency of warding 
compared to the high agreement rating on the 
importance of warding, we are going to compare the 
results of Q38 with Q40. These results will help us 
understand how often our sample personally engages in 
warding compared with their thoughts on the value of 
warding (Chart 3.17A). The results for Q40 are shown on 
Chart 3.18.

 

Chart 3.18: Sample response (N= 1107) to Q40 from TDEQ: 
“On average, how often do you ward for your team in a 
game of Dota 2?”  

The results show us that that the total sample rates 
themselves with an average of (s=6.27) in terms of their 
personal frequency of warding. Despite the high 
agreement rating from Chart 3.17A (P.81), the total 
sample’s response for how often they personally engage 
in warding is much lower. 

Q39 and Q40 
By looking back at Section 2, we can recall our 
hypothesis that Dota 2 community members are less 
likely to trust other members over themselves in terms of 
friendliness, skill and frequency of engaging in 
disrespectful behavior. We also addressed the element 
of denial and how players refuse to see themselves 
within the general population of the Dota 2 community. 
To further this hypothesis, we are going to compare the 
results of Q39 and Q40.  
 
Based upon the average values shown on Charts 3.17B 
and 3.18, we can already notice a trend. Players seem 
to rate the frequency that they engage in warding higher 
than how often they experience warding in game. Let’s 
look at a cross-analysis between the frequency of 
sample experience with warding and the frequency of 
sample engagement in warding. 
 
To do this, we will identify two conditions. 
 
Condition A: Participants who answered above the 
average for Q40. (s=6.27) 
Condition B: Participants who answered below the 
average for Q40. (s=6.27) 
 
We will compare these two samples to understand how 
those who ranked themselves as the most likely to ward 
rated their frequency of experience with having a team-

mate on their team who will ward. Chart 3.19 shows the 
results of this cross analysis.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The results show that those who rate themselves as 
most likely to ward typically rate others with a higher 
average (s=5.67) than those who rate themselves as 
less likely to ward (s=5.11) 
 
We can notice two trends: First, the total sample is more 
likely to rate their personal warding frequency to be 
higher than other team mates. Second, those who rated 
themselves as most likely to ward also rate the 
frequency of other team mates to be higher than the total 
sample and opposite condition. 
 

Win-rate 

We are now going to look at how those who enjoy 
playing support heroes the most, and find them to be the 
most important, compare to the opposite condition by 
win-rate. 
 
To do this, we will identify two conditions: 
 
Condition A: Enjoy playing Support the most and find it 
to be one of the most important hero roles. 
Condition B: Do not enjoy playing Support and do not 
find it to be one of the most important hero roles. 
 
Chart 3.20A shows the results of this cross-analysis. 

 

3.20A: Condition A (N= 274) versus Condition B (N=347) 
response to Q8 from TDEQ: “My win-rate is 
approximately:” 

The results show a positive correlation between 
supportive preference and lower win-rate. In addition, 
the results show a positive correlation between non-
supportive preference and win-rate.  

3.19: Condition A (N= 576) versus Condition B (N=528) 
response to Q39 from TDEQ: “On average, how often 
does someone ward on your team in a game of Dota 2?” 



The DotA Experiment Page 83 

Next, we are going to try a cross-analysis between our 
two conditions from Chart 3.19 (P.82) and win-rate. The 
results are shown on chart 3.20B: 

 

3.20B: Condition A (N= 576) versus Condition B (N=524) 
response to Q8 from TDEQ: “My win-rate is 
approximately:” 

These results show an over-all balance between 
conditions in terms of win-rate. Therefore, those who are 
more likely to ward do not necessarily have a higher win-
rate. 

