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PLAY TOGETHER: HOW WATCHING THE COOPERATIVE PLAY OF VIOLENT

VIDEO GAMES CAN POSITIVELY INFLUENCE DYADIC RELATIONSHIPS 

MATTHEW ERXLEBEN

ABSTRACT

Media effects research has shown that video games can have both antisocial and 

prosocial effects, depending on the content of the game. Individuals who play violent 

video games tend to display more aggressive attitudes and behaviors, while those who 

play games with prosocial content tend to display more prosocial, or helping, attitudes 

and behavior. The context in which a video game is played has also been shown to 

influence media effects, with competitive play leading to increased aggression while 

cooperative play leads to increased prosociality. However, the existing literature has not 

examined how these effects might influence the interpersonal relationships between those 

playing the video game.

To test the effects of gaming context on interpersonal relationships, an experiment 

was conducted that compared two groups of participants exposed to two levels 

(competitive or cooperative) of a single factor (gaming context). In the competitive 

condition, participants watched gameplay footage of two individuals playing a video 

game competitively, while those in the cooperative condition watched gameplay footage 

of two individuals playing the same game cooperatively. After exposure, five dependent 

variables were examined to see how they differed between the two groups: state hostility, 

prosocial score, positive affect change, negative affect change, and change in perceived 

relationship quality.
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Upon initial analysis, only negative affect change was shown to significantly 

differ between the two conditions. However, this effect was actually due to an interaction 

between condition and sex. This study also identified that sex, personality, and media 

usage habits significantly covaried to some degree with all five dependent variables. 

These covariates provide evidence for how individual differences might influence the 

effects that result from watching a video game being played in different multiplayer 

contexts and, as an extension, how individual differences might influence the effects of 

gaming context in general.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

When research into video games began, it was mainly concerned with the effect 

that violent video games have on a player’s aggression. Over time, though, this negative 

focus shifted to examine the possible benefits and positive effects of video game play. As 

a result, research has found that the content of a video game determines its effects, with 

games containing prosocial content leading to increased prosocial behavior by the player 

(Passmore & Holder, 2014). However, content is not the only factor that influences a 

video game’s effects; context matters as well. When playing a violent video game 

cooperatively with another player, individuals actually experience less aggression and 

increased prosocial behavior (Passmore & Holder, 2014). This provides evidence that the 

context in which a video game is played is more influential than the content which the 

game contains. Unfortunately, research seems to focus on cooperation purely as a 

condition rather than as an actual relationship between players. As such, the literature 

does not discuss how the increased presence of prosocial behavior might influence this 

relationship. In response, this thesis intends to examine what effects cooperative video 

game play might have on the dyadic relationship between players. Because of ethical and 

safety concerns posed by COVID-19, this study is unable to test these effects as intended.
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Instead, the study will examine how viewing the cooperative and competitive play of 

violent video games might influence the relationship between two individuals.

By exploring this relationship, this thesis expects to contribute to the existing 

literature in several ways. Firstly, this study intends to show how established media 

effects regarding prosocial behavior and aggression might influence other aspects of an 

individual’s life, such as interpersonal relationships. Secondly, this study will make its 

predictions by synthesizing the findings of two separate areas of communication research. 

Lastly, this thesis intends to contribute to the existing literature by investigating an 

emerging, popular form of media that has not yet been the focus of much research.

To achieve these goals, this thesis first reviews the literature on violent media in 

general, particularly in regards to television and movies, in order to contextualize the 

specific research on violent video games and aggression. Then, it explains the General 

Learning Model as a theoretical model for how video game play can influence behaviors, 

before discussing evidence that shows that violent video game play is associated with 

increased aggression. This thesis then examines the prosocial effects of video game play 

and how these effects are dependent on both the content of a game and the context in 

which the game is played. This research also explores how aggressive and prosocial 

behavior might affect interpersonal relationships. Then, it briefly mentions how it may be 

necessary for participants to identify with the players of a video game, rather than the 

characters in the game, in order to emulate the effects of playing the game themselves. 

Lastly, this thesis proposes a series of hypotheses in regards to how viewing the 

cooperative and competitive play of violent video games might influence the relationship 

between two individuals, before then discussing how these associations might be affected 
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by individual differences in the Big Five factors of personality.

Following this review of the existing research, this thesis synthesizes the literature 

on media effects and interpersonal relationships to hypothesize that individuals who 

watch a violent video game being played cooperatively should experience a more positive 

change in their perceptions of interpersonal relationships than would those who watch the 

same game being played competitively. Furthermore, this thesis predicts that those who 

watch a game being played cooperatively should report lower state hostility, increased 

prosocial behavior, a greater increase in positive affect, and a greater decrease in negative 

affect in comparison to individuals who watch the game being played competitively.

This thesis then continues by describing an all-online experiment that was 

conducted in order to test the proposed hypotheses. The experiment compared two groups 

of participants exposed to two levels (competitive or cooperative) of a single factor 

(gaming context). As part of this experiment, participants first completed a pre-test 

questionnaire before being assigned to either the competitive or cooperative condition. In 

the competitive condition, participants watched a series of video clips that showed two 

individuals playing a video game’s “Death Match” mode, in which players competed to 

see who could score the most “kills” on each other. In contrast, participants in the 

cooperative condition watched a series of video clips that showed two individuals playing 

the same video game’s “Campaign Mode”, in which players worked together to complete 

a series of objectives. After watching the assigned video recordings, participants then 

completed a post-test questionnaire. Following a more in-depth explanation of the 

procedure for this experiment, this thesis then describes the measures and scales used.
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Finally, this thesis reviews the results of the experiment before concluding by discussing 

the practical and theoretical implications that these results might have.
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CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

Violence and Aggression

When academic interest in video games first began, it was mainly in response to a 

public fear that violent video games were influential in the development of school 

shooters (Anderson & Bushman, 2001). Due to this, a majority of the research on video 

game effects has focused on whether playing violent video games leads to increased 

antisocial behavior, or behavior that attempts to damage another person’s property or 

well-being (Erreygers et al., 2017). However, this focus on violence and aggression is not 

unique to video game research, with the field of communication having a long history of 

studying the effects of violent media. By first examining this broader body of literature, 

key terms can be defined and a general conclusion about the effects of violence in media 

can be drawn.

“Aggression” refers to any behavior that intentionally attempts to harm another 

individual, even if that attempt is unsuccessful (Anderson & Bushman, 2001). In 

comparison, “violence” refers to “extreme forms of aggression, such as physical assault 

and murder” (Anderson & Bushman, 2001, p. 354). While all forms of violence are 

considered aggression, not all aggression is violent. Additionally, “violent media” refers 
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to any media in which an individual intentionally attempts to harm another (Anderson & 

Bushman, 2001). Relatedly, violence in media is not limited to the actual portrayal of a 

violent action. In one definition, media can be considered violent if it overtly describes a 

“credible threat” of violence or displays the “physically harmful consequences” of a 

violent action (Weaver, 2011). So, when studying the effects of violent media on 

aggression, researchers look at whether exposure to the threat, performance, or 

consequences of intentionally harmful actions through media causes the audience 

themselves to behave in more intentionally harmful ways. While this chapter will mainly 

use the term aggression, it should be noted that aggression as a construct is also referred 

to as hostility in some literature (Anderson et al., 1995).

History in Media. Well before the invention of computers, 1920’s America 

experienced its own “moral panic” regarding the potential effects of popular media (Hull, 

2010). As motion pictures were beginning to grow in popularity, so too were concerns 

that the violent and sexual content of movies were having a negative influence on 

children (Hull, 2010). In response to this, a series of studies were conducted by the 

Motion Picture Research Council (MPRC) in order to answer several questions about 

movies and their effects on those who watch them. Known as the Payne Fund Studies, 

this project resulted in the conclusion that movies do exert some influence on the entire 

movie-going population, not just children (Hull, 2010). Of the fifteen studies conducted, 

only two looked at whether movies lead to antisocial behavior. While these specific 

studies found that motion pictures can have both positive and negative effects, depending 

on the individual, the publicized report focused overwhelmingly on the negative findings. 

Because of this, the Payne Fund Studies would later be criticized not only for faults in 
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methodology, but also because of the MPRC’s chairman’s open hostility towards the 

movie industry (Hull, 2010).

By the late 1970’s, laboratory studies into media effects had shown clear and 

consistent evidence that participants who view violent media tend to behave more 

aggressively than do those in control groups (Felson, 1996). These include Dr. Albert 

Bandura’s seminal “Bobo doll” experiments, which were conducted as part of a series of 

studies on behavioral modelling (Nolen, 2009). During these studies, children who 

watched adults act physically and verbally aggressive were later more likely to act 

aggressively themselves, demonstrating that children are able to learn by observing the 

behavior of adults (Bandura et al., 1961). This effect occurred both when observing the 

adult in person and when watching a video recording of the adult’s behavior (Bandura et 

al., 1961; Nolen, 2009). According to Bandura, humans have an advanced capability for 

observational learning, and virtually all learning can be achieved vicariously by 

observing other people’s action and their consequences (2001). In a similar way, 

individuals are able to learn by observing behaviors displayed in media. It is also 

important to note that the behaviors observed are not just imitated, but rather they serve 

as a model for future behaviors. Modelling influences convey rules, and those rules can 

be used by the learner to generate new behaviors that go beyond what was previously 

observed (Bandura, 2001). Bandura’s work is just one example of how research 

conducted during this period helped contribute to the current understanding of how media 

can influence behavior.

However, many studies from this time were criticized for lacking external 

validity, as the laboratory situations used were very different from situations that lead to 
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violence in the real world. Several studies attempted to address this criticism by taking a 

more naturalistic approach (Felson, 1996). One such study, led by Hennigen, compared 

crime rates between American cities that had access to television and those that did not, 

(as cited in Felson, 1996, p. 107). Contradicting the previously mentioned laboratory 

experiments, this study found that the presence of television had no effect on the rate of 

violent crime. In addition, when a city without television gained access to it, there was no 

significant increase in violent crime. Another study, conducted by Joy and published in 

1986, examined changes in the aggressive behavior of children after the introduction of 

television in their town, (as cited in Felson, 1996, p. 107). Compared to children in two 

other towns that already had television, the verbal and physical aggression of the children 

in the town of interest increased by a significantly greater amount after a period of two 

years. However, during the first phase of the study, the children who did not have access 

to television were just as aggressive as those who did. This implies that there was some 

factor other than exposure to television that influenced aggression (Felson, 1996).

In July of the year 2000, based on the findings of over 1,000 studies, the 

American Psychological Association and five other professional societies produced a 

joint statement claiming that evidence “point[s] overwhelmingly to a causal connection 

between media violence and aggressive behavior in some children” (Joint Statement, 

2000, p. 1, as cited in Bushman & Anderson, 2001). It is important to note that, while the 

findings of these studies are significant, the average effect size is actually quite small. 

This does not dispute the results, however, but merely indicates that exposure to media 

violence is usually not a sufficient cause of aggression on its own (Bushman & Anderson, 

2001). In a publication by Bushman and Anderson, exposure to violent media is 
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explained as analogous to smoking. Smoking one cigarette is not enough to cause cancer, 

and not everyone who smokes will develop cancer. However, smoking is still recognized 

as having dangerous effects. Likewise, repeated exposure to violent media can have a 

negative effect on certain individuals (2001). In addition, evidence for the effect of 

violent media on aggression is becoming stronger, as newer studies show larger effect 

sizes with smaller confidence intervals (Bushman & Anderson, 2001). Similarly, research 

has shown that playing violent video games leads to increased aggressive behaviors and 

cognitions (Anderson & Bushman, 2001).

General Learning Model. Before discussing the specific findings of video game 

research, it is important to review the General Learning Model (GLM), which was 

created to explain how video games teach and influence behavior (Buckley & Anderson, 

2006). According to the GLM, an individual’s behavior is based on two types of input 

variables: personal and situational. Personal variables include individual differences 

which can be related to one’s ability to learn in general (e.g., age, income, self-esteem), 

one’s history of media exposure, and one’s susceptibility to the effects of violent video 

games. In contrast, situational variables are the features of the environment around the 

individual. The most important of these situational variables concern the game itself, such 

as whether the content of the game is violent or non-violent (Buckley & Anderson, 2006). 

Together, these variables interact to influence a person’s cognition, affect, and arousal.

Through the cognitive route, input variables make different cognitive constructs 

more accessible. By increasing accessibility, the input variables can influence different 

cognitive variables such as thoughts, beliefs, attitudes, and behavioral scripts (Buckley & 

Anderson, 2006). Through the affective route, input variables can influence a person’s 
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mood and emotions, which can then lead to behavior. Processes in this route include the 

mere-exposure effect, through which repeated exposure makes an object more attractive, 

to a point, and systematic desensitization, which can lead to reduced fear in response to a 

dangerous stimulus (Buckley & Anderson, 2006). Lastly, the level of arousal generated 

by the input variables can have a strong impact on learning. If material has already been 

learned well, then increased arousal is less likely to inhibit the retrieval of that 

information. However, if the material is not learned well, then increased arousal is likely 

to interfere with the learning and use of that information (Buckley & Anderson, 2006). 

As a result of these processes, playing video games can result in the learning of facts, the 

learning of specific behaviors, and even changes in personality (Buckley & Anderson, 

2006). Additionally, because the model represents a cyclical process, the GLM can be 

used to study both the short-term and long-term effects of video-game exposure (Buckley 

& Anderson, 2006).

Violence and Video Games. For the purpose of this thesis, a “video game” will 

be defined as any interactive activity that is mediated by a computer interface and 

through which a player’s actions influence different outcomes (Passmore & Holder, 

2014). Combining this with the given definition for violent media, a “violent video 

game” is any video game in which the player can harm other characters (Cicchirillo & 

Chory-Assad, 2005). Through several studies, research has shown that participants who 

play these violent video games are more likely to exhibit aggressive behaviors than 

participants who play non-violent video games (Anderson & Bushman, 2001; Anderson 

et al., 2004, Cicchirillo & Chory-Assad, 2005). In addition, violent video games have 

been shown to increase the accessibility of aggressive thoughts (Anderson & Bushman,
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2001; Anderson et al., 2004). Consistent with the General Learning Model, this provides 

evidence that the relationship between violent video games and aggressive behavior is 

mediated by the presence of aggressive cognitions (Anderson et al., 2004).

Prosocial Behavior

While many researchers have focused on the negative effects of media, especially 

in regards to violence and aggression, there is also a large section of the literature which 

investigates media’s positive effects. For example, there is evidence that watching 

television can lead several psychological benefits (Tsay-Vogel & Krakowiak, 2016). 

These include increased feelings of enjoyment (Nabi et al., 2003; Papacharissi & 

Mendelson, 2007) and gratification (Oliver & Bartsch, 2010) as well as elevated positive 

affect and decreased negative affect (Zillman & Bryant, 1994). Additionally, meaningful 

portrayals in media have been shown to cause moments of introspection and inspiration, 

which can then motivate audience members to embrace moral virtues (Oliver, 2008; 

Oliver et al., 2012). Of the many potential positive effects that media can have, this thesis 

is most interest in how media might influence one’s prosocial behaviors.

In contrast to violence and aggression, prosocial behavior can be defined as 

voluntary actions intended to benefit others (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1990); prosocial 

behavior can also refer to acts that are “generally beneficial” to other people (Vieira, 

2014). Similar to how research on violent video games was proceeded by decades of 

literature regarding the effects of violent media in general, there exists a history of 

research that investigated media as a prosocial influence. During this period, several 

studies found that children who watched television shows that displayed prosocial and 

socially desirable content tended to act more helpfully towards their peers than did 
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children who watched shows with neutral or violent content (Collins & Getz, 1976; 

Donagher et al., 1976; Sprafkin et al., 1975; Sprafkin & Rubinstein, 1979). Just like the 

research on violent media and aggression, these effects of prosocial media on prosocial 

behavior have repeatedly been supported by further investigations. Studies have since 

shown that these prosocial effects occur amongst both children and adults (Anderson, et 

al., 2000; Rosenkoetter, 1999) and that frequent viewing of media with prosocial content 

can result in long-lasting increases in prosocial behavior (Anderson, et al., 2000). Even 

television shows that were not designed to convey moral lessons, such as reality 

television, can lead to increased altruism when prosocial behaviors or positive lifestyle 

changes occur (Tsay-Vogel & Krakowiak, 2016).

Prosocial Behavior and Video Games. Reacting to the field’s focus on violence 

and aggression, several researchers argued that video games were being portrayed in an 

unrepresentatively negative manner. In response, these researchers began to study the 

positive effects and potential benefits of playing video games (Passmore & Holder, 

2014). This research does not attempt to refute the finding that playing violent video 

games leads to increased aggression, but rather argues that the content of a video game 

should determine what effects it might have. While most video games cannot be easily 

assigned into categories (Passmore & Holder, 2014), for this study, games will be 

considered as having violent, neutral, or prosocial content. As discussed earlier, violent 

video games allow the player to harm other characters. In contrast, prosocial behavior is 

defined as voluntary actions intended to benefit others (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1990). Since 

the actions one take in a game are not always optional, a “prosocial video game” will be 

defined as any video game in which the player performs actions that are beneficial to 
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other characters. For clarity, this definition will be refined to exclude any games in which 

you help one character by hurting another. A “neutral video game”, then, shall refer to 

any video game in which the player neither harms nor benefits another character.

Similar to studies which examined the effect of watching prosocial television 

content, research has consistently shown that playing prosocial video games leads to 

increased prosocial behavior (Passmore & Holder, 2014). In one example, children who 

played a game with prosocial content were more likely to exhibit helping (prosocial) 

behavior than children who played a violent or neutral game. In this case, the prosocial 

behavior consisted of choosing easier puzzles for the child’s partner to complete (Saleem 

et al, 2012). In addition, prosocial games were shown to decrease the presence of 

aggressive behaviors (Passmore & Holder, 2014).

There is also evidence that playing prosocial games leads to increased prosocial 

cognitions and decreased aggressive cognitions (Greitemeyer & Osswald, 2011; 

Passmore & Holder, 2014). Much like how aggressive cognitions were shown to mediate 

the relationship between violent video games and aggressive behavior, these increased 

prosocial and decreased aggressive cognitions most likely mediate the relationships 

between prosocial video games and prosocial and aggressive behavior respectively 

(Passmore & Holder, 2014). Other research has shown that mood may also mediate these 

relationships, as playing prosocial videos game puts participants in a good mood, and 

those in a good mood displayed more prosocial behavior (Whitaker & Bushman, 2012). 

As a whole, this body of research shows that, in general, video games have an effect on 

the player, but these effects are dependent on the content of the game.
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Effects of Cooperative Play. As discussed above, the content of a video game 

helps to determine what effects that game might have upon a player. However, it is not 

the only situational factor that influences a video game’s effects. In fact, the context in 

which a game is played may actually be more consequential than the content (Passmore 

& Holder, 2014). While many video games still include a traditional single-player 

experience, advances in internet speed and the establishment of online gaming services 

have allowed more players to join other individuals in both cooperative and competitive 

gaming experiences. Since this thesis focuses on the relationship between players, it will 

only examine the two multi-player contexts: cooperative and competitive play.

By examining the literature, one can find several definitions for both competition 

and cooperation. For example, one study defines competition as “a zero-sum game in 

which one person wins and the other loses” (Fisher & Gregoire, 2006, p. 314), while 

another describes a competitive situation as one where “people attain their goals only 

when other participants do not” (Eastin, 2007, p. 452). In comparison, cooperation is 

described as: “when people work together to achieve a mutually satisfying outcome”, 

“behavior that maximizes the outcome of a collective”, and a situation in which 

“individuals only attain their goals when other participants also obtain their goals” 

(Fisher & Gregoire, 2006, p. 313; Ewoldsen et al., 2012, p. 227; Eastin, 2007, p. 452). 

Drawing from these definitions, “cooperative play” will refer to when players actively 

work together to achieve a mutual goal. Conversely, “competitive play” refers to when 

players actively work against each other to achieve directly conflicting goals.

In general, research shows a positive relationship between competition and 

aggression (Eastin, 2007). One possible explanation for this is that competitors 
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continually interfere with each other when attempting to accomplish their goals. Since 

frustration has been shown to lead to increased levels of aggression, the frustration that 

results from this constant interference should have a similar effect (Eastin, 2007). In 

contrast, individuals should experience less frustration when working cooperatively, 

resulting in decreased aggression (Eastin, 2007). Research into video games supports this 

assumption, as games played in a cooperative context were shown to lead to lower levels 

of aggression than when played in a competitive or solitary context (Jerabeck & 

Ferguson, 2013; Passmore & Holder, 2014). In addition, cooperative gameplay has been 

shown to both increase prosocial behavior and prime further cooperative behavior, even 

when the content of the video game was violent (Ewoldsen et al., 2012; Passmore & 

Holder, 2014). This provides evidence that the context in which a video game is played 

can neutralize or even reverse the effect of the game’s content. It should be noted, 

however, that these prosocial effects might only exist when cooperation occurs between 

two individuals or within small groups. As group size increases, group members may 

experience greater disagreement about how to pursue their goals, leading to increased 

feelings of frustration (Eastin, 2007).

While the effects of cooperative play can be explained by a lack of frustration, 

this only works in direct comparison to the effects of playing in a competitive context. 

Alternatively, there are several other possible explanations. First, acting cooperatively 

may lead to increased discussion between group members, both in general and in regards 

to pursuing their shared goals. This type of increased discussion has been shown to 

enhance feelings of group identity and activate social norms (Komorita & Parks, 1995). 

These social norms might then promote prosocial behavior between group members.
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Additionally, people tend to be more satisfied with decisions made in a cooperative 

setting than in a competitive one (Fisher & Gregoire, 2006). This increased decision 

satisfaction may serve as an incentive that encourages further cooperative behavior. It 

should also be noted that cooperative behavior and prosocial behavior may not be 

conceptually distinct, especially since cooperation benefits other group members by 

helping them achieve their goals. Because of this, this thesis will consider cooperative 

behavior as a specific type of prosocial behavior. Thus, any explanation for changes in 

prosocial behavior in general should also explain changes in cooperative behavior, 

although the reverse may be true.

Identification. While the relationships between the concepts discussed in this 

thesis would ideally be tested through the direct interaction of two individuals, the ethical 

and safety concerns created by the emergence of COVID-19 have made in-person 

laboratory sessions impractical. However, by adjusting this study to be conducted entirely 

online, this thesis was able to investigate another aspect of new media: the influence of 

online video content. Rather than playing a video game themselves, participants in this 

study will be required to watch prerecorded footage of two other individuals playing a 

video game together. As such, the effects of this study will likely be dependent on 

participants’ ability to identify with the players in the video.

Identification can be defined as “an imaginative process through which an 

audience member assumes the identity, goals, and perspective of a character” (Cohen, 

2001, p. 261), although identification occurs both with real people and characters in 

media. Through identification, an individual loses their sense of self and adopts the 

identity of another, experiencing the world through someone else’s point of view. This 
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process is an important part of development, as it allows children and adolescents to try 

new ideas, attitudes, and identities that they might not otherwise be able to experience 

(Cohen, 2001). In media studies, identification with a character has been associated with 

feelings of affinity, friendship, similarity, and liking, although it is unclear whether these 

feelings are a result of identification or necessary for it to occur. Additionally, individuals 

who more highly identify with a media character are thought to experience increased 

persuasive and imitative effects of the media (Cohen, 2001).

In regards to video games specifically, research has shown that identification does 

occur, especially when the player is assigned to play as a specific character in a narrative 

context (Klimmt et al., 2010). However, this study is less concerned about whether a 

participant can identify with the character in a gameplay video than with the player. 

According to recent research, adolescents are spending more time watching online, live- 

streaming content than traditional cable (Hu et al., 2017). For gaming content, this 

viewership is primarily motivated by an individual’s desire for entertainment, social 

interaction, and to develop new gaming skills and techniques through observational 

learning (Lim et al., 2020). Unlike playing a video game directly, viewers must learn 

these skills via vicarious experience through the streamer. Eventually, this motivation to 

be able to play a video game as well as a streamer can develop into a form of wishful 

identification (Lim et al., 2020), a process through which “an individual desires to 

attempt to become like another person” (Hoffner & Buchanan, 2005, p. 327). The desire 

to be or act like another person is directly related to identification, as fans are more likely 

to emulate celebrities such as YouTubers when they have strong feeling of identification 

with them (Tolbert & Drogos, 2019). As such, it is clear that individuals are not only able 
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to identify with a video game character but also with someone else who is controlling 

said character. If participants in this study are able to identify with the players in the 

prerecorded footage, then the study should be able to achieve results similar to as if the 

participants were playing the game themselves.

Hypotheses. In terms of gaming context, playing a video game competitively was 

positively associated with aggression (Eastin, 2007), while cooperative video game play 

was negatively associated with aggression (Jerabeck & Ferguson, 2013; Passmore & 

Holder, 2014) and positively associated with prosocial behavior (Passmore & Holder, 

2014). Assuming that watching prerecorded video game footage leads to similar results 

as actually playing the game oneself through identification, then participants who watch a 

video game being played cooperatively should experience lower levels of aggression than 

those who watch the same game being played competitively (H1). Similarly, those who 

watch a game being played cooperatively should be more likely to exhibit prosocial 

behaviors than those who watch it being played competitively (H2).

H1: Participants who watch a video game being played cooperatively will 

experience lower average state hostility than individuals who watch a 

video game being played competitively.

H2: Participants who watch a video game being played cooperatively will make 

more prosocial choices, on average, than individuals who watch a video 

game being played competitively.

Prosocial Tendencies. Aside from the effects of media, individuals have their 

own personal tendencies that influence what prosocial behaviors they might engage in 
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and in which situation (Carlo et al., 2003). While this study is focused on prosocial 

actions in general, previous research has indicated that prosocial behaviors can be divided 

into six separate categories: altruistic, compliant, emotional, public, anonymous, and dire 

(Carlo & Randall, 2002). Altruistic prosocial behaviors involve voluntary helping due to 

concern for the needs and welfare of others. These behaviors are often the result of 

sympathy or internalized social norms and principles. In comparison, compliant prosocial 

behaviors are those done directly in response to a request for help. These behaviors are 

more closely associated to one’s approval-orientation than they are to sympathy (Carlo & 

Randall, 2002). Emotional behaviors are ones performed during situations that are highly 

emotionally charged, such as in response to a crying child. Depending on the situation, 

some individuals might be overcome by feelings of distress, while others will react with 

sympathy and a desire to help. Public prosocial behaviors occur in front of an audience, 

and are often motivated by a desire to earn the approval and respect of others, while 

anonymous behaviors are helping actions taken when the helper can remain unknown. 

Lastly, dire prosocial behaviors are ones performed in response to crisis or emergency 

situations (Carlo & Randall, 2002). It is important that preexisting tendencies for each of 

these types of behavior be accounted for when determining how exposure to certain 

media might influence future prosocial actions.

Relationship Effects

While research has shown the influence that the content and context of video 

game play has on one’s behavior, it has not examined how these factors might affect the 

interpersonal relationships that exist between individuals who engage in competitive or 

cooperative play. Since this area of research is lacking, this thesis will continue by 
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discussing the effects that aggressive and prosocial behavior have on interpersonal 

relationships. Then, it will examine how competitive and cooperative approaches to 

conflicts within a relationship influence feelings of relationship satisfaction, commitment, 

and closeness.

Physical Violence and Verbal Aggression. Unsurprisingly, the presence of 

physical violence in a relationship is associated with decreased relationship quality and 

marriage satisfaction (Sabourin et al, 1993). When discussing aggression within a 

relationship, however, it is important to distinguish between physical violence and verbal 

aggression. Verbal aggression is defined as a destructive form of communication that 

involves attacking another person’s self-concept in an attempt to cause psychological 

pain (Infante & Wigley, 1986). These attacks can include insults, ridicule, and profanity 

and often result in hurt feelings, anger, irritation, and embarrassment. Repeated verbal 

aggression can also lead to the deterioration and eventual destruction of relationships 

(Infante & Wigley, 1986). While physical violence is easier to identify, it is important to 

look at verbal aggression as well, as it can be predictive of future violence (Infante & 

Wigley, 1986; Sabourin et al., 1993). For example, individuals who are high in verbal 

aggressiveness are more likely to be abusive in their marriages (Sabourin et al, 1993) and 

use corporal punishment to discipline their children (Kassing et al., 2000). As such, both 

verbal and physical aggression should result in decreased ratings of relationship quality.

Prosocial Behavior and Mood. When looking at the connection between 

prosocial behavior and interpersonal relationships, studies have found evidence for 

several positive effects. For example, individuals who display prosocial behavior tend to 

be more popular and more well-liked by their peers (Layous et al., 2012), and are seen as
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more attractive in romantic relationships (Stavrova & Ehlebracht, 2015). However, most 

research on prosocial behavior does not examine its influence on interpersonal 

relationships. Instead, a majority of studies have looked at the association between 

prosocial behavior and one’s mood or affect. As such, this thesis will discuss the potential 

mediating influence of mood on the relationship between prosocial behavior and 

relationship quality.

For the purpose of discussion, mood and affect will refer to a more general, 

cognitive state which can have either a positive or negative valence, while an emotion is a 

specific cognitive response to a situation or set of stimuli (Fredrickson, 2001). However, 

it should be noted that positive and negative affect are two discreet factors. Positive affect 

indicates an individual’s level of enthusiasm, activity, and alertness. High positive affect 

reflects a state of high energy, concentration, and pleasurable engagement, while low 

positive affect is a state of lethargy and sadness (Watson et al., 1988). Negative affect, in 

comparison, is a dimension of distress and unpleasurable engagement. High negative 

affect can indicate a variety of negative moods, including anger, contempt, disgust, guilt, 

fear, and nervousness, while low negative affect involves a state of calmness (Watson et 

al, 1988). Because affect is considered present within emotions (Fredrickson, 2001), 

one’s emotions will be considered as reflective of their more general affective state.

Over the past two decades, research has consistently shown that acting in a kind 

and prosocial manner leads to increased happiness for not only the target of the behavior 

but for the individual actor as well (Chancellor et al., 2018; Dunn et al., 2008; Nelson et 

al., 2016). In addition, there is evidence that these prosocial behaviors lead to a greater 

increase in an individual’s affect than do self-centered ones (Dunn et al., 2008; Nelson et 
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al., 2016). For example, individuals who spent a larger percentage of their income on 

prosocial expenses, such as gifts and charitable donations, reported being significantly 

happier than those who instead used that income for personal spending. This same study 

showed that prosocial spending is the only form of spending that predicts increased 

happiness at a later point in time (Dunn et al., 2008). In other words, spending money on 

others is predictive of a more positive affect, while spending money on oneself is not.

Prosocial behavior has also been shown to lead to further prosocial behavior in 

two distinct but complementary ways. First, the recipient of a prosocial action may be 

more motivated to “pay it forward” (Chancellor et al., 2018). In this way, one’s prosocial 

behavior can lead to further prosocial behavior in others. Second, there is evidence of a 

reciprocal relationship between prosocial behavior and positive affect (Snippe et al., 

2018). Not only does prosocial behavior lead to increased positive affect, but positive 

affect can also lead to further prosocial behavior. This reciprocal relationship can result in 

an “upward spiral” in which prosocial behavior leads to further prosocial behavior due to 

one’s continually rising positive mood (Fredrickson, 2001; Nelson et al., 2016). Through 

these two processes, prosocial behavior may spread through one’s social network as 

others are inspired to pay it forward and are rewarded by their own prosocial actions 

(Nelson et al., 2016). There is also evidence that these changes may be long lasting, as 

repeated prosocial behavior can lead to a stable, long-term increase in one’s affective set 

point (Lyubomirsky et al., 2005).

