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ABSTRACT 

The change in how closely individualist and collectivist subjects identified with a 

publisher was investigated using Social Identity Theory and Geert Hofstede’s Cultural 

Dimensions. Social Identity Theory as proposed by Henry Tajfel provides a conceptual 

framework for group interaction and outlines how one group behaves in response to threats or 

cooperative overtures by outside groups. Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions provides a basis for 

how to compare and examine the differences between groups. Subjects were tested to establish 

their collectivist or individualist tendencies based on Hofstede’s individualism vs collectivism 

dimension. After subject tendencies were determined a baseline of how closely subjects 

identified with a a game publisher was established. Subjects then viewed a randomly assigned 

news release variants: Collectivistically worded or Individualistically worded. Subjects were 

then retested to see what if any change occurred in how closely they identified with the publisher 

as a result of the release they viewed. Contrary to Social Identity Theory subjects did not identify 

more closely with the publisher when the language used in communication matched the 

collectivism or individualism of the subject. Subjects did not increase significantly in their 

identity with the publisher when language did not match but there was directional support for 

some of the hypotheses. 
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS 

H Labels a hypothesis  

HO Labels a null hypothesis 

HA Labels an alternative hypothesis 

n Sample size  

P Probability associated with the occurrence under the null hypothesis of a value as 

extreme or more extreme than the observed value 

< Less than 

 μ Mean: The sum of a set of measurements divided by the number of measurements in the 

set  

= Equal to 

CIS1  Collectivist subject’s identity score before exposure to stimulus 

CIS2 Collectivist subject’s identity score after exposure to stimulus 

IIS1  Individualist subject’s identity score before exposure to stimulus 

IIS2  Individualist subject’s identity score after exposure to stimulus 
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CHAPTER ONE INTRODUCTION 

Culture is the mental software used by the members of a group that includes the thoughts, 

emotions, and potential actions that are learned primarily in childhood and continuously over 

time. Emergence of a culture is unavoidable whenever groups of individuals congregate. Most 

cultures have continuity with cultural values and behaviors etc. being passed from parents to 

offspring (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010); but new cultures don’t have these long-

established lines of values. If an individual were to find themselves stranded on an island with 29 

others a culture would develop even if there was not a shared language among all the members 

of the group (Hofstede et al., 2010). The group would establish rules and various roles within the 

community and eventually develop a culture that suited the needs and values of the group.   

This lack of cultural heritage and continuity is highly relevant to the development of 

internet communities such as World of Warcraft and Star Trek online. These communities are 

incredibly young and consist of the same groups of people as mentioned in Hofstede’s example 

(don’t necessarily share a language, come from different geographic locations, and outside the 

digital world do not share any external values, heroes etc.).  

In a short time, these groups develop a culture varying from game to game based around 

differing needs, technical terminology, trade of various goods. Some rudimentary political 

powers in the shape of formal player groups will often form called guilds or clans in the gaming 

community that can serve many roles ranging from management of commerce to military 

powers.
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 Developers are uniquely positioned to assist in cultural development and to benefit or 

suffer from the resulting culture. The purpose of this study is to provide a method for developers 

to understand the group dynamics of their player base and what values those player groups hold 

to better understand the causes of group conflict and through that understanding prevent major 

conflicts from arising, improving the relationship between publisher and player.  

 To prevent intergroup conflict two things need to be understood: how groups function, 

and what values group members share. Developers will need to understand the situations that 

lead to group conflict and cooperation and have a general understanding of group interaction at 

large. While important, understanding group interaction does not provide developers with an 

understanding of the values players hold. Without knowing the values of the society, developers 

may say or do something that threatens the values or identities of the group driving a wedge 

between groups rather than bringing them closer together.  

The first issue can be addressed using Social Identity Theory. Social identity theory is a 

social psychology theory that explains group interaction, influence within a group, the conditions 

that lead to group competition/coordination, and the role of various group members in group 

development.  

This theory provides a general-purpose group interaction understanding but does not 

provide direction on how to distinguish and compare the values of one culture versus another. 