Satisfaction 
We are now going to consider frequency of experience 
with warding and satisfaction. To do this, we are going to 
reach back to our two conditional samples SM and UM. 
These two samples are defined as follows: 
 
SM- Those who are satisfied with the Dota 2 community 
and match-making system. (N=456) 
UM- Those who are unsatisfied with the Dota 2 
community and match-making system. (N=220) 
 
We will compare these two samples with the results of 
Q39. Chart 3.21A shows the results of this analysis: 
 

 

3.21A: Sample SM (N= 457) versus Sample UM (N=223) 
response to Q39 from TDEQ: “On average, how often does 
someone ward on your team in a game of Dota 2?” 

The results tell us that Sample SM is more likely to rate 
the frequency of experienced warding to be higher 
(s=5.79) than Sample UM (s=4.65). This shows that 
those who are unsatisfied with the Dota 2 community 
and match-making system typically experience the least 
amount of warding/game.  

To further understand this, let’s compare the same two 
samples with Q40. The results of this are shown on 
Chart 3.21B. 

 

3.21B: Sample SM (N= 456) versus Sample UM (N=223) 
response to Q40 from TDEQ: “On average, how often do 
you ward for your team in a game of Dota 2?” 

The results tell us that Sample SM is more likely to rate 
their frequency of warding to be higher (s=6.38) than 
Sample UM (s= 6.29) by a small margin. These results 
lead us to the implication that dissatisfied players 
typically experience less warding and may engage in 
less warding than those who are satisfied. 

Experience 
We are now going to consider frequency of experience 
with warding and DotA experience. To do this, we are 
going to reach back to our two conditional samples V 
and VO. These two samples are defined as follows: 
 
Sample V: 
1. They have played the original DotA for Warcraft 3 
(RoC/TFT) 
2. They have played DotA for over a year. 
3. They have the most experience playing DotA.  
 
Sample VO: 
1. They have played the original DotA for Warcraft 3 
(RoC/TFT) 
2. They have played DotA for over a year. 
3. They have the most experience playing another title 
besides DotA. (HoN/LoL/Dota 2) 
 
We will compare these two samples with the results of 
Q39. Chart 3.22A shows the results of this analysis

 

3.22A: Sample V (N= 625) versus Sample VO (N=250) 
response to Q39 from TDEQ: “On average, how often does 
someone ward on your team in a game of Dota 2?” 
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The results tell us that Sample V is more likely to rate 
the frequency of experienced warding to be higher 
(s=5.63) than Sample VO (s=5.36). This shows that 
those who are the most experienced with DotA typically 
experience the most amount of warding/game compared 
to those who are most experienced with another title. 

Let’s now compare the same two conditional samples 
with Q40. The results are shown on Chart 3.22B. 

 

3.22B: Sample SM (N= 623) versus Sample UM (N=250) 
response to Q40 from TDEQ: “On average, how often do 
you ward for your team in a game of Dota 2?” 

The results show that Sample V is more likely to rate 
their frequency of warding to be lower (s=6.22) than 
Sample VO (s= 6.52). Therefore, the results lead to the 
implication that Veteran players experience more 
warding but typically ward less than those more 
experienced with another title. 

Communication 
We are now going to consider frequency of experience 
with warding and communication. To do this, we are 
going to reach back to our two conditional samples CO 
and DO. These two samples are defined as follows: 
 
CO: Communicate often with other community members 
and usually play Dota 2 with friends. (N=245) 
DO: Do not communicate often with other community 
members and usually play Dota 2 without friends.  
(N=145) 
 
We will analyze the response of these two conditional 
samples to Q39. Chart 3.23A shows the results of this 
analysis. 
 
The results tell us that Sample CO is more likely to rate 
the frequency of experienced warding to be higher 
(s=5.69) than Sample DO (s=4.97). This shows that 
those who communicate often and usually play with a 
team typically experience warding more often than those 
who do not. 

 

 

3.23A: Sample CO (N= 245) versus Sample DO (N=145) 
response to Q39 from TDEQ: “On average, how often does 
someone ward on your team in a game of Dota 2?” 