While prosocial behavior has been shown to influence one’s mood, mood and 

emotions have been shown to have an effect on measures of relationship quality. For 

instance, research has found that positive emotions, such as happiness, lead to increased 
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feelings of trust in interpersonal encounters, while negative emotions, such as sadness 

and anger, lead to decreased trust (Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005). This is important because 

trust is significantly and positively correlated with relationship satisfaction in both men 

and women (Fitzpatrick & Lafontaine, 2017). It should be noted, however, that this 

association between emotion and trust is less strong for pre-existing relationships (Dunn 

& Schweitzer, 2005). Mood has also been shown to influence relationship satisfaction by 

partially mediating the effect of neuroticism (Abbasi et al., 2018). Research supports the 

claim that increases in neuroticism correspond to decreases in relationship satisfaction, 

and that negative affect is partially responsible. Interestingly, those high in neuroticism 

have also been shown to experience greater increases in positive mood after engaging in 

prosocial behavior than do those who are low in neuroticism, but the effect fades more 

quickly (Snippe et al., 2018). More generally, there is evidence that increases in positive 

affect can lead to greater levels of marital satisfaction (Bradley & Hojjat, 2017).

There is also research that argues that positive affect inhibits the use of 

destructive interpersonal behavior during conflicts (McCullough et al., 2001). As 

discussed previously, one such form of destructive behavior is verbal aggression. In 

relation to mood, a study by Aloia and Solomon found that the presence of negative 

emotions, especially anger, increases the likelihood that verbal aggression will be used 

(2016). Utilizing these results, the authors argue that minimizing anger can prevent verbal 

aggression, while also reducing aggressive behavior in general. In addition, when 

manipulated to experience a positive mood, participants reported greater feelings of 

liking for a confederate with whom they were in conflict (McCullough et al., 2001). The 

participants also indicated that they would be more likely to use collaboration to resolve 
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conflicts in the future. Based on these studies, it is clear that positive mood not only leads 

to greater feelings of satisfaction in a relationship, but also reduces the use of behaviors 

that can negatively impact a relationship. Furthermore, research shows that engaging in 

prosocial behavior can result in greater positive affect. Because of this, this thesis argues 

that prosocial behavior is predictive of increased relationship quality through the 

mediating influence of positive mood.

Cooperation in Interpersonal Relationships. In order to see how competition 

and cooperation influence interpersonal relationships, one can look at the type of goals 

that the individuals within a relationship pursue. According to Crocker, Canevello, and 

Lewis, an individual can either pursue benevolent goals, such as being constructive and 

supportive of one’s partner, or selfish goals, which are focused on one’s own interests 

(2017). When pursuing selfish goals, individuals tend to have zero-sum beliefs about 

their relationship. That is, when conflict occurs in a relationship, they believe that one 

partner can only get what they want at the expense of the other (Crocker et al., 2017). 

These individuals can be seen as approaching conflict with a competitive mindset, as 

competition can be defined as a zero-sum situation in which people obtain their goals 

only when others do not (Eastin, 2007; Fisher & Gregoire, 2006). In contrast, those who 

pursue benevolent goals seem to adopt a cooperative style when faced with an inter- 

relational conflict. Individuals who pursue benevolent goals view relationships as 

nonzero-sum and believe that it is possible to resolve conflict in ways where both 

partners get what they need (Crocker et al., 2017).

In one study, benevolent goals were shown to predict increases in relationship 

satisfaction, commitment, and closeness through increased nonzero-sum beliefs.
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Additionally, nonzero-sum beliefs were shown to be correlated with increased feelings of 

security and loyalty within a relationship, as well as with decreased feelings of 

relationship anxiety and avoidance (Crocker et al., 2017). Thus, if working cooperatively 

is truly analogous to pursuing benevolent goals, then individuals should experience the 

same positive effects on relationship quality after a cooperative experience.

It should be noted that many of the studies discussed focus on romantic 

relationships. However, this thesis does not attempt to limit itself to one type of 

interpersonal relationship. While video games can be played with a romantic partner, they 

can also be played with family members, friends, and even strangers. Because of this, 

relationship type will be accounted for so that predictions made by this study can be 

generalized across all types of pre-existing relationships. In addition, because cooperation 

within large groups may lead to disagreement and frustration (Eastin, 2007), the size of 

the cooperative unit should be kept as small as possible to increase the likelihood of 

prosocial effects. As such, this thesis shall make predictions in regards to how the context 

in which a video game is played affects the interpersonal relationship between two 

individuals.

Hypotheses. To predict how the context in which a video game is played affects 

the relationship between members of a gaming dyad, the body of research concerning 

video game effects must be synthesized with literature that examines how relationships 

are influenced by aggressive and prosocial behaviors. There is research that suggests 

mood might mediate the effect that the context in which a game is played has on 

prosocial behavior. Playing prosocial video games has been shown to lead to increased 

positive mood in participants, and those in a good mood displayed more prosocial 
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behaviors (Whitaker & Bushman, 2012). Similarly, one’s affect should be related the 

effect that watching a game being played cooperatively or competively has on prosocial 

behavior (H3A, H3B). This is further supported by evidence that there is a reciprocal 

relationship between mood and prosocial behavior in general, with increased mood 

leading to more prosocial behavior, which then increases one’s mood even further 

(Snippe et al., 2018). Based on this relationship, it should be expected that a situation that 

leads to increased prosocial behavior should also lead to increased positive affect (H4A) 

and decreased negative affect (H4B).

H3: A. Positive affect will positively and significantly co-vary with the 

number of prosocial choices made.

B. Negative affect will negatively and significantly co-vary with the 

number of prosocial choices made.

H4: A. Participants who watch a video game being played cooperatively 

will experience a greater average increase in positive affect than 

individuals who watch a video game being played competitively.

B. Participants who watch a video game being played cooperatively 

will a greater average decrease in negative affect than individuals 

who watch a video game being played competitively.

In addition, increased positive emotions have been shown to lead to improved 

social relationships (Abbasi et al., 2018; Bradley & Hojjat, 2017; Dunn & Schweitzer, 

2006). As such, if watching a video game being played cooperatively results in higher 

average positive mood, then individuals who watch the cooperative gameplay recording 

26



should report greater relationship quality than those who watch the game being played 

competitively (H5). This prediction is further supported by more direct evidence that 

engaging in relationship-focused prosocial behaviors (e.g., pursuing benevolent goals) 

can lead to increased feelings of relationship satisfaction, commitment, and closeness 

(Crocker et al., 2017). The research regarding emotions also suggests that affect should 

be related to the effect that watching a game being played cooperatively or competively 

has on relationship quality (H6A, H6B).

H5: Participants who watch a video game being played cooperatively will 

report a greater average increase in relationship quality than 

participants who watch the same game being played competitively.

H6: A. Positive affect will positively and significantly co-vary with the 

change in perceived relationship quality.

B. Negative affect will negatively and significantly co-vary with the 

change in perceived relationship quality.

Relational Maintenance. It is also likely that playing video games together can 

influence the relationship between two people independent of the effects of content and 

context. One way that this may occur is through the use of video game play as a form of 

relational maintenance. Relational maintenance can be defined as any behavior that 

serves to continue and develop a relationship (Ledbetter & Kuzenkoff, 2012). These 

behaviors can be classified into two broad categories: routine and strategic (Ogolsky & 

Bowers, 2012). Routine behaviors are ones that consist of everyday interactions and 

usually occur without the intent of relational maintenance. In contrast, strategic behaviors 
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are done with the “explicit intent” of maintaining a relationship (Ogolsky & Bowers, 

2012). Both types of relational maintenance behaviors have been found to strongly 

predict factors such as commitment, satisfaction, stability, and liking in interpersonal 

relationships (Canary & Yum, 2015). Regarding video games specifically, there is 

evidence that online video game play is positively associated with relational closeness by 

serving as a form of relational maintenance (Ledbetter & Kuzenkoff, 2012). Because of 

this, it is important to consider how video game play’s role as a relational maintenance 

behavior might co-vary with relationship quality, as well as with the other dependent 

variables included in this study.

Demographics

There is also evidence that demographic factors such as sex and age might 

influence the dependent variables being investigated by this thesis. For example, research 

has found that males tend to be more physically and, to a lesser extent, verbally 

aggressive than females (Archer, 2004). However, males and females experience 

equivalent increases in aggression after exposure to the same violent media (Plante et al., 

2020). Age has also been shown to be significantly associated with aggression. While 

high levels of aggression during childhood are predictive of aggression as an adult, 

people do tend to become less aggressive as they age (Lee et al., 2007). Additionally, 

there is a theoretical argument that adults should be less susceptible to the effects of 

violent media due to increased impulse control and an understanding of social norms 

related to aggression (Plante et al., 2020). Few studies have tested this hypothesis, 

however, and those that have generally fail to find that younger participants are more 

effected by violent media than older ones (Anderson et al, 2007; Anderson et al., 2010).
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There is also evidence that sex and age are both significantly related to prosocial 

behavior. Men have consistently been found to report lower levels of prosocial behavior 

than women (Van der Graff et al., 2018), and women are more likely to pursue 

compassionate goals in their relationships (Crocker & Canavello, 2008). Furthermore, 

males and females differ in their prosocial tendencies. Females are more likely than 

males to act prosocially out of altruism or in response to highly emotional situations, 

while males are more likely to engage in public prosocial behaviors (Carlo et al., 2003). 

As for age, research has found that prosocial behavior tends to increase as individuals get 

older (Van Lange et al., 1997). In addition, older age is positively correlated with the 

frequency of altruistic and anonymous prosocial behaviors (Carlo et al., 2003).

In regards to affect, women tend to report higher levels of negative affect than 

men, especially for sadness and anxiety (Thomsen et al., 2005). Some research argues 

that this is because women are more likely to ruminate on their negative mood, causing it 

to worsen (Thomsen et al., 2005). In contrast, there is no clear evidence that males and 

females significantly differ in their levels of positive affect (Batz & Tay, 2018). As 

individuals age, they tend to report higher levels of positive affect (Burr et al., 2020) and 

lower levels of negative affect (Thomsen et al., 2005). Additionally, research has shown 

that individuals become more emotionally stable as they age (Burr et al., 2020). This 

relationship between age and affect may be because older individuals have learned to 

maximize their positive emotions while minimizing negative ones (Thomsen, et al., 

2005).

Lastly, research suggests that sex and age have a significant influence on 

perceived relationship quality. While several studies have found that women report lower 
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marital satisfaction than men, a meta-analysis of the existing literature has found no 

significant sex differences for marital satisfaction (Jackson et al., 2014). However, 

research has also shown a significant difference between males and females in their more 

general ratings of relationship satisfaction, with women reporting higher intimacy (i.e., 

closeness) than men for both romantic partners and best friends (Pearce et al., 2021). 

Furthermore, there is evidence that females care more about maintaining their 

relationships than males. This was demonstrated by a series of studies that showed that, 

when compared to men, women are less likely to lose trust and more likely to regain trust 

in an individual after that trust is violated (Haselhuhn et al., 2015). These results might 

also indicate that females’ perceptions of relationship quality are more resistant to change 

than those of males. As for age, research has shown that older adolescents reported higher 

feelings of closeness in their romantic relationships than did younger adolescents (Adams 

et al., 2001). The effect of age on romantic relationship quality is less clear for adults, 

though, since research on this association has been limited (Sorokowski et al., 2017). 

More generally, older adults tend to experience more satisfying and positive social 

relationships than younger adults (Luong et al., 2010). As such, the existing literature 

suggests that ratings of relationship quality should be positively associated with age. 

Based on the research reviewed, it is clear that both sex and age are significantly related 

to the five dependent variables being investigated by this study. Because of this, it is 

important to consider these demographic factors as potential covariates when testing the 

proposed hypotheses.
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Personality

One factor which might also influence the effects of viewing competitive and 

cooperative video game play is personality. According to the five-factor model of 

personality (FFM), it is possible to explain an individual’s personality through five 

distinct dimensions (McCrae & Costa, 1997), also known as the “Big Five” (Digman, 

1990). These are: extraversion, neuroticism, openness to experience, agreeableness, and 

conscientiousness (Grice, 2019; McCrae & Costa, 1997). Extraversion, also known as 

surgency, is associated with being assertive, sociable, and energetic (Digman, 1990). The 

second dimension, neuroticism, indicates an individual’s level of emotional instability, 

with those high in neuroticism displaying irritable and moody behavior. Openness to 

experience, or just openness, signifies one’s acceptance of feelings and new ideas and 

their flexibility of thought (Digman, 1990). Additionally, openness is related to 

inquisitiveness, thoughtfulness, and a preference for intellectual challenges, leading some 

scholars to refer to this dimension as “intellect” (Grice, 2019). The fourth dimension, 

agreeableness, is associated with altruism, caring, empathy, sympathy, and kind behavior 

(Digman, 1990; Grice, 2019). In contrast, those who are low in agreeableness tend to be 

hostile, self-centered, spiteful, and jealous of others (Digman, 1990). Finally, 

conscientiousness refers to one’s sense of responsibility and duty as well as their 

foresight (Grice, 2019), and has also been linked to academic achievement and one’s will 

to achieve (Digman, 1990).

Connecting this to the present research, personality scholars have used the FFM to 

study how each dimension is related to competitive and cooperative behavior. For 

example, there is evidence that agreeableness is positively correlated with 
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cooperativeness (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001). In one study, it was concluded that those 

high in agreeableness have a stronger sense of community because they are more willing 

to act positively and cooperatively with others to create a sense of belonging (Lownsbury 

et al., 2003). In another instance, women who scored low in agreeableness were found to 

be significantly more likely to act competitively with other women (Buunk, Bucksath & 

Cordero, 2017). Together, these studies support the argument that agreeableness is 

positively associated with cooperation, while at the same time suggesting that 

agreeableness is negatively associated with competition. In other words, as one scores 

higher in agreeableness, they should be more likely to act cooperatively and less likely to 

act competitively. This is further supported by research that claims that traits associated 

with agreeableness correlate with prosocial behaviors in general (Penner et al, 2004). 

More specifically, both altruism (Haesevoets et al., 2018) and empathy (Yamamoto & 

Takimoto, 2012) have been shown to be positive predictors of cooperative behavior 

themselves, although the relationship between empathy and cooperation may depend on 

contextual factors (Sautter et al., 2007).

Another dimension of personality that may be predictive of cooperative behavior 

is openness. One study found that participants who were high in openness were more 

likely to act cooperatively in repeated Prisoner’s Dilemma scenarios (Al-Ubaydli et al., 

2014). This may be due to openness’s association with flexibility of thought and 

openness to new ideas, allowing participants to think past purely competitive strategies. 

However, of the Big Five personality dimensions, the relationships between openness and 

competitive and cooperative behavior seem to have been studied the least. Because of 
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this, more evidence should be collected before strongly asserting the presence or 

direction of any such relationship.

During the same study, it was also found that lower neuroticism and lower 

conscientiousness are predictive of cooperative behavior. This latter relationship is 

supported by a study on student athletes, which found that athletes in individual sports 

scored higher in conscientiousness than those engaged in team-based sports (Madic et al., 

2015). However, this study identified only the relationship rather than trying to be 

predictive. As such, the authors discuss how athletes in individual sports must show 

greater discipline and are held more accountable than those on a team. This makes it 

unclear whether those high in conscientiousness chose individual sports over cooperative 

ones because of a sense of individual responsibility, or if their sense of responsibility was 

developed due to the pressures of individual competition. To further complicate matters, 

a different study found that cooperative behavior was predicted by high 

conscientiousness (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001). As such, it is uncertain at the moment of 

writing as to the true nature of the relationship between conscientiousness and 

cooperation.

As for neuroticism, the findings regarding this dimension are much less mixed. 

While individuals classified as “hypercompetitive” tend to be highly neurotic (Ryckman 

et al., 2009), and there is some evidence that high neuroticism is predictive of 

competition between members of the same sex, especially during “mating” scenarios 

(Buunk et al, 2017), a vast majority of the literature has shown an inverse relationship 

between neuroticism and competitive behavior. In fact, a large body of research suggests 

that neuroticism is associated with competition avoidance (Al-Ubaydli, 2016; Kirkcaldy 
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& Furnham, 1991; Muller & Schwieren, 2012; Ryckman et al., 2009). For example, 

women high in neuroticism tend to avoid competitive sports and activities (Kirkcaldy & 

Furnham, 1991) and tend to perform worse when they do actually compete (Muller & 

Schwieren, 2012). Additionally, those high in neuroticism who do engage in competitive 

sports are significantly more likely to play team sports rather than individual ones (Madic 

et al., 2015). Because neuroticism is associated with anxiety, insecurity, emotional 

instability, and susceptibility to stress, it is possible that individuals who are high in 

neuroticism stay out of competitive settings to avoid increased levels of these negative 

feelings, especially stress (Muller & Schwieren, 2012). Or, to word it differently, those 

high in neuroticism may not have the emotional stability necessary to deal with the stress 

of competition (Kirkcaldy & Furnham, 1991). This is further supported by Bouchard, 

who found that those high in neuroticism tend to use more avoidant and distancing tactics 

when in conflict with a romantic partner (2003). It is also important to note that many of 

these studies only focused on competition avoidance in women. While this may be 

because women score significantly higher in neuroticism than men (Muller & Schwieren, 

2012), other potential explanations due to gender differences should be considered.

Lastly, extroversion has been linked to both cooperative and competitive 

behaviors. In athletics, those who are more extroverted tend to engage in team sports, 

while those who are more introverted prefer individual-oriented activities. This is most 

likely because group participation helps satisfy an extrovert’s desire for interpersonal 

interactions (Kirkcaldy & Furnham, 1990). However, athletes tend to be more extroverted 

than non-athletes in general (Madic et al., 2015). In addition, while cooperation is 

necessary for team-based athletics, the individuals involved must also act competitively 
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against their opponents. This leads to a pair of potential conclusions. Firstly, extroversion 

may be predictive of both cooperative and competitive behavior, as introverts might 

prefer to avoid situations in which interpersonal conflict can occur. The other possible 

explanation is that these studies (Kirkcaldy & Furnham, 1990; Madic et al., 2015) only 

show that extraversion is a predictor of engagement in athletics in general, with some 

influence on the type of athletics an individual chooses. Because of this possibility, it is 

important to look at research that focuses on non-athletic situations. In one such study, 

which used a repeated prisoner’s dilemma scenario, it was found that there is no 

relationship between extraversion and cooperative behavior (Al-Ubaydli et al., 2016). 

Conflicting with this, however, is another study that focused on cooperative behavior in 

groups. In this study, the researchers provide evidence that extroversion is positively 

associated with cooperative behaviors (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001). As such, extraversion 

may only be predictive of cooperative behavior in a group setting, rather than when an 

individual is engaged in a dyadic interaction.

Unfortunately, while agreeableness and neuroticism both seem to have a clear 

association with competitive and cooperative behaviors, the other three of the Big Five 

personality dimensions lack the evidence necessary to make a strong claim one way or 

the other. In the case of openness, there appears to be a positive relationship with 

cooperation. However, the lack of research into this dimension makes it hard to assert the 

existence of this relationship with any sort of certainty. As for conscientiousness and 

extroversion, the literature provides conflicting findings. This may be due to a lack of 

research using the five-factor model of personality in the field of communication. While 

other fields have made use of the FFM, the trend among communication scholars has 
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been to examine individual variables of personality rather than using integrative models 

(Knapp & Daly, 2011). Because of this, the current literature review has relied mainly on 

the work of personality scholars and sports psychologists. Still, it is important to consider 

how the Big Five factors of personality might co-vary with the dependent variables being 

investigated by this research (R1).

R1: How might the Big Five factors of personality co-vary with state hostility, 

prosocial score, positive and negative affect change, and changes in 

perceived relationship quality?

In order to investigate the effect of viewing cooperative and competitive play of 

violent video games on the relationship between two individuals, this study will focus on 

five dependent variables: state hostility, prosocial score, positive affect change, negative 

affect change, and change in perceived relationship quality. In addition, this thesis will 

examine how the Big Five factors of personality and other individual differences might 

be related these dependent variables. The following section explains in detail the 

procedure for testing the hypotheses and research question listed previously, as well as 

the measures and scales used.
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CHAPTER III

METHODS

In order to test the proposed hypotheses, an experiment was conducted that 

compared two groups of participants exposed to two levels (competitive or cooperative) 

of a single factor (gaming context). This study received IRB approval, and data collection 

took place between October and December of 2020. The following sections explain who 

participated in this experiment, what procedures were followed, and what scales and 

measures were used.

All participants completed this study using their own personal electronic devices, 

and both questionnaires were created and administered using SurveyMonkey. Random 

assignment to conditions was done using the simple random method available on 

SurveyMonkey.

Participants

Participants recruited for this study consisted of students from an urban, 

Midwestern university who were enrolled in at least one communication course. The 

students were asked to participate through email and in-class announcements, and were 

offered compensation in the form of extra credit for one communication course of their 
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choice. Participants who completed the study were also entered into a drawing to win a 

$100 Amazon gift card or one of two $50 Amazon gift cards.

A total of 51 participants completed this study. However, 3 participants were 

removed for indicating a major event within their relationship which may have resulted in 

changes to the dependent variables that were not due to manipulation (e.g., a fight, a 

break-up), and 3 were removed due to evidence that they did not watch their assigned 

video in its entirety. Of the remaining 45 participants, 31 were female and 14 were male. 

38 participants identified as White, 4 as Black/African American, 2 as Hispanic or 

Latino, 1 as Mixed Race, and 1 as Middle Eastern. Participants ranged in age from 18 to 

44, with a mean age of 23.8.

Procedure

After volunteering to participate in this study, participants were asked to complete 

two online questionnaires. The first of these served as a pre-test questionnaire, and was 

used to collect demographic information such as age, race, and ethnicity. After 

responding to these measures, participants were tasked with completing a series of items 

that assessed how each individual rates on the Big Five dimensions of personality 

(Thompson, 2008). Then, the questionnaire measured each participant’s affect utilizing 

the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) (Watson et al., 1988). This 

questionnaire was also used to collect data on potential third variables, including 

measures for participants’ individual gaming and online video viewing habits, as well as 

a measure of preexisting prosocial tendencies (Carlo & Randall, 2002).
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After entering their individual information, participants were asked to identify 

someone with whom they frequently play video games or otherwise have a close 

relationship with. The questionnaire then assessed a participant’s preexisting perceptions 

of the relationship that exists between them and the identified individual. These 

perceptions were measured using items designed to evaluate relationship satisfaction, 

closeness, and trust (Crocker et al., 2017; Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005). During data 

analysis, these three variables are used to create a single score for perceived relationship 

quality. Participants were also asked if any event had occurred recently which may have 

influenced their perceptions in order to control for changes in relationship quality that 

may not be due to the experimental design. Finally, participants were asked about the role 

that video games play in their relationship with the identified individual. Participants 

responded to items regarding their dyadic video game playing habits and to a set of 

measures designed to determine to what extent playing video games together serves as a 

form of relational maintenance in said relationship.

Participants were sent a link to the second questionnaire after indicating they had 

completed all pre-test measures. At the beginning of this questionnaire, participants were 

randomly assigned to watch a series of video clips of two persons playing a video game 

either competitively or cooperatively. The game used to record the videos for this study 

was Gears of War 5, which was produced by Epic Games in 2019. This game was chosen 

because it is a violent, shooter-type game that has both a cooperative campaign mode and 

an online, competitive multiplayer mode. Gameplay video was collected using two Xbox 

One gaming consoles and an Elgato HD60S recording device.
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Following the random assignment, 20 participants watched the competitive 

version and 25 watched the cooperative version. In the competitive condition, the video 

clips showed the two players engaging in a “Death Match” scenario. In this type of game 

mode, players compete to see who can score the most “kills” on each other in a set period 

of time. In the cooperative condition, participants watched video clips of two individuals 

playing the video game’s “Campaign Mode”. This mode requires players to work 

together to complete a series of objectives that involve fighting against computer- 

controlled enemies. Before watching the videos, participants were asked to imagine that 

they were Player A, the player from whose perspective the video clips were recorded, and 

that the individual with whom they had identified as having relationship during the pre­

test questionnaire was Player B, the other human-controlled character. The gameplay 

videos in each condition were similar in length, with the competitive video lasting 7 

minutes 8 seconds and the cooperative video lasting 8 minutes 18 seconds. Furthermore, 

the recordings consisted only of gameplay footage, and did not include any audio or 

video of the two individuals who were playing the game. This was in order to prevent the 

influence of any parasocial relationships.

Immediately after watching their assigned gameplay footage, participants 

responded to a series of manipulation-test type items. These items measured perceived 

violence of the video game as well as the level of cooperation and competition displayed 

by the two players. Other items measured each participant’s level of enjoyment, 

frustration, and ability to identify with the players of the game. Then, participants 

completed the State Hostility Scale (Anderson et al., 1995) in order to measure their 

aggression. This is for comparison with previous studies that found that video games with 
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violent content played in a cooperative context should result in lower aggression than 

when played in a competitive context (Jerabeck & Ferguson, 2013; Passmore & Holder, 

2014). Participants were also readministered the PANAS as a post-test measure of 

positive and negative affect.

Then, participants were asked to read a series of five short stories taken from the 

objective measure of prosocial moral reasoning (PROM) developed by Carlo, Eisenberg, 

and Knight (1992). These stories were designed to create a conflict between the needs, 

wants, and desires of the protagonist and those of another character. For each story, 

participants were given a choice of whether the protagonist should act prosocially, 

selfishly, or if they were unsure as to what the protagonist should do. The responses from 

these five stories are used to create a scale of each participant’s prosocial behavior. 

Lastly, participants once again rated their perception of the relationship that exists 

between them and the individual whom they had identified during the first half of this 

study using the measures for satisfaction, closeness, and trust.

The pre-test questionnaire took approximately 15 minutes to complete, and the 

second questionnaire took approximately 30 minutes to complete, including the time 

needed to watch the assigned video. The two questionnaires were completed in separate 

sessions, and the second questionnaire was usually administered within one week after a 

participant completed the pre-test questionnaire.

Covariates

This study also accounted for several variables which might co-vary with the 

dependent variables being examined. As mentioned previously, these include pre-existing 
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prosocial tendencies, the use of relational maintenance behaviors, the Big Five factors of 

personality, and demographic variables such as age, sex, and ethnicity. Also accounted 

for in this study were variables related to online video viewing habits, independent and 

interpersonal video game playing habits, perceptions of video violence, and feelings of 

enjoyment, frustration, and identification.

Measures and Scales

The following section describes how each variable accounted for in this study was 

measured; including scale constructions when necessary. Descriptive statistics for each 

variable are also listed here.

Personality. Individual ratings on the Big-Five dimensions of personality were 

assessed using the International English Big-Five Mini-Markers (Thompson, 2008). 

Participants responded to 40, one-word characteristics (e.g., Shy, Creative, Intelligent) by 

rating how accurately each characteristic describes themselves. For each item, 

participants responded on a 7-point interval scale (1 = Inaccurate; 7 = Accurate). [See 

Appendix A]. This scale determined a participant’s score on each of the Big-Five 

dimensions of personality: openness (M = 5.20, SD = 0.91, a = .822), conscientiousness 

(M = 5.15, SD = 0.99, a = .789), extraversion (M = 4.19, SD = 1.22, a = .880), 

agreeableness (M = 6.00, SD = 0.62, a = .776), and neuroticism (M = 4.16, SD = 1.03, a = 

.782). The descriptive statistics for each dimension are listed in Table 1.

Partner Sex. Participants were asked to indicate the biological sex of the 

individual whom they had identified earlier in the study (1 = Female; 2 = Male; 3 =
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Other). The distribution of partner sex by condition is detailed in the results chapter (See

Table 16).

Table 1 Summary statistics for big five factors of personality
Individual Items and Scales* Mean S.D.
Openness

(Cronbach's alpha = 0.822, i = 8)
5.20 0.91

Conscientiousness
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.789, i = 8)

5.15 0.99

Extraversion
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.880, i = 8)

4.19 1.22

Agreeableness
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.776, i = 8)

6.00 0.62

Neuroticism
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.782, i = 8)

4.16 1.03

Note *Individual items ranged from 1 to 7, scales constructed by taking the mean of 
item.
n = 45

Relationship Type. Participants were asked to indicate the type of relationship 

they had with the individual whom they had identified earlier in the study. Responses 

were classified as either Non-Romantic (1) or Romantic (2). The distribution of 

relationship type by condition is detailed in the results chapter (See Table 16).

Relationship Quality Change. Relationship quality was determined by taking the 

average score of three different measures: satisfaction, closeness and trust. Relationship 

satisfaction was measured using a version of the scale utilized by Crocker et al. (2017) 

that was modified to reference the individual identified by each participant earlier in the 

study. Participants rated their relationship with the individual they identified using a 7- 

point Likert-scale (1 = Strongly Disagree; 7 = Strongly Agree) on five items: “I have a 

good relationship with (individual)”, “My relationship with (individual) is stable”, “My 
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relationship with (individual) is strong”, “My relationship with (individual) makes me 

happy”, and “Everything considered, my relationship with (individual) is happy” (a = 

.858).

Relationship closeness was also measured using items from Crocker et al. (2017) 

that were modified to reference the individual identified by each participant earlier in the 

study. Participants responded to the questions “How close do you feel to (individual)” 

and “Relative to what you know about similar relationships between other people, how 

would you characterize your relationship with (individual)?” on 7-point Likert-type 

scales (1 = Not at all/ Not as close as others; 7 = Extremely/ Much closer than others”) (a 

= .815).

Relationship trust was measured using a version of the Trust Inventory from 

Dunn and Schweitzer (2005) that was modified to reference the individual identified by 

each participant earlier in the study. Participants evaluated how trusting they are of the 

indicated individual by responding to ten items (e.g., “I would expect _______to pay me

back if I loaned him/her $40”) on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = Not at all likely; 7 = 

Very Likely) (a = .815). [See Appendix B].

Each of these scales were administered both before and after exposure to the 

assigned condition, resulting in a pre-test (M = 6.27, SD = 0.70, a = .770) and post-test 

(M = 6.27, SD = 0.69, a = .712) measure of relationship quality. Relationship quality 

change was calculated by subtracting the pre-test score from the post-test score (M = 

.0096, SD = 0.42). The descriptive statistics for these scales are reported in Table 2.
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Table 2 Summary statistics for relationship quality
Individual Items and Scales* Mean S.D.
Relationship Quality Pre 6.27 0.70

(Cronbach's alpha = 0.770, i = 3)
Satisfaction Pre 6.62 0.59
Closeness Pre 6.10 1.07
Trust Pre 6.10 0.88

Relationship Quality Post 6.27 0.69
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.712, i = 3)
Satisfaction Post 6.58 0.65
Closeness Post 6.03 1.10
Trust Post 6.18 0.85

Relationship Quality Change -0.0096 0.42
Note: *Individual scales ranged from 1 to 7, scale constructed by taking the mean of 
scales. Change calculated by subtracting pre scores from post scores.
n = 45

Relational Maintenance Gaming. The role of video game play as a form of 

relational maintenance was measured using a version of the relational maintenance 

measure designed by Osswald, Clark, and Kelley (2004) that was modified to refer to 

behaviors engaged in while playing video games, similar to the method used by Ledbetter 

and Kuznekoff (2012). During the pre-test questionnaire, participants were shown 13 

items that start with the root “When playing video games together, how often do you and 

your partner...” (e.g., “.try to make each other laugh”) and 4 items that begin with the 

root “How often do you and your partner use video games to.” (e.g., “Celebrate special 

occasions together”). Participants responded to all items using a 7-point Likert-type scale 

(1 = Never; 7 = Very Frequently). [See Appendix C]. A general score for the frequency 

of relational maintenance behavior while gaming was determined by taking the average 

of these 17 items (M = 4.27, SD = 1.76). The descriptive statistics for each item are listed 

in Table 3.
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Note: *Individual items ranged from 1 = Never to 7 = Very Frequently, scale 
constructed by taking mean of items.
n = 45

Table 3 Summary statistics for relational maintenance behaviors while gaming
Individual Items and Scales* Mean S.D.
Gaming Maintenance 4.27 1.76

(Cronbach's alpha = 0.959, i = 13)
Express thanks when one of you does something nice 
for the other?

