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Part 5A 

Mood, Willpower and Ego Depletion 

  

 

 
Abstract 
Section 5 is going to focus on a series of questions addressed in TDEQ. These questions took up about 
50% of the total questionnaire and are considered event-specific. Every question was constructed on a 
Likert-scale and addressed a scenario that a player might encounter in game. Part 5A in particular is going 
to address questions that concerned player mood, will-power and play-style. We are also going to reference 
a study by Job, Dweck and Walton et al. (2010) named “Ego Depletion—Is It All in Your Head?  What we 
want to understand is how ego-depleting exercises in Dota 2 may have an effect on the sample’s perception 
of willpower. Furthermore, we are going to look for what portion of our sample fostered a Limited-Resource 
Theory (LRT) or a Nonlimited-Resource Theory (NLRT). We call this a confirmation bias. Those who 
answered certain questions like “When the enemy gets First Blood I usually feel less determined” higher on 
the scale can be considered part of the LRT sample. We can understand this more through reviewing the 
sample response to the 8 different questions addressed in this article. Section x provides three charts that 
show how the LRT sample for three questions generally have a lower win-rate than those in the NLRT 
sample. We are going to elaborate on the results and how they compare with the other questions in this 
article. At the end of Part 5A, we will address some implications that can be used to further understand the 
psychology of the Dota 2 community. 
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Introduction 

Why is it that a player loses motivation when losing a 
game? What effect does this have on their over-all Dota 
2 experience? Why can some players shrug off a loss 
and do well in the following game while others cannot? 
These are some of the questions that will be discussed 
throughout this article. 
 
In an article about ego-depletion and will-power by Job, 
Dweck and Walton et al. (2010), the authors addressed 
the possibility that will-power is all in your head. The 
variables they addressed were the Limited-Resource 
Theory and Non-Limited Resource Theory. Their study 
looked towards ego-depleting exercises (The Stroop 
Task) to help them link a correlation between these two 
theories and ego depletion. What they found was that 
participants who fostered a Limited Resource Theory 
(LRT) typically performed worse at an ego-depleting 
exercise than those who fostered a Non-Limited 
Resource Theory (NLRT/NRT). The resource, of course, 
is will-power. 
 
So how does this translate into Dota 2? Well, we can 
consider Dota 2 to be a far more ego-depleting exercise 
than a simple Stroop Task. If you play poorly, you know 
it. If you play well, you know it too. Either way, mental 
fatigue is bound to happen. But does this mental fatigue 
actually influence your future performance? Or, is it the 
perception of mental fatigue the influence. Obviously a 
player who plays 5 straight games of Dota 2 is likely to 
become more mentally fatigued than someone who just 
plays 1… but does that necessarily mean he is more 
ego-depleted? What if the player won all five games and 
the other lost the only game he played? Is losing a game 
directly correlated with loss of will-power? And what 
about first-blood or other early game premonitions of 
defeat? How may these have an impact on a player’s 
will-power? 
 
To understand these questions, we are going to study 8 
questions from TDEQ located under the Event-Specific 
Community Analysis. These questions include: 
 

Q49. When an enemy gets ‘First Blood’ I usually feel 
less determined. (s=3.49) 
Q59. When an ally exclaims ‘GG’ at the beginning of a 
game, I usually feel less determined. (s=4.43) 
Q84. When an ally or I get ‘First Blood’ I usually feel 
more determined. (s=6.88) 
Q51. Losing a game of Dota usually impacts my urge to 
play again. (s=5.60) 
Q64. Winning or losing a game of Dota 2 has a strong 
impact on my mood. (s=5.97) 
Q68. Winning a game of Dota 2 usually makes me play 
better after. (5.92) 
Q73. I usually play Dota 2 better after I get plenty of 
sleep. (6.43) 
 

We will be cross-analyzing the results of these questions 

as follows: 

 

Q49 and Q59 

Q49 and Q51 

Q49 and Q64 

Q59 and Q51 

Q59 and Q64 

Q84 and Q64 

Q84 and Q68 

Q64 and Q68 

Q64 and Q73 

 

We are going to learn more about the Dota 2 
community’s thoughts about ego-depletion and will-
power throughout Part 5A. More importantly, we will look 
for evidence that links Non-limited Resource Theory 
(NRT) with a more pleasant Dota 2 experience. 
 
The only way for us to determine how LRT and NLRT 
affect a player’s performance was to calculate the win-
rate of each sample. Charts xi, xii, and xiii show that 
those in the LRT sample generally have a lower average 
win-rate than those in the NLRT sample. 
 
Discussion 

In order to avoid clutter and confusion, we are first going 
to examine the individual results of each question 
addressed in this article, as well as the average 
response. 
 

First we are going to look at the results of Q49 from 
TDEQ. The question asked participants to rate the 
extent to which they find a certain situation to be ego-
depleting. We are going to use the same methods used 
by Job, Dweck and Walton et al. (2010) by considering 
this question one that will find out what portion of our 
sample holds a LRT or NLRT theory of will-power. The 
results are shown on Chart 5.1. 

 

Chart 5.1: Total Sample (N=1101) response to Q49 from 
TDEQ: “When an enemy gets ‘First Blood’ I usually feel 
less determined.” 

The results from Q49 show an average response of 
(s=3.49). This means that that the majority of our sample 
does not feel less determined when the enemy gets first 
blood. Chart xi (P.) shows that those who answered with 
a (6,7,8,9,10) rating (Sample LRT) generally have a 
lower average win-rate than those who answered with a 
(1,2,3,4,5) rating (Sample NLRT). 
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We are now going to look at a similar question from 
TDEQ. Q59 asked participants whether or not they feel 
less determined when an ally suggests a loss of will-
power by exclaiming ‘GG’ at the beginning of a game. 
The only issue with this question is that saying ‘GG’ can 
be directed to one’s own team or an enemy team. Chart 
5.2 shows the results. 

 

Chart 5.2: Total Sample (N=1095) response to Q59 from 
TDEQ: “When an ally exclaims ‘GG’ at the beginning of a 
game, I usually feel less determined.” 

The results from Q59 show an average response of 
(s=4.43). The majority of our sample does not feel less 
determined when an ally encourages their team to give 
up, or show signs of loss of will-power, early in a game.  

We are now going to look at the other side of the coin to 
understand what portion of our sample feels more 
determined, or feel an increase of willpower when their 
team scores first blood. These results will let us know if 
participants find their willpower to be positively affected 
by an early game willpower-effecting situation. The 
results are shown on Chart 5.3. 

 

Chart 5.3: Total Sample (N=1083) response to Q84 from 
TDEW: “When an ally or I get ‘First Blood’ I usually feel 
more determined.” 

The results from Q84 show an average response of 
(s=6.88). The majority of our sample feels more 
determined after their team scores First Blood. Chart xii 
(P.) shows that those who answered Q84 with a 

(6,7,8,9,10) rating (Sample LRT) have a lower average 
win-rate than those who answered with a (1,2,3,4,5) 
rating (Sample NLRT).  

We are now going to step away from early game 
scenarios to look at how participants responded to 
questions about late-game scenarios. We will begin by 
looking at Q51 from TDEQ which asked participants to 
rate the extent to which losing a game of Dota 2 impacts 
their urge to play another game. The results are shown 
on Chart 5.4. 

 

Chart 5.4: Total Sample (N=1102) response to Q51 from 
TDEQ: “Losing a game of Dota usually impacts my urge to 
play again.” 

Q51 has an average total sample response of (s=5.60). 
The majority of our sample feels less determined after 
losing a game of Dota 2. This shows that the majority of 
our sample holds a LRT by end game compared to the 
early game scenario from Q59. Chart xiii (P.) shows that 
those who answered with a (6,7,8,9,10) rating (Sample 
LRT) generally have a lower average win-rate than those 
who answered with a (1,2,3,4,5) rating (Sample NLRT). 

We are now going to look at the total sample response 
to Q64 from TDEQ. This question asked participants to 
rate the extent to which winning or losing a game of Dota 
2 has a strong impact on their mood. The results are 
shown on Chart 5.5. 

 

Chart 5.5: Total Sample (N=1094) response to Q64 from 
TDEQ: “Winning or losing a game of Dota 2 has a strong 
impact on my mood.” 
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The results from Q64 show an average response of 
(s=5.97). This means that the majority of our sample 
feels their mood is strongly impacted whether they win or 
lose a game of Dota 2. We can now see how will-power 
and ego-depleting, or enforcing, affects precede a game 
of Dota 2.   

Next, let’s study the results of Q68 to see how our 
sample responded to another post-game scenario. This 
question asked participants to rate the extent to which 
winning a game of Dota 2 makes them play better after. 
Chart 5.6 shows the results. 

 

Chart 5.6: Total Sample (N=1098) response to Q68 from 
TDEQ: “Winning a game of Dota 2 usually makes me play 
better after.” 

Q68 has an average response of (s=5.92), meaning that 
the majority of our sample feels like they play better after 
winning a game of Dota 2. This confirms the belief that 
post-game scenarios usually have an effect on will-
power. It also shows that the majority of our sample is 
fostered with an LRT. However, Chart xiiii (P.) shows 
that those who answered Q68 with a (6,7,8,9,10) rating 
(Sample LRT) generally have an equal average win-rate 
than those who answered with a (1,2,3,4,5) rating 
(Sample NLRT). Participant’s belief in this scenario has 
no correlation with their performance within the 
boundaries of this study. 

We are now going to address an important outlying 
variable which is sleep. To do this, we will analyze the 
results of Q73 from TDEQ. This question asked 
participants to rate the extent to which they usually play 
Dota 2 better after getting plenty of sleep. The results 
are shown on Chart 5.7. 

 

Chart 5.7: Total Sample (N=1089) response to Q73 from 
TDEQ: “I usually play Dota 2 better after I get plenty of 
sleep.” 

 

The results from Q73 show an average response of 
(s=6.43), meaning that the majority of our sample feels 
like they play better after getting plenty of sleep.  

 
Q49 vs. Q59 
We are now going to test the results of the questions 
above by cross-analyzing their results with questions of 
a similar nature. This will allow us to form some 
implications. First, let’s compare the results of the early-
game will-power affecting scenarios. We will compare 
the results of Q49 with two conditions from Q59: “When 
an ally exclaims ‘GG’ at the beginning of a game, I 
usually feel less determined.” 
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Condition A: Those who answered above the average 
for Q59. (s=4.33) 
Condition B: Those who answered below the average for 
Q59. (s=4.33) 
 
The results are shown on Chart 5.8 
 

 

Chart 5.8: Condition A (N=548) vs. Condition B (N=564) 
response to Q49 from TDEQ: “When an enemy gets ‘First 
Blood’ I usually feel less determined.” 