To further understand these results, let’s compare the 
same two samples with Q40. The results of this are 
shown on Chart 3.23B. 

 

3.23B: Sample CO (N= 243) versus Sample DO (N=144) 
response to Q40 from TDEQ: “On average, how often do 
you ward for your team in a game of Dota 2?” 

The results tell us that Sample CO is more likely to rate 
their frequency of warding to be higher (s=6.46) than 
Sample VO (s= 5.84) by a small margin. These results 
lead us to the implication that players who communicate 
with other community members and usually play Dota 2 
with friends generally experience warding or engage in 
warding more than those who do not. This is important 
because of warding’s correlation with satisfaction. 
Therefore, these results support the implication that 
playing with friends and communicating with other 
community members generally lead to a more satisfying 
Dota 2 experience. 
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Results 
The results of Section 3, Part 3C shed light on some 
major trends related to warding and the support hero 
role over-all. We learned that nearly all of our total 
sample values warding. This helped us understand the 
importance of the subject and how it may be linked to 
DotA experience, satisfaction and communication. We 
learned that even though the majority of the community 
values warding, it does not happen as much as it should. 
 
We discovered that the total sample is more likely to rate 
their personal warding frequency to be higher than other 
team mates. Those who rate themselves as more likely 
to ward also rate the frequency of other team mates to 
be higher. 
 
We decided to look for a connection between win-rate 
and supportive play. What we found was quite 
interesting. There’s a positive correlation between 
supportive preference and lower win-rate for our sample. 
In addition, the results show a positive correlation 
between non-supportive preference and higher win-rate. 
We found evidence that suggested those who are more 
likely to ward do not necessarily have a higher win-rate. 
 
We then looked for a relationship between satisfaction 
with the Dota 2 community and match-making system 
and average warding experience/engagement. We 
discovered that those who are the most unsatisfied 
typically experience the least amount of warding/game. 
In addition, dissatisfied players are more likely to engage 
in less warding than those in the satisfied condition. 
 
We then went through the same process with our 
Veteran (V) sample and Veteran with the most 
experience in another title (VO) sample. The results 
showed that those who are the most experienced with 
DotA typically experience the most amount of 
warding/game compared to those who are more 
experienced with another title. However, we also 
discovered that Veteran players typically ward less than 
those more experienced with another title. 
 
Finally, we looked for a relationship between those who 
communicate often with other Dota 2 community 
members and usually play with friends (CO) and those 
who do not (DO). What we found was that those who 
communicate often and usually play with friends typically 
experience warding more often than those who do not. 
Furthermore, sample CO typically engages in warding 
more than sample DO. 
 
In conclusion, supportive play and warding typically do 
not correlate with a higher win-rate. However, they do 
relate to player satisfaction, experience and 
communication. We already know that Sample CO 
typically has a higher win-rate than Sample DO (Chart 
2.20B, P.47) and the same goes for Sample V vs. 
Sample VO (Chart 1.13C). To understand if Satisfaction 
correlates with win-rate, we are going to run an 
additional study that we forgot to carry out in Part 3A. 
 

Additional Studies 
Chart 3.24 is going to look for a relationship between 
samples SM and UM vs. win-rate. The results should let 
us know if all 3 of the conditions tested in this study 
(V/VO, CO/DO, SM/UM) are correlated with a high win-
rate. The results are shown below: 

 

Chart 3.24: Sample SM (N=456) response compared to 
Sample UM (N=223) response for Q8 from TDEQ: “My win-
rate is approximately:” 

The results show that there is a positive correlation 
between satisfaction with the Dota 2 
community/matchmaking system and higher win-rate. 
Moreover, there is a positive correlation between 
dissatisfaction with the community/matchmaking system 
and lower win-rate. 