This issue can be addressed by using Geert Hofstede’s work on cultures. Hofstede’s work 

provides a framework of commonly occurring values in a culture, how those values are formed 

and structured, as well as how to conceptualize cultural comparisons. Using these values, or 

Dimensions as Hofstede calls them, developers would be able to inform publishers of the 

differences between the publisher and player base thus enabling the publishers to communicate 
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more effectively with the player base by using culturally appropriate language. This is 

particularly important because the only common form of communication between players and 

publishers is the news releases announcing changes and new products.  

Examples of the conflicts in the gaming industry and how they can be prevented are 

discussed in chapter two. The chapter discusses toxicity in the gaming community, Social 

Identity in depth and outlines the interactions of relevance if one were attempting to reduce 

conflict between groups. Hofstede’s work on cultures and organizations will also be discussed 

focusing on the dimensions: Collectivism versus Individualism, and Power Distance. Of these 

two only collectivism and individualism will be tested, power distance is only discussed because 

of the influence it has on collectivism and individualism. Chapter two concludes with hypotheses 

that are drawn from the literature and are intended to explore how modifying communication 

strategy and message content using social identity theory and Hofstede’s cultural dimensions can 

influence the perception of the publisher by the player group. Chapter three details the method 

used, the development of stimuli, and concludes with a brief discussion of the statistical tests 

used in analyzing the results. Chapter four discusses the results of statistical testing and chapter 

five discusses the significance of those results, limitations of the current research, and 

suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER TWO LITERATURE REVIEW 

Toxicity and the Gaming Community 

Because of the vitriolic nature of the community developers rarely communicate openly 

with the players of their games (Schreier, 2017). Developers communicate frequently and openly 

with other industry members about many of the topics they will not discuss with their player base 

(Schreier, 2017). This difference in open communication is a perfect example of different social 

identities influencing how two groups interact. It also demonstrates how conflict can arise 

between groups.  

A cursory search of gaming forums such as Reddit and the individual forums provided by 

publishers show that players are frustrated by the lack of communications from the developers. If 

these developers were able to understand the differences between player and developer culture 

they would be able to communicate better with the players.  

This would reduce toxicity and allow the developers to have a better understanding of 

player needs and communicate those needs to the publishers (publishers produce and sell the 

physical or digital medium that stores the code provided by developers).  

For these reasons the gaming community will benefit from the knowledge of group dynamics 

provided by social identity theory and the cultural understanding of Hofstede’s cultural 

dimensions.
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Origins and Development of Social Identity Theory 

The theory of Social Identity got its start at Bristol University in the United Kingdom in 

the 1970s by a Polish man named Henry Tajfel who lost his entire family to the massive Nazi 

persecution of the Jewish people. He lived because he was in France at the start of the Second 

World War and joined the French army. He was captured and was categorized as a prisoner of 

war rather than being classified as Jewish by the Nazis (Hogg, 2016). This gave Tajfel an 

intensely personal connection to a related theory called social categorization theory. Social 

categorization theory suggests that the dynamics of prejudice and intergroup conflict are best 

explained by human motivation and cognitive processes which are influenced by the beliefs of 

the people themselves, society, social context, and the situations in which individuals and their 

social groups find themselves. The frustration/aggression hypothesis proposes that frustration 

(the state that emerges when circumstances interfere with a desired goal) (Dollard, Doob, Miller, 

Mowrer & Sears, 1939) leads to aggression (Dollard et al. 1939). 

There are two commonly used paths regarding how and why frustration leads to 

aggression. The first is that frustrated goals leave people in a state of heightened goal-oriented 

arousal. Since the initial goal has been prevented the people who have been frustrated must vent 

the goal-based arousal in some way and that way is aggression. This aggression is usually vented 

towards a minority or weaker group that is seen or presented as the cause. 

The second interpretation suggests that authoritarian child rearing techniques generated a 

love/hate relationship between parents and their offspring (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, 

& Sanford, 1950 ). This relationship developed adults that had authoritarian personalities that 

place great value on authoritarian characteristics such as respect for power, obedience to 

authority, and conformity to the established social norm (Adorno et al. 1950). The hate 
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developed in their childhood would be redirected towards those who did not share these values, 

were not strong, or were different from themselves (Adorno et al. 1950). 