The results show that those who answered above the 
average for Q59 also answered above the average for 
Q49 compared to Condition B. We can draw the 
implication that early game ego-depleting scenario’s do 
not have a major effect on the majority of our sample’s 
willpower. As we discussed earlier, those with a NLRT 
for early-game ego-depleting events generally have a 
higher average win-rate. (Chart xi) 

Q49 vs. Q51 
Now we are going to look for a relationship between an 
early game ego-depleting event and a post-game ego 
depleting an event.  We will compare the results of Q51: 
“Losing a game of Dota usually impacts my urge to play 
again.” with Q49.  
 
Condition A: Those who answered above the average 
for Q51. (s=5.61) 
Condition B: Those who answered below the average for 
Q 51. (s=5.61) 
 
The results are shown on Chart 5.9 

 

Chart 5.9: Condition A (N=748) vs. Condition B (N=564) 
response to Q49 from TDEQ: “When an enemy gets ‘First 
Blood’ I usually feel less determined.” 

The results show a general connection between the 
early-game event and the post-game event. Those who 
rated Q51 with the highest rating did the same thing for 
Q49. This shows that ego-depletion can happen in early 
stages of the game. As we already know, the NLRT 
sample for Q51 has a higher average win-rate than 
those in the LRT sample- the same can be said for Q49. 
Those who hold a LRT for early and late-game ego-
depleting scenarios typically have a lower win-rate than 
those with a NLRT.  

Q49 vs. Q64 
Now we are going to look for a relationship between an 
early-game ego-depleting scenario and those who rated 
whether or not the outcome of a game affects their 
mood. We will compare the results of Q64: “Winning or 
losing a game of Dota 2 has a strong impact on my 
mood.” with Q49.  

Condition A: Those who answered above the average 
for Q64. (s=5.97) 
Condition B: Those who answered below the average for 
Q64. (s=5.97) 

The results are shown on Chart 5.10 

 

Chart 5.10: Condition A (N=657) vs. Condition B (N=457) 
response to Q49 from TDEQ: “When an enemy gets ‘First 
Blood’ I usually feel less determined.” 

As you can see, those who rated above the average for 
Q64 also rated above the average for Q49. Our limited 
resource group generally feels that their mood is 
affected by early game events. 

Q59 and Q51 
To confirm the implications of Chart 5.9, we are going to 
cross analyze another early game scenario with a post-
game scenario. Doing this will let us know the validity of 
Q59 or if it should be excluded from the results.  We will 
cross-analyze Q51: “Losing a game of Dota usually 
impacts my urge to play again.” with Q59:  
 
Condition A: Those who answered above the average 
for Q51. (s=5.61) 
Condition B: Those who answered below the average for 
Q51. (s=5.61) 
 
The results are shown on Chart 5.11. 
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Chart 5.11: Condition A (N=568) vs. Condition B (N=532) 
response to Q59 from TDEQ: “When an ally exclaims ‘GG’ 
at the beginning of a game, I usually feel less determined.” 

The results show that Condition A rated higher above 
the average for Q59. As expected, there is a small 
difference between these results and those of Chart 5.9. 
This is most likely due to a misinterpretation of Q59. The 
results are significant enough to confirm the implications 
of Chart 5.9 which explains the ego-depleting 
relationship between early and post-game scenarios. 

Q59 and Q64 

We are now going to study post-game affect (mood) and 
how it is linked to early-game ego-depleting scenarios. 
We will compare the sample response to Q64: “Winning 
or losing a game of Dota 2 has a strong impact on my 
mood.” with Q59. 
 

Condition A: Those who answered above the average 
for Q64. (s=5.97) 
Condition B: Those who answered below the average for 
Q64. (s=5.97) 
 
The results are shown on Chart 5.12. 
 

 

Chart 5.12: Condition A (N=655) vs. Condition B (N=449) 
response to Q59 from TDEQ: “When an ally exclaims ‘GG’ 
at the beginning of a game, I usually feel less determined.” 

The results show that Condition A rated higher above 
the average for Q59. There is a small difference in the 
results of this analysis and that of Chart 5.11. This may 
be due to a misinterpretation of Q59. The results are still 
significant enough to confirm the implications from Chart 
5.10, which links ego-depletion from early-game 
scenarios and post-game affect.  

Q84 and Q64 
We are now going to see if a positive early-game 
scenario can be linked to post-game affect. It is 
expected that we will find another correlation above the 
average response, since mood can be seen as both 
positive and negative. We will compare the same 
conditions from Q64 with Q84 from TDEQ. 
 
Condition A: Those who answered above the average 
for Q64. (s=5.97) 
Condition B: Those who answered below the average for 
Q64. (s=5.97) 
 
The results are shown on Chart 5.13. 
 

 

Chart 5.13: Condition A (N=646) vs. Condition B (N=446) 
response to Q84 from TDEQ: “When an ally or I get ‘First 
Blood’ I usually feel more determined.” 

These results show post-game affect can be linked to a 
positive early-game scenario. We will now address a 
potential hypothesis drawn from the results of the 
previous studies: If players feel more determined by first 
blood, and a positive mood is linked to determination, 
then playing better the following game is the result of a 
higher rate of determination from scenarios in the 
previous game. 

Q84 and Q68 

We are now going to switch back to our positive affect 
scenario which asked players whether or not their team 
getting first blood increases their determination. We will 
compare the sample response to Q68: “Winning a game 
of Dota 2 usually makes me play better after.” with Q84 
from TDEQ.  
 

Condition A: Those who answered above the average 
for Q68. (s=5.92) 
Condition B: Those who answered below the average for 
Q68. (s=5.92) 
 
Chart 5.14 shows the results of this analysis 
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Chart 5.14: Condition A (N=585) vs. Condition B (N=503) 
response to Q84 from TDEQ: “When an ally or I get ‘First 
Blood’ I usually feel more determined.” 

The results show a positive correlation between those 
who feel more determined by an early game scenario 
and increased will-power after winning a game. This 
leads us to believe that positive/negative post-game 
affect can be determined from both positive/negative 
early-game scenarios.  
 

Q64 and Q68 

We will now look for a correlation between how players 
feel their mood is changed by the outcome of a game 
versus a players increased determination after winning a 
game. We will use Q64 as the dependent variable and 
Q68 as the independent variable. The results should let 
us confirm that feeling like one will play better after a 
game is an affect/mood. This will be done simply for 
confirmation.  
 

Condition A: Those who answered above the average 
for Q68. (s=5.92) 
Condition B: Those who answered below the average for 
Q68. (s=5.92) 
 
Chart 5.15 shows the results of this analysis 
  

 

 

Chart 5.15: Condition A (N=591) vs. Condition B (N=508) 
response to Q64 from TDEQ: “Winning or losing a game of 
Dota 2 has a strong impact on my mood.” 

The results show a positive correlation between those 
who feel more determined by an early game scenario 
and how their mood is affected after winning or losing a 
game.    

Q64 and Q73 
Finally, we are going to look for a relationship between 
the results of a game having an effect on a participant’s 
mood, and how our participants believe sleep makes 
them perform better in Dota 2. If we find a positive 
correlation we can confirm that sleep is a variable that 
has an effect on post-game affect/will-power. To do this, 
we are going to use Q64 as the independent variable 
and Q73 as the dependent variable by listing two 
conditions: 
 
Condition A: Those who answered above the average 
for Q68. (s=5.92) 
Condition B: Those who answered below the average for 
Q68. (s=5.92) 
 
Chart 5.16 shows the results of this analysis 
  

 

Chart 5.16: Condition A (N=546) vs. Condition B (N=561) 
response to Q64 from TDEQ: “Winning or losing a game of 
Dota 2 has a strong impact on my mood.” 

The results show a small, but positive correlation 
between our dependent variable (Q73) and our 
independent variable (Q64). This improves our 
implication that sleep has an effect on mood and will-
power in Dota 2. 

Results 
The results of Section 5, Part 5A addressed some major 
findings. We discovered that player determination is 
affected by both positive/negative scenarios from both 
early and post-game.  We also confirmed that ego- 
depletion is linked to post-game scenarios more than 
early game scenarios.  
 
Section x shows 3 charts that correlate participants with 
a LRT based on negative, event-specific, scenarios with 
a lower win-rate. Therefore, those with a NLRT generally 
have a higher win-rate based upon the limited data 
gathered from our sample. 
 
Using the results of Job, Dweck and Walton et al. (2010) 
as a reference, we can understand that those 
participants who hold a LRT typically perform worse at 
an ego-depleting task (Dota 2) than those who do not.  
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Further studies will be carried out to understand how 
win-rate is specifically affected by those with an 
LRT/NLRT. The results we have so far do suggest that 
NLRT is correlated with a higher win-rate. 
 
Implications 
There are many implications that can be drawn from this 
study. They are listed as follows: 
 
1. The majority of our sample does not feel less 
determined when the enemy gets first blood. 
2. The majority of our sample do not feel less 
determined when an ally encourages the team to give up 
(or shows ego depletion) early in a game. 
3. The majority of our sample feels like they play better 
after getting plenty of sleep 
4. The majority of our sample feels more determined 
after scoring a First Blood.\ 
5. The majority of our sample feels less determined after 
losing a game of Dota 2. 
6. The majority of our sample feel that their mood is 
positively/negatively affected by the outcome of a game. 
7. Our limited resource group typically feels that their 
mood is affected by early game events. 
8. Early-game ego-depleting scenarios do not have a 
major effect on our sample’s perception of willpower. 
9. Ego-depletion can happen in early stages of a game 
of Dota 2. 
10. Playing better the next game is the result of a higher 
rate of determination from scenarios in the previous 
game. 
11. Those in our LRT group believe that their affect is 
based on both positive and negative scenarios. 
12. Feelings that you will play better after winning a 
game is a sign that ones will-power is limited because of 
the effect it has on your mood.   
13. Sleep is believed to have an effect on mood and 
performance within the realm of Dota 2. 
14. Dota 2 can be considered an ego-depleting exercise 
(like a Stroop task) 
15. Dota 2 players can foster a Limited or Non-Limited 
Resource Theory for Dota 2. 
16. Those with a Non-Limited Resource Theory typically 
perform better at ego-depleting exercises. 
17. LRT about negative scenarios is correlated with a 
lower average win-rate. 
18. NLRT about negative scenarios is correlated with a 
higher average win-rate. 
 
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. 
As addressed and analyzed, there may have been a 
possible misinterpretation of Q59. 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 LRT, NRT, and Will-Power are 
fostered within a much larger, wider Dota 2 community.  
 
It would also be interesting to link LRT and NRT samples 
with higher/lower win-rate. In addition, linking these two 
conditional variables with our SM/UM, V/VO, and CO/DO 
might show some interesting results which will let us 
know more about a Dota 2 player with a LRT/NRT 
perception of will-power. 
 
Conclusion 
Section 5, Part 5A showed us that will-power is affected 
by both early and post-game scenarios in Dota 2. As we 
know from of Job, Dweck and Walton et al. (2010), those 
with a Non-Limited Resource Theory typically perform 
better at ego-depleting tasks. Since we can consider 
Dota 2 to be an ego-depleting task, we can address a 
major implication: Those who do not view will-power as a 
limited resource may perform better at multiple games of 
Dota 2. We found evidence for implication on Charts xi, 
xii, and xiii in Section x. 
 