Implications 
The results from Part 3C raise many implications that 
are listed as follows: 
1. Nearly all of the sample values wards (98.9%) 
2. The total sample is more likely to rate their personal 
warding frequency to be higher than other team mates. 
3. Those who rate themselves as more likely to ward 
also rate the frequency of other team mates to be higher. 
4. Frequency of experience/engagement with warding 
has a positive correlation with satisfaction and 
communication. 
5. Frequency of experience with warding has a positive 
correlation with lower win-rate. 
6. Those that are the most unsatisfied typically 
experience the least amount of warding/game and ward 
less themselves. 
7. There is a positive correlation between satisfaction 
with the community/matchmaking system and higher 
win-rate 
8. Veteran players typically experience the most amount 
of warding/game. 
9. Veteran players typically ward less than those more 
experienced with another title. 
10. Those who communicate often and usually play with 
a team typically experience and engage in warding more 
often than those who do not 
 
Potential Errors within this study: 
There are some uncontrollable variables that may have 
played a role in the results of this study. One variable is 
the fact that a previous good/bad experience before 
taking TDEQ may have had an effect on our sample’s 
ratings of the variables within this study. Other than that, 
TDEQ was only distributed in English, carrying this study 
out at an international level may yield different results. 
No other potential errors were noticed within the study. 
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Future Studies 
This study was carried out during the closed-beta phase 
for Dota 2. This means that the continued saturation of 
new players within the community has not come close to 
its potential. Therefore, this study will be carried out 
again once Dota 2 reaches open/public access. A future 
analysis will help to understand how the much wider 
‘new’ community feels about the importance of 
warding/supportive play. It may be possible that more 
new players find this play style more effective and will 
perhaps raise the average win-rate of those who favor 
Support heroes over others. As we already know, 
players from another title are more likely to ward/game 
than players who are the most experienced with DotA. 
 
Conclusion 
Part 3C discussed how our sample values Support roles 
and warding. Supportive play is an important element of 
Dota 2 because without it there’s simply a missing piece 
on any team. Like any teamwork-based game, there’s a 
need for a member who will contribute their resources 
for the betterment of their team. This is done in Dota 2 
through warding, buying other consumable items, 
roaming, etc. 
 
This study showed us that communication and 
satisfaction are both related to experience/engagement 
in warding. We also discussed how Veteran players may 
experience warding more, but are less likely to engage 
in it themselves.  
 
Finally, we learned that Supports, Carries and Disablers 
are thought of by the majority of the community as the 
most important roles. In addition, we found that Supports 
were most valued by those who valued pre-defined hero 
roles. 
 
The results of this study will be great for Section 5 where 
we will analyze the results of event-specific questions 
from TDEQ. They will also be useful in Part 3D where 
we will discuss the sample perception of leadership and 
what variables may define it. Some DotA veterans 
consider that there really are only two different hero 
classes- Carry and Support. We can continue to 
understand more about supportive play through the 
following article. Perhaps those who value leadership the 
most generally play a certain hero role.  
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Part 3D 

Teamwork and Leadership 

 

 
  

 

 
Abstract 
In Section 2 we discussed how the DotA community interacts online. We developed some important 
implications that can be further analyzed through Section 3. Part 3A focused on how our sample rated 
themselves and others in terms of skill. Part 3B thoroughly investigated the public perception of team 
composition and pre-defined hero roles. Part 3C studied our samples thoughts on supportive play and the 
variables that are linked to it. This section is going to focus on how the Dota 2 community perceives the role 
of a leader and what types of players find a designated leader to be important. To understand how to define 
a leader in a game of Dota 2, we will pull a quote from the Dota 2 Development forum. Dota 2 community 
member Alexbeav shared his thoughts on what makes a good Dota 2 leader: “Regardless of the atypical 
teams that formed, there was always a clear or at least a designated captain for each team, someone who 
would go beyond just calling "SS", "Push" (i.e. the bare minimum) and actively try to co-ordinate the team, 
maximize ganking effectiveness by setting priorities, reminding the support to refresh wards, suggesting 
items/picks based on the enemy team's choices and so on.” This section is going to analyze how our sample 
rates the value a leader. We are going to look for correlations between leadership and win-rate, 
communication and experience. We will also discuss how having a designated leader/game could have both 
a positive and negative effect on team chemistry. One finding in this article suggested that the majority of 
those who value leadership highly value the Support hero role. We can combine this finding with the results 
of Part 3C to raise some implications. The results of this study will help us understand more about 
leadership in Dota 2 and what variables are linked to it. 
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Introduction 
Leadership can be found everywhere within the DotA 
community. Moderators, experienced players and DotA 
enthusiasts are more or less willing to step up and help 
the newer community become more comfortable with the 
complexities of Dota 2. This article is going to investigate 
the importance of leadership in-game and will look for 
correlations between the value of leadership and other 
variables. 
 