Both interpretations were considered too limited by early social theory researchers 

(Billig, 1976). It was thought that personality did not play that large a role in aggression and was 

not enough to cause large scale aggression. Individual frustrations were also not considered to be 

enough on their own to cause widespread aggression and that something more needed to happen 

to move people towards group aggression (Pettigrew, 1958). It was thought at the time that mass 

communication methods might be used to move people towards aggressive behavior by pointing 

out a group or multiple groups as the cause of the frustration and making them a target for future 

aggression (Pettigrew, 1958). These limitations influenced the development of Realistic Conflict 

Theory. 

Realistic Conflict Theory was the primary social psychology theory of conflict between 

groups in the 1950s and 1960s (Sherif, 1966). Developed by Muzafar Sherif and published in 

1966, the theory says that individuals have goals they want to achieve, and that people will shape 

their behavior to reach their goals but since some goals can only be obtained by one person 

people will compete to reach that goal (Sherif, 1966). However, some goals are difficult or 

impossible to reach alone such as building a skyscraper or the establishment of a colony. In these 

cases, people require help from others to reach their goals. When this is the case people are 

inclined to work together and that cooperation helps to achieve the goal as well as developing a 

mutual liking for each other that creates a tightly knit social group (Hogg, 1993).  

When two or more groups have a goal that can only be completed by working together 

the relationship between groups are not as competitive and can develop into cooperative efforts 

with all groups working in concert. This suggests that membership within a group may be valued 
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by an individual for more than just the completion of a goal. Perhaps being part of the group 

could influence treatment of an individual.  

Minimal Group Paradigm 

Tajfel liked the consideration of context that Sherif included in his attempts to understand 

conflict between groups but thought that the answer might be even simpler, that perhaps just 

being put into a group might be enough to cause group conflict (Hogg, 2016). A series of 

experiments were developed where school aged boys were told they would be participating in a 

study about decision making (Tajfel, 1970; Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971). Each boy 

was assigned to one of two groups at random but were told they were being divided up by their 

preference for the paintings of one of two artists. The subject then distributed money between 

pairs of children with only code number and group membership to identify them. The results 

demonstrated that there was some fair distribution but that those who were categorized favored 

their own group greatly and those who were not categorized did not. In short, dividing the 

subjects into groups was sufficient to create in-group bias. The strength of the findings was 

unexpected because the groups were as minimal as they could be having only a personal 

preference for an artist, had no past together and no likely future and since no portion of the 

money could be kept for themselves there was no chance for personal gain. 

Later versions of the experiment were simplified further by assigning individuals 

randomly to group X or group Y (Billig & Tajfel, 1973). In the years following initial 

development many more iterations of the minimal group experiment have been executed that 

support the initial findings that just being assigned to a group is enough for group members to 

favor their own and create competitive behavior between groups (Diehl, 1990).  
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There is some indication from other sources that while in-group favoritism is common 

they do not discriminate against the out-group unless the in-group is threatened (Mummendey & 

Otten, 1998). It is also possible that group categorization may be implicit and that the in-group 

bias may not be something people are doing consciously (Otten & Wentura, 1999). Since in-

group bias may not be a conscious choice, developers must ensure their publishers are aware of 

these differences to allow the publishers to modify their communications appropriately. These 

experiments demonstrate that achievement of goals is not the only factor in group interaction and 

that preferential treatment can occur even when there is no shared goal. 

Social Identity Theory 

Social identity theory developed as an attempt to explain the results of the minimal group 

experiments combining the efforts of Tajfel and other researchers of the time to explain how 

conflicts and prejudices develop in a society (Tajfel, 1972) and is based in the definition of a 

social identity: “An individual’s knowledge that he belongs to certain social groups together with 

some emotional and value significance to him of this group membership” (Tajfel, 1972, p. 292). 