This implication may help to find ways that could help 
improve the community. The major extent to which our 
sample rated the effect that Dota 2 has on their mood 
shows that our LRT sample is quite large. We can 
assume that those with the NRT are typically less prone 
to their mood being affected by event-specific scenarios.  
 
If we can help the community understand that shrugging 
off a loss and not losing will-power will help them 
perform in Dota 2, we may be able to increase overall 
community satisfaction. At the same time, the 
community should understand that lack of sleep assists 
in a LRT. Lack of sleep has an effect on mood and 
playing ability, which counts it as a variable in predicting 
individual performance.  
 
Other ways of going about increasing community 
satisfaction and understanding the player base will be 
discussed through the following studies, but at least for 
now we can measure the affect that Dota 2 has on the 
community’s mood and will-power.
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Part 5B 

In-Game Chat 

 
 

 

  

 

 
Abstract 
Section 5 is going to focus on a series of questions addressed in TDEQ. These questions took up about 
50% of the total questionnaire and are considered event-specific. Every question was constructed on a 
Likert-scale and addressed a scenario that a player might encounter in game. Part 5A addressed questions 
that concerned player mood, will-power and play-style. Part 5B is going to discuss the effects that in-game 
chat has on will-power. We have already determined that our sample holds either a Limited or Non-limited 
Resource theory on willpower. Last section we talked about how those with a Limited Resource Theory 
(LRT) for negative events have a lower win-rate on average than those with a Non-limited Resource Theory 
(NLRT). We are now going to discuss how, and to what extent, in-game chat effects willpower. We will 
address questions from TDEQ including:  “Allies words strongly influence me if we are winning” and “Allies 
words strongly influence me if we are losing”. We will refer to these events as In-game Chat Events (ICE). 
We will simply analyze the total sample response to each ICE question, and we will draw implications from 
them. We will compare the results of each question to identify the events that are considered the most ego-
depleting. One finding within this article suggests that allied communication affects in-game behavior to a 
greater extent than enemy communication. The results of this study should help us to understand how, and 
to what extent, the Dota 2 community reacts to ICE. 
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Introduction 
Section 5, Part 5B will display a series of studies that 
relate specifically to In-game Chat Events (ICE). These 
events are situational and ask how our sample feels their 
play style, or their enemies play style, is affected by in-
game communication. Many questions in this article 
address a common theme which is taunting. Taunting 
can be considered trolling, griefing, flaming or just 
attempting to lower the morale of an individual player. 
Other questions reference ICE as “words” exchanged 
from player to player.  

The overall goal of this article is to simply understand 
how our sample is affected by in-game chat. Do certain 
situations have more of an effect on a player’s morale 
than others? Are some situations completely 
disregarded by the majority of our sample? Another topic 
we will address is team cannibalization- the effect that 
negativity within a team can have on a team’s 
performance. We will also study how a team is affected 
by ICE depending on if their team is winning or losing. 
Finally, we will look at how the total sample uses of the 
report system.  

Part 5B will address and analyze the results of these 10 
questions from TDEQ: 

Q65. My enemy’s words strongly influence my behavior 
in game. (s=3.45) 
Q52. My enemy’s words strongly influence my behavior 
in game if my team's losing. (s=3.62) 
Q72. My enemy’s words strongly influence my behavior 
in game if my team's winning. (s=3.10) 
Q97. Taunting my enemies makes them play worse. 
(s=3.46) 
Q58. Taunting my enemies makes them play worse if we 
are winning. (s=4.42) 
Q75. Taunting my enemies makes them play worse if we 
are losing. (s=3.49) 
Q80. My ally’s words strongly influence my behavior in 
game. (s=4.47) 
Q63. My ally’s words strongly influence my behavior in 
game when we are winning. (s=4.76) 
Q78. My ally’s words strongly influence my behavior in 
game when we are losing. (s=4.47) 
Q70. If an ally/enemy is being abusive, I will report them. 
(s=8.08) 
 
By studying the results of these questions we can 
compare them to what we discovered in Part 5A. We 
already know how will-power is affected by both early 
and post-game scenarios. Now we want to know how 
willpower is affected by in-game chat. The results of this 
analysis can help us understand more about the in-game 
psychology of the Dota 2 community. If we find that a 
decent amount of our sample is more sensitive to certain 
ICE, we can predict the effect they could have on a less-
experienced community.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Perhaps there could be a way for new players to learn 
the basics of DotA without the effect of certain ICE. The 
big picture is that if these situations stop a new player, or 
steer them away from Dota 2, we can see that there is a 
problem. Once a player understands the basics, they 
can move into real community scenarios where they can 
consider themselves responsible for their mistakes 
because they know better. We do not want them to leave 
Dota 2, because of the community, when they are 
learning. 
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Discussion 
Q65, Q62, Q72 
First we will look at how our sample feels their in-game 
behavior is affected by the enemy team’s words. We will 
look at the results of Q65 from TDEQ. This question 
asked participants to rate the extent at which the enemy 
team’s words strongly influences their behavior in game. 
The results are shown on Chart 5.17. 

 
Chart 5.17: Sample response (N=1088) to Q65 from TDEQ: 
“My enemy’s words strongly influence my behavior in 
game.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=3.45) from our 
total sample. 452 members of our sample rated this 
effect above the average rating. 32 members of our 
sample rated this question with a max-value of 10. The 
low average rating shows that the majority of the total 
sample is resistant to enemy words affecting their in-
game behavior. 

We are now going to look at the results of Q52. This 
question asked participants to rate their agreement with 
the following statement: “My enemy’s words strongly 
influence my behavior in game if my team's losing.” Let’s 
take a look at Chart 5.18 which shows the total sample 
response to Q52. 

 
Chart 5.18: Sample response (N=1100) to Q52 from TDEQ: 
“My enemy’s words strongly influence my behavior in 
game if my team's losing.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=3.62) with 409 
members of our sample rating above the average. Also, 
46 members of our sample ranked their answer as a 10. 
The average and highest rating unit are both higher than 
that of the previous question. The enemies’ words when 

a team is losing seem to have a greater affect than the 
enemy’s words in general.  

Q72 from TDEQ asked participants to rate how strongly 
enemy words influence their in-game behavior when 
they are winning. It is expected that the average and 
highest rating unit will both be lower than Q52. This will 
serve as confirmation for the integrity of the questions 
asked before this. Since “words” can be seen in both a 
positive and negative light, the smallest margin of 
difference is important. We want to know that the 
possibility of a misinterpreted question can be managed 
with a question that asks the exact opposite. The results 
are shown on Chart 5.19. 

 
Chart 5.19: Sample response (N=1081) to Q72 from TDEQ: 
“My enemy’s words strongly influence my behavior in 
game if my team's winning.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=3.10). 401 
members of our sample rated this effect above the 
average rating. 24 members of our sample rated this 
question with a 10, which shows that this ICE still has a 
significant effect on the total sample. 

The results from the previous three questions show the 
extent to which cross-team ICE has an effect on will-
power. About 38% of the total sample is affected by 
them. Most teams are affected the most by the enemy 
team’s words when their team is losing.  

Q97, Q58, Q75 
We will now study how our sample believes taunting 
affects their enemies combined with the results from the 
previous set of questions. This will help us understand 
how players feel believe their words affect the enemy 
team’s behavior, versus how much they actually do. 
Let’s begin by looking at the results of Q97 from TDEQ: 
“Taunting my enemies makes them play worse.” The 
results are shown on Chart 5.20. 



The DotA Experiment Page 131 

 

Chart 5.20: Sample response (N=1069) to Q97 from TDEQ: 
“Taunting my enemies makes them play worse.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=3.46). 500 
members of our sample answered above the average 
rating. Compared to the results of Q65, we can see an 
almost exact match between the average ratings. The 
only difference is that a much larger amount of the 
sample responded with a 5 rating. This shows a higher 
agreement rating at the mid-point, which could be 
considered participant indifference.  
 
Using the same methods as before, we will study how 
our sample believes taunting makes their enemies play 
worse when their team is either winning or losing. We 
will first study the results of Q58 from TDEQ: “Taunting 
my enemies makes them play worse if we are winning.” 
The results are shown on Chart 5.21. 

 
Chart 5.21: Sample response (N=1092) to Q58 from TDEQ: 
“Taunting my enemies makes them play worse if we are 
winning.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=4.42). 591 
members of our sample rated this ICE above the 
average rating. The results are different than those seen 
on Chart 5.19 (P.130) by a large margin.  

We can understand this further by looking at the results 
of Q75 from TDEQ: “Taunting my enemies makes them 
play worse if we are losing.” If there’s an opposite result 
compared to Chart 5.21, not only will the effect of 
‘misinterpretation’ on the results be reduced, but it will 
also boost the integrity of the questions as a whole. 
Chart 5.22 shows the total sample response to Q75. 

 
Chart 5.22: Sample response (N=1086) to Q75 from TDEQ: 
“Taunting my enemies makes them play worse if we are 
losing.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=3.49). 500 
members of our sample rated this effect above the 
average rating. 24 members of our sample rated the 
highest value for Q75. Notice that a large portion of our 
sample (N=248) answered with the mid-point rating (5). 
As stated previously, this may indicate indifference to the 
ICE. 
 
The results of the past 3 studies show that a significant 
number of our total sample believes taunting makes the 
enemy team play worse. Furthermore, the majority of the 
total sample believes that taunting makes the enemy 
play worse when their team is winning to a higher extend 
than any of the questions addressed so far in this article. 
If we consider the psychology behind it, those who 
believe they are winning, and will taunt their enemy, 
could possibly have a higher chance of winning. Is it 
possible that taunting can lead to winning? Chart xv 
shows that those who answered above the mid-point for 
Q58 have a higher win-rate than those in the opposite 
condition. 
 
Q80, Q63, Q78 
The next three questions we will study have to do with 
allied ICE and how they might affect a player’s in-game 
behavior. If we look back at Section 5, Part 5A. We can 
study the results of Q59 (Chart 5.2, s=4.43). This study 
showed that the majority of our sample does not feel 
less determined when an ally encourages their team to 
give up early in a game. We will consider these results 
as me move through the next three studies. 
 
To begin, let’s study the results of Q80 from TDEQ: “My 
ally’s words strongly influence my behavior in game.” We 
have not stated whether the words are positive or 
negative. All we want to know is how our sample’s in-
game behavior is affected through allied communication. 
The results are shown on Chart 5.23 on the next page. 
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Chart 5.23: Sample response (N=1081) to Q80 from TDEQ: 
“My ally’s words strongly influence my behavior in game.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=4.47). 597 
members of our sample rated this effect above the 
average rating. The results also show that 34 members 
of our sample rated the highest value for Q80. The 
results can tell us that a very large portion of our sample 
feels their behavior in game is, for better or worse, 
affected by allied words. These results combined with 
the previous findings suggest that players are more 
affected by allied communication than communication 
with the enemy team.  