4.38 2.17

Try to make each other laugh? 5.62 2.15
Try to be upbeat and cheerful? 5.33 2.14
Reminisce about things you did together in the past? 4.93 2.30
Try to make the other person "feel good" about who 
they are?

4.69 2.14

Let each other know you accept them for who they are? 4.27 2.28
Share your private thoughts with each other? 4.33 2.38
Repair misunderstandings? 4.09 2.41
Give advice to each other? 4.62 2.26
Show signs of affection to each other? 3.93 2.49
Have intellectually stimulating conversations? 4.60 2.27
Do favors for each other? 4.58 2.25
Work together on job tasks? 4.11 2.19
Support each other when one of you is going through 
a hard time?

3.38 2.38

Provide each other with emotional support? 3.29 2.24
Make an effort to spend time together, even when you 
are busy?

4.07 2.62

Celebrate special occasions together? 3.22 2.40

Relational Maintenance. This study also measured the presence of more general, 

task-related relational maintenance behaviors in a participant’s relationship as a control 

variable. During the pre-test questionnaire, participants were shown three items that 

began with the root “How often do you and this individuals”: “Do new or unique 

activities together”, “Get together just to hang out”, and “Work together on jobs or 

tasks”. Participants responded to these items using a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = Never;
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7 = Very Frequently). Participants were also shown four items that began with the root 

“How important are the following activities in the relationship between you and this 

individual?”: “Do new or unique activities together”, “Get together just to hang out”, 

“Work together on jobs or tasks?”, and “Play video games together”. These items were 

responded to using a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = Not Important at All; 7 = Very 

Important). A general score for relational maintenance behavior was determined by 

taking the average of these 7 items (M = 4.59, SD = 1.15). The descriptive statistics for 

each item are listed in Table 4.

Table 4 Summary statistics for relational maintenance behaviors
Individual Items and Scales Mean S.D.
Relational Maintenance 4.59 1.15

(Cronbach's alpha = 0.758, i = 7)
Do new or unique activities together? * 4.60 1.54
Get together just to hang out? * 5.60 1.63
Work together on jobs or tasks? * 4.07 1.95
Do new or unique activities together? ** 4.58 1.84
Get together just to hang out? ** 5.91 1.16
Work together on jobs or tasks? ** 4.07 2.15
Play video games together? ** 3.33 2.15

Note: *Individual items ranged from 1 = Never to 7 = Very Frequently, scale 
constructed by taking mean of items.
**Individual items ranged from 1 = Not Important at All to 7 = Very Important, 
scale constructed by taking mean of items.
n = 45

Positive and Negative Affect Change. Affect was measured using the Positive 

and Negative Affect Schedule (Watson et al., 1988). Participants were shown a list of 20 

feelings and emotions (e.g., “hostile”) and asked to rate to what extent they “feel this way 

right now, that is, at the present moment” for each item. Participants responded to each 
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item on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = Very slightly or not at all; 7 = Extremely). [See 

Appendix D].

The PANAS was administered both before and after exposure to the assigned 

condition, resulting in pre-test and post-test measures of positive affect (M = 42.62, SD = 

11.87; M = 34.60, SD = 14.85) and negative affect (M = 23.89, SD = 12.60; M = 18.44, 

SD = 11.30). Positive affect change (M = -8.02, SD = 14.07) and negative affect change 

(M = -5.44, SD = 14.01) were calculated by subtracting the associated pre-test score from 

the post-test score. The descriptive statistics for these scales are reported in Table 5.

State Hostility. For the purposes of this study, aggression will be operationalized 

as one’s level of state hostility (Anderson et al., 1995). State Hostility was measured 

using the State Hostility Scale developed by Anderson, Deuser, and DeNeve (1995). 

Participants were asked to respond to 35 mood statements (e.g., “I feel aggravated”) 

using a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly Disagree; 7 = Strongly Agree). [See 

Appendix E]. (M = 2.61, SD = 0.77, a = .936).

Table 5 Summary statistics for positive and negative affect
Individual Items and Scales* Mean S.D.
Positive Affect Change -8.02 14.07

Positive Affect Pre 42.62 11.87
Positive Affect Post 34.60 14.85

Negative Affect Change -5.44 14.01
Negative Affect Pre 23.89 12.60
Negative Affect Post 18.44 11.30

Note: *Change calculated by subtracting pre scores from post scores 
n = 45

Prosocial Tendencies. Participants’ pre-existing prosocial tendencies were

measured using the Prosocial Tendencies Measure (PTM) created by Carlo and Randall 
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(2002). Participants were shown a series of 23 statements (e.g., “I can help others best 

when people are watching me”) and were asked to indicate “how much each statement 

describes you”. Participants responded using a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = Does not 

describe me at all; 7 = Describes me greatly). [See Appendix F].

Participants were rated on six separate dimensions of prosocial tendencies: 

altruism (M = 6.03, SD = 0.77, a = .529), anonymous (M = 4.25, SD = 1.44, a = .869), 

public (M = 2.04, SD = 0.95, a = .810), emotion (M = 5.21, SD = 1.15, a = .777), dire (M 

= 5.10, SD = 1.24, a = .740), and compliant (M = 5.98, SD = 1.02, a = .896). The 

descriptive statistics for each dimension are reported in Table 6.

Table 6 Summary statistics for prosocial tendencies
Individual Items and Scales* Mean S.D.
PTM Altruism

(Cronbach's alpha = 0.529, i = 5)
6.03 0.77

PTM Anonymous
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.869, i = 5)

4.25 1.44

PTM Public
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.810, i = 4)

2.04 0.95

PTM Emotion
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.777, i = 4)

5.21 1.15

PTM Dire
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.740, i = 3)

5.10 1.24

PTM Compliant 
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.896, i = 2)

5.98 1.02

Note *Individual items ranged from 1 to 7, scales constructed by taking the mean of 
item.
n = 45

Prosocial Behavior. Prosocial behavior was measured using five stories from the 

objective measure of prosocial moral reasoning (PROM) created by Carlo, Eisenberg, 

and Knight (1992). Each story described a situation in which the wants, needs, and 
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desires of the protagonist were in conflict with those of another character. After reading 

each story, participants were asked whether the protagonist should act in one of two 

ways, or if they were unsure as to what the protagonist should do. Of the two choices, one 

was always a prosocial action and the other was always a selfish action (e.g., “Tony 

should give blood”, “Tony should not give blood”). [See Appendix G]. Participants 

responded on a 3-point scale (-1 = Selfish Action, 0 = “Not Sure”, 1 = Prosocial Action). 

The responses from each of the five stories are combined to create a measure of prosocial 

behavior (M = 2.87, SD = 1.49, a = .188). The descriptive statistics for this measure are 

listed in Table7. While the Cronbach’s alpha for prosocial score is very low, this should 

not matter. Rather than being an index, prosocial score is used here as a way to quantify 

observable behavior so that it may compared numerically.

Table 7 Summary statistics for prosocial choices
Individual Items and Scales* Mean S.D.
Prosocial Score 2.87 1.49

(Cronbach's alpha = 0.188, i = 5)
Sandy Story 0.93 0.33
Tony Story 0.33 0.74
John Story 1.00 0.00
Scott Story 0.00 0.83
Eric Story 0.60 0.65

Note *Individual items ranged from -1 = No to 1 = Yes, scale constructed by taking 
the sum of items.
n = 45

Online Video Viewing Habits. Participants’ online video viewing habits were 

accounted for using several methods. Video Service Usage was measured by having 

participants indicate how often they view videos using 10 different platforms (“Netflix”, 

“Hulu”, “Amazon Video”, “Twitter”, “Instagram”, “Facebook”, “Twitch”, “Other Social 
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Media Sites”, and “Other Video Streaming Services”). Participants were asked “When 

watching videos online, how often do you use the following services?” and responded to 

each item using a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = Never; 7 = Very Frequently).

These items were further divided into three subscales through factor analysis, with 

principal components factoring, orthogonal rotation, and a fixed number of three factors. 

The measure of sampling adequacy (MSA) was .588 and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

resulted in a highly significant chi-square (99.77, p < .001), indicating the 

appropriateness of factor analysis for this set of ten items (See Table 8). The three factors 

were separated into subscales based on the items that loaded highly and cleanly on each 

factor. The first subscale was titled “Social Media”, as it includes free platforms that 

allow anyone to post video content (Instagram, Twitter, YouTube) (M = 4.73, SD = 1.80, 

a = .733). The second subscale was titled “Streaming Services”, as it includes 

subscription-based video platforms with professionally created and curated content 

(Netflix, Hulu, Amazon Video, Other video streaming services) (M = 3.58, SD = 1.43, a 

= .604). Lastly, the third subscale was titles “Other Video Services”, as it includes items 

that did not cleanly factor into the other two subscales (Twitch, Facebook, Other social 

media sites) (M = 2.97, SD = 1.18, a = .414). The descriptive statistics for these subscales 

are reported in Table 9. The low alpha for Other Video Services is most likely due to the 

items not being highly related to each other, but also not loading highly into the other 

subscales. Scales were constructed by taking the average of the included items.

Participants were also asked “When watching videos online, how often do you 

watch videos of other individuals playing video games?”, to which they responded on a 

7-point Likert-type scale (1 = Every Day; 7 = Never). These scores were reverse coded to
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Factor Loadings Communalities;

Table 8 Principal components factor analysis of video platform usage measures 
(orthogonal rotation)

1:
Social 
Media

2: 
Streaming 
Services

3: 
Other 
Video 

Services
Instagram 0.865 0.014 0.281 0.828
Twitter 0.781 0.271 0.121 0.698
YouTube 0.729 -0.117 -0.346 0.665
Netflix 0.141 0.710 0.123 0.539
Other Video Streaming Services 0.156 0.701 0.238 0.572
Hulu -0.088 0.653 0.044 0.436
Amazon Video 0.041 0.598 -0.132 0.377
Twitch 0.167 0.182 -0.820 0.734
Other Social Media Sites 0.142 0.218 0.618 0.449
Facebook 0.431 0.189 0.558 0.572
Eigenvalue 2.177 1.984 1.670 [5.831]
Percent of Total Variance 21.773 19.836 16.702 58.311
Percent of Common 37.339 34.018 28.643 100.000
Variance___________________________________________________________
KMO measure of sampling adequacy = .588
Bartlett's test of sphericity: approx. chi-square = 99.767, df = 45, p < .001 
n = 45

be consistent with other measures used during this study. This item was used as a 

measure of how frequently a participant watches other individuals play video games 

online (M = 3.67, SD = 2.41) (See Table 9).

Monetary support of online video creators was measured by having participants 

respond Yes (1) or No (0) to the following four items: “I have donated money to an 

online content creator”, “I have bought merchandise from an online content creator”, “I 

have a paid subscription to an online content creator”, and “I have supported an online 

content creator in a way not listed”. A general score of monetary support was created by 

taking the sum of these four items (M = 0.69, SD = 0.90).
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Participants also responded Yes (1) or No (2) as to whether they have a Twitch 

Prime account. This score was dummy coded such that Yes = 1 and No = 0 (M = 0.11, 

SD = 0.32). The descriptive statistics for these measures are reported in Table 9.

Individual Gaming Habits. Participants’ individual gaming habits were 

accounted for by measuring how often they play games of different genres and 

determining whether or not they had previously played a game from the Gears of War 

franchise. Individual Gaming Genre Frequency was measured by having participants 

indicate how often they play video games from 11 different genres (“Shooter”, 

“Fighting”, “Casual”, “Sports”, “Puzzle”, “Strategy”, “Action/Adventure”, “Simulator”, 

“Arcade”, “Roleplaying Game”, and “MMORPG”). Participants were asked “When 

playing video games, how often do you play games of the following genres?” and 

responded to each item using a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = Never; 7 = Very 

Frequently).

These items were further divided into three subscales through factor analysis, with 

principal components factoring, orthogonal rotation, and an extraction cutoff of 

eigenvalue = 1.0. The measure of sampling adequacy (MSA) was .709 and the Bartlett’s 

test of sphericity resulted in a highly significant chi-square (223.65, p < .001), indicating 

the appropriateness of factor analysis for this set of ten items (See Table 10). The three 

factors were separated into subscales based on the items that loaded highly and cleanly on 

each factor. The first subscale was titled “Other Types of Games”, as it includes several 

genres of video game that cannot easily be classified into one category (Strategy, Puzzle, 

Arcade, Casual, Simulator) (M = 2.92, SD = 1.52, a = .798). The second subscale was 

titled “Exploration-Type Games”, as it includes genres of video game that tend to include
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Table 9 Summary statistics for online video viewing habits
Individual Items and Scales Mean S.D.
Use Social Media*

(Cronbach's alpha = 0.733, i = 3)
4.73 1.80

Twitter 3.53 2.44
Instagram 4.64 2.47
YouTube 6.00 1.71

Use Streaming Services*  
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.604, i = 4)

3.59 1.43

Netflix 5.60 1.86
Hulu 3.67 2.54
Amazon Video 2.53 2.00
Other Video Streaming Services 2.58 1.97

Use Other Video Services*  
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.414, i = 3)

2.97 1.18

Twitch 2.07 1.86
Facebook 3.24 2.19
Other Social Media Sites

Frequency of watching others play video
3.60 2.60

games
online

(single item measure)

3.67 2.41

Monetary support of online video creators** 0.69 0.90
Donated money 0.13 0.34
Bought merchandise 0.33 0.48
Have a paid subscription 0.18 0.39
Other 0.04 0.21

Do you have a Twitch Prime subscription?
(single item measure)

0.11 0.32

Note: *Individual  items ranged from 1 = Never to 7 = Very Frequently, scale 
constructed by taking the mean of items.
**Individual items ranged from 0 = No to 1 = Yes, scale constructed by taking the 
sum of items.
n = 45

large, open worlds and encourage self-guided exploration (Action/Adventure, RPG,

MMORPG) (M = 2.64, SD = 1.60, a = .736). Lastly, the third subscale was titled

“Action-Type Games”, as it includes genres of video game that tend to put an emphasis 
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on the moment-to-moment actions of the player, rather than the “world” of the game 

(Shooter, Fighting, Sports) (M = 2.68, SD = 1.65, a = .676). Subscales were constructed 

by taking the average of the included items. The descriptive statistics for these subscales 

are reported in Table 11.

Factor Loadings Communalities;

Table 10 Principal components factor analysis of video game genre frequency 
measures (orthogonal rotation)

1:
Other
Types

of Games

2: 
Exploration­

Type 
Games

3:
Action­

Type 
Games

Strategy 0.805 0.113 0.048 0.663
Puzzle 0.789 -0.199 -0.259 0.729
Arcade 0.701 0.096 0.323 0.605
Casual 0.700 0.374 0.074 0.636
Simulator 0.597 0.424 0.204 0.578
MMORPG 0.014 0.838 -0.054 0.705
Action/Adventure 0.461 0.675 0.376 0.810
RPG 0.261 0.667 0.279 0.590
Sports 0.212 -0.103 0.836 0.755
Shooter -0.064 0.579 0.658 0.772
Fighting -0.032 0.343 0.597 0.475
Eigenvalue 2.939 2.446 1.932 [7.317]
Percent of Total Variance 26.720 22.239 17.561 66.520
Percent of Common 40.168 33.432 26.400 100.000
Variance______________________________________________________________
KMO measure of sampling adequacy = .709
Bartlett's test of sphericity: approx. chi-square = 223.646, df = 55, p < .001, n = 45

Participants also responded Yes (1) or No (2) to the question “Have you ever 

played a game from the Gears of War Franchise?” These responses were dummy coded 

such that Yes = 1 and No = 0 (M = 0.22, SD = 0.42) (See Table 11).

Interpersonal Gaming Habits. A participant’s interpersonal gaming habits were

accounted for by identifying what types of video games they tend to play with others and 
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in what settings they play them. Interpersonal Gaming Genre Frequency was measured 

by having participants indicate how often they play video games from 11 different genres 

(“Shooter”, “Fighting”, “Casual”, “Sports”, “Puzzle”, “Strategy”, “Action/Adventure”, 

“Simulator”, “Arcade”, “Roleplaying Game”, and “MMORPG”) with the individual they 

identified earlier in the study. Participants were asked “When playing video games with 

this individual, how often do you play games of the following genres?” and responded to 

each item using a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = Never; 7 = Very Frequently).

Table 11 Summary statistics for individual gaming habits
Individual Items and Scales* Mean S.D.
Play Action-Type Games 

(Cronbach's alpha = 0.676, i = 3)
2.68 1.65

Shooter 3.44 2.49
Fighting 2.62 2.09
Sports 1.98 1.67

Play Exploration-Type Games 
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.736, i = 3)

2.64 1.60

Action/Adventure 3.42 2.32
Role Playing Game 3.02 2.23
MMORPG 1.47 1.20

Play Other Types of Games 
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.798, i = 5)

2.92 1.52

Casual 3.22 2.15
Puzzle 3.02 2.09
Strategy 3.47 2.15
Simulator 2.44 2.05
Arcade 2.47 1.71

Have you ever played a game from the 0.22 0.42Gears of War franchise?
(single item measure)

Note: *Individual items ranged from 1 = Never to 7 = Very Frequently, scale 
constructed by taking mean of items.
n = 45
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For consistency, these items were further divided into three subscales based on 

the factor analysis performed on the items for individual gaming genre frequency (See 

Table 10). The first subscale, “Other Types of Games”, includes the Strategy, Puzzle, 

Arcade, Casual, and Simulator genres of video games (M = 2.27, SD = 1.30, a = .696). 

The second subscale, “Exploration-Type Games”, includes the Action/Adventure, RPG, 

and MMORPG genres of video games (M = 2.04, SD = 1.56, a = .760). Lastly, the third 

subscale, “Action-Type Games”, includes the Shooter, Fighting, and Sports genres of 

video games (M = 2.41, SD = 1.47, a = .393). Subscales were constructed by taking the 

average of the included items. The descriptive statistics for these subscales are reported in 

Table 12.

Participants were also asked about the contexts in which they tend to play video 

games with the individual they identified. Participants responded to the questions “When 

playing video games with this individual, how often do you play in person?” and “When 

playing video games with this individual, how often do you play online?” using a 7-point 

Likert-type scale (1 = Never; 7 = Very Frequently) (M = 4.02, SD = 2.36; M = 3.36, SD = 

2.65). The descriptive statics for these items are listed in Table 12.

Video Violence. After watching the assigned video, participants responded to the 

prompt “In terms of violent content, how would you rate the video game shown in the 

video?” on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = Not Violent at All; 7 = Extremely Violent). 

This item measured participants’ perceptions of video violence (M = 5.84, SD = 1.04) 

(See Table 13).

Perceptions of Cooperative and Competitive Behavior. Participants’ 

perceptions of cooperative and competitive behavior while watching their assigned video
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Table 12 Summary statistics for interpersonal gaming habits
Individual Items and Scales* Mean S.D.
Play Action-Type Games 

(Cronbach's alpha = 0.393, i = 3)
2.41 1.47

Shooter 3.04 2.50
Fighting 2.49 2.29
Sports 1.71 1.67

Play Exploration-Type Games 
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.760, i = 3)

2.04 1.56

Action/Adventure 2.80 2.31
Role Playing Game 1.84 1.77
MMORPG 1.59 1.53

Play Other Types of Games 
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.696, i = 5)

2.27 1.30

Casual 2.73 2.07
Puzzle 2.16 1.93
Strategy 2.38 2.04
Simulator 1.76 1.71
Arcade 2.33 1.88

Play together in person 
(single item measure)

4.02 2.36

Play together online
(single item measure)

3.36 2.65

Note: *Individual items ranged from 1 = Never to 7 = Very Frequently, scale 
constructed by taking mean of items.
n = 45

were measured to serve as manipulation checks. Perceptions of cooperative behavior 

were measured using three items: “As a pair, Player A and Player B appeared to act 

cooperatively”, “As an individual, Player A appeared to act cooperatively with Player B”, 

and “As an individual, Player B appeared to act cooperatively with Player A”.

Perceptions of competitive behavior were also measured using three items: “As a pair, 

Player A and Player B appeared to act competitively”, “As an individual, Player A 

appeared to act competitively with Player B”, and “As an individual, Player B appeared 
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to act competitively with Player A”. Participants responded to all eight items using a 7- 

point Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly Disagree; 7 = Strongly agree). General ratings of 

both cooperative behavior (M = 3.87, SD = 2.20, a = .981) and competitive behavior (M = 

3.93, SD =1.94, a = .583) were determined by taking the average of the associated items. 

The descriptive statistics for these scales are listed in Table 13.

Enjoyment. Enjoyment was measured using four items: “As a pair, I believe this 

individual and I would have enjoyed playing this game together”, “I would have enjoyed 

playing this game with this individual”, “This individual would have enjoyed playing this 

game with me”, and “I enjoyed watching the gameplay video”. Participants responded to 

these items using a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly Disagree; 7 = Strongly agree), 

and a general score for enjoyment was determined by taking the mean of these items (M 

= 3.99, SD = 1.81, a = .869). The descriptive statistics for this scale are reported in Table 

14.

Frustration. Frustration was measured using four items: “As a pair, I believe this 

individual and I would have felt frustrated playing this game together”, “I would have felt 

frustrated playing this game with this individual”, “This individual would have felt 

frustrated playing this game with me”, and “I felt frustrated watching the gameplay 

video”. Participants responded to these items using a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = 

Strongly Disagree; 7 = Strongly agree), and a general score for frustration was 

determined by taking the mean of these items (M = 3.28, SD = 1.54, a = .818). The 

descriptive statistics for this scale are reported in Table 14.

Identification. While watching their assigned video, participants were asked to 

imagine that they were Player A in the video and that the individual they had identified 
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during the pre-test questionnaire was Player B. After finishing the video, participants 

responded to the items “I was able to imagine that I was Player A” and “I was able to 

imagine that this individual was Player B” using a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly 

Disagree; 7 = Strongly agree). The average of these two items was used to determine 

each participants’ ability to identify with the players of the game (M = 4.78, SD = 1.90, a 

= .846). The descriptive statistics for this scale are reported in Table 14.

Note: *Individual items ranged from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree, 
scale constructed by taking mean of items.
n = 45

Table 13 Summary statistics for video violence, cooperation, and competition
Individual Items and Scales* Mean S.D.
Video Violence

(single item measure)
5.84 1.04

Cooperation Check
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.981, i = 3)

3.87 2.20

Player A and Player B acted cooperatively 
as a pair.

3.98 2.33

Player A acted cooperatively as an individual. 3.80 2.22
Player B acted cooperatively as an individual. 3.82 2.19

Competition Check
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.853, i = 3)

3.93 1.94

Player A and Player B acted competitively 
as a pair.

3.69 2.19

Player A acted competitively as an individual. 4.02 2.30
Player B acted competitively as an individual. 4.09 2.13

Statistical Tests

It was predicted that the average values for state hostility, prosocial score, positive 

affect change, negative affect change, and change in perceived relationship quality would 

be significantly different for participants in the cooperative and competitive conditions.
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Table 14 Summary statistics for enjoyment, frustration, and identification
Individual Items and Scales* Mean S.D.
Enjoyment 3.99 1.81

(Cronbach's alpha = 0.869, i = 4)
As a pair, I believe this individual and I would A (AA4.04 0 122.18have enjoyed playing this game together.
I would have enjoyed playing this game with this 4.29 2.18individual.
This individual would have enjoyed playing this 4.24 2.08game with me.
I enjoyed watching the gameplay video. 3.40 2.09

Frustration 3.28 1.54
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.818, i = 4)
As a pair, I believe this individual and I would Q AH3.47 1 on 1.90have felt frustrated playing this game together.
I would have felt frustrated playing this game 7 44 1 Q7
with this individual.
This individual would have felt frustrated playing 3.51 1.98this game with me.
I felt frustrated watching the gameplay video. 2.71 1.73

Identification 4.78 1.90
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.846, i = 2)
I was able to imagine that I was Player A. 4.93 1.98
I was able to imagine that this individual 4.62 2.09was Player B.

Note: *Individual  items ranged from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree,
scale constructed by taking mean of items.
n = 45

To test for these differences in means between groups, the analysis began by using a 

series of independent sample t-tests. Then, to account for potential third variables, a 

secondary ANCOVA test was also conducted for each of the five dependent variables. 

These ANCOVAs also allowed this thesis to investigate the hypotheses that predicted 

positive and negative affect would be significant covariates for the relationships between 

condition and prosocial score and relationship quality change. Lastly, by identifying 
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significant covariates, this study was able to examine how the Big Five factors of 

personality were related to the five dependent variables.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

This section begins by examining the demographic differences between 

participants in the two experimental conditions. Then, a set of analyses are performed to 

ensure that the independent variable is properly manipulated between the conditions. The 

remainder of this section is then dedicated to a discussion of the analyses used to test the 

hypotheses and their results.

Descriptive Analysis

A series of descriptive analyses were conducted in order to understand the 

frequency of the respondents in the dataset with reference to their demographics and 

other general questions. The first variable examined was age. The minimum age for 

participants was 18 and the maximum age was 44 (M = 23.76, SD = 5.73). There was no 

statistical difference in age between the two conditions (t (43) = -1.22, p = .231). 

Participants were also asked for the age of the individual they identified during the study, 

which was labeled partner age. The minimum partner age was 14 and the maximum 

partner age was 51 (M = 24.91, SD = 7.66). There was no statistical difference in age 
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between the two conditions (t (43) = -0.28, p = .783). The descriptive statistics for these 

variables are reported in Table 15.

Table 15 Summary statistics for demographics  
Individual Items and Scales* _________________________ Mean___________ S.D.
Age 23.76 5.73
Partner Age 24.91 7.66

31 (68.9%) of participants identified as female and 14 (31.1%) identified as male. 

In the competitive video condition, there were 13 (65.0%) female participants and 7 

(35.0%) male participants. In the cooperative video condition, there were 18 (72.0%) 

female participants and 7 (28.0%) male participants. There was no statistical difference 

between the two conditions (x2 = .614). The distribution by condition for sex can be 

found in Table 16.

Due to a low number of minority participants, ethnicity was grouped into two 

categories: white and non-white. 38 (84.0%) participants identified as white and 7 

(16.0%) identified as non-white. In the competitive video condition, there were 17 

(85.0%) white participants and 3 (15.0%) non-white participants. In the cooperative video 

condition, there were 21 (84.0%) white participants and 4 (16.0%) non-white 

participants. There was no statistical difference between the two conditions (x2 = .927). 

The distribution by condition for ethnicity can be found in Table 16.

Participants were also asked for the sex of the individual they identified during 

the study, which was labeled partner sex. 13 (28.9%) of these partners were identified as 

female and 31 (68.9%) were identified as male. One participant either did not know or 

preferred not to identify the sex of the individual they identified. In the competitive video 
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condition, there were 5 (25.0%) participants who identified their partner as female and 15 

(75.0%) participants who identified their partner as male. In the cooperative video 

condition, there were 8 (32.0%) participants who identified their partner as female and 16 

(64.0%) participants who identified their partner as male. There was no statistical 

difference between the two conditions (x2 = .428). The distribution by condition for 

partner sex can be found in Table 16.

The type of relationship between a participant and the individual they identified 

was classified as either romantic or non-romantic. 30 (66.7%) of relationships were non­

romantic and 15 (33.3%) of relationships were romantic. In the competitive video 

condition, there were 16 (80.0%) participants who were in a non-romantic relationship 

with the individual they identified and 4 (20.0%) participants who were in a romantic 

relationship with the individual they identified. In the cooperative video condition, there 

were 14 (56.0%) participants who were in a non-romantic relationship with the individual 

they identified and 11 (44.0%) participants who were in a romantic relationship with the 

individual they identified. There was no statistical difference between the two conditions 

(x2 = .090). The distribution by condition for relationship type can be found in Table 16.

Manipulation Check

Perceptions of cooperative and competitive behaviors were compared between the 

two conditions to verify that the independent variable of context (cooperative 

context/competitive context) was properly manipulated. An independent samples t-test 

was performed to compare the average perception of cooperative behavior between 

participants in the cooperative and competitive conditions. There was a significant
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Table 16 Demographic Frequencies by Condition

Baseline Characteristic
Competitive 

Video
Cooperative 

Video
Full 

Sample
n % n % n %

Sex
Female 13 65.0 18 72.0 31 68.9
Male 7 35.0 7 28.0 14 31.1

Ethnicity
White 17 85.0 21 84.0 38 84.4
Non-White 3 15.0 4 16.0 7 15.6

Partner Sex
Female 5 25.0 8 32.0 13 28.9
Male 15 75.0 16 64.0 31 68.9

Relationship Type
Non-Romantic 16 80.0 14 56.0 30 66.7
Romantic 4 20.0 11 44.0 15 33.3

difference in perception of cooperative behavior for those who watched the game being 

played cooperatively (M = 5.51, SD = 1.18) and those who watched the game being 

played competitively (M = 2.68, SD = 1.13), t (43) = -10.20, p < .001 (See Table 17). 

These results suggest that more cooperative behavior was displayed in the cooperative 

condition than in the competitive condition.

An independent samples t-test was performed to compare the average perception 

of competitive behavior between participants in the cooperative and competitive 

conditions. There was a significant difference in perception of competitive behavior for 

those who watched the game being played cooperatively (M = 1.82, SD = 1.57) and those 

who watched the game being played competitively (M = 5.50, SD = 1.57), t (43) = 7.01, p 

< .001 (See Table 17). These results suggest that more competitive behavior was 

displayed in the competitive condition than in the cooperative condition. Based on these 
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tests, this thesis is confident that the independent variable was properly manipulated 

between conditions.

Table 17 Independent Sample t-Test of Cooperation and Competition by Condition
Dependent Variable Cooperative____ Competitive t p

n M SD n M SD
Cooperation Check
Competition Check

25 5.51 1.18 20 2.68 1.13 -10.20 < 0.001
25 1.82 1.24 20 5.50 1.57 7.01 < 0.001

State Hostility

It was predicted that participants who watch a video game being played in a 

cooperative context will experience lower average state hostility than individuals who 

watch a video game being played in a competitive context (H1). An independent samples 

t-test was performed to compare the average rating of state hostility between participants 

in the cooperative and competitive conditions. The results for this t-test are reported in 

Table 18. There was not a significant difference in state hostility for those who watched 

the game being played cooperatively (M = 2.55, SD = 0.65) and those who watched the 

game being played competitively (M = 2.68, SD = 0.91), t (43) = 0.55, p = .583. These 

results suggest that condition had no effect on state hostility.

A correlation matrix was created to test for any significant relationships between 

state hostility and the other independent variables measured by this study. Of these, 

negative affect (r = .331, p = .026), watching gaming videos (r = -.336, p = .024), using 

social media (r = -.335, p = .024), and relationship quality (r = -.326, p = .029) were all 

significantly correlated to state hostility. The full correlation matrix can be found in Table 

38 [See Appendix H].
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Table 18 Independent Sample t-Test of State Hostility by Condition
Dependent Variable Cooperative______Competitive t p

n M SD N M SD

State Hostility 25 2.55 0.65 20 2.68 0.91 0.55 0.583

For each of the dependent variables, a secondary, two-way analysis of covariance 

(ANCOVA) was conducted to further examine the initial findings while accounting for 

demographics and other key variables. For state hostility, a 2 x 2 ANCOVA was 

performed with condition (two groups: cooperative and competitive) and sex (two 

groups: female and male) as fixed factors, and 29 variables were included as covariates. 