This knowledge grants members a shared identity they can use to determine who they are, what 

they should believe, and what is considered acceptable behavior. However, the most important 

thing it provides is a sense of how the group the person is a member of is different from other 

groups in various contexts (Tajfel, 1972). Social identity also provides a definition and method 

(for group members) for determining how closely an individual matches the established identity 

of the group and how they expect to be treated and perceived in public.  

This makes it important to draw positive distinctions and favorably evaluate their own 

group when compared to a relevant out-group (Hogg, 2016). These comparisons are almost 

exclusively favorable towards the in-group with intergroup behavior being focused on the social 
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position of one’s own group (Brewer & Campbell, 1976). Therefore, if publishers want to be 

perceived in a positive light they will need to be considered part of the player group so the 

publishers can benefit from these positive comparisons. 

Relative social status also plays a part in group interaction. If the member is part of a 

higher status group then their behaviors will be centered around maintaining that status and 

minimizing threats that might lower their social standing (Brewer & Campbell, 1976). Members 

of lower status groups will generally focus their behaviors on moving up the social ladder to 

leave behind the negative social perceptions of their lower status. The strategies used by high and 

low status groups depend on subjective belief structures (Ellemers, 1993; Hogg & Abrams, 

1988) which is how the members of a group see the relationship between their groups and a 

specific outgroup.  

These beliefs are organized using five key characteristics: Status, stability, legitimacy, 

permeability, and cognitive alternatives. Status is the knowledge of what position the in-group is 

in as related to an outgroup; stability is how stable the status of the out-group is in relation to the 

in-group; legitimacy is the knowledge of if that position is deserved; permeability is how easy it 

is for members to change their social standing by moving into the outgroup and cognitive 

alternatives is if a different kind of relationship between the groups is able to be realized (Hogg, 

2016). When combined these characteristics form one of two types of belief structures: A social 

mobility belief structure or a social change belief structure (Hogg, 2016). 

A social mobility structure is when the barriers between groups are permeable and 

considered easy to cross. This group belief structure causes members of lower status groups that 

are isolated within their own group to lose the emotion attachment to their current identity as a 

result they leave their social group and attempt to join a higher status group (Hogg, 2016). 
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However, it is rare that group boundaries are easily crossed, and an individual is rarely 

successful in joining the new group often resulting in the individual being excluded from both 

groups (Hogg, 2016). Dominant groups will often take advantage of a social mobility belief 

structure by allowing limited upward mobility to keep lower status or minority groups from 

acting as a unit.  

A social change structure recognizes that permeability is low and that it is difficult to 

change groups due to strong intergroup boundaries. When this is the case lower status social 

groups work to change the value of their group to their society and combine these efforts with 

avoidance of comparisons to higher status groups and instead try to compare themselves with 

groups that are of equal or lesser social standing (Hogg, 2016). This is often encouraged by 

higher status groups as downward comparisons prevent lower status groups from working 

together against higher status groups (Hogg, 2016). This all provides insight into the interaction 

and perception of other groups but does not explain how individuals fall into a group and the 

effect that group membership has on their behaviors. It also does not explain how an individual 

gets categorized or what roles individual members can play in a group. 

Self-Categorization 

Social identity theory saw some significant developments in the 80s when the basis of 

social identity came to include the more generalized theory of self-categorization. Self-

categorization explains the importance of individuals in the social group and how they fall, or are 

placed into categories (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Recher, & Wetherell, 1987). These are categories 

by mental representations called prototypes. Prototypes are unclear sets of related attributes such 

as behaviors, clothing and other similar characteristics that include the primary similarities and 

differences between and within groups (Hogg, 2016). These prototypes represent the features 
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that clearly separate the group from other groups in the mind of an individual (Hogg, 2016). In-

group prototypes are typically allowed more variance than the out-group allowing for group 

members to vary slightly. This same variance is not expected in out-group members and removes 

the nuance of the individual from out-group members (Hogg, 2016).  