Let’s now look at how players feel their ally’s words 
affect them when their team is winning. To do this, we 
will study the total sample response to Q63 from TDEQ. 
The results are shown on Chart 5.24. 

 
Chart 5.24: Sample response (N=1091) to Q63 from TDEQ: 
“My ally’s words strongly influence my behavior in game 
when we are winning.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=4.76). 655 
members of our sample rated this effect above the 
average rating. 42 members of our sample rated the 
highest value for Q63. These results show that allies are 
most concerned with internal communication when their 
team is winning. The implication that can be drawn from 
this is that allied communication show be a steady flow, 
carried out all the way through a game of Dota 2. Just 
because you are winning does not mean you should 
stop using the communication it took to get the 
advantage.  

To confirm the integrity of the previous results, we are 
now going to consider the opposite condition. We will 

compare the results with Q78 from TDEQ: “My ally’s 
words strongly influence my behavior in game when we 
are losing.” It is expected that the average response will 
be lower than that seen in the previous question. Chart 
5.25 shows the results. 

 
Chart 5.25: Sample response (N=1083) to Q78 from TDEQ: 
“My ally’s words strongly influence my behavior in game 
when we are losing.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=4.47). 565 
members of our sample rated this effect above the 
average rating. 46 members of our sample answered 
with the highest value for Q78. The results show a lower 
average than the previous question. Both Q63 and Q78 
questions have a lower average than that seen in the 
results of Chart 5.23. All three of these questions have a 
higher average rating than the results of the three 
questions analyzed at the beginning of this article. It is 
through this comparison that we can understand how 
allied communication affects a lot more in-game 
behavior than enemy communication. 

The results of the past three studies show us how allied 
communication has a significant effect on a player’s in-
game behavior, especially if their team is winning. 

Q70 
Finally, we are going to look at how often our sample 
utilizes the report function when an ally/enemy is being 
abusive. We will study the results of Q70 from TDEQ: “If 
an ally/enemy is being abusive, I will report them.” The 
results are shown on Chart 5.26. 

 
Chart 5.26: Sample response (N=1094) to Q70 from TDEQ: 
“If an ally/enemy is being abusive, I will report them.” 
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From what we can see, a considerably high amount of 
our sample uses the report function. The results show an 
average response of (s=8.08) and 620 members of the 
total sample responded above the average. Almost half 
of our total sample responded with the highest value 
(N=530). We can understand the extent to which the 
community (or at least the sample) utilizes the report 
function. 

Results 
The results of Section 5, Part 5B told us a lot about how 
the community perceives ICE (In-game communication 
events) and to what extent they affect their in-game 
behavior. The findings within this article give us reason 
to believe that great communication within a team will 
trump even the most disrespectful of enemies. We also 
found through Chart xv that participants, who believe 
that taunting the enemy, when their team is winning, 
affects enemy in-game behavior, generally have a higher 
win-rate than those in the opposite condition. The results 
of this article lead to the implication that a team which 
communicates well and loses is a lot more satisfied than 
a team that doesn’t communicate well and loses.  
 
We learned that the majority of our sample typically feels 
enemy words change their in-game behavior when their 
team is losing. The majority of the sample also believes 
that taunting the enemy while they are winning makes 
the enemy play worse. These two results together show 
that taunting under the right circumstances could 
potentially correlate with a higher chance of winning. 
(chart xv) 
 
Let’s consider that previous statement with the following 
finding: internal team communication affects a player’s 
in-game behavior to a greater extent when they are 
winning over losing.  
 
If we put those two together, we can start to realize how 
taunting can have an effect on the enemies behavior 
when a team that’s winning communicates well. At the 
same time, enemy words most likely affect a team’s 
behavior less when they are communicating well and 
can taunt them back. We can link taunting with affecting 
willpower, and communication with satisfaction through 
our total research in this journal to understand that 
communication is by far one of the most important 
assets in a satisfying Dota 2 experience.  
 
Implications 
There are some important implications that can be 
drawn from Section 5, Part 5B, which are listed as 
follows: 

1. A majority of our team are affected the most by 
their enemy’s words when their team is losing. 

2. A majority of our sample that believes that 
taunting makes the enemy play worse when 
their team is winning. 

3. Allied communication affects in-game behavior 
more than enemy communication. 

4. A team that communicates well and loses is a lot 
more satisfied than a team that doesn’t 
communicate well and loses. 

5. The majority of the Dota 2 community often uses 
the report function when an ally/enemy is being 
abusive. 

Possible 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. 
As addressed and analyzed, there may have been a 
possible misinterpretation of some questions. We 
compared the results of these questions with similar 
questions and found a valid correlation that showed 
misinterpretation had little effect on the results. No other 
potential errors were noticed within the study. 
 

Future Studies 
This study was carried out during the closed-beta phase 
of 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 LRT, NRT, and Will-Power are 
fostered within a much larger, wider Dota 2 community in 
terms of in-game communication. For example, there’s a 
possibility that with a much larger ‘new’ sample, we can 
understand the full effects that enemy and allied 
communication has on a new player. This is important 
because about 45-50% of our sample are veteran 
players, which means that they may be more 
resistant/comfortable with the behaviors analyzed in this 
study. Newer players may yield more dramatic results.  
 
It would also be interesting to see how our conditional 
samples/variables: SM/UM, V/VO, and CO/DO might 
show some interesting results to these questions. We 
can understand how these groups are affected 
compared to others. 
 
Conclusion 
Section 5, Part 5B helped us understand more about 
event-specific scenarios and their effect on willpower. 
Where Part 5A studied the effects of early and post-
game scenarios, this section focused on In-game 
Communication Experiences (ICE). We have reason to 
believe that ICE has a significant effect on player will-
power. Players who are being taunted by a well-
communicating enemy team may lose willpower and 
faith in their own team. Variables behind this may 
include lack of communication, rude team mates or the 
absence of a leader.  
 
We have already discussed the importance of 
communication in Section 3. We can further understand 
its importance by researching how communication 
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affects will-power. It would be very interesting to look 
into how our veteran (V) sample alone answered these 
questions. (A study that will definitely be carried out in 
the future) We also learned that a massive majority of 
our sample strongly agrees that they use the report 
function. A major issue brought up on Dota 2 community 
forums is that nobody knows if and how the system 
works. Whether or not this has a positive or negative 
effect on the community is unknown. One way to go 
about curing this anxiety is by hinting towards a possible 
punishment for reported players. Better yet, you could let 
the players choose the punishment themselves. This will 
at least remove the stigma that the report function is 
useless. 
 
In conclusion, the results of Part 5B implicate that in-
game communication has an effect on will-power for 
better or worse. It is important for new players to 
understand the importance of team communication over 
anything else- even if this means playing a few games 
without enemy communication. As stated throughout this 
article, a team that communicates well and lose are 
usually more satisfied with Dota 2 than a team that 
communicates poorly/cannibalizes on itself and loses.  
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Part 5C 

Allies and Teamwork 

 

  

 

 
Abstract 
Section 5 is going to focus on a series of questions addressed in TDEQ. These questions took up about 
50% of the total questionnaire and are considered event-specific. Every question was constructed on a 
Likert-scale and addressed a scenario that a player might encounter in game. Part 5A addressed questions 
that concerned player mood, will-power and play-style. We also studied how the Limited and Non-limited 
Resource Theories of will-power can be attributed to Dota 2. Part 5B discussed the effects that in-game chat 
has on will-power. We are now going to discuss both individual and team-related questions that will help us 
understand the complexities of in-game teamwork. We will study the total sample response to questions like 
“If I do not know my allies then I usually play more independently.” and “I do not like it when allies tell me 
what to do.” Our goal is to analyze and compare some very specific events that take place in game and 
draw implications from them. One of the findings within this article suggests that the majority of our sample 
do not mind being told what to do in game, even if they do not know the player, but definitely want to be 
heard when they voice their opinions or requests from the team. We also found that the majority of our 
sample does not mind receiving criticism just as much as they don’t mind distributing criticism. The results of 
this study should help us understand how the total sample responded to questions about teamwork, and 
how specific in-game scenarios may jeopardize positive feelings about their allies. 
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Introduction 
Section 5, Part 5C is going to focus on a series of in-
game scenarios that a typical Dota 2 player may 
encounter. Rather than focusing on just one subject, we 
are going to try and gather implications from many 
subjects that can be used in the Part 5D.  

One of the subjects discussed in this article includes 
how players feel about being on an organized team 
versus playing independently. We can learn how a 
player’s play-style/ in-game behavior might change 
based upon their membership in a team.  

Another subject we will analyze is how often the total 
sample criticizes others and themselves. We will try to 
understand how sensitive some players are to criticism, 
whether they know their team mates or not. We are also 
going to study how often the members of our sample tell 
other players the mistakes they made in game. 
Furthermore, we will discuss how our sample responded 
to questions about teammates who them what to do in-
game, whether they know the person or not. 

An important subject we will discuss is how players react 
at the end of a game in terms of distributing 
responsibility. We will understand what portion of our 
sample usually blames their team for a loss, and the 
portion of our sample that takes personal responsibility 
for a loss. 

Looking at the subject of Part 5B, we will try to 
understand how a player’s in-game behavior changes 
when an ally refuses to communicate with them. As we 
already know, communication tends to correlate with a 
higher win-rate and satisfaction.  

Next, we will address the offensive/defensive 
philosophies of our sample by studying two questions 
with a confirmation bias. Finally, we will see how often 
the total sample utilizes the ‘muting’ function. If an 
ally/enemy is being abusive via microphone chat or text, 
how likely are our players to mute that individual? 

The following questions from TDEQ will be addressed in 
this study: 

Q53. Being part of an organized team usually makes me 
play better. (s=8.46) 
Q89. If I do not know my allies then I usually play more 
independently. (s=6.28) 
Q54. I prefer to lane with a partner when I play. (s=6.52) 
Q56. I usually stick to a strategy that works rather than 
change my play-style. (s=5.14) 
Q94. My play-style is unique and ever-changing. 
(s=5.70) 
Q81. I don't like it when an ally tells me about my 
mistakes. (s=4.14) 
Q79. I will usually let an ally know the mistakes they’ve 
made. (s=5.85) 
Q61. I don't like it when an ally tells me the mistakes I've 
made if I don't know them. (s=3.71) 

Q88. I do not like it when allies tell me what to do. 
(s=4.29) 
Q87. I do not like it when allies tell me what to do if I do 
not know them. (s=4.73) 
Q69. If an ally does not acknowledge me when I try to 
communicate with them, I usually feel less inclined to 
play. (s=5.93) 
Q62. I usually blame myself for a loss and look back on 
my mistakes (s=5.68) 
Q67. My team members are usually responsible for a 
lost game. (s=5.78) 
Q74. Defending and counter-pushing are more important 
in Dota 2 than ganking and pushing. (s=4.51) 
Q76. The best defense is a great offense. (s=6.35) 
Q90. If an ally/enemy is being abusive, I will mute them. 
(s=6.58) 

As previously stated, our goal for Part 5C is not to get to 
the bottom of one underlying theme. Rather, we are 
going to address some of the complex behaviors that 
take place in a game of Dota 2. This will help us 
generate a list of implications pertaining to the psyche of 
the Dota 2 community. 