As we mentioned in the abstract, one experienced 
community member shared his personal definition of 
what it takes to be a leader. He stated that leadership 
goes beyond coordinating the team- but includes 
maximizing on teamwork potential by setting priorities for 
the different players on his/her team and making 
decisions to counter the enemy team. We will investigate 
some of the elements within this statement to 
understand what portion of our sample believes in the 
importance of leadership and how their beliefs are linked 
to other variables. 
 
The questions from TDEQ that are analyzed in this 
article include: 
 
Q8: My win-rate is approximately 
Q34. Team composition (hero picks) is an important 
factor in a game of Dota 2. 
Q35. Pre-Defined hero roles are important in Dota 2. 
Q36. On average, which of these hero roles do you find 
to be the most important? 
Q37. On average, what hero role do you enjoy playing 
the most? 
Q38. Do you believe warding is an important element of 
a game of Dota 2? 
Q40. On average, how often do you ward for your team 
in a game of Dota 2? 
Q41. Do you believe having a designated leader on a 
team is important? 
 
The questions listed above will be cross-analyzed 
between Q41 exclusively. We will also cross-analyze the 
results of Q41 with the following conditional samples: 
 
V/VO:   Veteran Community (DotA) 
 Veteran Community (HoN/LoL/Dota 2) 
SM/UM: Satisfied with the community/matchmaking 

Unsatisfied with the community/matchmaking 
CO/DO: Communicate often and play with friends 
  Don’t communicate often and play with friends 
 
Using the previously stated conditions, we will attempt to 
learn more about the Dota 2 community’s thoughts about 
leadership. More importantly, we will look for evidence 
that links leadership with a more pleasant Dota 2 
experience. 
 
 
Discussion 
We will begin by looking at how the sample as a whole 
rates the importance of leadership. To do this, we will 
study the results of Q41 from TDEQ. This question 

asked participants: “Do you believe having a designated 
leader on a team is important?” The results are shown 
on Chart 3.25: 
 

 

Chart 3.25: Total sample response (N=1101) to Q41 from 
TDEQ: “Do you believe having a designated leader on a 
team is important?” 

The results show that 75.86% (N=833) agreed with this 
statement while 23.34% (N=268) of our sample 
disagreed. Therefore, designated leadership is looked 
highly upon by the majority of our total sample. 

Q8 vs. Q41 
Like the previous studies, we are now going to look for a 
correlation between those in our sample who find 
designated leadership to be important, and those who do 
not, by their win-rate. From now on we will regard the 
conditions of those who agree/disagree with Q41 as 
follows: 
 
Condition A: Believe having a designated leader is 
important. 
Condition B: Do not believe having a designated leader 
is important. 
 
The results of this are shown on Chart 3.26: 
 

 

Chart 3.26: Condition A (N=828) compared with Condition 
B (N=268) response to Q8 from TDEQ: My win-rate is 
approximately:” 

The results show little to no relationship between those 
who value leadership and higher-win rate. The same can 
be said for those who do not value leadership. 
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Q34 vs. Q41 
We are now going to cross-analyze the same two 
conditions with Q34 from TDEQ. The question asked 
whether or not a participant values pre-defined hero 
roles. The results are shown on Chart 3.27: 

 

Chart 3.27: Condition A (N=821) compared with Condition 
B (N=265) response to Q34 from TDEQ: “Team 
composition (hero picks) is an important factor in a game 
of Dota 2.” 