Sex was used as a factor for this model because previous research shows evidence for an 

association between sex and aggression and because there were no significant differences 

in the distribution of males and females between conditions. Descriptive statistics for 

state hostility by condition and sex are reported in Table 19. The results of this analysis 

and the included covariates can be found in Table 20.

Table 19 Descriptive Statistics of State Hostility by Condition and Sex
Sex Cooperative Competitive Total

n M SD n M SD n M SD
Female 18 2.55 0.72 13 2.80 0.96 31 2.66 0.82
Male 6 2.64 0.43 7 2.46 0.83 13 2.54 0.66

There was not a significant main effect for condition (F (1,11) = .418, p = .531), but 

there was a significant main effect for sex (F (1,11) = 7.61, p = .019) on state hostility. On 

average, female participants reported significantly higher state hostility (M = 2.66, SD = 

0.82) than did male participants (M = 2.54, SD = 0.66). There was also no interaction 

effect between condition and sex (F (1,11) = .183, p = .677).
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Table 20 Two-Way Analysis of Covariance of State Hostility by Condition and Sex
Source df 55 MS F P

Corrected Modela 32 24.40 0.76 7.62 < 0.001
Intercept 1 4.98 4.98 49.79 < 0.001

Age* 1 3.23 3.23 32.25 < 0.001
Partner Sex* 1 0.92 0.92 9.23 0.011
Openness 1 0.38 0.38 3.75 0.079
Conscientiousness* 1 1.93 1.93 19.31 0.001
Extraversion* 1 2.55 2.55 25.48 < 0.001
Agreeableness* 1 1.93 1.93 19.27 0.001
Positive Affect (Pre)* 1 1.34 1.34 13.34 0.004
Negative Affect (Pre) 1 0.43 0.43 4.34 0.061
PTM Anonymous* 1 2.97 2.97 29.64 < 0.001
PTM Public 1 0.29 0.29 2.89 0.117
PTM Dire* 1 1.16 1.16 11.61 0.006
PTM Compliant 1 0.21 0.21 2.10 0.175
Gaming Video Frequency* 1 2.99 2.99 29.87 < 0.001
Twitch Prime* 1 3.66 3.66 36.53 < 0.001
Video Support* 1 1.58 1.58 15.82 0.002
Social Media* 1 1.22 1.22 12.17 0.005
Other Video Services* 1 0.85 0.85 8.47 0.014
Played Gears of War* 1 1.82 1.82 18.18 0.001
Action-Type Games Ind* 1 0.54 0.54 5.38 0.041
Exploration-Type Games Ind 1 0.25 0.25 2.50 0.142
Other Games Ind* 1 1.08 1.08 10.79 0.007
Play Together Online 1 0.23 0.23 2.26 0.161
Action-Type Games Pair 1 0.18 0.18 1.78 0.209
Exploration-Type Games Pair 1 0.31 0.31 3.07 0.108
Other Games Pair 1 0.24 0.24 2.43 0.147
Rel. Maintenance Gaming 1 0.20 0.20 1.98 0.187
Relationship Type* 1 0.77 0.77 7.65 0.018
Relationship Quality (Pre)* 1 0.77 0.77 7.69 0.018
Identification 1 0.45 0.45 4.50 0.057

Condition 1 0.04 0.04 0.42 0.531
Sex 1 0.76 0.76 7.60 0.019
Condition*Sex 1 0.02 0.02 0.18 0.677
Error 11 1.10 0.10
Total 44 327.86
Corrected Total 43 25.50
aR Squared = .957 (Adj. R Squared = .831)
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18 covariates showed a significant relationship to state hostility: age (F (1,11) = 

32.25, p < .001), sex of the imagined partner (F (1,11) = 9.23, p = .011), conscientiousness 

(F (1,11) = 19.32, p = .001), extraversion (F (1,11) = 25.48, p < .001), agreeableness (F (1,11) = 

19.28, p = .001), positive affect (F (1,11) = 13.34, p = .004), PTM anonymous (F (1,11) = 

29.65, p < .001), PTM dire (F (1,11) = 11.61, p = .006), watching gaming videos (F (1,11) = 

29.87, p < .001), having a Twitch prime subscription (F (1,11) = 36.53, p < .001), 

supporting online video creators (F (1,11) = 15.82, p = .002), using social media (F (1,11) = 

12.174, p = .005), using other video services (F (1,11) = 8.48, p = .014), played Gears of 

War (F (1,11) = 18.19, p = .001), play action-type games (F (1,11) = 5.37, p = .041), play 

other types of games (F (1,11) = 10.80, p = .007), relationship type (F (1,11) = 7.65, p = 

.018), and relationship quality (F (1,11) = 7.70, p = .018). The directions of these 

relationships are based on the simple, bi-variate correlations found in Table 38 [See 

Appendix H].

Prosocial Behavior

It was predicted that participants who watch a video game being played in a 

cooperative context will make more prosocial choices, on average, than individuals who 

watch a video game being played in a competitive context (H2). An independent samples 

t-test was performed to compare the average prosocial score of participants in the 

cooperative and competitive conditions. The results for this t-test are reported in Table 

21. There was not a significant difference in prosocial score for those who watched the 

game being played cooperatively (M = 3.00, SD = 1.47) and those who watched the game 

being played competitively (M = 2.70, SD = 1.53), t (43) = -0.67, p = .507. These results 
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suggest that condition had no effect on the number of prosocial choices a participant 

made.

A correlation matrix was created to test for any significant relationships between 

prosocial score and the other independent variables measured by this study. Of these, no 

variables were significantly correlated to prosocial score. The full correlation matrix can 

be found in Table 39 [See Appendix I].

Table 21 Independent Sample t-Test of Prosocial Score by Condition
Dependent Variable Cooperative______Competitive t p

n M SD n M SD

Prosocial Score 25 3.00 1.47 20 2.70 1.53 -0.67 0.507

For prosocial score, a 2 x 2 ANCOVA was performed with condition (two groups: 

cooperative and competitive) and sex of the imagined partner (two groups: female and 

male) as fixed factors, and 25 variables were included as covariates. Partner sex was used 

as a factor for this model because there were no significant differences in the distribution 

of partners identified as male or female and because it maximized the amount of total 

variance in prosocial score explained. Descriptive statistics for prosocial score by 

condition and partner sex are reported in Table 22. The results of this analysis and the 

included covariates can be found in Table 23.

Table 22 Descriptive Statistics of Prosocial Score by Condition and
Imagined Partner Sex_____________________________________
Partner Sex Cooperative Competitive Total

n M SD n M SD n M SD
Female 9 3.22 1.39 5 2.60 1.14 14 3.00 1.30
Male 15 2.93 1.58 15 2.73 1.67 30 2.83 1.60
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There was a significant main effect for both condition (F (1,15) = 16.15, p = .001) 

and sex of the imagined partner (F (1,15) = 5.56, p = .032) on prosocial score. In addition, 

there was a significant interaction effect between condition and partner sex (F (1,15) = 

8.40, p = .011). Participants in the cooperative condition who identified their partner as 

female made more prosocial choices on average than did individuals in the same 

condition who identified their partner as male (M = 3.22, SD = 1.39; M = 2.93, SD = 

1.58), while individuals in the competitive condition who identified their partner as 

female made less prosocial choices on average than did individuals in the same condition 

who identified their partner as male (M = 2.60, SD = 1.14; M = 2.73, SD = 1.67).

21 covariates showed a significant relationship to prosocial score: age (F (1,15) = 

33.32, p < .001), age of the imagined partner (F (1,15) = 62.40, p < .001), openness (F (1,15) 

= 12.68, p = .003), neuroticism (F (1,15) = 57.62, p < .001), positive affect (F (1,15) = 

114.46, p < .001), PTM anonymous (F (1,15) = 62.72, p < .001), PTM public (F (1,15) = 

10.27, p = .006), PTM dire (F (1,15) = 13.55, p = .002), PTM emotion (F (1,15) = 14.87, p < 

.001), watching gaming videos (F (1,15) = 36.26, p < .001), having a Twitch prime 

subscription (F (1,15) = 20.80, p < .001), supporting online video creators (F (1,15) = 21.74, 

p < .001), played Gears of War (F (1,15) < 66.09, p = .001), play action-type games (F (1,15) 

= 5.85, p = .029), play exploration-type games (F (1,15) = 7.99, p = .013), play other types 

of games together (F (1,15) = 8.27, p = .012), relationship type (F (1,15) = 27.74, p < .001), 

relationship quality (F (1,15) = 27.50, p < .001), relational maintenance (F (1,15) = 68.26, p < 

.001), video violence (F (1,15) = 12.30, p = .003), and frustration (F (1,15) = 16.51, p = .001). 

The directions of these relationships are based on the simple, bi-variate correlations 

found in Table 39 [See Appendix I].
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Table 23 Two-Way Analysis of Covariance of Prosocial Score by Condition and
Imagined Partner Sex_______________________________________________

Source df 55 MS F P
Corrected Modela 28 93.51 3.34 17.15 < 0.001
Intercept 1 1.23 1.23 6.29 0.024

Age* 1 6.49 6.49 33.32 < 0.001
Partner Age* 1 12.15 12.15 62.40 < 0.001
Openness* 1 2.47 2.47 12.68 0.003
Neuroticism* 1 11.22 11.22 57.62 < 0.001
Positive Affect (Pre)* 1 22.29 22.29 114.46 < 0.001
PTM Anonymous* 1 12.21 12.21 62.72 < 0.001
PTM Public* 1 2.00 2.00 10.27 0.006
PTM Dire* 1 2.64 2.64 13.55 0.002
PTM Emotion* 1 2.90 2.90 14.87 < 0.001
Gaming Video Frequency* 1 7.06 7.06 36.26 < 0.001
Twitch Prime* 1 4.05 4.05 20.80 < 0.001
Video Support* 1 4.23 4.23 21.74 < 0.001
Other Video Services 1 0.41 0.41 2.10 0.168
Played Gears of War* 1 12.87 12.87 66.09 < 0.001
Action-Type Games Ind* 1 1.14 1.14 5.85 0.029
Exploration-Type Games Ind* 1 1.56 1.56 7.99 0.013
Other Games Ind 1 0.88 0.88 4.51 0.051
Play Together Online 1 0.84 0.84 4.30 0.056
Exploration-Type Games Pair 1 0.36 0.36 1.87 0.192
Other Games Pair* 1 1.61 1.61 8.27 0.012
Relationship Type* 1 5.40 5.40 27.74 < 0.001
Relationship Quality (Pre)* 1 5.36 5.36 27.50 < 0.001
Relational Maintenance* 1 13.29 13.29 68.26 < 0.001
Video Violence* 1 2.40 2.40 12.30 0.003
Frustration* 1 3.22 3.22 16.51 0.001

Condition 1 3.15 3.15 16.16 0.001
Partner Sex 1 1.08 1.08 5.56 0.032
Condition*Partner  Sex 1 1.64 1.64 8.40 0.011
Error 15 2.92 0.19
Total 44 463.00
Corrected Total 43 96.43
aR Squared = .970 (Adj. R Squared = .913)
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It was also hypothesized that both positive affect (H3A) and negative affect (H3B) 

would significantly co-vary with prosocial score. Positive affect was shown to 

significantly co-vary with prosocial score (F (1,15) = 114.46, p < .001); however, positive 

affect and prosocial score were negatively correlated, opposite from what was predicted. 

Negative affect was not identified as a significant covariate and there was no significant 

correlation between negative affect and prosocial score (r = .188, p = .299).

Positive Affect

It was predicted that participants who watch a video game being played in a 

cooperative context will have a more positive change in positive affect, on average, than 

individuals who watch a video game being played in a competitive context (H4A). An 

independent samples t-test was performed to compare the average change in positive 

affect of participants in the cooperative and competitive conditions. The results for this t- 

test are reported in Table 24. There was not a significant difference in positive affect 

change for those who watched the game being played cooperatively (M = -9.84, SD = 

13.13) and those who watched the game being played competitively (M = -5.75, SD = 

15.21), t (43) = 0.97, p = .339. These results suggest that condition had no effect on a 

participant’s change in positive affect.

Table 24 Independent Sample t-Test of Positive Affect Change by Condition  
Dependent Variable Cooperative Competitive t p

n M SD n M SD

Positive Affect Change 25 -9.84 13.13 20 -5.75 15.21 0.97 0.339
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A correlation matrix was created to test for any significant relationships between 

positive affect change and the other independent variables measured by this study. Of 

these, partner sex (r = .402, p = .006), having played a Gears of War game (r = .339, p = 

.023), enjoyment (r = .404, p = .006), and identification (r = .313, p = .037) were all 

significantly correlated to positive affect change. The full correlation matrix can be found 

in Table 40 [See Appendix J].

For positive affect change, a 2 x 2 ANCOVA was performed with condition (two 

groups: cooperative and competitive) and sex (two groups: female and male) as fixed 

factors, and 22 variables were included as covariates. Sex was used as a factor for this 

model because previous research shows evidence for an association between sex and 

positive affect and because there were no significant differences in the distribution of 

males and females between conditions. Descriptive statistics for positive affect change by 

condition and sex are reported in Table 25. The results of this analysis and the included 

covariates can be found in Table 26.

Table 25 Descriptive Statistics of Positive Affect Change by Condition and Sex
Sex Cooperative Competitive Total

n M SD n M SD n M SD
Female 18 -10.29 12.81 13 -8.85 15.25 31 -9.67 13.68
Male 6 -9.33 17.31 7 0.00 14.45 13 -4.31 15.89

There was not a significant main effect for condition (F (1,16) = 2.38, p = .143), but

there was a significant main effect for sex (F (1,16) = 13.55, p = .002) on positive affect 

change. On average, female participants reported a significantly greater decrease in 

positive affect (M = -9.67, SD = 13.68) than did male participants (M = -4.31, SD =
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15.89). There was also no interaction effect between condition and sex (F (1,16) = .001, p = 

.957).

Table 26 Two-Way Analysis of Covariance of Positive Affect Change 
by Condition and Sex_______________________________________

Source df 55 MS F P
Corrected Modela 26 8040.16 309.24 7.28 < 0.001
Intercept 1 421.60 421.60 9.92 0.006

Age* 1 400.63 400.63 9.43 0.007
Partner Sex* 1 571.26 571.26 13.45 0.002
Openness* 1 587.41 587.41 13.83 0.002
Neuroticism* 1 317.86 317.86 7.48 0.015
PTM Anonymous* 1 241.99 241.99 5.70 0.030
PTM Public* 1 254.68 254.68 5.99 0.026
PTM Emotion* 1 350.65 350.65 8.25 0.011
PTM Compliant 1 189.80 189.80 4.47 0.051
Gaming Video Frequency* 1 1038.43 1038.43 24.44 < 0.001
Twitch Prime* 1 297.11 297.11 6.99 0.018
Video Support* 1 491.88 491.88 11.58 0.004
Played Gears of War* 1 1595.03 1595.03 37.54 < 0.001
Action-Type Games Ind 1 157.12 157.12 3.70 0.072
Other Games Ind* 1 312.88 312.88 7.36 0.015
Play Together in Person 1 0.47 0.47 0.01 0.918
Play Together Online* 1 926.66 926.66 21.81 < 0.001
Action-Type Games Pair* 1 233.32 233.32 5.49 0.032
Exploration-Type Games Pair 1 77.78 77.78 1.83 0.195
Other Games Pair* 1 521.74 521.74 12.28 0.003
Relationship Type* 1 350.05 350.05 8.24 0.011
Video Violence* 1 310.10 310.10 7.30 0.016
Enjoyment* 1 258.71 258.71 6.09 0.025
Identification 1 56.44 56.44 1.33 0.266

Condition 1 101.07 101.07 2.38 0.143
Sex 1 575.53 575.53 13.55 0.002
Condition*Sex 1 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.957
Error 16 679.75 42.48
Total 43 11504.00
Corrected Total 42 8719.91
aR Squared = .922 (Adj. R Squared = .795)
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18 covariates showed a significant relationship to positive affect change: age (F 

(1,16) = 9.43, p = .007), sex of the imagined partner (F (1,16) = 13.45, p = .002), openness (F 

(1,16) = 13.83, p = .002), neuroticism (F (1,16) = 7.48, p = .015), PTM anonymous (F (1,16) = 

5.70, p = .030), PTM public (F (1,16) = 5.99, p = .026), PTM emotion (F (1,16) = 8.25, p = 

.011), watching gaming videos (F (1,16) = 24.44, p < .001), having a Twitch prime 

subscription (F (1,16) = 6.99, p = .018), supporting online video creators (F (1,16) = 11.58, p 

= .004), played Gears of War (F (1,16) = 37.54, p < .001), play other types of games (F (1,16) 

= 7.36, p = .015), play together online (F (1,16) = 21.81, p < .001), play action-type games 

together (F (1,16) = 5.49, p = .032), play other types of games together (F (1,16) = 12.28, p = 

.003), relationship type (F (1,16) = 8.24, p = .011), video violence (F (1,16) = 7.30, p = .016), 

and enjoyment (F (1,16) = 6.09, p = .025). The directions of these relationships are based 

on the simple, bi-variate correlations found in Table 40 [See Appendix J].

Negative Affect

It was predicted that participants who watch a video game being played in a 

cooperative context will have a more negative change in negative affect, on average, than 

individuals who watch a video game being played in a competitive context (H4B). An 

independent samples t-test was performed to compare the average change in negative 

affect of participants in the cooperative and competitive conditions. The results for this t- 

test are reported in Table 27. There was a significantly larger decrease in negative affect 

for participants who watched the game being played cooperatively (M = -9.08, SD = 

15.09) than for those who watched the game being played competitively (M = -0.90, SD 

= 11.29), t (43) = 2.01, p = .050. These results suggest that condition had an effect on a 

participant’s change in negative affect.
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A correlation matrix was created to test for any significant relationships between 

negative affect change and the other independent variables measured by this study. Of 

these, conscientiousness (r = .305, p = .042), neuroticism (r = -.305, p = .041), and PTM 

public (r = -.337, p = .023) were all significantly correlated to negative affect change. 

The full correlation matrix can be found in Table 41 [See Appendix K].

Table 27 Independent Sample t-Test of Negative Affect Change by Condition  
Dependent Variable Cooperative________Competitive t p

NM SD n M SD

Negative Affect Change 25 -9.08 15.09 20 -0.90 11.29 2.01 0.050

For negative affect change, a 2 x 2 ANCOVA was performed with condition (two 

groups: cooperative and competitive) and sex (two groups: female and male) as fixed 

factors, and 26 variables were included as covariates. Sex was used as a factor for this 

model because previous research shows evidence for an association between sex and 

negative affect and because there were no significant differences in the distribution of 

males and females between conditions Descriptive statistics for negative affect change by 

condition and sex are reported in Table 28. The results of this analysis and the included 

covariates can be found in Table 29.

Table 28 Descriptive Statistics of Negative Affect Change by Condition and Sex
Sex Cooperative Competitive Total

n M SD n M SD n M SD
Female 18 -9.24 13.99 13 -1.85 12.42 31 -6.03 13.63
Male 6 -10.00 19.34 7 0.86 9.48 13 -4.57 15.68
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There was not a significant main effect for condition (F (1,14) = .112, p = .743) or 

for sex (F (1,14) = .728, p = .408) on negative affect change. However, there was a 

significant interaction effect between condition and sex (F (1,14) = 4.81, p = .046). On 

average, male participants in the cooperative condition reported a larger decrease in 

negative affect than female participants (M = -10.00, SD = 19.34; M = -9.24, SD = 13.99), 

but male participants in the competitive condition had an increase in negative affect (M = 

0.86, SD = 9.48) while female participants had a small decrease in negative affect (M = 

-1.85, SD = 12.42).

21 covariates showed a significant relationship to negative affect change: age (F 

(1,14) = 7.63, p = .015), neuroticism (F (1,14) = 5.84, p = .030), PTM altruism (F (1,14) = 5.41, 

p = .036), PTM anonymous (F (1,14) = 29.85, p < .001), PTM public (F (1,14) = 8.75, p = 

.010), PTM emotion (F (1,14) = 8.69, p = .011), PTM dire (F (1,14) = 61.75, p < .001), 

watching gaming videos (F (1,14) = 23.66, p < .001), having a Twitch prime subscription 

(F (1,14) = 22.69, p < .001), supporting online video creators (F (1,14) = 24.51, p < .001), 

using other video services (F (1,14) = 16.42, p = .001), played Gears of War (F (1,14) = 5.70, 

p = .032), play action-type games (F (1,14) = 17.01, p = .001), play other types of games (F 

(1,14) = 19.53, p < .001), play together in person (F (1,14) = 9.72, p = .008), play 

exploration-type games together (F (1,14) = 9.08, p = .009), relationship maintenance 

behaviors while gaming (F (1,14) = 19.27, p < .001), relational maintenance (F (1,14) = 6.39, 

p = .024), enjoyment (F (1,14) = 4.61, p = .050), frustration (F (1,14) = 7.40, p = .017), and 

identification (F (1,14) = 12.64, p = .003). The directions of these relationships are based 

on the simple, bi-variate correlations found in Table 41 [See Appendix K].
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Table 29 Two-Way Analysis of Covariance of Negative Affect Change 
by Condition and Sex________________________________________

Source df 55 MS F P
Corrected Modela 29 8201.12 282.80 9.86 < 0.001
Intercept 1 335.14 335.14 11.68 0.004

Age* 1 218.88 218.88 7.63 0.015
Partner Age 1 40.13 40.13 1.40 0.091
Openness 1 130.85 130.85 4.56 0.051
Conscientiousness 1 69.38 69.38 2.42 0.142
Neuroticism* 1 167.67 167.67 5.84 0.030
PTM Altruism* 1 155.27 155.27 5.41 0.036
PTM Anonymous* 1 856.50 856.50 29.85 < 0.001
PTM Public* 1 251.17 251.17 8.75 0.010
PTM Emotion* 1 249.38 249.38 8.69 0.011
PTM Dire* 1 1771.74 1771.74 61.75 < 0.001
PTM Compliant 1 65.16 65.16 2.27 0.154
Gaming Video Frequency* 1 678.69 678.69 23.66 < 0.001
Twitch Prime* 1 650.96 650.96 22.69 < 0.001
Video Support* 1 703.08 703.08 24.51 < 0.001
Other Video Services* 1 470.97 470.97 16.42 0.001
Played Gears of War* 1 163.41 163.41 5.70 0.032
Action-Type Games Ind* 1 488.17 488.17 17.01 0.001
Other Games Ind* 1 560.47 560.47 19.53 < 0.001
Play Together in Person* 1 278.87 278.87 9.72 0.008
Exploration-Type Games Pair* 1 260.51 260.51 9.08 0.009
Other Games Pair 1 36.07 36.07 1.26 0.281
Rel. Maintenance Gaming* 1 552.78 552.78 19.27 < 0.001
Relational Maintenance* 1 183.24 183.24 6.39 0.024
Enjoyment* 1 132.40 132.40 4.61 0.050
Frustration* 1 212.19 212.19 7.40 0.017
Identification* 1 362.75 362.75 12.64 0.003

Condition 1 3.22 3.22 0.11 0.743
Sex 1 20.89 20.89 0.73 0.408
Condition*Sex 1 138.00 138.00 4.81 0.046
Error 14 401.67 28.69
Total 44 9967.00
Corrected Total 43 8602.80
aR Squared = .953 (Adj. R Squared = .857)
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Relationship Quality

It was predicted that participants who watch a video game being played in a 

cooperative context will have a more positive change in their perception of relationship 

quality, on average, than individuals who watch a video game being played in a 

competitive context (H5). An independent samples t-test was performed to compare the 

average change in perceived relationship quality of participants in the cooperative and 

competitive conditions. The results for this t-test are reported in Table 30. There was not 

a significant difference in relationship quality change for those who watched the game 

being played cooperatively (M = -.009, SD = 0.49) and those who watched the game 

being played competitively (M = -0.010, SD = 0.32), t (43) = -0.005, p = .996. These 

results suggest that condition had no effect on a participant’s change in perceived 

relationship quality.

Table 30 Independent Sample t-Test of Relationship Quality Change by Condition 
Dependent Variable Cooperative Competitive t p

n M SD n M SD

Relationship Quality Change 25 -0.009 0.49 20 -0.010 0.32 -0.005 0.996

A correlation matrix was created to test for any significant relationships between 

perceived relationship quality change and the other independent variables measured by 

this study. Of these, partner sex (r = -.405, p = .006), PTM anonymous (r = -.300, p = 

.045), and using other video services (r = .358, p = .016) were all significantly correlated 

to perceived relationship quality change. The full correlation matrix can be found in 

Table 42 [See Appendix L].
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For change in perceived relationship quality, a 2 x 2 ANCOVA was performed 

with condition (two groups: cooperative and competitive) and sex of the imagined partner 

(two groups: female and male) as fixed factors, and 19 variables were included as 

covariates. Partner sex was used as a factor for this model because there were no 

significant differences in the distribution of partners identified as male or female and 

because it maximized the amount of total variance in relationship quality change 

explained. Descriptive statistics for relationship quality change by condition and partner 

sex are reported in Table 31. The results of this analysis and the included covariates can 

be found in Table 32.

Table 31 Descriptive Statistics of Perceived Relationship Quality Change by Condition 
and Imagined Partner Sex_________________________________________________
Partner Sex Cooperative Competitive Total

n M SD N M SD n M SD
Female 9 0.289 0.568 5 0.153 0.236 14 0.241 0.470
Male 15 -0.182 0.372 15 -0.064 0.334 30 -0.123 0.353

There was a significant main effect for condition (F (1,21) = 47.90, p < .001) but 

not for sex of the imagined partner (F (1, 21) = 1.32, p = .265) on perceived relationship 

quality change. In addition, there was a significant interaction effect between condition 

and partner sex (F (1, 21) = 35.36, p < .001). Participants in the cooperative condition who 

identified their partner as female averaged a greater positive change in perceived 

relationship quality than did those in the competitive condition (M = 0.289, SD = 0.568; 

M = 0.153, SD = 0.236), while participants in the cooperative condition who identified 

their partner as male averaged a greater decrease in perceived relationship quality than 

did those in the competitive condition (M = -0.182, SD = 0.372; M = -0.064, SD = 0.334).
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Table 32 Two-Way Analysis of Covariance of Perceived Relationship Quality Change 
by Condition and Imagined Partner Sex______________________________________

Source df 55 MS F P
Corrected Modela 22 6.80 0.31 6.91 < 0.001
Intercept 1 1.19 1.19 26.61 < 0.001

Age* 1 0.76 0.76 17.09 < 0.001
Sex* 1 0.96 0.96 21.49 < 0.001
Neuroticism* 1 0.65 0.65 14.56 0.001
Positive Affect (Pre) 1 0.15 0.15 3.24 0.087
Negative Affect (Pre)* 1 1.49 1.49 33.23 < 0.001
PTM Anonymous* 1 1.54 1.54 34.42 < 0.001
PTM Emotion* 1 0.73 0.73 16.35 < 0.001
PTM Compliant* 1 0.91 0.91 20.35 < 0.001
Video Support 1 0.11 0.11 2.48 0.130
Streaming Services 1 0.12 0.12 2.77 0.111
Other Video Services 1 0.19 0.19 4.23 0.052
Other Games Ind* 1 0.21 0.21 4.67 0.042
Play Together in Person 1 0.18 0.18 3.98 0.059
Exploration-Type Games Pair* 1 0.20 0.20 4.41 0.048
Other Games Pair 1 0.10 0.10 2.15 0.158
Relationship Type* 1 0.92 0.92 20.55 < 0.001
Enjoyment* 1 0.31 0.31 6.93 0.016
Frustration* 1 0.48 0.48 10.78 0.004
Identification* 1 0.30 0.30 6.64 0.017

Condition 1 2.14 2.14 47.90 < 0.001
Partner Sex 1 0.06 0.06 1.32 0.265
Condition*Partner  Sex 1 1.58 1.58 35.36 < 0.001
Error 21 0.94 0.04
Total 44 7.74
Corrected Total 43 7.74
aR Squared = .879 (Adj. R Squared = .752)

13 covariates showed a significant relationship to perceived relationship quality 

change: age (F (1, 21) = 17.09, p < .001), sex (F (1, 21) = 21.49, p < .001), neuroticism (F (1, 

21) = 14.56, p = .001), negative affect (F (1, 21) = 33.23, p < .001), PTM anonymous (F (1, 21) 

= 34.42, p < .001), PTM emotion (F (1, 21) = 16.35, p < .001), PTM compliant (F (1, 21) = 

20.35, p < .001), play other types of games (F (1, 21) = 4.67, p = .042), play exploration­
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type games together (F (1, 21) = 4.41, p = .048), relationship type (F (1, 21) = 20.55, p < 

.001), enjoyment (F (1, 21) = 6.93, p = .016), frustration (F (1, 21) = 10.78, p = .004), and 

identification (F (1, 21) = 6.64, p = .017). The directions of these relationships are based on 

the simple, bi-variate correlations found in Table 42 [See Appendix L].

It was also hypothesized that both positive affect (H6A) and negative affect (H6B) 

would significantly co-vary with perceived relationship quality change. The hypothesis 

for positive affect was not supported by the ANCOVA model (F (1, 21) = 3.24, p = .087), 

but the second hypothesis was supported, with the model identifying negative affect as a 

significant covariate (F (1, 21) = 33.23, p < .001). Negative affect was negatively correlated 

with perceived relationship quality change, which is the same direction as was predicted.

For most of the hypotheses, the initial t-test failed to find a significant difference 

between participants exposed to the competitive and cooperative conditions. However, it 

was discovered several significant main effects and interactions after accounting for 

potential third variables. As such, the following section will mainly focus on the results 

of the ANCOVA models, including a discussion of the individual covariates. In addition, 

this thesis will use these models to examine how the Big Factors of personality may co­

vary with the dependent variables investigated by the present research.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION & CONCLUSIONS

Of the five dependent variables, the initial t-tests showed that only negative affect 

change significantly differed between conditions. Furthermore, this main effect became 

non-significant after accounting for other variables in an ANCOVA model. These results 

would indicate that either the study failed to properly manipulate the independent 

variable between conditions or that the effects of watching a video of someone else 

playing a video game are different from the effects that arise when one plays a video 

game themself. It should be noted, however, that the manipulation checks show that 

perceptions of cooperative and competitive gameplay behavior did significantly differ 

between conditions. Additionally, this study found that individual factors such as sex, 

personality, and media habits significantly covaried with the dependent variables 

investigated by this study. As such, this thesis will attempt to explain why the results 

failed to achieve significance and what influence these individual factors may have had. 

To accomplish this, this thesis will continue with a more in-depth examination of the 

results mentioned in the previous section, both for the five dependent variables as well as 

for the research question regarding the influence of personality. Then, the thesis will 
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conclude by discussing the limitations of this study as well as possible directions for 

future research.

State Hostility

Of the initial predictions, the effect of assignment on state hostility was meant to 

replicate previous findings. As discussed in the literature review, research has shown a 

positive relationship between competition and aggression (Eastin, 2007) and individuals 

who played video games in a cooperative context reported lower levels of aggression 

than those who played games in a competitive context (Jerabeck & Ferguson, 2013; 

Passmore & Holder, 2014). Following from this, the participants assigned to watch Gears 

of War being played cooperatively should have shown lower levels of state hostility than 

those who watched the game being played competitively. However, the analysis showed 

no significant effect of condition on state hostility. This difference in results may be 

because the participants watched the game being played, rather than playing the game 

themselves. One possible mechanism for the effects of cooperative context is through 

increased interaction, both in general and in relation to shared goals (Komorita & Parks, 

1995). Since the videos were watched individually, participants did not have the 

opportunities for increased interaction that would have been possible if actually playing a 

game in a cooperative setting.