It is important to remember that we are trying to find the 
closest thing to truth, not proclaim truth. Using the 
results of all of these studies and repeating the methods 
with a different, and perhaps larger, sample, we will be 
able to improve the validity of our implications. A reliable 
method can be repeated, and that is the overall goal of 
this study. To carry it out again in the future is of utmost 
importance. 

Keep in mind that many of these questions have 
situational responses. This means that we are simply 
looking for an average response for each scenario. For 
example, questions like “Defending and counter-pushing 
is more important than ganking and pushing” hasve a 
confirmation bias. We want to know the in-game 
philosophies of the total sample and base implications 
upon them. 

The over-all goal is to generate trends that can be linked 
to player affect. If we can find out what situations are the 
most influential on player satisfaction or communication, 
we can find ways to address these issues and increase 
the community’s satisfaction with Dota 2. 

Discussion 
We will begin by looking at how players feel about being 
on a team versus playing alone. The goal is to 
understand the dependent and/or independent behaviors 
of our total sample. If a player usually plays more 
independently alone, we can infer that this 
independence deters communication within a team.  
 
Q53, Q89, Q54 
To begin, let’s look at and discuss the results of Q53 
from TDEQ: “Being part of an organized team usually 
makes me play better.” The results of this question are 
shown on Chart 5.26. 
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Chart 5.26: Sample response (N=1099) to Q53 from TDEQ: 
“Being part of an organized team usually makes me play 
better.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=8.46). 635 
members of our sample responded above the average 
rating. The results also show that 506 members of our 
sample rated the highest value for Q53 and 13 members 
rated the lowest value. The majority of our sample 
agrees that playing on an organized team usually makes 
them play better.  

Next, we are going to discuss the results of Q89 from 
TDEQ: “If I do not know my allies then I usually play 
more independently.” We will compare the sample 
response to the results of the previous study to try and 
understand the Independent side to our sample. The 
results are shown on Chart 5.27. 

 

Chart 5.27: Sample response (N=1074) to Q89 from TDEQ: 
“If I do not know my allies then I usually play more 
independently.” 

Q89 has an average rating of (s=6.28). The statistics 
show that 562 members of our sample rated this effect 
above the average rating. 125 members of our sample 
rated the highest value for Q89 and 52 members rated 
the lowest value. From what we can see by comparing 
the previous two studies, our dependent sample appears 
to be larger than our independent sample. Q53 holds a 
confirmation bias for the dependent sample. Q89 holds a 
confirmation bias for the independent sample.  

It’s important to remember that these two questions 
aren’t in the same context- they simply just hint at a 

dependent/independent response. We will now look at 
the results of Q54 from TDEQ: “I prefer to lane with a 
partner when I play.” The results are shown on Chart 
5.28. 

 

Chart 5.28: Sample response (N=1097) to Q54 from TDEQ: 
“I prefer to lane with a partner when I play.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=6.52). 635 
members of our sample rated this effect above the 
average rating. The results also show that 264 members 
of our sample rated the highest value for Q54, and 74 
members rated the lowest value. Like Chart 5.26, the 
number of samples who rated above the average lies at 
(N=635) members. The dependent response 
confirmation bias is equal for both of these questions. 

The results from the past 3 studies can tell us that a 
larger portion of our sample is dependent versus 
independent.  

Q56, Q94 
We will now look at the sample’s philosophy on play-
style. To understand how our sample answered these 
questions, we will draw upon two questions from TDEQ. 
First, we are going to analyze the results of Q56: “I 
usually stick to a strategy that works rather than change 
my play-style.” The results are shown on Chart 5.29. 

 

Chart 5.29: Sample response (N=1099) to Q56 from TDEQ: 
“I usually stick to a strategy that works rather than change 
my play-style.”  
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The results show an average value of (s=5.14), with 435 
members of our sample responding above the average. 
The results also show that 63 members of our sample 
rated the highest value for Q56 and 113 members rated 
the lowest value.  

Let’s take a look at the results of Q94 from TDEQ: “My 
play-style is unique and ever-changing.” The results are 
shown on Chart 5.30. 

Chart 5.30: Sample response (N=1075) to Q94 from TDEQ: 
“My play-style is unique and ever-changing.”  

The results show an average rating of (s=5.70). 526 
members of our sample rated this effect above the 
average value. The results also show that 107 members 
of our sample rated the highest value for Q94 and 41 
members rated the lowest value.  

Compared to the results of the previous question, we 
can see that a greater percentage of our total sample 
switches up their play-style and consider it ever-
changing.  

Q81, Q89, Q61 
The next series of questions we will study have to do 
with a Dota 2 player’s response to criticism. A common 
situation in a game has to do with one player letting 
another know the mistakes they have made. To get a 
general understanding of these situations, we will look at 
the results of the following three questions. 
 
We will begin by studying the results of Q81 from TDEQ: 
“I don't like it when an ally tells me about my mistakes.” 
The results are shown on Chart 5.31.  

 

 

ADD IMAGE 

 

Chart 5.31: Sample response (N=1086) to Q81 from TDEQ: 
“I don't like it when an ally tells me about my mistakes.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=4.14) with 460 
members of our sample responding above the average. 
48 members of our sample rated the highest value for 
Q81 and 197 members rated the lowest value. Generally 
speaking, the majority of our sample does not mind it 
when an ally tells them about the mistakes they’ve 
made. This shows that the majority of our total sample is 
willing to accept criticism, but how about their willingness 
to distribute it? 

We are now going to look at the results of Q79 from 
TDEQ: “I will usually let an ally know the mistakes 
they’ve made.” The results are shown on Chart 5.32. 

 

Chart 5.32: Sample response (N=1088) to Q79 from TDEQ: 
“I will usually let an ally know the mistakes they’ve made.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=5.85). 632 
members of our sample rated their response above the 
average. 84 members of our sample rated the highest 
value for Q79 and 52 members rated the lowest value. 
The results are almost the exact opposite of those seen 
in the previous question. The majority of our sample 
does not mind distributing criticism. Next we will look at 
how our sample responds to criticism when an ally they 
do not know tells them about the mistakes they’ve made. 

To do this, we will study the results of Q61 from TDEQ: 
“I don't like it when an ally tells me the mistakes I've 
made if I don't know them.” By comparing these results 
to those seen on Chart 5.31, we can look for a difference 
with the variable of an anonymous team-mate. Chart 
5.33 shows the results of this analysis. 
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Chart 5.33: Sample response (N=1091) to Q61 from TDEQ: 
“I don't like it when an ally tells me the mistakes I've made 
if I don't know them.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=3.71) with 482 
members of our total sample rating their affect above the 
average value. 44 members of our sample rated the 
highest value for Q61. 270 members rated the lowest 
value. The results of this graph combined with those 
seen on Chart 5.31 confirm the implication that Dota 2 
players are equally as comfortable with receiving 
criticism as they are with giving out criticism. We can 
compare these results to the sensitivity of a much wider, 
less experienced, sample when Dota 2 reaches open 
beta. 

Q88, Q87, Q69 
The next three questions will look at how our sample 
responded to event-specific questions about allies telling 
them what to do. We will also- look at how in-game 
behavior may be shaped by situations where players feel 
ignored by an ally.  
 
To begin, let’s study the results of Q88 from TDEQ: “I do 
not like it when allies tell me what to do.” It is expected 
that those who answered above the average will be 
equivalent to those who we believe are more 
independent players. (Chart 5.27) The results of Q88 are 
shown on Chart 5.34. 

 

Chart 5.34: Sample response (N=1076) to Q88 from TDEQ: 
“I do not like it when allies tell me what to do.” 

The results show an average response of (s=4.29) 
meaning that 482 members of our sample rated this 
effect above the average response. The results also 

show that 63 members of our sample rated the highest 
value for Q88 and 135 members rated the lowest value. 
The majority of our sample does not mind it when an ally 
tells them what to do. Communication is important for a 
satisfying game, so the results show a relatively positive 
response for how the total sample reacts to other players 
communicating with them. 

To understand this further we will study the total sample 
response to Q87 from TDEQ: “I do not like it when allies 
tell me what to do if I do not know them.” The difference 
between this question and the previous question is that 
we are now looking at the extent to which our sample 
does not like it when an ally they do not know tells them 
what to do. Even the smallest difference between the 
results of Q87 and Q88 will help us understand how the 
variable of the anonymous ally plays into their 
willingness to accept orders. Chart 5.35 shows the 
results. 

 

Chart 5.35: Sample response (N=1081) to Q87 from TDEQ: 
“I do not like it when allies tell me what to do if I do not 
know them.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=4.73). 558 
members of our sample rated above the average. The 
rating allocation shows that 63 members of our sample 
rated the highest value for Q87 and 123 members 
responded with the lowest value. Therefore, most of our 
sample is more comfortable with taking orders from a 
player they than a teammate they do not know. As we’ve 
discussed in previous sections, the amount of trust a 
player has in their team is very important. The variables 
associated with it include communication and 
satisfaction. It is understandable that a player might want 
to trust their own instincts rather than listen to orders 
from someone whom they don’t know or trust. 

We are now going to look at another side to the situation 
that might show a cause for lack of trust. In terms of 
empathy, we can understand how both parties in these 
leadership-related situations might react when they are 
ignored by an ally. This could very well have an effect on 
a player’s in-game behavior. Feeling ignored may also 
be a variable behind distrust and independent play-style.  

To study this, we will analyze the results of Q69 from 
TDEQ: “If an ally does not acknowledge me when I try to 
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communicate with them, I usually feel less inclined to 
play.” The results are shown on Chart 5.36.

 

Chart 5.36: Sample response (N=1095) to Q69 from TDEQ: 
“If an ally does not acknowledge me when I try to 
communicate with them, I usually feel less inclined to 
play.”  

The results show that the average response from the 
total sample is (s=5.93). 637 members of our sample 
rated this effect above the average rating. 106 members 
of our sample rated the highest value for Q69 and 79 
members rated the lowest value. Through these results, 
we can understand that many players feel like being 
ignored by their team makes them less inclined to play. 
This is important because it helps us understand more 
about the role of a leader, which was discussed in 
Section 4.  

The results from the past three studies lead us to an 
important implication: The majority of our sample does 
not mind being told what to do in game, even if they do 
not know the player, but definitely want to be heard 
when they voice their opinions or requests from the 
team. 

Q62, Q67 
We are now going to look at how our total sample 
typically distributes responsibility at the end of the game.  
 
Let’s begin by looking at Q62 from TDEQ: “I usually 
blame myself for a loss and look back on my mistakes.” 
The results of Q62 are shown on Chart 5.37. 