The results show that the majority of participants in 
Condition A value team composition more than 
Condition B. Those who value designated leadership 
generally find team composition to be important. 

Q35 vs. Q41 
Now we are going to run the same cross-analysis with 
Q35 from TDEQ. The question asked participants 
whether or not they find pre-defined hero roles to be 
important. The results of this analysis are shown on 
Chart 3.28. 

 

Chart 3.28: Condition A (N=823) compared with Condition 
B (N=264) response to Q35 from TDEQ: “Pre-Defined hero 
roles are important in Dota 2.” (y/n) 

The results show a positive correlation between those 
who value designated leadership and those who value 
pre-defined hero roles. Those who do not value 
designated leadership rated the importance of pre-
defined hero roles to be lower on the scale. We can infer 
that those who value designated leadership also value 
team composition and pre-defined hero roles more than 
the opposite condition. 

 

Q36 vs. Q41 
We are going to look for what pre-defined hero roles are 
thought of as the most important by those who value 
designated leadership. To do this we are going to use 
the same conditions from the previous studies and 
cross-analyze their responses to Q36 from TDEQ. This 
question asked participants to answer which hero role 
they thought was the most important. They were allowed 
to choose more than one answer. The results are shown 
on Chart 3.28. 
 

 

Chart 3.29: Condition A (N=2206) compared with Condition 
B (N=680) response to Q35 from TDEQ: “On average, 
which of these hero roles do you find to be the most 
important?” 

The results show that those in Condition A generally find 
Support and Initiation heroes to be the most important. 
However, a large portion of the sample also selected 
‘None, all roles are equally important’ (AREI). 

Q37 vs. Q41 
The next conditional response we are going to study will 
be for Q37 from TDEQ. This question asked participants 
to select what hero role(s) they enjoy playing the most. 
The results are shown on Chart 3.30: 
 

 

Chart 3.30: Condition A (N=2685) compared with Condition 
B (N=791) response to Q37 from TDEQ: “On average, what 
hero role do you enjoy playing the most? 

The results show that those in Condition A generally 
enjoy playing Support, Initiation and carries the most. 
However, the same can be said for Condition B. The 
only difference is the rating for the Support role which is 
rated 7% higher by Condition A compared Condition B. 
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We can infer that those who value leadership typically 
enjoy playing Support and find it to be the most 
important pre-defined hero role. 

Q38 vs. Q41 
This next analysis will look at how those who value 
designated leadership also value warding. These results 
will be interesting combined with the previous results. To 
do this, we will address the same two conditions and 
compare them with Q38 from TDEQ. The results are 
shown on Chart 3.31 
 

 

Chart 3.31: Condition A (N=833) compared with Condition 
B (N=267) response to Q38 from TDEQ: “Do you believe 
warding is an important element of a game of Dota 2?” 

As expected, the results show that Condition A generally 
values warding over Condition B. We found a similar 
difference between conditions in the previous analysis 
where Condition A valued Support heroes more than 
Condition B by a 7% margin. Therefore, those who value 
designated leadership also value warding more than 
those who do not value designated leadership. 

Q40 vs. Q41 
Finally, we are going to look at how often those who 
value designated leadership ward for their team 
compared to those in the opposite condition. In Part 3C 
we stated that warding is a hallmark of supportive play. 
To further understand how supportive play correlates 
with leadership, we will run our previously used 
conditions with Q40 from TDEQ. This question asked 
players to rate on a scale of 1-10 how often they ward 
for their team. The results of this analysis can be found 
on Chart 3.32. 