Even after performing an ANCOVA to account for other variables, there was no 

main effect of condition on state hostility. However, there was a significant main effect 

for sex, with female participants having higher average state hostility than male 

participants. This is unexpected, as previous research shows that men tend to score higher 

on self-report measures of aggression, including measures of hostility (Archer, 2004). It 
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is also unlikely that this gender difference in state hostility is due to the violent content of 

the assigned videos, as men and women tend to be equally affected after experiencing 

similar exposure to violent media (Plante et al., 2020). Another possible explanation is 

that female participants were less accustomed to the level of violence displayed in the 

video recordings and thus were more negatively influenced. According to a survey by NP 

Strategy Group, only 14% of women claim they play video games from the shooter 

genre, as compared to 42% of men (Sinclair, 2020). This evidence supports the argument 

that there may have been a difference in familiarity between male and female 

participants.

Table 33 Direction of Covariate Relationships with State Hostility*
Covariate Direction P
Age Negative < 0.001
Partner Sex Negative 0.011
Openness Negative 0.079
Conscientiousness Negative 0.001
Extraversion Positive < 0.001
Agreeableness Negative 0.001
Positive Affect (Pre) Negative 0.004
PTM Anonymous Positive < 0.001
PTM Dire Positive 0.006
Gaming Video Frequency Negative < 0.001
Twitch Prime Positive < 0.001
Video Support Positive 0.002
Social Media Negative 0.005
Other Video Services Negative 0.014
Played Gears of War Negative 0.001
Action-Type Games Ind Negative 0.041
Other Games Ind Negative 0.007
Relationship Type Negative 0.018
Relationship Quality (Pre) Negative 0.018
*The directions of these relationships are based on simple, bi-variate correlations, 
which can be found in Table 34 [See Appendix I].
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Of the covariates included in this model, eighteen showed a significant 

relationship to state hostility (See Table 33). For convenience, some of these covariates 

will be discussed in general groups, rather than addressing each variable individually. 

Starting with demographics, both the participant’s age and the sex of the imagined 

partner were significantly related to state hostility. Participant age was negatively 

correlated with state hostility, indicating that older participants tended to feel less 

aggressive after watching their assigned video. This association is supported by previous 

research that has found people generally do become less aggressive as they age (Lee et 

al., 2007). As for sex of the imagined partner, participants who identified the individual 

as being male tended to report lower levels of state hostility than did those who identified 

their partner a female. This is consistent with the findings for the main effect of sex on 

state hostility.

In terms of personality, conscientiousness, extraversion, and agreeableness were 

all significantly related to state hostility. Both conscientiousness and agreeableness were 

negatively correlated with state hostility, while extraversion had a positive correlation. 

The results for agreeableness and aggression are both supported by previous research, 

with agreeableness having a consistently strong, negative correlation with aggression in 

general, and extraversion having a consistent, slightly positive correlation (Bartlett & 

Anderson, 2004). However, previous research has shown no significant relationship 

between conscientiousness and state hostility or aggression in general. As such, it is 

important to question whether this significant relationship actually exists or if it is a result 

of the ANCOVA model as a whole.
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Positive affect was also a significant covariate that was negatively correlated with 

state hostility. While this was not one of this study’s initial predictions, it is consistent 

with the other hypotheses that relied on higher positive affect being associated with more 

positive cognitions and less negative ones. This reasoning would hold true for the 

direction of the relationship between positive affect and state hostility.

The model also indicated that two types of prosocial tendencies, engaging in 

anonymous and dire prosocial behaviors, were significantly related to state hostility. 

However, conceptually, it is hard to reason why these relationships are present. As such, 

it may be necessary to show whether these relationships actually exist or if there is some 

third variable involved that was not included in the scope of this study.

Five variables that measured online video viewing habits showed a significant 

relationship with state hostility. Of these, three measured how often a participant watched 

different types of online video content (watching videos of others playing video games, 

watching videos on social media, watching videos using other kinds of online video 

platforms) and two were related to contributing money to independent, online-video 

creators (having a Twitch Prime account, monetary support for online content creators). 

All three that measured how often participants watch different types of online video 

content were negatively correlated with state hostility. In contrast, watching videos using 

a paid streaming services was not included in the model. This indicates that participants 

who watch more user-created video content tended to score lower in state hostility after 

watching their assigned video condition. This may be due to familiarity with the style of 

video or type of content. However, the variables that measured monetary support were 

positively correlated with state hostility. A possible explanation for this is that individuals 
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who contribute money to online video creators might be more invested in the content of a 

video, making them more susceptible to any media effects the video might have.

Of the variables related to individual gaming habits that showed significant 

relationships to state hostility, all three (having played Gears of War previously, playing 

action-type games, playing other types of games) showed a negative correlation. While 

these correlations varied in strength, this indicates that experience playing some types of 

video games may lessen the effect of violent video games on state hostility, and possibly 

aggression in general.

While no interpersonal gaming habits showed a significant relationship to state 

hostility, some aspects of a participant’s relationship were significantly related. For 

instance, relationship quality was negatively correlated with state hostility, which 

indicates that participants in more positive relationships tended to score lower in state 

hostility. This may be because individuals in positive relationships are more resistant to 

increases in aggressive cognitions, or it may be that thinking about the other person in 

their relationship increased their positive cognitions over all. Type of relationship was 

also significantly related to state hostility, with those who indicated they were in a 

romantic relationship with the individual they identified tending to report lower levels of 

state hostility than those who indicated that they were in a non-romantic relationship. 

This may be due to similar reasons for the correlation between state hostility and 

relationship quality, especially since relationship quality and relationship type are 

strongly correlated themselves (r = .390). However, it is also possible that a person’s 

relationships may merely contribute to their trait level of hostility.

90



Prosocial Behavior

This thesis also hypothesized that watching a video game being played in a 

cooperative context would cause participants to make more prosocial choices. This 

prediction was based on previous research that showed that cooperative video game play 

was positively associated with prosocial behavior (Passmore & Holder, 2014); but, while 

participants in the cooperative condition made more prosocial choices, on average, than 

participants in the competitive condition, the initial analysis showed that the difference 

was not significant. Similar to the results for state hostility, this may be because the 

participants watched a recording of the game being played rather than playing the game 

themselves.

However, after controlling for possible third variables, this study was able to 

show a significant main effect for gaming context on prosocial behavior. There was also 

a significant main effect for partner sex (the sex of the individual that the participant 

identified) on prosocial behavior, as well as a significant interaction effect between 

gaming context and partner sex. Individuals in the cooperative condition who identified 

their partner as female made more prosocial choices on average than did individuals in 

the same condition who identified their partner as male. In contrast, individuals in the 

competitive condition who identified their partner as female made less prosocial choices 

on average than did individuals in the same condition who identified their partner as 

male. Interestingly, the sex of the participant was not included in the final ANCOVA 

model as it did contribute to the amount of variance explained. This would suggest that 

the sex of the person an individual is playing a video game with is more consequential in 

regards to prosocial behavior than is the sex of the individual themselves. These findings 

91



also have implications for future research, as the existing literature does not appear to 

fully explore what effects the sex of an individual’s gaming partner might have on 

prosocial behavior, or even on media effects in general.

Of the covariates accounted for in this model, twenty-one showed a significant 

relationship to prosocial score (See Table 34). These include both the age of the 

participant and the age of the individual they identified, which were negatively correlated 

with the number of prosocial choices a participant made. This is in contrast with previous 

research, which has found that prosocial behavior tends to increase with age (Van Lange

Table 34 Direction of Covariate Relationships with Prosocial Score*
Covariate Direction P
Age Negative < 0.001
Partner Age Negative < 0.001
Openness Negative 0.003
Neuroticism Positive < 0.001
Positive Affect (Pre) Negative < 0.001
PTM Anonymous Negative < 0.001
PTM Public Positive 0.006
PTM Dire Negative 0.002
PTM Emotion Negative < 0.001
Gaming Video Frequency Negative < 0.001
Twitch Prime Positive < 0.001
Video Support Positive < 0.001
Played Gears of War Negative < 0.001
Action-Type Games Ind Positive 0.029
Exploration-Type Games Ind Positive 0.013
Other Games Pair Negative 0.012
Relationship Type Negative < 0.001
Relationship Quality (Pre) Positive < 0.001
Relational Maintenance Positive < 0.001
Video Violence Negative 0.003
Frustration Positive 0.001
*The directions of these relationships are based on simple, bi-variate correlations, 
which can be found in Table 39 [See Appendix J].
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et al., 1997). One possible explanation for this is that older participants tend to have less 

experience with more modern, graphically violent video games. This lack of familiarity 

may have resulted in increased negative media effects after viewing the assigned video.

In regards to the Big Five factors of personality, only openness and neuroticism 

had a significant relationship with prosocial score. In agreement with the research 

discussed earlier in this thesis, participants who were higher in neuroticism tended to 

make more prosocial choices. Meanwhile, openness had a negative correlation with the 

number of prosocial choices made, opposite from what previous studies have shown (Al- 

Ubaydli et al., 2014). While this result conflicts with previous findings, it should also be 

noted that the relationship between openness and prosocial behavior has not yet been 

thoroughly studied. Another factor of personality that has consistently been shown to be 

correlated with prosocial behavior is agreeableness (Buunk et al., 2017; Lownsbury et al., 

2003) however, agreeableness was not a significant covariate in the model.

In addition to the prediction that those exposed to the cooperative condition would 

make more prosocial choices, it was also hypothesized that positive and negative affect 

would be significant covariates of prosocial score. This hypothesis was based on 

evidence that there is a reciprocal relationship between prosocial behavior and mood in 

general, with prosocial behavior leading to increased mood and increased mood leading 

to further prosocial behavior (Snippe et al., 2018). Other research has shown that mood 

may also mediate the relationship between playing prosocial video games and prosocial 

behaviors, as playing prosocial video games puts participants in a good mood, and those 

in a good mood displayed more prosocial behavior (Whitaker & Bushman, 2012). As 

such, this thesis expected positive affect to be positively correlated with prosocial choice 
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and negative affect to be negatively correlated with prosocial choice. However, only 

positive affect was included as a significant covariate in the model. In addition, the 

relationship between positive affect and prosocial behavior was the opposite from what 

was expected: those with higher positive affect tended to make less prosocial choices. 

This may be because of how prosocial behavior was measured during this study, as the 

items were taken from a different context.

Unsurprisingly, four of the six dimensions of prosocial tendency had a significant 

relationship with prosocial score: anonymous, public, dire, and emotion. Of these, only 

the tendency towards public prosocial behaviors was positively associated with the 

number of prosocial choices a participant made. This may be because a majority of the 

scenarios presented a situation in which the protagonist’s choice would be widely known 

by others. In this case, it would make sense for those with a tendency towards public 

prosocial behaviors to be more likely to help, while those who tend to act prosocially in 

more anonymous situations would be less likely to help. Additionally, participants may 

not have perceived the scenarios as being dire or emotional, which would explain the 

negative relationships for the other two dimensions of prosocial tendency.

Three variables related to online video viewing habits were significantly related to 

prosocial score in the ANCOVA model. The frequency that one watches others play 

video games online was negatively associated with prosocial score. In other words, the 

more one watches online videos of others playing a video game, the less likely they were 

to make prosocial choices. This might be evidence that familiarity with a media can lead 

to decreased media effects. Conversely, the two variables that involved contributing 

money to independent, online-video creators (having a Twitch Prime account, monetary 
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support for online content creators) were positively associated with the number of 

prosocial choices made. One possible explanation for this is that participants who have 

previously contributed money to an online content creator are already accustomed to 

acting prosocially after viewing a video, making them more likely to act prosocially in 

response to other videos in the future.

As for variables related to individual gaming habits, participants who had 

previously played a video game from the Gears of War franchise tended to make less 

prosocial choices after watching the assigned video. This again supports a more general 

version of the argument from the discussion on state hostility, with familiarity leading to 

decreased media effects overall. However, playing action-type and exploration-type 

video games in general were positively correlated with the number of prosocial choices 

made, with both of these variables acting as significant covariates. It is unclear why 

general familiarity with a genre would have a positive relationship with prosocial score 

while specific experience with the gaming franchise would have a negative relationship. 

The only variable related to interpersonal gaming habits that was included as a significant 

covariate was the tendency to play other types of games together. Participants who more 

frequently played other types of games with the individual they identified tended to make 

less prosocial choices. Since playing action-type games and exploration-type games were 

positively associated with prosocial score, it makes sense that playing other types of 

games would have an association in the opposite direction.

Relationship type, relationship quality, and relational maintenance were all also 

significantly related to prosocial score. Relationship quality and relational maintenance 

were both positively correlated with prosocial score. Using the same reasoning as for a 
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relationship’s effect on aggression, this may be because individuals in positive 

relationships and who more actively work to maintain those relationships have increased 

their positive cognitions over all, making them more likely to make prosocial choices. 

However, this argument cannot be applied to relationship type, as those in romantic 

relationships with the other they identified were less likely to make prosocial choices. 

This association between relationship type and prosocial score may be related to the 

interaction effect between partner sex and condition. Since most of participants who 

participated in this study were female, it is likely that many of those in romantic 

relationships were female participants who identified a male partner. Considering this, it 

follows that relationship type would have a similar association with prosocial score as 

partner sex.

There were also two significant covariates included in the ANCOVA model that 

measured a participant’s response to the assigned video itself. Video violence was 

negatively correlated with prosocial score, with those who rated the assigned video as 

more violent tending to make less prosocial choices. This is consistent with the body of 

literature concerning the effects of violent video games, with increased perceptions of 

violence leading to decreased prosocial cognitions and behaviors (Greitemeyer & 

Osswald, 2011; Passmore & Holder, 2014). The relationship between frustration and 

prosocial score, however, was opposite from what was expected. Participants who 

indicated they felt more frustrated tended to make more prosocial choices. This is in 

contrast to research that argues frustration should lead to increased aggression and 

decreased cooperation, or decreased prosocial behavior in general (Eastin, 2007). It may 

be that the prosocial media effects of the assigned video had a greater influence than the 
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negative effects that arise from feelings of frustration, but the true cause of this 

relationship is unclear as of now.

Positive Affect

Because of the reciprocal relationship between prosocial behavior and mood 

(Snippe et al., 2018), it was predicted that, if exposure to the cooperative condition led to 

increased prosocial behavior, then it should also lead to increased positive affect. Or, in 

other words, this thesis hypothesized participants who watched the cooperative video 

would have a greater increase in positive affect than participants who watched the 

competitive video. This hypothesis was not only rejected due to a lack of significance, 

but also because the relationship between condition and positive affect was the opposite 

of what was expected: participants in the cooperative condition actually showed a greater 

decrease in positive affect than those in competitive condition. Additionally, participants 

in both conditions reported a negative change in positive affect after exposure to the 

assigned video. This may be due to some qualities of the videos themselves. Perhaps 

participants did not enjoy watching the videos or found them to be boring, or maybe 

participants were put off by the violent video game content that the videos displayed. 

Also, having participants watch a recording of the game removed the opportunity for 

them to experience increased positive affect from the enjoyment of playing the game with 

the individual they identified.

An ANCOVA test was also performed to account for possible third variables, and 

it too found the difference in positive affect change between conditions to be non­

significant. However, it did identify a significant main affect for sex on positive affect 

change. Female participants showed a significantly greater decrease in positive affect 
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than did male participants. This result was unexpected, as there is no clear evidence that 

males and females significantly differ in their levels of positive affect (Batz & Tay, 

2018). It may be that this effect is due to a difference in familiarity with violent video 

games similar to Gears of War. As mentioned previously, only 14% of women claim they 

play video games from the shooter genre, as compared to 42% of men (Sinclair, 2020).

The ANCOVA model also showed that the sex of the imagined partner was 

significantly related to change in positive affect, with this being one of the 18 significant 

covariates identified (See Table 35). Consistent with the findings discussed above, 

participants who identified their imagined partner as male were more likely to report a 

more positive, or at least less negative, change in positive affect than participants who

Table 35 Direction of Covariate Relationships with Positive Affect Change*
Covariate Direction P
Age Positive 0.007
Partner Sex Positive 0.002
Openness Positive 0.002
Neuroticism Negative 0.015
PTM Anonymous Negative 0.030
PTM Public Positive 0.026
PTM Emotion Negative 0.011
Gaming Video Frequency Positive < 0.001
Twitch Prime Positive 0.018
Video Support Positive 0.004
Played Gears of War Positive < 0.001
Other Games Ind Negative 0.015
Play Together Online Negative < 0.001
Action-Type Games Pair Positive 0.032
Other Games Pair Positive 0.003
Relationship Type Positive 0.011
Video Violence Negative 0.016
Enjoyment Positive 0.025
*The directions of these relationships are based on simple, bi-variate correlations, 
which can be found in Table 40 [See Appendix K].
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identified their partner as female. Another demographic variable that was significantly 

related to positive affect change was age, with age being positively correlated to one’s 

change in positive affect. However, this does not necessarily mean that older participants 

were more likely to experience increased positive affect. While recent research has 

shown that people tend to display higher positive affect as they age, the same study 

provides evidence that older individuals are more emotionally stable (Burr et al., 2020). 

Based on this, it may be that older participants in the study were simply more resistant to 

change in their positive affect.

Of the Big Five factors of personality, two were shown to be significantly related 

to positive affect change: openness and neuroticism. Openness had a positive correlation 

with one’s change in positive affect. Since openness reflects an individual’s acceptance 

of feelings and new ideas and flexibility of thought (Digman, 1990), it may be that those 

high in openness were less influenced by a lack of familiarity with the violent content in 

the video, leading to a more positive change in positive affect. In contrast, neuroticism 

was negatively correlated with positive affect change. High neuroticism is associated 

with a lack of emotional stability, so it is reasonable that neuroticism would be 

significantly related to one’s change in positive affect. Additionally, those high in 

neuroticism are more likely to display irritable and moody behavior, which may explain 

why the relationship with positive affect change is a negative one.

There were also three types of prosocial tendencies that the model identified as 

having significant relationships with positive affect change: engaging in anonymous, 

public, and emotional prosocial behaviors. As discussed previously, research has shown 

that there is a reciprocal relationship between mood and prosocial behavior. Because of 
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this, it is not surprising that several factors of prosocial tendency are significantly related 

to one’s change in positive affect. However, as with aggression, it is conceptually 

difficult to reason why the relationships might occur with these three factors specifically. 

As such, further research may be necessary to explain why these relationships exist.

Variables related to online video viewing and individual gaming habits further 

support the argument that one’s familiarity with the content of the assigned video may 

have influenced their change in positive affect. According to the ANCOVA model, the 

frequency that one watches others play video games online, having previously played a 

Gears of War game, and playing other types of video games were all significantly related 

to positive affect change. Watching others play video games online was positively 

correlated with change in positive affect, and participants who had previously played a 

game from the Gears of War franchise experienced more positive changes in positive 

affect than those who hadn’t. These relationships both provide evidence for the influence 

of familiarity. Playing other types of games, in contrast, was negatively associated with 

positive affect change. This means that participants who more frequently play other types 

of video games displayed more negative changes in positive affect. If one can infer that 

more time spent playing other types of games means less time spent playing games 

similar to Gears of War, than this can also be used to support the argument for the impact 

that familiarity had on one’s change in positive affect during this study.

In addition, the two variables that involved contributing money to independent, 

online-video creators (having a Twitch Prime account, monetary support for online 

content creators) were also significantly related to positive affect change. Participants 

who had a Twitch Prime account tended to have more positive changes in positive affect, 
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and monetarily supporting online video creators was positively correlated with positive 

affect change. This could again have to do with the reciprocal relationship between 

prosocial behavior and mood, as both of these variables were also positively correlated 

with prosocial score. Also, Twitch is a platform that is mainly used to watch others play 

video games, so having a Twitch Prime subscription would indicate further familiarity 

with the type of content displayed in the assigned videos.

As for interpersonal gaming habits, the ANCOVA model showed that playing 

video games together online, playing action-type games together, and playing other types 

of games together were all significantly related to positive affect change. Playing video 

games online together was negatively correlated to positive affect change, with 

participants who more frequently played video games online with the individual they 

identified tending to have a more negative, or less positive, change in positive affect. This 

goes counter to the argument that those more familiar with the content shown in the 

videos should display more positive changes in positive affect, as the assigned videos 

depicted two individuals playing a game together online. However, it could also be that 

these participants viewed the assigned videos as less enjoyable when compared to 

actually playing a video game together, leading to a decrease in positive affect. Playing 

action-type games together and playing other types of games together were both 

positively correlated with positive affect change. The relationship with playing action­

type games is consistent with this study’s other findings, as Gears of War can be 

classified as an action-type game itself. However, the positive relationship with playing 

other types of games together contradicts the finding that playing other types of games as 

an individual is negatively associated with positive affect change. It could be argued that 
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playing any types of games together would be similar to the content of the assigned 

videos, causing increased familiarity and leading to a greater increase in positive affect. 

However, playing video games together online was negatively correlated to one’s change 

in positive affect, refuting this argument. As such, it is unclear why playing one type of 

game individually and playing the same type of game as a pair would result in opposite 

relationships with the same variable.

Relationship type was also a significant covariate in the ANCOVA model. 

Participants in romantic relationships with the other they identified tended to have a more 

negative, or less positive, change in positive affect than those in non-romantic 

relationships. During the study, participants were asked to identify an individual with 

whom they often play video games, or, if there is no such person, someone with whom 

they have a close relationship. It may be that those who chose someone with whom they 

have a romantic relationship chose this second option, while the non-romantic 

relationships tended to be between individuals who do usually play video games together. 

If this is this case, then this would also support the argument that familiarity with gaming 

content has an influence on positive attitude change.

Finally, two variables that measured participants’ attitudes towards the assigned 

videos were shown to be significantly related to positive affect change. The first of these, 

video violence, was negatively correlated to change in positive affect. If participants were 

unaccustomed to or put-off by the violent content of the video, then it is reasonable that 

those who perceived the video as more violent would experience a greater decrease in 

positive affect. The other variable, enjoyment, was positively correlated to positive affect 

change. Because of the variables identified by the ANCOVA model, this thesis proposes 
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that an individual’s enjoyment was dependent on their familiarity with the content of the 

assigned video, and this enjoyment influenced their change in positive affect. However, 

further research would be necessary to examine the existence of this relationship.

Negative Affect

Following similar reasoning to the hypothesis for positive affect, this thesis 

predicted that participants who watched the cooperative video would have a larger 

decrease in negative affect than those who watched the competitive video. Upon the 

initial analysis, it was found that participants in the cooperative condition did have a 

significantly larger decrease in negative affect than participants in the competitive 

condition. However, when accounting for potential third variables, this relationship was 

no longer significant. Instead, the analysis found there to be a significant interaction 

effect between condition and sex on negative affect change. Male participants in the 

cooperative condition had, on average, a larger decrease in negative affect than female 

participants, but male participants in the competitive condition had, on average, an 

increase in negative affect while female participants had a small decrease in negative 

affect. It is interesting that this interaction exists for negative affect but not for positive 

affect. It may be that familiarity with the content of the videos had less of an influence on 

negative affect, resulting in a difference in the average negative affect change between 

conditions for female participants, whereas there was no difference for the average 

change in positive affect.

Of the twenty-six variables included as covariates in the ANCOVA model, 

twenty-one showed a significant relationship to negative affect change (See Table 36). Of 

these, age was positively correlated with negative affect change. However, this is 
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misleading. Upon further investigation, it is not that older participants had a greater 

increase in negative affect, but rather that younger participants had a greater change in 

negative affect overall, regardless of direction. This is consistent with previous research 

that has shown that individual tend to become more emotionally stable as they age (Burr 

et al., 2020).

The only factor of personality that was shown to be significantly related to 

negative affect change is neuroticism. Neuroticism was negatively correlated with change 

in negative affect, with more highly neurotic participants tending to have a larger

Table 36 Direction of Covariate Relationships with Negative Affect Change*
Covariate Direction P
Age Positive 0.015
Neuroticism Negative 0.030
PTM Altruism Positive 0.036
PTM Anonymous Positive < 0.001
PTM Public Negative 0.010
PTM Emotion Negative 0.011
PTM Dire Negative < 0.001
Gaming Video Frequency Negative < 0.001
Twitch Prime Positive < 0.001
Video Support Positive < 0.001
Other Video Services Positive 0.001
Played Gears of War Positive 0.032
Action-Type Games Ind Negative 0.001
Other Games Ind Positive < 0.001
Play Together in Person Negative 0.008
Exploration-Type Games Pair Negative 0.009
Rel. Maintenance Gaming Positive < 0.001
Relational Maintenance Negative 0.024
Enjoyment Negative 0.050
Frustration Negative 0.017
Identification Negative 0.003

*The directions of these relationships are based on simple, bi-variate correlations, 
which can be found in Table 41 [See Appendix L].
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decrease in negative affect. While one might expect high neuroticism to predict larger 

changes in negative affect regardless of direction, participants overwhelmingly tended 

display a decrease in negative affect. As such, this is consistent with neuroticism’s 

association with emotional instability.

The model also identified five of the six factors of prosocial tendency as being 

significantly related to negative affect change. The tendency to engage in altruistic and 

anonymous prosocial behaviors was positively correlated with change in negative affect, 

while the tendency to engage in public, emotional, and dire prosocial behaviors was 

negatively correlated with negative affect change. Similar to the discussion on positive 

affect change, these variables were likely included in the model due to the reciprocal 

relationship between prosocial behavior and mood. Again, though, further research is 

necessary to explain the true nature of the relationships between these variables.

As for variables related to an individual’s online video viewing habits, the 

frequency that one watches others play video games online, having a Twitch Prime 

account, supporting online video creators, and watching videos on other online streaming 

services were all shown to be significantly related to negative affect change. Watching 

videos of others playing video games online was negatively correlated with change in 

negative affect, with participants who spend more time watching videos of others playing 

video games tending to have a larger decrease in negative affect. This could again have to 

do with familiarity and enjoyment, as these participants already seek out content similar 

to what was displayed in the assigned videos for entertainment. However, having a 

Twitch Prime account and monetarily supporting online content creators were positively 

correlated with negative affect change. This implies that participants who are used to 
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contributing money to online video producers tended to either have a higher increase in 

negative affect or a less negative decrease. It may be that these individuals are used to 

higher quality content, which they would be willing to contribute money towards, than 

what was displayed in the assigned videos, resulting in greater negative affect. Watching 

videos on other online streaming services was also positively correlated to negative affect 

change. These streaming services include Twitch, so it follows that this variable would 

have a similar relationship with negative affect change as having a Twitch Prime 

subscription.

Individual gaming habits such as having previously played a game from the Gears 

of War franchise, playing action-type games, and playing other types of games were also 

significantly related to negative affect change. Having previously played a Gears of War 

game was positively associated with negative affect change, while playing action-type 

games in general had a negative association. This might be because participants who had 

already played a game from the Gears of War franchise would rather be playing the game 

than watching a video of it, while those who play action-type games but have never 

played a Gears of War game may have been more interested in watching a game they 

have not personally experienced before. Participants who more frequently play other 

types of games tended to report higher increases or smaller decreases in negative affect. 

This might also be due to a lack of interest or familiarity with the content of the assigned 

video.

For interpersonal gaming habits, the ANCOVA model identified playing together 

in-person, playing exploration-type games together, and engaging in relational 

maintenance behaviors while gaming as being significantly related to negative affect 
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change. Playing video games together in-person was negatively related to negative affect 

change. Participants who more frequently play video games in-person with the individual 

they identified tended to report greater decreases in negative affect. It may be that these 

participants were better able to imagine that they and the individual they identified were 

the players in the video, making the experience more enjoyable. Playing exploration-type 

games was also negatively associated with negative affect change. While Gears of War 

more neatly fits into the category of action-type games, various aspects of gaming tend to 

cross genres. For example, there are many exploration-type games that involve shooting 

mechanics or that would be considered violent. As such, this relationship might also be 

due to enjoyment stemming from familiarity. Lastly, participants who tend to engage in 

more relational maintenance behaviors while gaming displayed greater increases, or 

smaller decreases, in negative affect. However, general relational maintenance behaviors 

were also shown to be significantly related to negative affect change, but in an opposite 

direction. Participants who more frequently engage in relational maintenance behaviors 

in their relationship tended to display greater decreases in negative affect. It is unclear 

why general maintenance behaviors would be associated with lower negative affect while 

maintenance behaviors related to gaming specifically is associated with higher negative 

affect.

There were also three significant covariates included in the ANCOVA model that 

measured a participant’s response to the assigned video itself. Enjoyment, frustration, and 

identification were all negatively associated with change in negative affect. This 

relationship is expected for enjoyment, as one would assume that negative affect should 

go down as enjoyment goes up. However, the relationship between one’s change in 
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negative affect and frustration is the opposite of what was expected, especially since “I 

feel frustrated” was one of the items used to measure negative affect. It is unclear why 

these two variables were negatively correlated, but it may have to do with the fact that 

almost all participants experienced both a decrease in positive affect and a decrease in 

negative affect, regardless of condition. This might be due to a regression to the mean 

between pre-test and post-test, or perhaps participants defaulted to more neutral responses 

as the proceeded further into the study. Finally, the relationship between identification 

and negative affect change may be a result of being better able to imagine that a 

participant and the individual they identified were the players in the video, making the 

experience more enjoyable.

Relationship Quality

It was also hypothesized that participants in the cooperative condition would have 

a more positive change in their perception of relationship quality, on average, than 

individuals in the competitive condition. This prediction was based on previous research 

that has shown that both prosocial goals and positive mood can lead to increased 

relationship quality. Firstly, research on interpersonal relationships has shown that 

individuals who pursue benevolent goals report greater feelings of satisfaction, 

commitment and trust (Crocker et al., 2017). Pursuing benevolent goals can be 

considered a type of prosocial behavior; and, if watching a video game being played in a 

cooperative context leads to increased prosocial behavior, then it should also lead to 

increased perceptions of relationship quality. Secondly, increased positive emotions have 

been shown to lead to improved social relationships (Abbasi et al., 2018; Bradley & 

Hojjat, 2017; Dunn & Schweitzer, 2006). As with prosocial behavior, if viewing a video 
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game being played cooperatively increases feelings of positive affect, then it should 

further contribute to an increase in one’s perception of relationship quality. However, the 

initial analysis showed no significant difference in average relationship quality change 

between the two conditions.

An ANCOVA test was also performed to account for possible third variables, and 

this analysis found that there was a significant main effect for condition on perceived 

relationship quality change, with participants who watched the competitive gameplay 

video reporting a greater decrease in perceived relationship quality, on average, than 

those in the cooperative condition. Additionally, this model found a significant 

interaction effect between condition and partner sex. Individuals in the cooperative 

condition who identified their partner as female averaged a greater positive change in 

perceived relationship quality than did those in the competitive condition. In contrast, 

individuals in the cooperative condition who identified their partner as male averaged a 

greater decrease in perceived relationship quality than did those in the competitive 

condition. While there was no main effect for partner sex, individuals who identified their 

partner as female averaged an increase in perceived relationship quality in both 

conditions, and those who identified their partner as male averaged a decrease in 

perceived relationship quality in both conditions. It is unclear why this interaction effect 

exists, but it may be that it was easier for participants to attribute the violent actions 

displayed in the gameplay videos to males than to females. Not only are men perceived as 

more likely to play violent video games and be more physically aggressive (Plante et al., 

2020), but the player characters in the assigned videos were both males. In addition, this 

attribution may have overridden the effects of any prosocial behaviors displayed in the 
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videos. If this was the case, then it would explain why even those in the cooperative 

condition who identified their partner as male experienced a decrease in relationship 

quality.