 

Chart 5.25: Sample response (N=1092) to Q62 from TDEQ: 
“I usually blame myself for a loss and look back on my 
mistakes.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=5.68) with 544 
members of our sample responding above the average. 
The results also show that 69 members of our sample 
rated the highest value for Q62 and 50 members rated 
the lowest value. The statistics tell us that the majority of 
our sample usually blame themselves for a loss and look 
back on their mistakes. Let’s keep in mind that this and 
the following question are both situational, meaning that 
any respondent could answer each question with an 
equal response. Therefore, the smallest difference 
between results should be noted.  

We will compare the previous results with those of Q67 
from TDEQ: “My team members are usually responsible 
for a lost game.” Let’s keep in mind that we are using 
‘lost’ games as our independent variable because 
there’s a feeling of negative affect/ego-depletion 
associated with this situation, as discussed in Parts 5A 
and 5B. The results of Q67 are shown on Chart 5.38. 

 

Chart 5.38: Sample response (N=1097) to Q67 from TDEQ: 
“My team members are usually responsible for a lost 
game.” 

There is an average rating of (s=5.78) for Q67. 571 
members of our sample rated this effect above the 
average. The results also show that 77 members of our 
sample rated the highest value for Q67 and 48 members 
rated the lowest value. As stated before, the smallest 
difference is important when comparing these results 
with that of the previous question. The difference in 
average response is .10 points. Though this margin is 
relatively small, it still shows that the majority of our 
sample feels their team is more responsible for a loss 
then themselves. 

Q74, Q76 
The next two questions we are going to study address 
individual play-style. We want to understand more about 
the offensive/defensive tendencies of our sample by 
using two bias questions that do not directly ask for an 
offensive/defensive response. This is important because 
as stated before, the majority of these questions are 
situational. We want to find the smallest difference 
between responses because a player simply proclaiming 
their play-style is defensive or offensive only holds so 
much weight in-game. Situations can turn their play-style 
around. 
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First, we are going to look at a question that was 
purposely constructed with a confirmation bias- Q74 
from TDEQ: “Defending and counter-pushing are more 
important in Dota 2 than ganking and pushing.” The 
results are shown on Chart 5.39. 

 

Chart 5.39: Sample response (N=1093) to Q74 from TDEQ: 
“Defending and counter-pushing are more important in 
Dota 2 than ganking and pushing.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=4.51). 657 
members of our sample rated this effect above the 
average rating. 38 members of our sample rated the 
highest value for Q74.129 members rated the lowest 
value. Therefore, the majority of our sample believes 
that ganking and pushing are more important than 
defending and counter-pushing. Put simply, our total 
sample generally values offensive over defensive play. 

To test the integrity and the results of the previous study, 
we are going to compare them to the results of Q76 from 
TDEQ: “The best defense is a great offense.” Although 
defense may have a lot to do with the question, their 
belief that offense can lead to defense says a lot about 
the sample, and perhaps the Dota 2 community’s, play-
style. Of course, this is to be expected in a game like 
Dota 2 where you cannot complete the objective 
(destroying the enemy’s ancient) without playing 
offensively. Actually, the same can be said for any team-
related sport. Chart 5.40 shows the results of Q76. 

 

Chart 5.40: Sample response (N=1094) to Q76 from TDEQ: 
“The best defense is a great offense.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=6.35). 521 
members of our sample rated this effect above the 
average rating. These results also show that 170 

members of our sample rated the highest value for Q76 
and 50 members rated the lowest value. The results 
confirm the integrity of the previous question as well as 
their results. We now have reason to believe that the 
majority of our sample values offensive play over 
defensive. 

Q90 
Finally, we are going to look at how much of our total 
sample uses the ‘mute’ function when an ally/enemy is 
being abusive. This function cuts off all communication 
with a player for better or worse, and may increase 
tension within a team. The results will be an excellent 
reference for future studies and understanding how this 
function may play into other dependent variables like 
win-rate, satisfaction and communication. We will study 
the results of Q90 from TDEQ which asked players to 
rate the extent to which they utilize the ‘mute’ function 
when an ally/enemy is being abusive. The results are 
shown on Chart 5.41. 

 

Chart 5.41: Sample response (N=1072) to Q90 from TDEQ: 
“If an ally/enemy is being abusive, I will mute them.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=6.58) meaning 
that 614 members of our sample rated this effect above 
the average rating. These results also show that 340 

members of our sample rated the highest value for Q90 
and 124 members rated the lowest value. In total, the 
results show that a vast majority of our sample often use 
the mute function. 

Results 
The results within this article gave us a broad 
understanding of how our sample responds to many 
situations in-game on both an independent and 
dependent level. We learned that about 40% of our 
sample values independent play and are not as 
dependent on the members of their team in a game of 
Dota 2. We also discussed how about 60% of our 
sample is estimated to prefer a more dependent play-
style where they value the input, direction and 
functionality of their team members.  
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The findings came from three questions used to analyze 
sample dependence or independence on a team. What 
we found was that the majority of our sample plays 
better on a team and prefer to lane with a partner when 
they play a game of Dota 2. We also found that the 
majority of our sample plays more independently when 
they are not part of an organized team. These results 
combined helped us understand that the majority of the 
sample is dependent rather than independent.  
 
Next, we learned that the majority our sample switch-up 
their play-style and consider it ever-changing rather than 
static. This is important because it not only helps us 
understand how players behave/game, but it also helps 
us understand the psychology of the community. The 
results help us understand the analytical and ever-
changing side of the community that evolves and 
changes situational perceptions based upon their 
environment. 
 
One very important finding within this article was that 
many Dota 2 players are as equally as accepting of 
criticism from other players as they are giving out their 
own criticism to team mates- regardless of whether or 
not they know the player. We then looked at three 
questions that asked about communication within a 
team. How do players react when other players tell them 
what to do? These results were equally important. We 
learned that players are more likely to accept orders 
from players they know rather than players they do not. 
In addition, we learned that a large majority of our 
sample believes that they feel less inclined to play when 
they feel ignored by a team mate. We then discussed 
how these results relate to leadership and formed the 
implication that the majority of our sample does not mind 
being told what to do in game, even if they do not know 
the player, but definitely want to be heard when they 
voice their opinions or requests from the team. 
 
The next finding lead to an implication that the majority 
of our sample feels their team is more responsible for a 
loss then themselves. The questions used to study this 
were very situational so the results came from a very 
small margin of difference. Furthermore, the averages 
for both personal and team responsibility for a lost game 
had an average value above the mid-point (5). This 
shows that to some degree, the majority of our sample 
usually holds someone on their team responsible for a 
lost game. It would be interesting to see what portion of 
our sample believes that the other team simply playing 
better than theirs was what was responsible for a loss. 
 
The next questions followed the exact same formula 
used and were very situational. We wanted to know how 
our sample valued a defensive/offensive play style and 
how this may show the potential values of a 
defensive/offensive leader. We found that the majority of 
our sample values offensive play over defensive. 
 
Finally, we found that a vast majority of our sample uses 
the mute function often. We discussed how this function 
cuts off all communication with a player for  

better or worse, and may increase tension within a team. 
The results are an excellent reference for future studies 
and understanding how this function may play into other 
dependent variables like win-rate, satisfaction and 
communication. 
 
Implications 
This article addresses some important implications that 
can be used in future studies. 
 
1. A larger portion of our sample is considered 
dependent than independent. 
2. The majority of the Dota 2 community switches up 
their play-style and consider it ever-changing. 
3. Dota 2 players are equally as comfortable with 
receiving criticism as they are with giving out criticism. 
4. The majority of our sample does not mind being told 
what to do in game, even if they do not know the player, 
but definitely want to be heard when they voice their 
opinions or requests from the team. 
5. The majority of our sample feels their team is more 
responsible for a loss then themselves by a small 
margin. 
6. The majority of our sample values offensive play over 
defensive, and believes that the best defense is a great 
offense. 
7. The vast majority of our sample uses the mute 
function very often. 
 
Possible 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. 
As addressed and analyzed, there may have been a 
possible misinterpretation of some questions. We 
compared the results of these questions with similar 
questions and found a valid correlation that showed 
misinterpretation had little effect on the 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/public access. A future analysis will help 
to understand how LRT, NRT, and Will-Power are 
fostered within a much larger, wider Dota 2 community in 
terms of in-game communication. For example, there’s a 
possibility that with a much larger ‘new’ sample, we can 
understand the full effects that enemy and allied 
communication has on a new player. This is important 
because about 45-50% of our sample is considered 
veteran players, which means that they may be more 
resistant or comfortable with the behaviors analyzed in 
this study. Newer players may yield more dramatic 
results.  
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It would also be interesting to see how our conditional 
samples/variables: SM/UM, V/VO, and CO/DO might 
show some interesting results to these questions. We 
can understand how these groups are affected 
compared to others. 
 
Conclusion 
Thus far, Section 5 has addressed some very important 
implications that help to understand the in-game 
psychology of players. Part 5A discussed how early-
game and post-game situations have an effect on 
willpower, especially for those with a Limited Resource 
Theory of willpower. Part 5B discussed how In-game 
Chat Events (ICE) have a major effect on our sample in 
game. This is especially true for communication within 
ones team and how that can translate into communal 
taunting of the other team, with a benefit.  
 
Section 5, Part 5C addressed a series of common 
situations within a game of Dota 2 that could be used to 
study both the independent and dependent tendencies 
of our total sample. We learned that the majority of our 
sample is at least somewhat dependent on their team to 
help maximize their in-game behavior. In addition, we 
now know that players who do not play with an 
organized team typically play more independently. It may 
be important for organized teams to embrace players 
they do not know and incorporate them into team 
decisions. Branching off of that, we now know that most 
players do not mind being told what to do, even if they 
do not know the player, so long as their requests and 
situational opinions are equally respected. As we 
discussed, this plays a lot into the importance of a good 
leader, especially in public games.  
 
We also learned that players are equally comfortable 
with criticism of their mistakes as they are giving out 
criticism. In addition, we learned that offensive play-style 
has a higher value within the majority of the sample than 
defensive play-style.  
 
Finally, we confirmed that a vast majority of the Dota 2 
community uses the ‘mute’ function.  
 
In total, this article let us understand a lot about the 
psychology of a Dota 2 player. Finding ways to use that 
psychology to increase player satisfaction, 
communication and overall brand loyalty could make for 
some excellent results. Part 5D is going to focus on in-
game events that are associated with decision-making. 
We can keep the results of this article in mind while 
understanding how players react to common in-game 
situations involving decisions that could hurt/benefit their 
team. 
  