  
Chart 3.32: Condition A (N=831) compared with Condition 
B (N=268) response to Q38 from TDEQ: “Do you believe 
warding is an important element of a game of Dota 2?” 

The results show that those who value designated 
leadership typically engage in warding to a lesser extent 
than those in the opposite condition. However, many 
more total participants listed ‘10’ from Condition A than 
those of Condition B. This skews the average responses 
which are listed below: 

Condition A: Weighted Average Score: 6.34 
Condition A: Weighted Average Score: 6.08 

These statistics suggest that those who value leadership 
are more likely to ward than those who do not, by a 
small margin. This supports the implication suggested 
earlier in this article that those who value designated 
leadership generally value supportive play more than 
those in the opposite condition. 
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Satisfaction 
We are now going to study how a participant’s 
satisfaction with the Dota 2 community and match-
making system affects a participant’s value in 
designated leadership. To do this, we are going to reach 
back to our two conditional samples SM and UM. These 
two samples are defined as follows: 
 
SM- Those who are satisfied with the Dota 2 community 
and match-making system. (N=456) 
UM- Those who are unsatisfied with the Dota 2 
community and match-making system. (N=220) 
 
We will compare these two samples with the results of 
Q41. Chart 3.33 shows the results of this analysis: 
 

 

Chart 3.33: Sample SM (N= 456) versus Sample UM 
(N=221) response to Q41 from TDEQ: “Do you believe 
having a designated leader on a team is important?” 

The results of this cross-analysis show an overall 
balance in response with a slightly higher agreement 
rating for Sample UM. Therefore, we cannot link a 
correlation between satisfaction and value of designated 
leadership. 

Communication 
We are now going to consider the affect communication 
might have on a participant’s value of designated 
leadership. To do this, we will reach back to our two 
conditional samples CO and DO. These two samples are 
defined as follows: 
 
CO: Communicate often with other community members 
and usually play Dota 2 with friends. (N=245) 
DO: Do not communicate often with other community 
members and usually play Dota 2 without friends. 
(N=145) 
 
We will run these two conditional samples with Q41. 
Chart 3.34 shows the results. 

 

Chart 3.34: Sample CO (N= 242) versus Sample DO 
(N=142) response to Q41 from TDEQ: “Do you believe 
having a designated leader on a team is important?” 

The results of this cross-analysis show a higher 
agreement rating for Sample SM. This may be because 
Sample CO typically plays with friends and 
communicates often, which promotes leadership on a 
team. Therefore, we have found a weak correlation 
between communication and the value of designated 
leadership. Running this study with a wider sample in the 
future could yield more dramatic results. 

Experience 
We are now going to consider the potential correlation 
between value of designated leadership and DotA-
related experience. To do this, we are going to reach 
back to our two conditional samples V and VO. These 
two samples are defined as follows: 
 
Sample V: (N=623) 
1. They have played the original DotA for Warcraft 3 
(RoC/TFT) 
2. They have played DotA for over a year. 
3. They have the most experience playing DotA.  
 
Sample VO: (N=249) 
1. They have played the original DotA for Warcraft 3 
(RoC/TFT) 
2. They have played DotA for over a year. 
3. They have the most experience playing another title 
besides DotA. (HoN/LoL/Dota 2) 
 
We will compare these two samples with the results of 
Q41. Chart 3.35 on the next page shows the results of 
this analysis. 
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Chart 3.34: Sample V (N= 623) versus Sample VO (N=249) 
response to Q41 from TDEQ: “Do you believe having a 
designated leader on a team is important?” 

The results of this cross-analysis show an overall 
balance in response with a slightly higher agreement 
rating for Sample VO. Therefore, we cannot find a 
correlation between DotA-related experience and the 
value of designated leadership. 

Results 
The results of Section 3, Part 3D provided an 
introduction to how the Dota 2 community values 
designated leadership in a game of Dota 2.  