A total of 13 covariates showed a significant relationship to perceived relationship 

quality change (See Table 37). One such covariate was sex of the participant. However, 

male participants tended to display greater increases, or smaller decreases, in perceived 

relationship quality than did female participants. This is opposite from the relationship 

between partner sex and perceived quality change. One possible explanation for this 

relationship might have to do with the possible influence of familiarity and affect. As was 

discussed in the section on positive affect, participants who were unfamiliar with the

Table 37 Direction of Covariate Relationships with Perceived Relationship Quality
Change*____________________________________________________________
Covariate Direction P
Age Negative < 0.001
Sex Positive < 0.001
Neuroticism Negative 0.001
Negative Affect (Pre) Negative < 0.001
PTM Anonymous Negative < 0.001
PTM Emotion Negative < 0.001
PTM Compliant Negative < 0.001
Other Games Ind Negative 0.042
Exploration-Type Games Pair Positive 0.048
Relationship Type Negative < 0.001
Enjoyment Positive 0.016
Frustration Negative 0.004
Identification Positive 0.017

*The directions of these relationships are based on simple, bi-variate correlations, 
which can be found in Table 42 [See Appendix M].
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violent content of the assigned videos may have been more negatively affected. This may 

have also affected perceptions of relationship quality, as previous research has shown a 

positive association between positive affect and relationship quality. Another 

demographic variable shown to be significantly associated with relationship quality 

change was age. Age was negatively correlated with relationship quality change, with 

older participants tending to have a greater decrease in perceived relationship quality. It 

would have been assumed that older participants would have had longer lasting and more 

stable relationships; but this relationship was not completely unexpected, as age was also 

negatively correlated with prosocial score. As mentioned, when discussing prosocial 

score, a possible explanation for this association is that older participants might have less 

experience with more modern, graphically violent video games; with this lack of 

familiarity resulting in increased negative media effects after viewing the assigned video.

In regards to the Big Five factors of personality, only neuroticism had a 

significant relationship with relationship quality change. Neuroticism was negatively 

associated with change in perceive relationship quality, with more highly neurotic 

participants tending to have greater decreases in perceived relationship quality. While this 

is opposite from the correlation between neuroticism and prosocial score, it is in the same 

direction as the correlation with positive affect. As such, this relationship is most likely 

due to neuroticism being an indicator of emotional instability.

Since increased positive emotions have been shown to lead to improved social 

relationships (Abbasi et al., 2018; Bradley & Hojjat, 2017; Dunn & Schweitzer, 2006), 

this thesis also hypothesized that positive and negative affect would be significant 

covariates for relationship quality change. Although both positive and negative affect 
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were included in the final ANCOVA model, only negative affect was identified as a 

significant covariate. Participants who reported higher levels of negative affect tended to 

experience a greater decrease in perceived relationship quality. This supports the 

relationship found in previous research, with decreased mood leading to more negative 

perceptions of relationship quality.

The ANCOVA model also identified three of the six factors of prosocial tendency 

as being significantly related to relationship quality change. The tendencies to engage in 

anonymous, emotional, and compliant prosocial behaviors were all negatively correlated 

with one’s change in perceived relationship quality. Anonymous and emotional prosocial 

tendencies were also negatively correlated with prosocial score. If prosocial behavior 

truly leads to more positive perceptions of relationship quality, then it follows that 

variables associated with decreased prosocial behavior should also be associated with 

more negative perceptions of relationship quality.

No variables related to an individual’s online video viewing habits were 

significantly associated with relationship quality change, but there were two variables 

related to gaming habits that the model showed to be significant covariates: playing other 

types of games as an individual and playing exploration-type games together. Playing 

other types of games as an individual was negatively correlated with one’s change in 

perceived relationship quality. This may again be due to a lack of familiarity leading to 

decreased positive affect, and thus negatively affecting perceptions of relationship 

quality. Comparatively, playing exploration-type games together was positively 

correlated to change in perceived relationship quality. As discussed previously, Gears of 

War shares several aspects that are common in both action-type and exploration-type 
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games. Therefore, this relationship could also be as result of some participants being 

more familiar with the content displayed in the assigned videos. In addition, participants 

who more frequently play games with the individual they identified may have been better 

able to identify cooperative gaming behaviors performed in the recordings, and 

participants who were better able to recognize prosocial behaviors may have been more 

influenced by the associated media effects.

Relationship type was also a significant covariate in the ANCOVA model. 

Participants in a romantic relationship with the individual they identified experienced 

greater negative, or at least less positive, changes in perceived relationship quality. This 

may be a consequence of the interaction effect between partner sex and condition. As 

discussed previously, participants who identified their partners as male experienced 

decreases in perceived relationship quality, while those who identified their partner as 

female reported increases in relationship quality. Considering that a majority of 

participants included in this study were female, it is likely that a large percentage of those 

in romantic relationships were female participants who identified a male partner. Given 

this, the association between relationship type and perceived relationship quality change 

might also be because it was easier for participants to attribute the violent actions 

displayed in the gameplay videos to males than females.

Finally, the ANCOVA model identified three covariates that measured a 

participant’s response to the assigned video itself. Enjoyment, frustration, and 

identification were all significantly related to relationship quality change. Enjoyment was 

positively correlated with one’s change in perceived relationship quality. This is likely 

due to the relationship between enjoyment and positive affect, again connecting to the 
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idea that positive emotions lead to improved social relationships. This reasoning also 

applies to the association between frustration and relationship quality change, which was 

negative. If feelings of frustration can be considered as a negative emotion, then it 

follows that these negative emotions should lead to worsened social relationships. Lastly, 

identification was positively associated with one’s change in perceived relationship 

quality. It is unclear why this relationship exists, as one would expect that participants 

who were better able to identify with the players in the video would exhibit the most 

extreme change in relationship quality, regardless of direction. However, this does not 

appear to be the case.

Personality

Previously, this study questioned how personality might be related to the five 

dependent variables being investigated. During the literature review, this thesis mainly 

focused on the relationship between personality and prosocial behavior. Previous 

research has consistently shown that neuroticism and agreeableness are positively 

correlated with prosocial behavior, with neurotic individuals tending to be competition 

adverse (Al-Ubaydli, 2016; Kirkcaldy & Furnham, 1991; Muller & Schwieren, 2012; 

Ryckman et al., 2009). There was also some evidence of a positive association between 

openness and cooperation; however, there has not been much research into this 

relationship. Of the five factors of personality, the ANCOVA model for the effect of 

condition on prosocial score identified neuroticism and openness as significant 

covariates. Neuroticism was positively associated with prosocial score, in agreement with 

previous research, but the association between openness and prosocial score was 

negative. While this relationship with openness is opposite from what was expected,
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openness is the one dimension of personality for which the literature review found the 

least existing research. As such, another study may be necessary to identify the true 

relationship between openness and prosocial behavior.

In the model for state hostility, conscientiousness, extraversion, and agreeableness 

were all included as significant covariates. Conscientiousness and agreeableness were 

both negatively correlated with state hostility, and extraversion was positively correlated 

with state hostility. These findings for agreeableness and extraversion are supported by 

the existing literature, which has shown a strong, negative correlation between 

agreeableness and aggression and a slightly positive correlation for extraversion (Bartlett 

& Anderson, 2004). However, conscientiousness has not been shown to be significantly 

related to state hostility or aggression in general. Conceptually, conscientiousness is 

associated with one’s sense of responsibility and foresight (Grice, 2019). As such, it is 

reasonable to assume that more responsible individuals would be less likely to act 

aggressively, possibly accounting for this relationship between conscientiousness and 

state hostility. Openness was also included in this ANCOVA model, but it was not a 

significant covariate.

Both openness and neuroticism were included as significant covariates in the 

ANCOVA model for the effect of condition on positive affect change. Openness was 

positively correlated with one’s change in positive affect, while neuroticism was 

negatively correlated with positive affect change. It may be that participants who scored 

high in openness were less influenced by a lack of familiarity with the violent, gaming 

content displayed in the assigned videos, leading to a less negative reaction and thus a 

more positive change in positive affect. This is due to openness being associated with 
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one’s acceptance of feelings and new ideas (Digman, 1990). Comparatively, high 

neuroticism is associated with a lack of emotional stability and irritable and moody 

behavior. This might explain why more highly neurotic participants tended to have a 

greater, negative change in positive affect.

However, neuroticism was also negatively correlated with one’s change in 

negative affect. Of the Big Five factors of personality, neuroticism was the only one 

included as a significant covariate in the ANCOVA model for negative affect change, but 

it is unclear why higher neuroticism would lead to decreases in both positive and negative 

affect. It may be that neuroticism simply acted as a measure of emotional instability, 

leading to greater overall changes in affect while some other factor influenced the 

direction of the change. Openness was also included as a covariate in this model and was 

nearly significant (p = .051). Openness was negatively associated with negative affect 

change, and thus might be a better indicator of the direction of affective change than 

neuroticism. Lastly, conscientiousness was included in the ANCOVA model for negative 

affect change, but it was not a significant covariate.

The ANCOVA model for relationship quality change also only included 

neuroticism as a significant covariate. Neuroticism was negatively correlated with 

relationship quality change, with more highly neurotic participants tending to experience 

greater decreases in perceived relationship quality. Again, this is likely due to 

neuroticism being an indicator of emotional instability as well as irritable and moody 

behavior.

Of the Big Five factors of personality, openness and neuroticism were the most 

frequently correlated with the five dependent variables included in this study. Openness 
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was a significant covariate in the ANCOVA models for the effect of condition on 

prosocial score and positive affect change, and was nearly a significant covariate in the 

model for negative affect change. This thesis argues that the relationship of openness 

with these variables is likely due to participants being more accepting of unfamiliar forms 

of media. Meanwhile, neuroticism was a significant covariate in the ANCOVA models 

for prosocial score, positive affect change, negative affect change, and change in 

perceived relationship quality. The influence of neuroticism on these variables is most 

likely a result of more highly neurotic participants being more emotionally unstable and 

irritable. Regardless, it seems clear that one’s personality is significantly associated with 

each of the five dependent variables in some way.

Conclusions

While the initial results of this study mostly failed in supporting its hypotheses, 

that does not mean that this investigation was without merit. Through secondary analyses, 

this thesis identified the sex of the participant and the sex of their imagined partner as 

influential factors, having significant main and interaction effects for all five of the 

dependent variables. In addition, this study was able to show that individual factors such 

as media usage habits and personality significantly covaried with the dependent variables 

being investigated. Lastly, while this study was unable to replicate findings from the 

existing literature on the effects of playing violent video games, the conclusions drawn 

from the present research might indicate that watching footage of a video game being 

played by someone else might lead to its own discrete media effects.

For both state hostility and positive affect change, this study found results that 

were unexpected. According to previous research, males tend to report higher aggression 
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than females (Archer, 2004). Additionally, male and female levels of aggression should 

be equally affected when exposed to the same violent media (Plante et al., 2020). 

However, this study found a significant main effect for sex on state hostility, with female 

participants reporting higher average state hostility than males. As for positive affect 

change, the existing literature has failed to show significant sex differences (Batz & Tay, 

2018). In spite of these findings, this study also identified a significant main effect for sex 

on positive affect change; female participants experienced greater decreases in positive 

affect than did males.

This thesis argues that these unexpected effects for sex are likely due to a 

difference in familiarity with the violent, gaming content displayed in the assigned 

videos. This argument has two main pillars of support. First, there is real world evidence 

that males and females play different types of video games. According to one survey, 

only 14% of women claim they play video games from the shooter genre, as oppose to 

42% of men (Sinclair, 2020). Second, the ANCOVA models for both state hostility and 

positive affect change identified several pre-existing gaming habits as significant 

covariates. For both dependent variables, having played or watched others play video 

games similar to Gears of War was negatively associated with state hostility and 

positively associated with positive affect change. Furthermore, having played video 

games that were not similar to Gears of War was negatively associated with positive 

affect change. Given that males more often play shooting-genre video games that are 

similar to what was shown in the assigned videos, these results provide evidence that the 

effects for sex on state hostility and positive affect change might actually be due to 

differences in familiarity with the content displayed.
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This study also found a significant interaction effect between condition and sex 

for negative affect change. In the cooperative condition, male participants averaged a 

larger decrease in negative affect than did females, but male participants in the 

competitive condition averaged an increase in negative affect while female participants 

averaged a small decrease. It is unclear why this interaction effect exists for negative 

affect change but not positive affect change. One explanation may be that familiarity with 

a media has less of an influence on feelings of negative affect. While someone might 

need to understand something in order to enjoy it, negative evaluations probably do not 

require prior experiences. This is supported by the ANCOVA model, which showed that 

covariates related to gaming habits were much less consistent in the directions of their 

associations with negative affect change. In other words, some covariates were negatively 

associated with negative affect change while others were positively associated. In 

addition, the more a participant enjoyed viewing their assigned video the more likely they 

were to experience a decrease in negative affect. These results might also be a result of 

sex differences in negative affect. Research has shown that women do tend to report 

higher negative affect than men, with women likely exacerbating their negative mood 

through more frequent rumination (Thomsen et al., 2005). However, this would lead one 

to expect female participants to average a lower decrease / higher increase in negative 

affect than males across both conditions. It is likely that the interaction effect described is 

due to a combination of several factors, including familiarity, sex differences, and 

enjoyment. It should be noted, though, that most participants experienced a decrease in 

both positive and negative affect. As such, regression to the mean and respondent fatigue 

should be considered when drawing conclusions from these results.
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Aside from the sex of the participant, the sex of one’s partner was also shown to 

be influential. This study found a significant interaction effect between condition and 

partner sex for both prosocial score and relationship quality change. Beginning with the 

effect on prosocial score, individuals in the cooperative condition who identified their 

imagined partner as female made more prosocial choices, on average, than did 

individuals in the same condition who identified their partner as male. In contrast, 

participants in the competitive condition who identified their partner as female averaged 

less prosocial choices than those who identified their partner as male. Interestingly, the 

sex of the participant was not included as a significant covariate in the ANCOVA model 

for prosocial score, suggesting that the sex of the person an individual is playing a video 

game with is more consequential in regards to prosocial behavior than is the sex of the 

individual themselves. It is not clear why this interaction effect occurred, as the existing 

literature does not appear to fully explore what influence the sex of an individual’s 

gaming partner might have on prosocial behavior, or even media effects in general.

As for relationship quality, participants who identified their partner as female in 

the cooperative condition averaged a greater positive change in perceived relationship 

quality than did those in the competitive condition. Meanwhile, participants who 

identified their partner as male in the cooperative condition averaged a greater decrease 

in perceived relationship quality than those in the competitive condition. Additionally, 

participants who identified a male partner averaged a decrease in perceived relationship 

quality for both conditions, while those who identified a female partner averaged in 

increase in perceived relationship quality for both conditions. One possible explanation 

for this is that it may have been easier for participants to attribute the violent actions 
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displayed in the gameplay videos to males than to females. Men are generally perceived 

as being more likely to play violent video games and as being more physically aggressive 

(Plante et al., 2020). Furthermore, the characters in the assigned videos were both male. 

This attribution may have overridden the positive effects of any prosocial behaviors 

displayed in the videos, explaining why even those in the cooperative condition who 

identified their partner as male experienced a decrease in relationship quality.

While media usage habits have already been discussed in regards to their 

association with state hostility and positive and negative affect change, they were also 

shown to significantly co-vary with prosocial score and relationship quality change. 

Having financially contributed to an online content creator was positively correlated with 

prosocial score, most likely indicating a predisposition towards acting prosocially, either 

in general or in response to watching an online video. Having played games similar to 

Gears of War was also positively associated with the number of prosocial choices made, 

but having previously played a Gears of War game was negatively associated with 

prosocial score. It is unclear why this difference between general and specific familiarity 

with the content displayed in the gameplay videos exists. As for relationship quality, 

having played video games similar to Gears of War was positively associated with 

perceived relationship quality change, while having played games that are not similar to 

Gears of War was negatively associated with perceived relationship quality change. 

However, few factors related to media usage habits were identified as significantly co­

varying with relationship quality change, so the influence of media familiarity on 

perceived relationship quality change cannot be stated with confidence.
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Another major finding of this thesis was that at least one dimension of the Big 

Five factors of personality significantly co-varied with each of the five dependent 

variables. Discussed in more detail previously, openness and neuroticism were the 

dimensions of personality that were most frequently identified as significant covariates. 

Openness was positively associated with positive affect change and negatively associated 

with negative affect change and prosocial score. While the relationship with prosocial 

score is the opposite from what was expected, this thesis argues that the relationship 

between openness and positive and negative affect change is likely due to more open 

participants being more accepting of unfamiliar forms of media. Meanwhile, neuroticism 

was positively associated with prosocial score and negatively associated with positive 

affect change, negative affect change, and change in perceived relationship quality. This 

association with prosocial score is consistent with previous research that has shown that 

highly neurotic individuals tend to avoid competitive behaviors (Al-Ubaydli, 2016; 

Kirkcaldy & Furnham, 1991; Muller & Schwieren, 2012; Ryckman et al., 2009). The 

other associations are likely a result of more highly neurotic individuals being more 

irritable and emotionally unstable. As a whole, these findings indicate that future research 

should ensure that the dimensions of personality are accounted for due to their 

pervasiveness as significant covariates

Even though this study failed to replicate results found by previous research on 

the effects of playing violent video games, this is likely due, at least in part, to differences 

between playing a video game and watching footage of someone else playing the same 

game. For instance, the effect of cooperative play on prosocial behavior is thought to be 

the result of increased interaction through the pursuit of a common goal (Komorita &
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Park, 1995). Similarly, competitive play requires at least two individuals actively 

working against each other. However, watching a recording of someone else playing a 

game removes the possibility for interaction that is inherit to playing a game oneself. This 

may explain why this thesis was unable to find a significant difference between 

conditions for state hostility and prosocial score. Also, watching a video game being 

played online has been shown to involve a different category of relationships. When 

playing a video game cooperatively or competitively, the two players have an opportunity 

to develop an interpersonal relationship. In contrast, watching a video game being played 

on YouTube or Twitch can lead to a parasocial relationship between the viewer and 

content creator (Lim et al., 2020). While an interpersonal relationship is characterized by 

the direct interaction between two individuals, a parasocial relationship is a one-sided 

relationship that an audience member develops towards a media personality (Lim et al., 

2020). Since watching footage of a video game being played by someone else requires 

less interactivity and involves parasocial rather than interpersonal relationships, this 

thesis argues that online gaming content, especially in regards to livestreaming services 

such as YouTube and Twitch, should be investigated as its own distinct form of media.

Limitations

The major limitations of this study include the small number of participants, 

measurement issues, and a lack of ecological validity. To start, the small number of 

participants impacted this study in several ways. For example, participants in the 

cooperative and competitive conditions did display differences in state hostility and 

prosocial score that were consistent with this thesis’s hypotheses, but these differences 

were not significant. Given a larger sample size, this study may have been able to show 
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that state hostility and prosocial score did significantly differ between conditions. The 

small sample size also limits the validity of this study’s secondary analyses. Specifically, 

this research made use of 2 x 2 ANCOVAs, which should have at least 20 participants 

included in each group. Assuming participants were equally distributed between the four 

groups, this study should have had a sample size of at least 80, much more than the 45 

participants who completed this study. Additionally, the ANCOVA models included 

more covariates than is typically acceptable given the current sample size. This was done 

because this thesis was more concerned with identifying all potential covariates and 

maximizing the amount of variance explained; however, the inclusion of so many third 

variables limits the robustness of this study’s findings.

Another limitation of this thesis might involve how prosocial behavior was 

measured. In the existing literature, prosocial behavior is often dependent on the prospect 

of future interaction. Participants are typically given Prisoner’s Dilemma-type tasks, or 

they are asked to take actions that they are told will make a future participant’s 

experience easier or more difficult (Passmore & Holder, 2014). However, due to the all­

online nature of this study, these methods could not be used. Instead, a measure for 

prosocial behavior was devised using items that assessed prosociality in a different 

context (Carlo et al., 1992). This could explain why this study’s measure for prosocial 

score had such low internal consistency. While this thesis argued that internal consistency 

is not applicable due to the items being a record of observable behaviors, it is possible 

that the low internal consistency, or the way prosocial behavior was measured in general, 

could have resulted in the lack of significant findings.
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The last major limitation of this study is that it lacks ecological validity. Since the 

study was conducted completely online, there was no way to guarantee that participants 

watched the assigned videos in their entirety without distraction. Additionally, it could 

not be ensured that all participants completed the study under the same conditions. While 

some participants were excluded due to evidence that they did not watch their assigned 

video, it is unclear to what extent this lack of ecological validity affected the results of 

the study.

Directions for Future Research

There are two primary directions for future research in response to this study. The 

first of these is to focus on the effects of cooperative and competitive play, as was the 

initial intention of this thesis. To accomplish this, the experiment in this thesis should be 

adjusted to be conducted in an in-person laboratory setting. Not only will this allow for 

greater experimental control, but it will also involve participants playing the video game 

themselves rather than watching a recording online. This should create the opportunity 

for participants to interact with each other through the game, a component that previous 

research has argued is necessary for the prosocial effects of cooperation to occur. In 

addition, any future replications should be sure to include a greater sample size. The other 

primary direction for future research involves a more thorough investigation of live- 

streaming as a discrete form of media. As demonstrated by this study, watching footage 

of someone else playing a video game likely has different effects than does playing the 

same game oneself. Because of this, more research is necessary to establish what unique 

influences live-streamed media might have on its audience members.
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There are also several avenues for future research that arose during the 

examination of this study’s results. These include further investigating the influence of 

prosocial tendencies on the effects of viewing the competitive and cooperative play of 

violent video games. When analyzing the effect of condition on the dependent variables, 

this study found that at least two dimensions of prosocial tendencies were included as 

significant covariates in each of the five ANCOVA models. While this was expected for 

prosocial score and even relationship quality change, which should be influenced by 

patterns of prosocial behavior, it is unclear why the relationships between various 

prosocial tendencies and state hostility, positive affect change, and negative affect change 

exist in the directions that this study has shown. As such, this thesis argues that further 

research is necessary to determine the true nature of these relationships and whether there 

are any mediating or moderating variables involved.

The other avenue for future research involves the relationship between media 

familiarity, enjoyment, and affect. When discussing the ANCOVA model for positive 

affect change, this thesis reasoned that many of the significant covariates could be 

explained as indicating one’s level of familiarity with the violent, gaming content 

displayed in the assigned videos. Additionally, it was argued that openness most likely 

influenced the media effects that result from watching competitive and cooperative video 

game play due to participants being more accepting of unfamiliar forms of media. In 

conjunction with enjoyment’s significant correlation with both positive and negative 

affect change, this thesis proposes that one’s familiarity with the content of the gameplay 

videos is associated with their enjoyment, and enjoyment then influences a participant’s 

change in both positive and negative affect. While literature regarding the effects of 
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familiarity on liking and enjoyment already exists (e.g., mere exposure), further research 

is necessary to examine the relationships between familiarity, enjoyment, and affect both 

in general and in the context of viewing violent media.

Theoretical Implications. While the existing literature has found success using 

unique methods to operationalize prosocial behavior, this thesis found a lack of measures 

useful for assessing prosocial behavior in an online format. In response, this thesis argues 

that a more broadly applicable prosocial index is needed in respect to video game 

research. One suggestion for the development of such an index is to take inspiration from 

the existing literature on other forms of media and prosocial behavior in general.

Practical Implications. One of the main findings of this thesis is that watching 

video games being played by others likely results in media effects that differ from when 

one plays a video game themselves. This finding is especially important as online media 

content has become more popular over the past decade, with adolescents indicating they 

spend more time watching online, live-streamed content than traditional cable (Hu et al., 

2017). However, communication research into this emerging field of entertainment has 

been limited. As such, this thesis hopes to inform future research on online video 

interactions and live-streaming video platforms like Twitch.
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APPENDIX A

THE INTERNATIONAL ENGLISH MINI-MARKERS (THOMPSON, 2008)

Please use the below list of common human traits to describe yourself as accurately 

as possible. Describe yourself as you really are compared to other people you know of the 

same age and sex, not as you wish to be. So, generally, is it accurate or inaccurate that 

you are:

1. Shy

2. Talkative

18. Emotional

19. Anxious

3. Energetic

4. Quiet

20. Unworried

21. Jealous

5. Extraverted 22. Unenvious

6. Outgoing

7. Reserved

23. Moody

24. Unanxious

8. Untalkative 25. Efficient

9. Creative 26. Disorganized

10. Intellectual 27. Careless

11. Unimaginative

12. Artistic

28. Untidy

29. Neat

13. Intelligent

14. Philosophical

30. Inefficient

31. Systematic

15. Deep

16. Uncreative

32. Organized

33. Kind

17. Envious 34. Sympathetic

Interval measure: Inaccurate (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Accurate.

146



APPENDIX B

TRUST INVENTORY (DUNN & SCHWEITZER, 2005)

1. I would give ______  an important letter to mail after s/he mentions that s/he is

stopping by the post office today.

2. If ______  promised to copy a presentation for me, s/he would follow through.

3. If ______  and I decided to meet for coffee, I would be certain s/he would be

there.

4. I would expect ______  to tell me the truth if I asked him/her for feedback on an

idea related to my job.

5. If ______  was late to a meeting, I would guess there was a good reason for the

delay.

6. ______  would never intentionally misrepresent my point of view to others.

7. I would expect ______  to pay me back if I loaned him/her $40.

8. If ______  laughed unexpectedly at something I did or said, I would know s/he

was not being unkind.

9. If ______  gave me a compliment on my haircut I would believe s/he meant what

was said.

10. If _____  borrowed something of value and returned it broken, s/he would offer

to pay for the repairs.

147



APPENDIX C

VIDEO GAME PLAY AS RELATIONAL MAINTENANCE MEASURE

The following items ask about behaviors that you might engage in while playing 

video games with the individual you indicated. When responding to these items, think 

only about how often they occur with this individual while playing video games 

specifically.

When playing video games together, how often do you and this individual:

1. Express thanks when one of you does something nice for the other?

2. Try to make each other laugh?

3. Try to be upbeat and cheerful?

4. Reminisce about things you did together in the past?

5. Try to make the other person “feel good” about who they are?

6. Let each other know you accept them for who they are?

7. Share your private thoughts with each other?

8. Repair misunderstandings?

9. Give advice to each other?

10. Show signs of affection to each other?

11. Have intellectually stimulating conversations?

12. Do favors for each other?

13. Work together on jobs or tasks?

How often do you and this individual use video games to:

1. Support each other when one of you is going through a difficult time?

2. Provide each other with emotional support?

3. Make an effort to spend time together, even when you are busy?

4. Celebrate special occasions together?

Interval measure: Never (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) Very Frequently.
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APPENDIX D

THE PANAS (WATSON, CLARK, & TELLEGEN, 1988)

This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and 

emotions. Read each item and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next to that 

word. Indicate to what extent you feel this way right now, that is, at the present moment. 

Use the following scale to record your answers.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Very Moderately Extremely

slightly or 

not at all

____ interested ____irritable

____ distressed ____alert

____ excited ____ashamed

____ upset ____inspired

____ strong ____nervous

____ guilty ____determined

____ scared ____attentive

____ hostile ____jittery

____ enthusiastic ____active

____ proud ____afraid
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APPENDIX E

THE STATE HOSTILITY SCALE (ANDERSON, ET AL., 1995)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 

mood statements. Use the following 7-point rating scale:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Strongly Neither Strongly

Disagree Agree nor Agree

Disagree

1. I feel furious. 19. I feel like I’m about to explode

2. I feel willful. 20. I feel friendly.

3. I feel aggravated. 21. I feel understanding.

4. I feel tender. 22. I feel amiable.

5. I feel stormy. 23. I feel mad.

6. I feel polite. 24. I feel mean.

7. I feel discontented. 25. I feel bitter.

8. I feel like banging on a table. 26. I feel burned up.

9. I feel irritated. 27. I feel like yelling at somebody.

10 . I feel frustrated. 28. I feel cooperative.

11 . I feel kindly. 29. I feel like swearing.

12 . I feel unsociable. 30. I feel cruel.

13 . I feel outraged. 31. I feel good-natured.

14 . I feel agreeable. 32. I feel disagreeable.

15 . I feel angry. 33. I feel enraged.

16 . I feel offended. 34. I feel sympathetic.

17 . I feel disgusted. 35. I feel vexed.

18 . I feel tame.
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APPENDIX F

PROSOCIAL TENDENCIES MEASURE (CARLO & RANDALL, 2002)

Below are a number of statements that may or may not describe you. Please 

indicate how much each statement describes you by using the following scale:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Does Not Somewhat Describes
Describe Describes Me
Me at All Me Greatly

1. I can help others best when people are watching me.

2. It is most fulfilling to me when I can comfort someone who is very distressed.

3. When other people are around, it is easier for me to help needy others.

4. I think one of the best things about helping others is that it makes me look good.

5. I get the most out of helping others when it is done in front of others.

6. I tend to help people who are in a real crisis or need.

7. When people ask me to help them, I don't hesitate.

8. I prefer to donate money anonymously.

9. I tend to help people who hurt themselves badly.

10. I believe that donating goods or money is best when it is tax-deductible.

11. I tend to help needy others most when they don't know who helped them.

12. I tend to help others particularly when they are emotionally distressed.

13. Helping others when I am in the spotlight is when I work best.

14. It is easy for me to help others when they are in a dire situation.

15. Most of the time, I help others when they do not know who helped them.

16. I believe I should receive more recognition for the time and energy I spend on 

charity work.

17. I respond to helping others best when the situation is highly emotional.

18. I never hesitate to help others when they ask for it.

19. I think that helping others without them knowing is the best type of situation.

20. One of the best things about doing charity work is that it looks good on my resume.
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21. Emotional situations make me want to help needy others.

22. I often make anonymous donations because they make me feel good.

23. I feel that if I help someone, they should help me in the future.
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APPENDIX G

STORIES FROM THE OBJECTIVE MEASURE OF PROSOCIAL MORAL

REASONING (CARLO, ET AL., 1992; ELASCHUK, 1998)

Sandy’s Story

Sandy was a student at a new school. One day, Sandy was walking into her new 
class early and saw an older girl teasing and making fun of another girl's clothes. The girl 
started crying. There was no one else around and Sandy did not know the girls very well, 
but she had heard that the girl who was crying was very poor and that the older girl had a 
lot of friends. Sandy thought that maybe she should try to stop the older girl, but she was 
afraid that the older girl might pick on her and tease her too.

What should Sandy do?

• Sandy should try and stop the older girl
• Not sure
• Sandy should not try and stop the other girl

Tony’s Story

A boy named Tony has a very unusual blood type. One day, right after Tony had 
begun school and was accepted on to the baseball team, a doctor called Tony to ask him 
to give a large amount of blood to a boy who was very sick and needed more blood of the 
same kind as Tony's to get well. Because Tony was the only person in town with the sick 
boy's blood type, and since this was a rare and serious sickness, the blood would have to 
be given a number of times over a period of several weeks. So, if Tony agrees to give his 
blood, he would have to go into the hospital for several weeks. Being in the hospital 
would make Tony feel very week for a while, he would lose his spot on the team, and he 
would get very far behind in school.

What should Tony do?

• Tony should give blood
• Not sure
• Tony should not give blood
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The Accident

One day John was going to a friend's party. On the way, he saw a boy who had 
fallen off his bike and hurt his leg. The boy asked John to go to the boy's house and get 
his parents so that the parents could come and take him to a doctor. But, if John did run 
and get the boy's parents, John would be late to the party and miss all the fun and social 
activities with his friends.

What should John do?