The DotA Experiment Page 144 

Part 5D 

Decision-Making, Collaboration and Sportsmanship 

 
  

 

 
Abstract 
Section 5 is going to focus on a series of in-game, event-specific, questions addressed in TDEQ. These 
questions took up about 50% of the total questionnaire and are considered event-specific. Every question 
was constructed on a Likert-scale and addressed a scenario that a player might encounter in game.  Part 5A 
addressed questions that concerned player mood, will-power and play-style. We also studied how the 
Limited and Non-limited Resource Theories of will-power can be attributed to Dota 2. Part 5B discussed the 
effects that in-game chat has on will-power. In Part 5C we studied the total sample response to questions 
that involved both individual and team-related scenarios. The results helped us understand the complexities 
of in-game teamwork. Part 5D will focus on an even more complex set of in-game decisions that can have 
either a positive or negative effect on a player’s in-game experience. A topic we will raise often concerns 
‘trust’. We will address questions like “I do not mind 'Kill Steals' when it is done by our teams carry.” and 
“When an ally leaves the game I will pause it as soon as possible.” We will compare the results of some 
questions to verify the integrity of the results while looking for relationships between sample responses to 
different types of scenarios. One of the findings within this article suggested that a surprisingly high portion 
of our sample only pause the game if they personally know the ally. Part 5D will also address some of the 
‘Unwritten Rules’ of the Dota 2 community that are discussed often on community forums. The over-all 
objective of this article is to understand the in-game psychology of the Dota 2 community and how the 
results can be used to increase community satisfaction. 
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Introduction 
Trust is an important team-related affect in a game of 
Dota 2. A team that trusts each other can lead to 
increased communication and satisfaction with one’s 
team. Part 5D is going to explore ‘trust’ and how certain 
in-game behaviors may influence a player’s trust in their 
team. We’ve already explored the importance of 
communication within a team. So now we want to study 
how trust impacts team communication and satisfaction. 
To explore this, we will analyze a list of questions from 
TDEQ and discuss how our sample responded to them. 
 
The first topic we will address is ‘kill-steals’. Kill-Stealing, 
or KS’ing, is basically a moment where one player steals 
a kill from another. The DotA community has created for 
itself a sort of list of ‘unwritten rules’ that dictate when it 
is or isn’t okay to kill-steal. We will explore this topic 
throughout the article to understand how kill-steals effect 
a team’s trust in one another. 
 
Next, we are going to address common communication 
issues in-game. In Part 5C we explained how players 
feel less inclined to play when they are ignored by their 
team. We are going to discuss this further through this 
article. We considered the dependent variable to be 
‘annoyance’ which can shape in-game behavior.  
 
We will then explore the pause function and when 
players use it.  For example, perhaps more players only 
pause the game if they personally know their ally. As we 
might imagine, coming back to a game to find out that 
your team-mates never paused for you could generate a 
feeling of distrust. We are also going to look at how likely 
players are to leave a game of Dota 2 when it is safe to.  
 
Finally, we are going to gather results from two 
questions that asked players to rate the frequency that 
they congratulate allies or enemies for a good play or a 
good game. This will give us a general idea about the 
sportsmanship of our sample and perhaps the Dota 2 
community in general.  
 
The over-all goal of this article is to study how our 
sample responded to specific scenarios that are either 
constructive or deconstructive for a team’s trust in one 
another. We are going to elaborate on the effects of 
‘annoyance’ and ‘trust’. The results of this article will give 
us an idea about what situations are deemed the most 
annoying, and the extent to which experiencing these 
situations may or may not influence trust. 
 
The questions from TDEQ that will be analyzed in this 

article include: 

 

Q66. Kill-Steals bother me and reduce my relationship 

with an ally. (s=3.31) 

Q55. I do not mind 'Kill Steals' when it is done by our 
teams carry. (s=9.16)   
Q57. Kill-Steals' only bother me when I'm trying to carry 
and can obviously get the kill. (s=7.34) 

Q60. When I ping to defend a tower, my allies are 
usually responsive and help immediately. (s=4.36) 
Q92. When an ally spends time farming rather than 
helping the team, I usually get annoyed. (s=5.93) 
Q91. When an ally carry spends time farming rather than 
helping the team, I usually get annoyed. (s=3.79) 
Q77. I only pause the game if I personally know my ally. 
(s=6.42) 
Q83. When an ally leaves the game I will pause it as 
soon as possible. (s=4.15) 
Q93. If the game is safe to leave then I will leave as well. 
(s=5.23) 
Q95. I usually congratulate my allies when they do 
something well. (s=7.86) 
Q82. I usually congratulate my enemies when they do 
something well, or play a good game. (s=7.12) 
 
As with the previous articles, we are going to break 
down the questions into groups where we can explore 
each subject exclusively.  
 
Discussion 
 
Q66, Q55, Q57 
We are going to begin by looking at how our sample 
responded to questions that involved Kill Stealing (KS’s).  
We will first look at the results of Q66 from TDEQ: “‘Kill 
Steals’ bother me and reduce my relationship with an 
ally.” The results are shown on Chart 5.42. 

 

Chart 5.42: Sample response (N=1100) to Q66 from TDEQ: 
“‘Kill Steals’ bother me and reduce my relationship with an 
ally.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=3.31). 423 
members of our sample rated above the average. The 
results also show that 19 members of our sample rated 
the highest value for Q55 and 341 members rated the 
lowest value. The majority of our sample, and perhaps 
the Dota 2 community, do not believe Kill Stealing 
reduces their relationship with an ally. The results hint 
towards a shared belief that so long as an enemy is 
defeated, a team can progress.  

Next we are going to take a more situational approach to 
the question and study the total sample response to a 
common unwritten rule within the community. We will 
analyze the results of Q55 from TDEQ: “I do not mind 
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'Kill Steals' when it is done by our teams carry.” The 
results are shown on Chart 5.43. 

 

Chart 5.43:Sample response (N=1105) to Q55 from TDEQ: 
“I do not mind 'Kill Steals' when it is done by our teams 
carry.” 

The statistics show an average rating of (s=9.16) with 
760 members of our sample rating this effect above the 
average value. 760 members of our sample rated the 
highest value for Q55 and only 11 members rated the 
lowest value. The very high agreement rating for this 
question confirms the unwritten rule that a carry is the 
most deserving of kills in a game of Dota 2. It might be 
important for a team leader to designate a carry for the 
team that knows they have the right to kill-steal. It’s 
predicted that this sort of direction wouldn’t be met with 
disagreement or distrust from other team members.  

We will now study the results of Q57 from TDEQ: “Kill-
Steals' only bother me when I'm trying to carry and can 
obviously get the kill.”  Based on the previous results 
(Chart 5.43), we can predict that the same belief holds 
true when a player is the teams carry. The results of this 
analysis are shown on Chart 5.44. 

 

Chart 5.44: Sample response (N=1099) to Q57 from TDEQ: 
“Kill-Steals' only bother me when I'm trying to carry and 
can obviously get the kill.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=7.34). 640 
members of our sample rated this effect above the 

average. The results also show that 371 members of 
our sample rated the highest value for Q57 and 78 

members rated the lowest value. The majority of our 
sample believes that other players should not Kill-Steal 
them when they carry. The importance of this situation 
relates to a carry’s trust in their team. Distrust could 
have a major effect on their output and communication.  

The results of the previous three analyses show that 
though the majority of our sample does not believe Kill 
Steals have a negative impact on their relationship with 
an ally. However, there’s a high agreement rating for the 
unwritten rule that carries should never be KS’d. This 
implication runs parallel with the responsibilities of a 
team leader. A team should be aware of who the carry is 
so they can support them with farming and getting gold 
from kills. This communication could have a positive 
effect on a player’s in-game satisfaction and will-power. 

Q60, Q92, Q91 
We discussed in Part 5C how the majority of our sample 
do not mind being told what to do in-game, even if they 
do not know the player. However, annoyance and 
distrust sets in when they feel their personal requests 
are ignored. 
 
To understand this further, we are first going to address 
Q60 from TDEQ: “When I ping to defend a tower, my 
allies are usually responsive and help immediately.” This 
question directly relates to the implication stated above. 
We can use the results to improve the validity of that 
implication. The results to Q60 are shown on Chart 5.45. 

 

Chart 5.45: Sample response (N=1097) to Q60 from TDEQ: 
“When I ping to defend a tower, my allies are usually 
responsive and help immediately.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=4.36) with 505 
members of our sample responding above the average. 
12 members of our sample rated the highest value for 
Q60 and 120 members rated the lowest value. These 
statistics tell us that the majority of the sample typically 
doubts the responsiveness of their allies. However, there 
are many reasons why an ally might not be able to make 
it to defend. Let’s explore this sort of situation further by 
analyzing the results of the next question. 

Q92 from TDEQ asked participants to rate their 
agreement with the following statement: “When an ally 
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spends time farming rather than helping the team, I 
usually get annoyed.” The findings should give us a 
general idea about how this scenario affects in-game 
behavior/annoyance. The results are shown on Chart 
5.46. 

 

Chart 5.46: Sample response (N=1073) to Q92 from TDEQ: 
“When an ally spends time farming rather than helping the 
team, I usually get annoyed.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=5.93). 566 
members of the total sample rated their affect above the 
average. The results also show that 90 members of our 
sample rated the highest value for Q92 and 27 members 
rated the lowest value. These results connect those of 
the previous question and lead us to the belief that the 
distrust in the responsiveness of allies can lead to 
annoyance. We can consider free-farming to be an 
independent exercise typically done by carries, which 
leads us to the following study. 

We are now going to study the results of Q91 from 
TDEQ: “When an ally carry spends time farming rather 
than helping the team, I usually get annoyed.” The 
results should show us how our situational variable 
behind annoyance changed when it is executed by a 
team’s carry. Let’s look at the results on Chart 5.47. 

 

Chart 5.47: Sample response (N=1072) to Q91 from TDEQ: 
“When an ally carry spends time farming rather than 
helping the team, I usually get annoyed.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=3.79) with 509 
members of our sample rating this effect above the 

average value. The statistics show that only 32 members 
of our sample rated the highest value for Q91 and 201 
members rated the lowest value. Therefore, the majority 
of our sample does not get annoyed when a carry 
spends time farming rather than helping the team. We 
can notice how the variable (carry) had a major effect on 
the sample’s annoyance rating. We can consider some 
ways to improve in-game satisfaction through these 
results. First, it might be best for a solo queue player to 
pick a carry so that they can exercise their independent 
behavior (Part 5C) without disagreement from their 
team. Second, perhaps organized teams should pick 
heroes that complement each other so they can 
successfully organize defensive strategies while their 
carry becomes stronger. These are just some ideas. 

An implication can be drawn from the previous three 
analyses- Most players are dissatisfied with team 
responsiveness, especially when a player other than 
their carry spends time farming rather than helping the 
team.  

Q77, Q83 
We will now discuss how often our total sample utilizes 
the Dota 2 pause function whether or not they personally 
know the disconnected ally. As one might imagine, it 
must be pretty disheartening for a player to reconnect to 
a game only to discover their team didn’t pause for them. 
 
We will begin by studying the results of Q83 from TDEQ: 
“When an ally leaves the game I will pause it as soon as 
possible.” The results are shown on Chart 5.48. 

 

Chart 5.48: Sample response (N=1088) to Q83 from TDEQ: 
“When an ally leaves the game I will pause it as soon as 
possible.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=6.42). 577 
members of our sample answered above the average 
rating. The results also show that 209 members of our 
sample rated the highest value for Q83 and 62 members 
rated the lowest value. Thus, the majority of our sample, 
and perhaps the Dota 2 community, use the pause 
function when an ally disconnects from a game as soon 
as possible. One question that should have been asked 
is how often players experience allies pausing for them. 
This would have added to the hypothesis from Section 4 
which addresses how Dota 2 players rate their frequency 
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of committing positive acts to be higher than other 
players.  