We found that there’s little to no difference between 
those who value leadership and higher-win rate. If we 
look at valued leadership as an affect or mind-set we 
can infer that it is not linked to a better chance of winning 
a game. However, this does not mean that having an 
actual leader on a team isn’t linked to increased win-
rate. 

We also discovered that those who value the importance 
of designated leadership also value team composition 
and pre-defined hero roles more than those in the 
opposite condition. Moreover, we learned that those who 
value designated leadership generally enjoy playing 
support heroes the most and find them to be the most 
important pre-defined hero role. Those who value 
leadership also value warding and engage more in 
warding compared to those in the opposite condition. 

We found that there was little to no relationship between 
those who valued the importance of leadership and 
satisfaction/experience. However, we did notice a 
significant relationship between those who value the 
importance of leadership and communication. We 
discussed how this may be due to the fact that friends 
who communicate well generally have a leader or at 
least make leadership decisions as a whole. 

 

Implications 
There are some significant implications that can be 
derived from this article: 

1. Those who value the importance of a designated 
leader do not have a higher win-rate. 

2. Those who value the importance of a designated 
leader also value team composition and pre-
defined hero roles. 

3. Those who value the importance of a designated 
leader enjoy playing Support heroes the most 
and find the hero role to be the most important. 

4. Those who value the importance of a designated 
leader typically engage in warding more often 
than those who do not. 

5. There’s little to no relationship between those 
who valued the importance of leadership and 
satisfaction/experience. 

6. There’s a significant relationship between those 
who value the importance of a designated leader 
and those who communicate often and usually 
play with friends. 

Potential Errors 
There are some uncontrollable variables that may have 
played a role in the results of this study. One variable is 
the fact that a previous good/bad experience before 
taking TDEQ may have had an effect on our sample’s 
ratings of the variables within this study. Other than that, 
TDEQ was only distributed in English, carrying this study 
out at an international level may yield different results.  
 
In addition, there should have been a question in TDEQ 
that asked players to rate the importance of a leader on 
a Likert scale. (1-10) 
 
Future Studies 
This study was carried out during the closed-beta phase 
for Dota 2. This means that the continued saturation of 
new players within the community has not come close to 
its potential. Therefore, this study will be carried out 
again once Dota 2 reaches open/public access. A future 
analysis will help to understand how the much wider 
‘new’ community feels about the importance of a 
designated leader. It may be possible that those new to 
Dota 2 value designated leadership more than our 
current sample, which is familiar with DotA to some 
extent.  
 
Conclusion 
Section 3, Part 3D helped us understand more about 
those who value designated leadership. We were able to 
find numerous relationships between the value of 
designated leadership and other variables. In 
combination with Part 3C, we can notice that leaders, or 
at least those who value the importance of a designated 
leader, highly value the support hero role over others.  
 
What’s interesting though, is that in 3C we also 
discussed how supportive play generally has a negative 
correlation with higher win-rate. This may mean one of 
two things. First, there’s a possibility that those who try 
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to exert leadership in a public game should not pick 
support heroes. Perhaps support leaders should be left 
to fully coordinated teams who can protect their leader. 
Second, perhaps a leader should carry a role such as a 
carry or initiator. This way they could have more control 
over how team fights are carried out and can tell their 
team what they need to become a stronger force. 
 
We also found a strong relationship between those who 
value the importance of designated leadership and those 
who value pre-defined hero roles/team composition.  
 
In total, we now understand a lot more about the Dota 2 
community as both leaders and supportive players. 
There are many ways that leaders could help the 
community. They could teach players how to build a nice 
team, or how to use intense combinations in team fights. 
However, a bad leader can do the exact opposite. More 
importantly, it could help balance the intense learning 
curve that’s associated with Dota 2. Gathering data from 
Valve’s ‘Play with a Mentor’ feature could help to track 
changes in how leadership affects effects a new player’s 
satisfaction with Dota 2. 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  