• John should run and get the boy’s parents
• Not sure
• John should go to his friend’s party

The Swimming Story

Scott was very good at swimming. He was asked to help young handicapped 
children who could not walk learn to swim so they could make their legs strong for 
walking. Scott was the only one in town who could do this job because he was a good 
swimmer and a swimming teacher. But helping the children would take up much of 
Scott's free time left after work, and Scott wanted to train very hard for an important 
swimming contest coming up. If Scott could not practice swimming in all of his free 
time, he would probably lose the swimming contest and not receive the prize for winning, 
which was money. Scott was planning on using the prize money for his college education 
or other things he wanted.

What should Scott do?

• Scott should teach the swimming class
• Not sure
• Scott should practice for the swimming contest

Math Story

Eric knows a lot about math. One day, a boy who had just moved into Eric's class 
asked Eric to help him with his math homework that weekend. The boy was having a 
hard time catching up with his math class, and he only had the weekend to prepare for a 
math test the next Monday, and the boy needed to pass. If Eric helps the boy with his 
math homework, then he won't be able to go to the beach with his friends that weekend.
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What should Eric do?

• Eric should help the boy with his math homework
• Not sure
• Eric should go to the beach with his friends
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APPENDIX H

STATE HOSTILITY CORRELATION MATRIX

Table 38 Correlations of Covariates with State Hostility

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. StateHostitlity --
2. Sex -0.091 --
3. Age -0.051 0.037 --
4. Partner Sex -0.041 0.141 0.140 --
5. Openess -0.178 -0.054 0.121 0.094 --
6. Conscientousness -0.053 -0.092 0.207 .306* 0.120 --
7. Extraversion 0.234 -0.041 0.135 0.086 -0.051 -0.164 --
8. Agreeableness -0.235 -0.071 0.008 0.149 .373* 0.253 0.168
9. PositiveAffect_Pre -0.203 0.116 0.172 -0.071 .389** 0.028 0.079
10. NegativeAffect_Pre .331* -0.110 -0.216 -0.122 0.129 -.359* 0.191
11. PTM_Anonymous 0.095 0.022 0.260 -0.015 0.070 -0.219 0.220
12. PTM_Public -0.035 0.240 -0.130 -0.010 0.070 -0.258 0.080
13. PTM_Dire 0.066 0.126 0.094 -0.191 .403** 0.064 0.193
14. PTM_Compliant 0.163 -0.056 -0.005 0.033 .338* 0.030 0.153
15. Gaming Video Frequency -.336* .617** -.325* 0.047 0.163 -0.078 -0.233
16. Do you have a Twitch Prime 
account?

0.065 .526** -0.085 0.085 0.030 -0.019 -0.195

17. VidSupport 0.175 -0.250 -0.191 -0.019 -0.020 0.210 0.024
18. SocialMedia -.335* -0.085 -.298* -0.283 -0.071 0.100 0.022
19. OtherVideo -0.190 0.031 -0.183 -0.113 -0.164 0.250 -0.078
20. Played Gears of War game -0.091 .564** -0.024 0.128 0.194 0.046 -0.195
21. IndGenre_Action -0.117 .643** -0.095 0.045 0.263 0.046 -0.157
22. IndGenre_Exploration -0.169 .608** -0.114 0.229 0.230 -0.041 0.001

23. IndGenre_Other -0.161 0.021 0.031 -0.027 0.288 0.102 -0.017
24. Play Together Online 0.017 0.290 -0.238 -0.017 0.141 -0.062 -0.124
25. PairGenre_Action -0.246 .491** -0.023 .324* .328* 0.162 -0.159
26. PairGenre_Exploration -0.221 .343* -0.111 0.237 0.266 0.057 -0.088

27. PairGenre_Other -0.176 0.202 -0.051 0.112 0.284 0.116 -0.057
28. RelMaint_Gaming -0.207 0.206 0.072 0.161 .303* -0.046 -0.158
29. Quality_Pre -.326* 0.043 0.092 0.045 -0.038 -0.263 0.130
30. Relationship Type -0.199 -0.170 -0.103 0.272 -0.063 0.016 -0.170
31. Identification -0.201 0.156 0.178 -0.003 0.262 0.027 -0.044
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Table 38 Correlations of Covariates with State Hostility

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

0.049 --
-0.245 0.045 --
0.193 0.162 0.059 --

-0.220 -0.032 .305* 0.036 --
0.205 .395** .351* .337* 0.126 --
.310* 0.141 0.197 .437** -.366* .414** --
0.038 0.098 0.101 -0.052 .327* 0.217 -0.012 --

-0.088 0.096 0.083 -0.182 0.173 0.258 -0.062 .346* --

-0.044 -0.003 0.081 -0.039 0.054 0.057 0.054 0.014 -0.115 --
-0.001 0.233 -0.065 0.035 0.172 0.112 0.013 0.219 -0.157 0.119 --
0.096 -0.175 -0.284 -0.161 0.031 -0.153 -.305* 0.087 0.069 0.155 .427**
0.128 -0.060 -0.137 0.010 0.120 0.173 0.065 .344* .491** 0.007 -0.158
0.081 0.068 -0.048 -0.157 0.173 0.238 0.079 .679** 0.243 -0.130 0.203
0.008 0.246 0.099 0.022 0.276 0.267 0.249 .708** .304* -0.017 0.105

0.273 .357* -0.054 0.260 0.155 .430** .298* .377* 0.056 0.092 .327*
0.035 0.160 -0.072 -0.011 0.203 0.128 0.064 .462** 0.137 0.078 0.209
.322* 0.116 -0.148 0.062 0.156 0.149 0.193 .626** 0.013 -0.084 0.195
0.150 0.232 -0.033 0.096 0.112 0.094 0.202 .599** -0.041 0.053 0.211

0.105 0.223 0.009 0.239 0.230 .353* .368* .522** 0.102 0.179 0.240
0.008 0.249 0.005 0.111 0.118 0.239 0.161 .428** 0.003 0.089 0.039

-0.101 0.130 -0.113 0.259 0.048 -0.107 -0.041 0.036 -0.154 0.007 0.093
-0.165 0.059 0.029 -0.106 -0.204 -0.111 0.039 0.040 0.050 0.088 0.003
0.145 0.075 0.046 0.061 0.193 0.216 0.062 .515** -0.034 0.072 0.119

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 38 Correlations of Covariates with State Hostility

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29

0.166 --
0.213 .466** --

-0.148 .414** .566** --

-0.101 0.048 0.209 .515** --
0.153 0.214 .470** .490** .395** --
0.090 .363* .749** .622** .376* .433** --

-0.025 0.285 .480** .787** .478** .386** .732** --

-0.171 0.179 .354* .621** .757** 0.254 .510** .588** --
-0.223 0.180 .390** .373* 0.230 .335* .429** .334* .347* --
-0.156 -0.053 -0.116 0.059 -0.045 -0.071 -0.169 0.023 -0.037 0.168 --
0.004 -0.038 -0.132 -0.017 -0.140 -0.188 -0.234 -0.020 -0.061 0.068 .390**
0.024 0.035 .329* .402** .485** 0.262 .442** .429** .404** .364* -0.033

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 38 Correlations of Covariates with State Hostility

30 31

-0.092 --
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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APPENDIX I

PROSOCIAL SCORE CORRELATION MATRIX

Table 39 Correlations of Covariates with Prosocial Score

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. ProSoc_Score --
2. Partner Sex -0.061 --
3. Age -0.015 0.140 --
4. Partner Age -0.093 0.024 .673** --
5. Openess -0.104 0.094 0.121 0.102 --
6. Neuroticism 0.140 -0.039 -0.163 -.308* -0.086 --
7. PositiveAffect_Pre -0.212 -0.071 0.172 0.157 .389** -.416** --
8. PTM_Anonymous -0.249 -0.015 0.260 0.232 0.070 -0.289 0.162
9. PTM_Public 0.196 -0.010 -0.130 -0.192 0.070 0.102 -0.032
10. PTM_Dire -0.046 -0.191 0.094 0.057 .403** -0.022 .395**
11. PTM_Emotion -0.206 -0.171 -0.020 -0.065 0.288 0.057 .323*
12. Gaming Video Frequency -0.025 0.047 -.325* -.327* 0.163 -0.026 0.098
13. Do you have a Twitch Prime 
account?

0.032 0.085 -0.085 -0.154 0.030 0.076 0.096

14. VidSupport 0.155 -0.019 -0.191 -0.192 -0.020 0.179 -0.003
15. OtherVideo -0.205 -0.113 -0.183 -0.179 -0.164 0.092 -0.175
16. Played Gears of War game -0.024 0.128 -0.024 -0.163 0.194 -0.128 -0.060
17. IndGenre_Action 0.187 0.045 -0.095 -0.118 0.263 -0.095 0.068
18. IndGenre_Exploration 0.068 0.229 -0.114 -0.153 0.230 -0.125 0.246
19. IndGenre_Other -0.259 -0.027 0.031 0.086 0.288 -0.029 .357*
20. Play Together Online 0.028 -0.017 -0.238 -0.170 0.141 0.013 0.160
21. PairGenre_Exploration -0.076 0.237 -0.111 -0.114 0.266 -0.211 0.232
22. PairGenre_Other -0.129 0.112 -0.051 0.131 0.284 -0.059 0.223
23. Relationship Type -0.032 0.272 -0.103 0.033 -0.063 0.048 0.059
24. Quality_Pre 0.288 0.045 0.092 0.240 -0.038 -0.164 0.130
25. RelMaint_Pre 0.235 0.127 0.052 0.203 0.076 -0.095 0.273
26. VideoViolence -0.102 0.085 0.031 0.240 0.167 -0.019 0.281
27. Frustration 0.102 -0.159 -0.123 -0.199 -0.105 0.218 0.081
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 39 Correlations of Covariates with Prosocial Score

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

0.036 --
.337* 0.126 --
0.129 -0.048 .632** --

-0.052 .327* 0.217 0.184 --
-0.182 0.173 0.258 -0.035 .346* --

-0.039 0.054 0.057 0.015 0.014 -0.115 --
-0.161 0.031 -0.153 -0.087 0.087 0.069 0.155 --
0.010 0.120 0.173 -0.076 .344* .491** 0.007 0.166 --

-0.157 0.173 0.238 0.032 .679** 0.243 -0.130 0.213 .466** --
0.022 0.276 0.267 0.081 .708** .304* -0.017 -0.148 .414** .566** --
0.260 0.155 .430** .370* .377* 0.056 0.092 -0.101 0.048 0.209 .515**

-0.011 0.203 0.128 -0.017 .462** 0.137 0.078 0.153 0.214 .470** .490**
0.096 0.112 0.094 0.113 .599** -0.041 0.053 -0.025 0.285 .480** .787**
0.239 0.230 .353* 0.222 .522** 0.102 0.179 -0.171 0.179 .354* .621**

-0.106 -0.204 -0.111 0.066 0.040 0.050 0.088 0.004 -0.038 -0.132 -0.017
0.259 0.048 -0.107 -0.057 0.036 -0.154 0.007 -0.156 -0.053 -0.116 0.059
0.229 0.267 0.103 0.159 0.219 0.029 -0.006 -0.065 0.204 0.154 0.174
0.099 -.308* 0.223 .402** 0.015 0.053 -0.246 -0.194 -0.230 0.068 -0.021
0.026 0.040 0.041 -0.052 -0.049 0.039 0.275 -0.167 -0.091 -0.209 0.103
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Table 39 Correlations of Covariates with Prosocial Score

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 * *

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

.395** --

.478** .386** --

.757** 0.254 .588** --
-0.140 -0.188 -0.020 -0.061 --
-0.045 -0.071 0.023 -0.037 .390** --
0.124 0.090 0.200 0.235 .388** .615** --
0.093 0.138 -0.014 0.042 0.107 -0.060 0.062 --

-0.077 -0.045 0.066 0.000 0.171 -0.135 -0.187 0.003 --
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APPENDIX J

POSITIVE AFFECT CHANGE CORRELATION MATRIX

Table 40 Correlations of Covariates with Positive Affect Change

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. PositiveAffect_Diff --
2. Sex 0.170 --
3. Age 0.128 0.037 --
4. Partner Sex .402** 0.141 0.140 --
5. Openess 0.002 -0.054 0.121 0.094 --
6. Neuroticism -0.059 -.368* -0.163 -0.039 -0.086 --
7. PTM_Anonymous -0.152 0.022 0.260 -0.015 0.070 -0.289 --
8. PTM_Public 0.038 0.240 -0.130 -0.010 0.070 0.102 0.036
9. PTM_Emotion -0.202 -0.135 -0.020 -0.171 0.288 0.057 0.129
10. PTM_Compliant -0.112 -0.056 -0.005 0.033 .338* -0.078 .437**
11. Gaming Video Frequency 0.194 .617** -.325* 0.047 0.163 -0.026 -0.052
12. Do you have a Twitch Prime 
account?

0.021 .526** -0.085 0.085 0.030 0.076 -0.182

13. VidSupport 0.190 -0.250 -0.191 -0.019 -0.020 0.179 -0.039
14. Played Gears of War game .339* .564** -0.024 0.128 0.194 -0.128 0.010
15. IndGenre_Action 0.213 .643** -0.095 0.045 0.263 -0.095 -0.157
16. IndGenre_Other -0.032 0.021 0.031 -0.027 0.288 -0.029 0.260
17. Play Together In Person 0.240 0.245 -0.136 .321* 0.102 -0.061 -0.057
18. Play Together Online -0.084 0.290 -0.238 -0.017 0.141 0.013 -0.011
19. PairGenre_Action 0.194 .491** -0.023 .324* .328* -0.089 0.062
20. PairGenre_Exploration 0.078 .343* -0.111 0.237 0.266 -0.211 0.096
21. PairGenre_Other 0.002 0.202 -0.051 0.112 0.284 -0.059 0.239
22. Relationship Type 0.021 -0.170 -0.103 0.272 -0.063 0.048 -0.106
23. VideoViolence -0.152 0.008 0.031 0.085 0.167 -0.019 0.099
24. Enjoyment .404** 0.176 -0.014 0.293 .304* 0.092 -0.079
25. Identification .313* 0.156 0.178 -0.003 0.262 0.165 0.061
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 40 Correlations of Covariates with Positive Affect Change

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

-0.048 --
-.366* 0.246 --
.327* 0.184 -0.012 --
0.173 -0.035 -0.062 .346* --

0.054 0.015 0.054 0.014 -0.115 --
0.120 -0.076 0.065 .344* .491** 0.007 --
0.173 0.032 0.079 .679** 0.243 -0.130 .466** --
0.155 .370* .298* .377* 0.056 0.092 0.048 0.209 --
0.012 0.209 0.167 .448** -0.003 0.003 0.111 .302* 0.082 --
0.203 -0.017 0.064 .462** 0.137 0.078 0.214 .470** .395** -0.181 --
0.156 0.161 0.193 .626** 0.013 -0.084 .363* .749** .376* .375* .433**
0.112 0.113 0.202 .599** -0.041 0.053 0.285 .480** .478** 0.278 .386**
0.230 0.222 .368* .522** 0.102 0.179 0.179 .354* .757** .401** 0.254

-0.204 0.066 0.039 0.040 0.050 0.088 -0.038 -0.132 -0.140 .307* -0.188
-.308* .402** .359* 0.015 0.053 -0.246 -0.230 0.068 0.093 0.059 0.138
0.143 .324* 0.055 .382** -0.038 -0.057 0.181 .504** 0.234 0.260 .321*
0.193 .294* 0.062 .515** -0.034 0.072 0.035 .329* .485** 0.228 0.262
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Table 40 Correlations of Covariates with Positive Affect Change

19 20 21 22 23 24 25

.732** --

.510** .588** --
-0.234 -0.020 -0.061 --
0.132 -0.014 0.042 0.107 --
.624** .346* * 0.244 -0.189 0.207 --
.442** .429** .404** -0.092 0.097 .432**
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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APPENDIX K

NEGATIVE AFFECT CHANGE CORRELATION MATRIX

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 41 Correlations of Covariates with Negative Affect Change

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. NegativeAffect_Diff --
2. Sex 0.042 --
3. Age 0.118 0.037 --
4. Partner Age 0.076 -0.062 .673** --
5. Openess -0.140 -0.054 0.121 0.102 --
6. Conscientousness .305* -0.092 0.207 0.160 0.120 --
7. Neuroticism -.305* -.368* -0.163 -.308* -0.086 -0.068 --
8. PTM_Altruism 0.160 0.099 0.201 0.127 0.105 0.202 -0.043
9. PTM_Anonymous 0.128 0.022 0.260 0.232 0.070 -0.219 -0.289
10. PTM_Public -.337* 0.240 -0.130 -0.192 0.070 -0.258 0.102
11. PTM_Emotion -0.077 -0.135 -0.020 -0.065 0.288 0.144 0.057
12. PTM_Dire -0.209 0.126 0.094 0.057 .403** 0.064 -0.022
13. PTM_Compliant 0.047 -0.056 -0.005 0.145 .338* 0.030 -0.078
14. Gaming Video Frequency -0.206 .617** -.325* -.327* 0.163 -0.078 -0.026
15. Do you have a Twitch Prime 0.037 .526** -0.085 -0.154 0.030 -0.019 0.076
account?

16. VidSupport 0.055 -0.250 -0.191 -0.192 -0.020 0.210 0.179
17. OtherVideo 0.119 0.031 -0.183 -0.179 -0.164 0.250 0.092
18. Played Gears of War game 0.160 .564** -0.024 -0.163 0.194 0.046 -0.128
19. IndGenre_Action -0.030 .643** -0.095 -0.118 0.263 0.046 -0.095
20. IndGenre_Other 0.139 0.021 0.031 0.086 0.288 0.102 -0.029
21. Play Together in Person -0.250 0.245 -0.136 -0.065 0.102 -0.196 -0.061
22. PairGenre_Exploration -0.122 .343* -0.111 -0.114 0.266 0.057 -0.211
23. PairGenre_Other -0.045 0.202 -0.051 0.131 0.284 0.116 -0.059
24. RelMaint_Gaming 0.005 0.206 0.072 -0.154 .303* -0.046 0.039
25. RelMaint_Pre -0.124 0.143 0.052 0.203 0.076 -0.189 -0.095
26. Enjoyment -0.021 0.176 -0.014 -0.093 .304* 0.198 0.092
27. Frustration -0.203 -0.125 -0.123 -0.199 -0.105 -0.125 0.218
28. Identification -0.015 0.156 0.178 -0.044 0.262 0.027 0.165
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 41 Correlations of Covariates with Negative Affect Change

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

.310* * --
-0.285 0.036 --
-0.077 0.129 -0.048 --
-0.023 .337* 0.126 .632** --
.422** .437** -.366* 0.246 .414** --
0.038 -0.052 .327* 0.184 0.217 -0.012 --

-0.052 -0.182 0.173 -0.035 0.258 -0.062 .346* --

0.014 -0.039 0.054 0.015 0.057 0.054 0.014 -0.115 --
-0.032 -0.161 0.031 -0.087 -0.153 -.305* 0.087 0.069 0.155 --
0.077 0.010 0.120 -0.076 0.173 0.065 .344* .491** 0.007 0.166 --
0.131 -0.157 0.173 0.032 0.238 0.079 .679** 0.243 -0.130 0.213 .466**
0.123 0.260 0.155 .370* .430** .298* .377* 0.056 0.092 -0.101 0.048
0.164 -0.057 0.012 0.209 0.012 0.167 .448** -0.003 0.003 -0.256 0.111
0.228 0.096 0.112 0.113 0.094 0.202 .599** -0.041 0.053 -0.025 0.285
0.268 0.239 0.230 0.222 .353* .368* .522** 0.102 0.179 -0.171 0.179
0.290 0.111 0.118 .295* 0.239 0.161 .428** 0.003 0.089 -0.223 0.180
0.114 0.229 0.267 0.159 0.103 -0.067 0.219 0.029 -0.006 -0.065 0.204
0.141 -0.079 0.143 .324* 0.243 0.055 .382** -0.038 -0.057 0.166 0.181

-0.077 0.026 0.040 -0.052 0.041 0.131 -0.049 0.039 0.275 -0.167 -0.091
0.111 0.061 0.193 .294* 0.216 0.062 .515** -0.034 0.072 0.024 0.035

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 41 Correlations of Covariates with Negative Affect Change

19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28

0.209 --
.302* 0.082 --

.480** .478** 0.278 --
.354* .757** .401** .588** --

.390** 0.230 .414** .334* .347* --
0.154 0.124 .339* 0.200 0.235 .407** --
.504** 0.234 0.260 .346* 0.244 .346* 0.167 --
-0.209 -0.077 -0.105 0.066 0.000 0.036 -0.187 -.369* --

.329* .485** 0.228 .429** .404** .364* 0.045 .432** 0.037 --
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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APPENDIX L

RELATIONSHIP QUALITY CHANGE CORRELATION MATRIX

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 42 Correlations of Covariates with Relationship Quality Change

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Quality_Change --
2. Partner Sex -.405** --
3. Age -0.266 0.140 --
4. Sex 0.046 0.141 0.037 --
5. Neuroticism -0.133 -0.039 -0.163 -.368* --
6. PositiveAffect_Pre 0.005 -0.071 0.172 0.116 -.416** --
7. NegativeAffect_Pre -0.214 -0.122 -0.216 -0.110 0.289 0.045 --
8. PTM_Anonymous -.300* -0.015 0.260 0.022 -0.289 0.162 0.059
9. PTM_Emotion -0.016 -0.171 -0.020 -0.135 0.057 .323* 0.081
10. PTM_Compliant -0.075 0.033 -0.005 -0.056 -0.078 0.141 0.197
11. VidSupport 0.016 -0.019 -0.191 -0.250 0.179 -0.003 0.081
12. StreamingServices -0.052 0.002 0.098 -0.028 0.009 -0.086 -0.110
13. OtherVideo .358* -0.113 -0.183 0.031 0.092 -0.175 -0.284
14. IndGenre_Other -0.003 -0.027 0.031 0.021 -0.029 .357* -0.054
15. Play Together in Person -0.001 .321* -0.136 0.245 -0.061 0.075 0.078
16. PairGenre_Exploration 0.022 0.237 -0.111 .343* -0.211 0.232 -0.033
17. PairGenre_Other 0.005 0.112 -0.051 0.202 -0.059 0.223 0.009
18. Relationship Type -0.199 0.272 -0.103 -0.170 0.048 0.059 0.029
19. Enjoyment 0.109 0.293 -0.014 0.176 0.092 0.028 -0.162
20. Frustration -0.113 -0.159 -0.123 -0.125 0.218 0.081 .508**
21. Identification 0.002 -0.003 0.178 0.156 0.165 0.075 0.046
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 42 Correlations of Covariates with Relationship Quality Change

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

0.129 --
.437** 0.246 --
-0.039 0.015 0.054 --
0.093 -0.014 0.152 0.183 --

-0.161 -0.087 -.305* * 0.155 .346* --
0.260 .370* .298* 0.092 0.176 -0.101 --

-0.057 0.209 0.167 0.003 -0.031 -0.256 0.082 --
0.096 0.113 0.202 0.053 0.190 -0.025 .478** 0.278 --
0.239 0.222 .368* 0.179 0.124 -0.171 .757** .401** .588** --

-0.106 0.066 0.039 0.088 0.003 0.004 -0.140 .307* -0.020 -0.061 --
-0.079 .324* 0.055 -0.057 0.090 0.166 0.234 0.260 .346* 0.244 -0.189
0.026 -0.052 0.131 0.275 -0.282 -0.167 -0.077 -0.105 0.066 0.000 0.171
0.061 .294* 0.062 0.072 0.153 0.024 .485** 0.228 .429** .404** -0.092

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 42 Correlations of Covariates with Relationship Quality
Change

19 20 21

-.369* -­

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

.432** 0.037 --
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APPENDIX N

PRE-TEST QUESTIONNAIRE

Erxleb&nPieTes^FallSO

fib CLEVELAND STATE 
W UNIVERSITY
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I Erxleben_
PreTe$t_Fall2O

W-ltem Big 5 personality test

• B. Please use the belrwv list of common human traits to describe yourself as accurately as possible. Describe 

yourself as you really are compared to people you know of Ute same age and sex. mu as you wish to be So, 

generally, is it accurate ar inaccurate that you are

1 - htaUMaiE 2 3 4 5 6 7- AcbuldLe

art

TdlkrSlivt

o 
o

EiieryplM.

o o
Extroverted

x-x o
□ >4^UIIT| o ■ _■

Reserved

UrrlaUive

Creawe

1 rite Hod uaJ O
 0

 0 
o

O
 O

 0 
0

o

Ur.iiiuuii.n-i™ o
ARrSK ■_» o o
Intel igerl

PhitafiCphtal n

o 
o o

Deep o x-<
U ocrea Uwe 0 0
EllWJUS

fe motional o
o
( ) o

Amous o
LJnwteTMl

LJ o O

Je^bun x-J k_z o x^z
Uneorous

Moody

UnariMioiiJi

o o o

o

Efltwnl
F-■■ o
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1 - InflCQJfate 2 3 J 5 5 7 -Awucat®

OKKimnieil I'--, o [■■^
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Unlidy 0 VJ
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Systeifatx: VJ o
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KJRd VJ VJ

/^x
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Harsh Vj LJ
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unkrnd o fl
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Erxleben_Pre7fe&t_Fall2O

’ 7 nits scale consisls of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions, Read each item 
and then mark die appropriate answer in the space next to mat word. Intkcate to what extort you reel this way 

right now, trial is. at the present mcumenL

1-Wi?
Sbgiltly gr Ngl 

aiAl 2 1 4 - Morfei dim 5 6 7 - Ejctremety

lore rested o o o o o
DtSVeiSwJ / \ ■■ o o
Ejected kJ1 o o o o
Upset o ( ) o o o
Strang o w o o o o
Cksky 1 o
SttWKl

-V z’x o o o
Hosute o o O
E<imusns*c ’0 C"1 o o o o
Pioud ( ■ o o ( ) o o
IrrltaCikr o o o
Mett kJ Q o Q o
AlflUJTlud \_/ o o o
InspreS ■. o o
Nr»wi LI o
Dwemwned

"■ = \_iZ o o o
AttenOw Q o
Jlraery f J kJ { '.

Active r ■ Q o o o o
AHaid I 1 o

6
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H ErtdebenPreTeslFalliO I

* B. Be low are a number of staiemente that may or may mt describe you. 

statement describes you by using the following scale:

Mwa indicate how much each

1-Does Mot 

Describe Me 

at AM 2 3 4 SemeiAhat 

Describes Me 5 6

7 - iDescrcea

Me Greaiy

1 can hup uUwrc batt 

when people a™ 

watdvng ™.
O’ o 0

Ii b most turn ng co me 

ertien 1 can corrrfon 

Suiiieuife w4ki is m y 

i.iisIrrNMnd

o o o 0 o
When other peof*  are 

around, it is easier for 

me ® help needy ochers
o o

1if**  0H» J*  bMt 

t'linyi abwt Iwrlpii^ 

rtherj a :bm it makei 

me k>ot good

o o o o o O o
1 pet the most out of 
hoping attune vttwii a a 

o<™ n tma och«.
o o

1 land tn hem peep*  

Mho are n a real cns s or 

need.
o o o 0 o 0 o

Whei> people riU rue la 

h*̂ |h»<n,  IdOn1! 

hpeMo
o o o o

1 p^erer id donaie anay 

anonymously. o 0 o o o 0 o
1 tmd to hp|) people 

Mho bur mernsehei 

batey
o o o o

1 believe dial dcniaiiixj 
pMdiaimMayta bed 

Mtieii ii s ue deducable.
o o o o o

1 tend to help wetfy 

others most whe^ they 

don't know who helped 

item.

0 o 0
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1 Wratto hH-p aUlwt*  

paiwuarly wtun ihry

distressed

1 -Ek*i  Nul 

Descnbe Me 4 - SomevAar

Destffces Me 5 6

7 - Descrtses 

Me Greats

o
at Ail 2 M

Helpfig tune's Ahen 1 
sm in CM ipoliio'it is 

wtnw 1 work best.
o o

h Is easy lot me » het 

□tfwrs bhw meyaie r 

a due Ej[ua»tH,i.
o o o o

Most ol die uiw i help 

oibeis Alien they oo ncS 

luKM Aha helped diern
o o o o

1 IsHir-Vr 1 should HHliVV 

nicMt leoijgrWufi 'w the 

Lrrw jnd urwrgy 1 spend 

gn ‘Charity woric

o o o o
1 rwpondld hoping 

other3 best when the 

situamn b h*flhiy  

emoiiQrviJ

o o o o
1 never hesitate to help 

others fthen they ask rw

IL
o o o o o

1 Unn>. Unai Helping other a 

Aiiiuui rem hnowiiig n 

rhe best iwe oi ssuamn.
o c?

Ora: pm Uinys
nh ml ::■■!■ ■.; In i s ai it 

is J mt 1 looks ifuuli Oil 
my n*om*.

o o o o o
t mrtkiud BltUflw 

m*k(  ma wni tolielp 

needy often.
o o o

1 often make Bfwnymaus 

donabons becaww shey 

make nw ieel good.
o o o o o o

I feel dial r I help 

someone, they should 

heti me r tie lutufe.
o
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Eridetaen_PreTest_Fall20

rhe hjlMlng eenisask aban yam ontoe rldeo-viewing tebts

* y. Haw often do you watch videos online in general? 

Evefyday

A f™ times 41 urn*  

aj»ui once ■ *ee«

Atour umat a monii

Once a menu 

less man ones mouth 

'sever

’ 10. When watching videos online, how often do you UW the following services?

T-Wy
1 -New< 1 3 4 5 6 Frequently

Netflix o
HJu O o „ • ■ — .. o
AlIMZDn Video o o
vouTLfce o z-%

■-_■■■ o o
TmKIi o (j

Twne* O ✓ .. - , o ■ - o
Instapmi x_z o K-/
rdjetmok r-'' o O
Ocher SocmlII Me da 5ws o (j
Culler Vdew SueauwQ

SerrK rk
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* 1L When watching videos oohne how ofien do you watch videos of other individuals playing video James'’

Evwytfay

A tomilTWl a WWW

AIkui oca a week

A r™ 1im?j 0 march

Once a nxmfi

uaa ihMi area amooEti

Item

• 1Z Have you euw spent money io support an onh ne conteni creator? (i.e. bought nierchandse. paid Twitch 

siijscnpion, Paueon). Please choose all that apply:

221 m I hiw Jcxuliid mny In uucpccl an cmiiai anal cm a: tr 

| rta. I have boughi marcnaedise Iran an mine comem crearar. 

| vh, I Ihjt n paid Mibsontcn m w oninr content ovaiix 

] I taw? monetarily nupoorted an omne comert cieita n a way net ihjed

_ I M>k I runs hMr ^lunL marwy » Hippori MidhtaW ULMilnn! urcukir

• 13. Do you h^ve a Twitch Prime accourn’ 

Tec

Qta

10
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Erxlet>en_Pre Test_Fall20

YilrMmg ins irUfn^ m n™5;w aidwrtial fjunmg rutHi

* 14. How often do you play widet? games m general?

E'rtfyday

Afewtuvs a west

About ano*  a irrk

Aim rmesa morth

On»t inorilti

Lem than once a niorulk

Hewf

• 15. '/Jieii playing vtclei. games, how often do you play games ul the following genres?

1-Nevw 2 3 4 5 6

f - Very 

Fr«iusn|ly

Sliutiw o o o
l-HjiLng 0 0 o
Cnswl o o o o o
Sports o
Puzzle o o o o o o o
Strategy 0 0 o o 0
AcikvtfjMvenmre o o o o o o
Srnuiaiir 0 o o
Ai ctule 0 o o o o o
RPG (Rde Playng

Gimvj o o o o o o o
MMOfiPG .fi-*  WMiOl

UWaLTH.*!) o o o o

11
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16. How often do you play video ya met cm me foiiowirigi devices?