Next, we are going to look for a difference in response to 
the same question with an independent variable. We 
want to understand how much of our sample only pause 
Dota 2 if they personally know their disconnected ally. 
Perhaps some players will only pause for their friends.  

To understand this, we are going to study the results of 
Q77 from TDEQ: “I only pause the game if I personally 
know my ally.” The results are shown on Chart 5.49.  

 

Chart 5.49: Sample response (N=1092) to Q77 from TDEQ: 
“I only pause the game if I personally know my ally.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=4.15) with 429 
members of our total sample responding above the 
average value. 102 members of our sample rated the 
highest value for Q77 and 305 members rated the lowest 
value. What these statistics tell us is that the majority of 
the sample, and perhaps the Dota 2 community, 
disagree with this statement. At the same time, 102 
members of our sample agree with this statement which 
shows that this sort of mentality does exist. As one could 
imagine, being a lone member of a primarily organized 
team, and not having your team pause for you, could 
greatly reduce your relationship with that team. This 
could cause a lone player to think even more 
independently which could result in complete lack of 
communication and overall distrust in one’s team. 

In total, the results of the past two questions tell us that 
the majority of our sample utilizes the pause function 
when an allied player disconnects, regardless of whether 
or not they know the ally personally. 

Q93 
We are now going to study how often our sample leaves 
a game of Dota 2 when it is safe to. When it comes to 
leaving a game, many players appreciate the fact that a 
game can still be won with less players on their team- 
even though they are free to leave the game and start 
another if they want to.  
 
 
 

The Dota 2 leaver/disconnection system gives a player 
five minutes to return to the game before the game 
becomes safe to leave for other players. Where some 
teams stick it out and try to win with less players on their 
team, others abandon the game entirely and move on to 
the next one.  

To understand how our total sample responded to this 
scenario, we are going to look at the results of Q93 from 
TDEQ: “If the game is safe to leave then I will leave as 
well.” The results are shown on Chart 5.50.  

 

Chart 5.50: Sample response (N=1072) to Q93 from TDEQ: 
“If the game is safe to leave then I will leave as well.” 

The results show an average rating of (s=5.23). 434 
members of our sample rated their frequency above the 
average. The results also show that 108 members of our 
sample rated the highest value for Q93 and 118 
members rated the lowest value. Therefore, the majority 
of our sample will leave a game if it is safe to. However, 
this scenario is indeed situational judging by the high 
amount of responses at the mid-point. Two questions 
that should have been included in TDEQ could have 
asked if their decision to leave a game is dependent on 
whether or not their team is losing. Regardless, the 
majority of our sample believes that they will leave the 
game when it is safe to by a small margin. 

Q95, Q82 
Sportsmanship in Dota 2 can be understood through 
questions about congratulating allies/enemies for 
admirable plays or a good game. Two common phrases 
exchanged at the end of a game of Dota 2 are “gg” 
(good game) and “wp” (well played). This DotA 
sportsmanship method has been used for years and is a 
simple way of giving closure to a game. 
 
To understand how often our total sample engages in 
sportsmanship, we will study the results of two questions 
from TDEQ.  First, we are going to look at the results of 
Q95: “I usually congratulate my allies when they do 
something well.” The results of this analysis are shown 
on Chart 5.51.  
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Chart 5.51: Sample response (N=1071) to Q95 from TDEQ: 
“I usually congratulate my allies when they do something 
well.” 

We can notice that there is an average response of 
(s=7.86) for Q95. 678 members of our sample rated this 
effect above the average. The results also show that 334 

members of our sample rated the highest value for Q95 
and 20 members rated the lowest value. We can 
understand from these statistics that the mass majority 
of our sample engages in sportsmanship within their 
team.  

Next, we will study the results of Q82 from TDEQ: “I 
usually congratulate my enemies when they do 
something well, or play a good game.” The results are 
shown on Chart 5.52.  

 

Chart 5.52: Sample response (N=1091) to Q82 from TDEQ: 
“I usually congratulate my enemies when they do 
something well, or play a good game.” 

Q82 has an average response of (s=7.12) with 566 
members of our sample responding above the average 
value. The results also show that 258 members of our 
sample rated the highest value for Q82 and 61 members 
rated the lowest value. Compared with the results of the 
previous study, we can see that the total sample is more 
likely to congratulate their allies then their enemies. 
However, the high agreement rating for both questions 
supports the idea that the Dota 2 community engages in 
sportsman-like conduct more often than not. Again, there 
should have been a question that asked players how 
often they witness sportsman-like conduct from a 
random team-mate or enemy. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Results  
Part 5D explained how our sample responded to 
questions related to team communication, collaboration 
and decision-making. We discussed a lot of important 
elements of a game of Dota 2 including Kill-Stealing, 
team responsiveness, the pause function, leavers and 
sportsmanship. Our goal was to understand how these 
subjects can relate to team communication/morale and 
over-all player satisfaction.  
 
The first topic we addressed was Kill Stealing, otherwise 
known as KS’ing. We learned that the majority of our 
sample does not mind Kill Stealing, especially when it is 
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done by a carry. However, the majority of our sample is 
annoyed by Kill-Stealing when they are trying to carry.  
 
Next we discussed the element of allied responsiveness. 
As we already know from Section 5, Part 5C, the 
majority of our sample does not mind being told what to 
do by another player, regardless of whether they know 
them or not, so long as their requests are equally heard 
by the rest of the team. We learned that the majority of 
our sample is dissatisfied with allied responsiveness 
during important scenarios that require an organized 
defensive strategy. Furthermore, we learned that the 
majority of our sample becomes annoyed when an ally 
spends time farming rather than helping the team during 
these situations- unless it is their carry. Therefore, it’s 
encouraged that a solo-queue player on a primarily 
organized team picks a carry. This way they can 
exercise their independent behavior (farming) while the 
organized (well-constructed) team defends.  
 
We found that the majority of our sample will pause Dota 
2 for a disconnected ally, regardless of whether or not 
they know them personally. We then explored our 
samples frequency of leaving a game when it is safe to. 
We discussed how this event is in fact situational and 
may be dependent on whether their team is winning or 
losing. In general, the majority of our sample will leave a 
game so long as it is safe to.  
 
Finally, we explored sportsmanship and how often our 
sample congratulates allies or enemies when they do 
something well. What we discovered was that a very 
high portion of our sample congratulates their team and 
the enemy team upon successful plays or a good game. 
As to be expected, the sample was more likely to agree 
that they congratulate allies over enemies. 
 
In total, Part 5D showed us that a Dota 2 team and the 
community in general should respect the importance of 
each member on a team, whether they know them or 
not. As we have said often throughout Section 5, 
respectful teams that communicate well and lose are 
more likely to be satisfied with the Dota 2 community 
than a team that doesn’t communicate well and loses. 
 
Implications 
There are someimportant implications that may be 
drawn from this article. 
 
1. Although the majority of our sample do not believe Kill 
Steals have a negative impact on their relationship with 
an ally, carries should never be KS’d. 
2. The majority of our sample does not trust in the 
responsiveness of their allies and get annoyed when 
they spend time farming rather than helping the team. 
3. The majority of our sample does not mind when a 
carry spends more time farming than helping the team. 
4. The majority of our sample utilizes the pause function 
when an allied player disconnects, regardless of whether 
or not they know the ally personally.  
5. A surprisingly high portion of our sample only pause 
the game if they personally know the ally. 

6. The majority of our sample believes that they will 
leave the game when it is safe to by a small margin. 
7. Sportsmanship is valued throughout the community. 
8. Players are more likely to congratulate their own team 
rather than the enemy team. 
  
Possible 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. 
As addressed and analyzed, there may have been a 
possible misinterpretation of some questions. We 
compared the results of these questions with similar 
questions and found a valid correlation that showed 
misinterpretation had little effect on the results. In 
addition, some questions were very situational, which 
was explained throughout the article. Furthermore, some 
questions may have been misinterpreted due to the 
repetitiveness of some question constructs. 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 LRT, NRT, and Will-Power are 
fostered within a much larger, wider Dota 2 community in 
terms of in-game communication. For example, there’s a 
possibility that with a much larger ‘new’ sample, we can 
understand the full effects that communication, 
leadership and collaboration when it comes to decision-
making have on a larger and wider sample in terms of 
experience. This is important because about 45-50% of 
our sample is considered veteran players, which means 
that they may be more resistant or comfortable with the 
behaviors analyzed in this study. Newer players may 
yield more dramatic results.  
 
Furthermore, some questions in the study should have 
had alternative constructs. For example, we discussed 
how it might be important to have an alternative question 
for Q83 which would ask ‘how often do you feel your 
team-mates pause for you?’ this would allow us to 
elaborate on a previous hypothesis from Section 4, as 
explained in this article. 
 
Conclusion 
Section 5 has addressed some very important 
implications that help to understand the in-game 
psychology of players. Part 5A discussed how early-
game and post-game situations have an effect on 
willpower, especially for those with a Limited Resource 
Theory of willpower. Part 5B discussed how In-game 
Chat Events (ICE) effect on our sample’s in-game 
behavior. In Part 5C, we studied the results to a series of 
questions from TDEQ that could be used to understand 
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the independent, dependent, offensive and defensive 
tendencies of the total sample. Many of these questions 
were constructed with a confirmation bias. 
 
Section 5, Part 5D helped us understand the importance 
of team collaboration and decision-making. We 
addressed how solo queue players might feel during 
situations where they are part of a team that is for the 
most part organized. We discussed the importance of 
the solo queue player, which I refer to as the ‘oddman’ or 
‘oddmen’. The Oddman Hypothesis states that the most 
important member of a team is the solo queue player. It 
is how an organized team communicates with this player 
that can have a major effect on the outcome of a game. 
In order for a team to maximize on its potential, each 
member should be communicated with equally so the 
team can act as a whole.  
 
This article also addressed some of the unwritten rules 
of the Dota 2 community and to what extent they are 
exercised in-game. Like Dota 2 social media, these rules 

are community-generated. Disobeying these rules can 
lead to both annoyance and distrust. 
 
The importance of this article was to help find ways to 
enhance team collaboration, especially among a mixed 
team of friends and random players. It also let us in on 
the psychology behind player decision-making and 
sportsmanship.  
 
Finding easy ways for players to communicate may yield 
some incredible results in terms of player satisfaction. 
Satisfied players, especially if they are new, are likely to 
play more. As we’ve discussed in previous sections, the 
more DotA you play, the better you become. It’s possible 
that if players learn more about Dota 2, and experience 
a higher frequency of constructive communication in-
game, they may become more likely to bring in new 
players, or even purchase cosmetics. If a player 
witnesses the benefits of communication and 
collaboration, they are likely to form teams with friends 
and expand the Dota 2 community. 

  