1- Never 2 3 4 5 6

7 - Very 

Frequent

xh» o o o o o o
PlafSunun o o
Ninlantlq (5*MCti.  WK 
WHU) 0 o o
PC 0
mk o o o o o
Chene.'atle: o o o o o

17. Have w ever played a video gam? from the Geers of War franchise?

UK

18. If yes when was the lasitime you played a came from the Gears of War franchise?

«Uin IhR lad wak

wtaiib Ih*  Im mnrrti

W«rm> ihe lavi 6 amKlis

WUii> tfn? lad >«■
Weihan 1 year ago

Never

12
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Tilt- Ajlnwiq rtmn nil «fa4yw r-HUii>ii[Jii|i will fc m<£iri<*ial  VW indi.dlnj ah Ihe pttviw) pn^- Pckm- ilo-*.'itH-  yw iitiilkiijWp 

as t redy is rdus*  w rthar you know about simiu -et.ruistHps bet«iu omei people, not as you wtM e tube.

* 23. i have a flood relationship with this individual

1 ■ Strong^

piMt(|rre 2 3 4 5 4 7 - Sntr^yA*":

0 0 0 0 0 0
24. My relationship with this individual is stable.

1 - Sl^Dflq^ 

Disagree 2 a 4 & 7 - Strongly Agree

0 o o o o
26. My relationship win this individuaJ is strong.

1 - Strong^ 

Disagree z 3 4 5 & 7 - Strongly Apee

o c o
26. My relasonship with this individual makes me happy.

1 ■ Strongly 

Disagree 2 a 4 5 6 7 - Strongly Agree

o o o o o o
27, Everything considered, my relationship wnti this individual is happy.

1-Strwgty 

L>i:.*jrv* 1 3 4 B 8 7 ■ Strongly Agree

o o o
2B. How dose do you tool to this irrirvldual?

1 -NotaiAl 2 3 4 5 4 7 - Eslwi-ifefy

0 0 0 0 0 o 0

14
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' 29 Hclauw to what you know about similar relationfirnpis between other dcooio how would you characterize 

your relationship with this individual?

1-NaasCbw 7 - Muck Closer
as (Minis 2 3 4 £ & Dian OOWC

o o o o o o o

* 3Q- I give th 15 Indrviduel an important letter to mail after they mentioned fo^t they are Stoppng by the 

post olfice today

1 ■ Neu nl Al Italy Z J 4 5 S 7. Vtery Italy

O O O O O

* 31. If trns i ndivid ual promised to copy a pres onration Tor me. they would follow throug h.

1 - Nd ?141 Italy 2 1 4 E ■ 7-^yltaly

* 32. If tiles individual and I decided to meet Tor Coffee, I would be Certain they would be there.

1 - M:i al al Ltaly z 3 4 5 5 7 - Very Lie hr

* 33.1 woiJd expect this individual to tell me the truth rf I asked them tor feedback on an idea related to my job.

1 - hoi al al Italy 7 3 4 5 6 7-VHytJuy

* 3d. If dlls indivitto^l wps late to O meeting, I would guess there was a c; o:>cl reason fpr the delay.

1 ■ Na Hl 41 Ltaly Z 3 4 5 6 7-Very Likely

’ 35. f his <idiv dual would intentionally misrepre sent my point of view to othMs.

1 Nttat#! Ltaly 2 3 4 E.6 7. very

* 36.1 wo Jd expect this individual to pay me back rf I loaned them Sid

1 -Not m «1 Ltaly 3 3 4 5 ■ 7-VnyLtaiy

15
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* 37. IT nils individual laughed uidxp&cnjdly at senrituning I did or said. I would know Uury were nut being 

unkind.

l.tWM»lL*wly 2 9 4 9 9 T.v^yL*wly

* 38. if this individual gave me a compliment on my haircut I would believe they meant what they said 

1-NolrtafLMy 2 2 4 9 9 T-VkiyLly**

Q

'39, if this individual borrowed something of value and returned it broken, they would offer 10 pay forlhe 

repairs.

1-NMatdLMy 2 3 15 6 T - v^<y Likely

* 40. How often do you and this individual 

?-WMV

1 ■ Never 2 3 4 9 4 f reuiwtiy

Do neo or undue 

aci>Tij« toqeirer?

Gel tooelhei met io hwg 

oof

WeW togelhe. an jobs or 

usfctl

* 41. How important are the following activities in the relationship between you and this indrvidijal?

Important al 7»

All 2 3 4 5 6 Very Important

Dong new er ufMKie
acuvibes tagohta

Wtng Ktgeci**f  lust cd

hangmiP

Working logemer on । obs
ct i&sks7

Staying vxfeo oanws

tcoetw-'

42. Please describe any recent events which may have influenced how you view your re<at>onship wth this 
individual (i e. a fight)- Feel free to answer in as much peiaii as you think is necessary If no such event has 

occurred, leave bianA

16
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Hr FqIimhly 1-miM- a.^k ah:xJ phyiriy Video ganw$ will :h^ iixlkkkirtl ytxj rnlkaied Pfe-a.se abrxrl. ptayriy mfeu panics with th& 

nCMduai specftaHy when responding tn mese <ems

* 43. How often dhj you play video games with Ehis individual in general?

Everyday

A few litres a wetA

on?? a »m«

A Wumes a n»nm

OHn a nrrlti

Uks ihafl cxwe a mofltti

2

• 44. When playing video games vhith Chis individual how often do you p ay games of the Following genres?

1-Never 2 3 4 5 6
7-'Ary 

Frequency

$>IOC!lSfT 0 0 kJ O
FidnUngi 0 O 0 0 0
Casual

Vj1 0 0
Spore 0 0 0
PuuJe CJ 0 0

0 0
AatarVAdvemiae 0 0 0 0
5iThjLaior 0 (')
Scaife 0 0
RPG (Rde Playing 

Game) 0 0 0 0 0
MMORP^fie Wtridoi

Wal tidA) 0 0

IS
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45 . How often do you play video games witti tins m(vidiiaJ  on the tallowing devices?*

7-very
4-NW 2 3 4 $ 4 FmqiMnUy

XIXJM \ — 1 /—X o
Plnr^lAbnn o । .. o
MmlnidO (Swldh, WS, 

wsu> o
PC o
Mac

r— 1 "■!
Plwft&lablei o o o o
40 Wtien p aymg video games log ether. I low often do you and due individual play.

T■ Wry

1 - Never 2 1*54  Frequently

In Ptnai

Cmnne

' 47. Have yCMJ and this individual ever played a Video game 1rofn the GuarS Of tVir franchise together" 

vat

»*3

' 4fl. IT yes. when was the last ww you played a game from the Guars or Wa francruse with mis Individual?

WdMi <■ last week

Worn ore last uenJi

tWwi lie lual inmtfn

Wlirwi me lust yiar

Uarv 0m 1 veur *gu

f*vri

19
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’it- (offurtkej i:h ii> ask about belwulwi dwt nai l■■|^ll eiyjaijfr n *i.le  ptantny vdeosa'ies wWi:tw mdhreJuai you indicaftd. Wem 

responding U Diim irera. thn*  Ooi}' iIxhj! hum OltMlhty occur nth Ihfc n its Ui al nt i to fityinq ittojamS spue PcaAy.

’ 49. When playing video games [ngeitier hour oflen dn you and (his individual

J-»KW 2 3 4 s 5
7. 'very 

’ roqoM-tv

Ex press; Thanes ttwi 

Mitoi you does 

suhwiliviu nite (ix ttv 

other?

0 o o
Try Io make rod) oilier 
lupl? o o o o o o
Try robe lobeat auJ 
uhuer'ul? 0 o o o o
Remcb« about ihrfls I-’- ■^1you did luqetfir- I Ilf 
ptK?

o u u
T«y tonsake Ilf ndier 
person (Md grxwr abrux 
wbi *ry o o o o o
Let own ortwr know ^nk 

octet*  dtern tor v<rc 
He-, we?

- o o o o o o
Shire your pireaie 

mcLHjtila win t-HLii 
Miier?

0 o o Q
Ripar
msinderston(»rnp7 o o o o
G-.e adv»*t>«adi  

offer:' o o o o
Shew skpvs of dflectur- 

toench rthed o o o o
Hate imetectuafy 
slnuJolinq 

confersoDons’’
0 o o o

Do 'uvuru rui uoch 

other? o o o o o
Work '.ugr-Kier eh |<rb 

10^5” o o o o o

20
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• SO. How often do you and this indiv*dueJ  use video games Io:

l - Nwwr J 3 4 s s 7-Very 
fwquortly

SuppUfl each utfiei ndien 
009 of TO t gong 
through a lord Mhd?

o
Prowde each other with 

cincflionai support?
( )

Make an ePon w spend 
Pre ^raertijr own 
a*ie*i  yw nm busy’

o
C^ftirafr 3P4C1?I
uccaiaoiB; tagtftfwr7

21
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APPENDIX O

POST-TEST QUESTIONNAIRE

CLEVELAND STATE 
W UNIVERSITY

L. Please enter ihe three digit pan>dpani IC provided tiy email.
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rife CLEVELAND STATE 
W UNIVERSITY

engaged learning *

TTiin ipwnnnsw is iniMHilMl In mens Mpwt: id ym wMlienshfi dntli ancuhrr sidnUnH of ynijiitiiwF Th*  rrtalmnSYp

can Ue l I any type JLL a rjeunlK.' pabio, |- triU. family ITWltW, Bib. |. DU Ihe u Omul J dvjdd ideally be sciueune Tina tlu pLv valeb 

games Anti or Mve jUsj«l odeo ganres Aim m the past U you do not play wJk aanres often. men any reiaoonshe a dose 
ndivi::L.;U is fee

TH S INDIVIDUAL AND RE LAT IONS HI F S MOULD BE THE SAME AS THE CHE YOU INDICATED DUR INS THE Fl HST H ALF OF 

THIS STUDY.

• 2. Please Enter the name that you most commonly use to relsr 1o this individual (i.e. a 1irs1 name or

nickname}. Vou will be asked tn enter this nanrid several times mreugrrout this qiiesnoniuire
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CLEVELAND STATE 
W UNIVERSITY

engaged learning -

For ihe next section d tils quesuonnaire. you will be shewn a senes ol video chps of two mivwuats playing a video game. Atieiweids. 
you mil be <i3uuc.1ed kj respond to several n wis that ask about the video cbps. Please pay close attenuon to tie video so that you are 

ab* *e  io better respond to these items

UaajiniLiadujiUhaUmjJimiib^li^^

The primary character is Player A. white d*e other human consoltea -character is FMye* B While wwlchno 1he wieo clips, tjy to rn^Qinc 

LliX ydu are Player A arid :i ul Hie indJVHiual you iiMJiuuled ixi die pevKiuu page is Player B.

* 3. Please enter the name that you most commonly use to relet to this individual (i.e. a first name dr 

nickname).
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CLEVELAND STATE 
W UNIVERSITY

engagedlearning'

Please wai£h dne lotawng video n ns enuety. WNe iwacetw'ig me video, uy to tiai you ere Player A and Uiai the noviduaJ vou 

irriicaied is player is Flayw B.

Pletee vkw ihe %«!&> in full s&Mn mdoe.
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4. P lease check the box below to indicate that you have watched the video, 

I have rtaiched rhe video m rts encifsy.
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engaged learning

5. In terms ot violent conlBfiL hw would you rate the video game shown In trie v deo?

6. Please respond to the fallowing items based on your perceptions ot the gameplay video you just watched

1 . Slrmgly T- SlRkKj/

As mi indivMju< Pi^i*

as *i indivwml.
EJ □gjpL'LUt.'d Id ao 

eompeiiuvely against
Player A.

Pluyti El uppiMired Id ulI 

compeu lively.

DJCfHJindivHy will Planar 

B.

As am individual. Player 

B appeared id aa 

coopefauive^ wdi Player 

A.

Please re sptjftd to the louDwcng icenia- based cm y&ui peieepwis of the gameplay video erm you juti waiched. White resportdii^ ra 

these i wms. please iry io imagme ihat you were Player A and than the individual you ndkal«i eonbe* was Player B

7 - Dtiremety 
VWent

As am indiwduai. Player 

A^ippenreci ki ad 
CLMnjjelilrvriy iignind 

Player B.

As a pak. Player A and 

Pkiyei H aippeared Id act 
eocpeiaiive^-.

1. - Moi Viale nt ai 
All

CLEVELAND STATE 
W UNIVERSITY
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■ 7. Please enter the name that you most commonly use 10 refer to ihe individual you indicated earlier (i e. a 
fist name cm nickname)

' 8. Please respond to the following items based on your pares pilons of too gameplay video you Just watched, 
keeping this inrUvirtial in mind

1 - StlUIHjk 7 - Wrongly

Dfsaqree 2 3 4 5 6 Aires

As a par. i befceve This 

individual and 1 would 

hart enOTed fllam 

the; game iDgothar.

As a par. i bekeve trs 
individual and 1 would 
Havt hftkmnM 

pteyno dM5 gam 

ime'jiw.

o o o o o o
1 iiwxjld htiwv u-rifoyucl 

(riayna qiis i>£ur>e wiUi 
ths mdrviduai

0 o
1 would hate fell 
IniLlrated payng :Iul 

flame with Hua individual.
0 0 O 0 o o o

Hui; kibdMdual ejuj 

have «wed maana 
1hK giinu*  Mdi HW.

3 0 O 0 O O O
TH is ndMdLal uoJd 

hair IlHI htidralad 

Hayno dna same «nth 
™

0 O O 0 o o o
1 MKOvtd v.aidii'fl die 
ijair*-|a:iy  Jkkxi 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
11*1  Irvsralfd wucnrig 

Ihe uaniepUy vHHl o o o
1 »R5 at*c  to in>w 

Ifnllvda PtayMJL 9 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 WK pt*?  to imecm?
11 nl auu hidMdial ™s 

Piwrtt
9 0 0 0 0 0 0
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engaged learning

* 9. Please indicate the extent to wTilch you agree or disagree >nh eacti of the following mood statements.

1- Stanly 
Cei^vee z 3 4 5 5

7 ■ Strongly 
Ag»w

i fmhefaiB. o
I ree+^HJ. Q ■U o
1 reel aggravated. 0
I Sender O Q o o

1 leel sm'ii-. 0 1^1 o
1 potte. o
1 tetH dis; contented. o ■ 1 o
1 tael like bangino one 0^ ""'l
Tiifak3

I teet irritated. 0 0
1 UnHlrusIr Jed. O o
1 tel tody. 9 0 0
i iwi unaoctatate. 0 0
1 lee) aaraaed. o 9 09 0^1 o 0^ 09
1 l**IIV*M>it. } Q o
i IW angry. Q J 0 0
1 reef offended D o o
1 lea Uisuusiei.

1 ImIIH. O J ■U
Ifnllkv I'm JhuI1i>

explode.

1 feel inendly. o ■_ । 0
1 leei uftderstandofl. 0 0 0 o o o
1 reel airaatte. _y ■U _
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1 - Srongly 

EiMW 2 a 4 5 b
T-Strongly

1 teelrtdri. o LJ o o
1 Peel mean. J ■■ ■■■' f

1 RMi Nw. J
i M burned up, J ■._> J ■, J L/
I ftal like ypljng .U 

uuniefaudy. xJ o O'
1 Goopwr|w» ■' 0
1 tegilde SManna o
1 teriaueL J
1 Peet good namred. □ o
1 heel oisagieealfe. J> .._
1 Peel emi&ged. 9 o (j

1 feel i>TiiipaTie:t. 9
1 Peel vexed. 9 9 / s
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engaged learning

* 10. This scale consists of a number of words that describe drfferent feelings and emotions Read each item 
and then mark [he appropriate answer in the space nest tn 1hm word. Indicate to what extent you feel this way 

right now. that is, at the present moment

1 ■ Very 

SfcgMIy <w Nm

nt Al Z 3 4-Moderate 5 Q 7 - EtirwTw^

iniarvsiMi!

DisUffswd 0 0 0 O 0 o
Excited O O 0 O 0 o
Upset ■J o o o o o o
Sir (ng

Guiily 0 0 O O 0 o o
Sewed o
Hodita J o o o o o o
tiilliusairbc
Proud o O O 0 o o o

J O O 0 O 0 o
Alen o 0 O O 0
Asliwneo o O O 0 O 0 o
■napmd 0 o o o o o o
Nervous

Dfrteinrmwd

Q 
o

O O 0 O 0 o
O 0 o o o o

Aunttai ' J 0 0 3 0 0 0
JltLTy o o o o o o o
Actiw Q
Afrffld O O n n n n
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Thri SrtUOrl rams artnrt slum Stants. Pulse read l-ikFi sKky cajurjlk and nlittMl al utd-E qucsuma an answered
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engaged learning'

sanity was a Mm>ni ?| a new sctigoi One day. Sandy was walking into her new class wuty and saw an r*>r  girt leashg and making 

fun of ue id Ui et uirts duUm. The gnl darEed aywig. There wus nd ixie else! a nun Li and Sandy dd no". kibcrw iTie girls umy well, but she 

had iMMd Hun [he qin wta was crying nas very poor and tlw [he elder uiri had a ku tf itieMlL Sandy Haught ihai maybe she siwdd my 

co mop the aider s<i. bur shews abEwJ Uwe the otdei c<1 mqhi pn> on her end cease her km

■ 11 Witit should iamdydo?

thirty sbuK Uy B<rt Sep the otter gm

Mac MM

Sandy snoJd non try and scop the older pel

* 12 How important were each of (tie fol lowing reasons in making your decision?

1 - Not 
hhpaiUriL 2 3

41 - ^kunL-whul 
InipmiaiiC 5 €

T - Vury 

ihifxwiajf

1. Il depwids whalhw 

Sandy thinks Hie other 
gm te being reefy mean 

CK Mt.

z

2. I! depent^ whtilher 

H e other l^I is crying a 

M.

1 II diffia«id5 wlwlher 
Sandy ean tna ixlits 

Inends to do tTm$s Mth 

in school.

4. li dafwidt whether 
Sandy thinks dial she is 

dong Miat she bel^ves 

she LUuMti do.

5. Il depends whether 

Safly^ classmates would 
jipprwe ol what she 

dart

6 II depends wheiher 

Saty is noraiiy- 
iihidriKbsd afacul 

iiftecUve Dcu omuL
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■ 13. From ilia Iki ot reasons above, choose the three most Important

1 2 a * 5 6
Wibtn was ibe FIRST 
ITOSl important? )
WHdi was Uw
SECOND niud 
rYiptilWiP

■ .-■ J O o
WhKll wm Ute THIRD 

irosi importart? xJ G o o
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Alley rwnud luuy Ivi:. a vwy ununjii blood type Ctiu doty iiTlih' tony lud bn gun n±*Scd  .mil wie. nuLL-yled on lu the bri-k-tdl 

u*n,  j oacior bulled Tony io ssk Iwn tughreatige amoutnlmood m ■ my niw mu my sk± aid netutu mor*mood  at if*sane  
hod ai Twr/i io per mA Betaji# Teny was dre only petsop in Down witi ne aide ba/a blood Type, ord anee Urs wuniwe ind 

serous iWoibb, Ure blood would base n be grien a rxrniter nf tknes oyer a period d seyerW weeks. So. N1W agrees do gne ma 

Uood he wc.uk: love I > gu irrto the rKx411l.1l loi uuvuial v.inrk. H'*iiig  mi The h.r-^jiliL w:iLdd niuki: tony luel wry wu'k l::r .1 rutile, he 

wjidil k»e tn ipdQn the lean, aid he would gee very feu behuri n bultoLl.

* 14. What should Tony do?

HkTy stiuulj Qha blued

r*n  hm

Tdriy Jiuulj lit*  blPOO

* 15. How imporiant were each of the following reasons in (making your decision?

1 ■ Not 4 - Somewhat 7 - Very
Iniponant Z 3 Imoortani 5 5 ln>po<iani

L h. depends rtbedier 
Tony trunks Ihal help mg 

e liter a rm

2. Ii depends wi Torry's 

nndimensionaJ approach 
1c swifli cb-ss.

0 o

3 II depends whelTiH' 
Toriy believes his Inerwis 

and paenra will Ike whal 
fw (tenornot.

O ■z—\

4. Il deyieudu whetha 

Torry reels dna losing ha 

sped onfl>e Seam is 

rnpiidur*  Li rd.

u o

5. n depends whether 

Tony can undefssand 

how badly the other buy 

k leolinq.

6. ft depends how sck 

the other boy wMI act 0 ‘O
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■ 16. From the i>st of reasons above, choose me three most imponani.

WhKfi WK IhL*  FIRST 

irtOSL impOrttirt!?

WhKJi was II*  

SECOND iiiusl 
important?

WhKfi was Iht1 THIRD 

most importotT?

207



CLEVELAND STATE 
W UNIVERSITY

engaged learning

One day Julm wju gong id a Inentf s party On me way. he mm a toy who had lafen L-fl his t*e  and hurt hrs keg. The buy asked John 

id go it? the boy's house and qei hrs parents so that the perenns codd come and take him co a. docicr. But. it John did run arid get the 

boy? p;in*nK  Jahn wjiAI bt tale Id me party and mtss .ill the lui and social achyities with hi? friends.

* 17 Wiat should John da?

Join sheaJd run and gel the buy’s pnirntx

Not suie

John sIkkai go lo Hs friend's party

* 18. How important were each of the following reasons in making your decision?

1 - Nut 4 - Samawtiart 7 - V»ry

Important 2 3 Important 5 6 Important

1. R difpeiiiK huw John 

would reel about hlrnseff 

it he helped or not

2. 1 DupeiiLh how much 

Fun John t^cli iLu 

nW id be end whm son 

hiHienmg
in lie |NHy.

o 0

3. r deptnds wheiher
John bele^ m
peopled *aKirf  ml

__J II__ J

nuecplfcn v net.

4. R depends whether 
John's parents and 

friHids will think hw dtl 

che nghi Ping or iid the 

wnw ifwg.

5, I UirpiHMh whmhw 

die bay icaly Eiecdu help 

ar not

6. R depends whedie  

Join ClMr4.s lL‘u the 

deoem chuvg » da m not

*
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19. Ffom the list ot reasons shove, choose the three most itnportanit:

1 2 3 4 S G

HHchi was ttW ARST 
moa important? o
wnsJiftssIfw 
SetONB most 
iitlpdflamP

G Q
Wtech rias Ite TWRD 
rnosl impunanP O O 0 c
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5cot1 was vety good ad swimming He was asked to help ^ounu oamhcapperi chM'en *4x1  couk) not wsok leamlo sw*ri  to Aky c«M

i Mkc u .• i l-.j mono tot w j - i j Zlu? .vx? d le 01 v 01 u r w 1 w 1 j lclIj cu :l is 1 j j L et oust Ite was. □ q j .J ■_ wr m c nd j 

uvtihirnrig teacher. Bui helping ihe children aulIj take up much of Sean's free mne leh. idler work, and Sean nantea Krtrui very hud 

far an impr^auX BMnwWio writes! wains up * Seri' wtft not pwtce swaamiq n ail dNt free trne. heiwrid prriwriy fase Ihe 
savumna oanlest and not recurve the prize tor wiinruig. whc*i  nas ronev Scat was prirmnn o' using Ihe p«ue money In tn coiieae 

education or other ihmga he wanted.

* 20. wnai ;hauki scan da?

Seou should teach the smiriiimta class

Nul tui*

Scot shouN tKaihce It? Ihe swnwiwig contesf
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'21. How important were each of the following reasons in making your decision?

1 ® Mai 

iir(xtrtiwiil 2 3 4 Suirn5w1xdl.

Imporam 5 7 ■ Very 

Impqrljini

L e depends ui the 

natural ptllkHQ()Ntt ar 

rtucm stature dtaj 

bodierai ncarpcrabon.

O o
2. i depends utuAar 

Soon bebeves teatJuw) 
Ihe thidnim c. Din rtdt*  

thnq to do

J o o
3.1 depends it Scon 

lit oik wonts u m die 

Lwiirininki eampetaen.
o o O

4. t rxifwnds il iw 

hamkapped dKktren^ 

legs hurt or not
Q 0 0 o

5. t depends whelrtr 

Seoa^ p^eois. and du 

coirKHiruly wit Ihtr*  h« 

did me ilgrt Ping or did 

the Monq thing.

0

4. t depends wtreter 

Soon would h*l  good 

ahoUT ITw dalton bwng 
aPle Io walk better.

* 22. From the list of reasons above, choose the three most important:

IMuci wars I he FWST 

most important?

Which was the 

SECOMD moat 

■ri|Kiil;hit'J

WHICH WrtSltSf THIRD 
inosl important?
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Enc knows a kA about main One dav. a boy who bed just rawd into End's dass asked Eric to halo him w.m hb math homework rnn 

weekend. The boy was hawig a hard trnw catering up with til mach class. and he drift had lie weekend id piepaie tr a much rest me 

bed Monday, and me boy needed in peat It Eric helps me boy win hrs math hcunewoik, dien he worm he eUeio go to the beach wiih 

Ht tnenft mai weekend

• 23. Whai should Enc do?

Enc should heft tie boy wch hrs i-ijch homework

Nm aie

Enc shrnld go Ip the beichwilh tus kinds

* 24. Heat important Were each of Itie fndnw n:| rnasms in making your decision?

i ■ 14a ♦ - Somewhat 7 - Very
iircxHiari 2 3 Important 5 6 Unponam

1-1 depend! whefier 

Elle's paiems and 

Mundt dwJr ha ad Ihe 

ng hl Ihrng or the wrong 

thing

2. < depends if Cnc
•Mu itd rhe ruce thing 

larkuml

ft t depends it Eric 

thinks die boy realy 

neeoa heft or nix

4. t depends It Eric 

irwlly wards to goto lire 

beach or not.

6. i depends -whetier 

justice can be aaved in 

tLklhenng the Caused 

reciprocity m prkAlws

6. t depends whetier 
Elle leeks mru everyone 

is better olh r each 

person lielpii each iHhai.
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* 25, Rom the list of reasons above, choose the three most important: 

12 3 4 5 6

Which was Ihe FIRST

HKK4 Important?

Which was the

SECOND most 
rlipCHliJi?

Which wsis lbw*  THIRD 

nxwi imponanP J
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Tb" •rJlo'A'nj turns- «Sk JlbWi tW r?W|lO«5^M, ™lf 1 lf«SMdu»l Vt*'  pr^misly- ?»»«■ dncnbt yfflA mLU tnrJup AV t iwty
is rilaliw la wlllll y.xi know abut I uurstsi i ulnUjnUups UutA«L,ri Oliver ptvpJt not Kyuu ivkIi d lu bu

' 26. Please enter the name thatyou most cammoniy use to refer to Ms individual (I.e. a first name er 

nickname).

27 I have a good relatinnahip with this individual.

4 - ilrwigly 
□ i^ree 2 3 4 5 6 J ■ SUfti^

■■•—-*  L> ^.- k_- -_J

28 My relationship with chis individual is stable.

1 - strongly 
Disagree Z 3 4 5 6 7 - SUoni^v Agree

c o

29 My relationship with Chis individual is Strong.

1-swrijiy 
Disagree 23 4 S B 7 - Suon^y Agree

30 My relationship with this individual mafces me happy

1 - strongly 
□iwigr«« 2 3 4 5 0 7 ■ SliDiigh' Aijrm1

o

31. EvEttytTilnij considered, my relationship wlin this Individual Is happy.

i - sironfltv 
□ivugr-e; 2 3 4 5 6 7 - 5ti«ig»y Agree
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* 32. hom clo» no you IM io mis individual? 

1 MUM 2 3 4 4 6 T. EjttfWndy

O LJ

' 31 Relative to wtiat you know ibcut similar relauunships between oiher people, how would you characterize 

your nelaflonshi p with this indrvidual ?

1 - Nm as Close 7 - Much Oosef

^Others 2 3 4 5 6 than Others

* 34. I would give this individual an important letter to mail alter they mentioned That they are stopping by the 

post office today

1 - Nm at al UkBiy 2 3 4 5 6

o o
* 35. If this individual promised to copy a presematicn for me, they Mould follow through.

1 - Nm be al Likely 2 3 4 5 5 7-V&ryL*ely

o o o o o c o
‘ 36 If this individual end i decided to meet for coflee, i would be certain they would be there

1 ■ Nm m Bl Likely 2 3 4 5 6 7-'AryLMIy

* 3? I would expect this individuBl to tell me the trutn it I asked them for feedback on an idea related to my job

1 - Nee M Likny 2 3 4 S 6 7-WtyUMc o
* 38. If this Individual was lata to a meeting. I would guess there was a good reason for the delay.

1 NM M ad Likely 2 3 4 5 5 7- Wry Lfely

... O O f. O

* 39. This individual would intentionally misrepresent my port ot view to others.

1 - Nm ■ id Likely 2 3 4 5 5 7-WyLfcely

o o o c c c o
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• 40. I would expect this individual to pay me back il I loaned them $40.

1 - Nd ill All Lkdy i 3 4 5 5 7 - Very LAely

r~s

• 41. It this individuaJ laughed unexpectedly at something I did or said. I would know they were not being 

unkind.

1- Na ar all LMy 2 3 4 5 6 7 - Very LAely

o o o o c c o

1 42. it this individual gave me a compliment on my haircut, l would believe ihey meant what they said.

1 ■ Na al all Lfcdy 2 3 4 5 6 7 B Very Uarly

O O O O C C J

* 43. If this individual harrowed something al value and returned it broken, they would alter la pay for the 
repairs

Cet together ju-st in hanfl 

out9

1 - Not sial Likely 2 3 4 5 6 7 - Very L*eiy

' 44. How often do you and tins irajividuai:

c o

1-Never z 3 4 5 5

7 - Very 

Freqoertiy

Do new or cr»que 

acwiues logelher?

Wark Eogufliur ixi jobs cm 

lasts?

45. Hdw important are the following activities in die relationship between you and this individual?

1-HOI 
knp«Wt al 7*

All 2 2 4 5 6 Very Inipcriani

Dong new w unique 

ftCWlias logelhtr
O 0 o o o o o

Gemrt lOgeiher |uSl to
hanq our? -J -J -J kJ

Working together on iota rO
w lasHs?

Paying wdea gnmes

norther?
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46. Phase describe any recent events which may have influenced how you vi ew your relationship with this 

individual {i.e . a tight.i Feel free to answer in as much detail as you Ihint is necessary It no such event has 
occurred, leave blank
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Yau taw namptolRd If*  secand MM gl Bit® study. thank you far ynur |Kutiqp.-ibcn Plpa» wad ch*  Id lawnfl dHwwfing rrinmatan

Tins study intends lo itwesugpAes how watcTwa video games being played by others influences ’he eflecis ot vntenn video gomes. n 
BdSwjn. ii»s study blends Io oawt how watching video garres pMyed by «he*s  in difleteni multilayer spawns rn^ht influence *he  

retakirafap tiW exists between ptaytiac During yfiur pdrtkX»ajCirt. IhrS Sludy ine^Suied ta£UM veiled to ybLC video qrnriu plying 

hahts. personality, mood, and the rekauonshp between you and the mttvidual you descnbed. In addrboo. ths study checked tor the 

presence gl1 aggrps-^on and helpng twh^wgrs tflpi ynu finished widtfiing tile wden gamp being pftynd.

If you have any Questions or concerns about yow pantipabon m ilws study, you can contact Anup Humar by phone at (216] 6S7-4642 or 
by ii-rrwni ill a kijnw6440C5l>olhio«du You can also cmbkd Matt Erdrls-ii byphcnw a1 (44D) 4751-3230 ■:*  try »-ni.Ml at 
efxiebeiini^budbdk.edni.

A cd py at Ims detineling farm can bu ri nailed Ld you upon rmfLNKt.

Thank, you tar your pantipaMn
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