A similar effect occurs in the in-group where people modify themselves to more closely 

match the prototype and results in the behavior of the individual conforming to the group norm 

(Hogg, 2016) reducing the variance within the group as more members adopt the normative 

behaviors of their group. These norms map the borders of groups and are represented by 

prototypes that define group behavior (Hogg & Smith, 2007). Because these group norms clarify 

the similarities of the group and differentiate the group from the out-group, the norm of a group 

tends to be opposite of the out-group and will often be more extreme than the opinions or 

behaviors of any one member (Abrams, Wetherell, Cochrane, Hogg, & Turner, 1990) 

magnifying the negative influence of  poor prototypes since individuals attempt to adapt to group 

norms. 

Prototypes also provide guidance to group members in unfamiliar social situations by 

providing identity consistent behaviors via the most prototypical members (Turner et al., 1987) 

that once established as the norm, is committed to memory as the appropriate behavior in that 

situation. This process allows more prototypical members of the group to wield influence over 

the rest of the group (Hogg & Van Knippenberg, 2003; Hogg, Van Knippenberg, & Rast, 2012) 

This increased influence creates leadership roles within the group with more prototypical 

members being more effective leaders than less prototypical members (Abrams, Randsley de 

Moura, Marques, & Hutchison, 2008).  
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The effectiveness of the most prototypical leaders is magnified because they are strongly 

identified with the group and are therefore expected to be acting in the best interests of the 

group; this also allows them to move away from group norms allowing them to innovate 

(Abrams et al., 2008) which would be considered separating from the group identity if a less 

prototypical member made the attempt.  

Marginalization and Intragroup Threats 

Even though group norms serve to clarify similarity within the group, groups usually 

retain some differentiation within the group. This differentiation tends to revolve around the 

prototypicality of the members with more prototypical members wielding more influence. Those 

who are not prototypical are disliked and/or mistrusted by the group and are often suspected as 

threats to the group (Marques, Abrams, Páez, & Hogg, 2001). This dislike can be magnified if 

the person is not particularly likeable on other social factors and can even be more strongly 

rejected by the group than an out-group member would be (Marques & Páez, 1994). This harsh 

treatment is because marginal members threaten the clarity and consistency of the group by 

blurring the lines that separate in-group from out-group (Marques, Abrams, & Serôdio, 2001; 

Pinto,Marques, Levine, & Abrams, 2010). While the group does not treat deviant in-group 

members kindly, such members can serve an important purpose within the group. Deviant in-

group members often serve as critics who point out flaws within the group (Hornsey, 2005) and 

can instigate change in a group from within (Hogg, 2016).  

Occasionally marginalized group members are not constructive and can cause great harm 

to the group (Sani, 2005). Examples of these marginalized groups or group members include 

religious extremists and others who act beyond the scope of normal behavior for their group. 

Because non-prototypical members are looked on with such suspicion communications from 
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more central members would be doubted by other groups and could be appear insincere or not 

representative of the legitimate intentions of the central group. 

Anonymity and the SIDE Model 

On occasion group members will work together for things such as protests and similar 

events (La Macchia & Louis, 2016). A common belief in social psychology is that crowds 

provide a sense of anonymity that absolves members from responsibility and that those 

individuals turn towards more primitive aggressive behaviors that were previously kept under 

control by social norms (Zimbardo, 1970). This belief has been weakened by the social identity 

model of deindividuation or SIDE model (Klein, Spears, & Reicher, 2007; Reicher, Spears, & 

Postmes, 1995). This model argues that crowds are just like other group events and that people 

identify with the group, are depersonalized, and take on the social norms and attitudes of the 

group. This depersonalization means that the individual views themselves more as a 

representative of the group instead of an individual.  

When deindividuation occurs, identity is lost rather than changed and is associated with 

aggressive inclinations (Hogg, 2016). In the SIDE model, antisocial behavior can still result from 

depersonalization but only if the group that is identified with has an antisocial prototype 

(Postmes & Spears, 1998). This is also important when considering a digital community. In a 

digitally constructed world and society, individual identity could be weakened. Since the 

physical identity and digital identity of a person do not need to match, a similar 

depersonalization could develop and cause users to behave along group identity lines instead of 

their personal identity.  

 

 



14 

 

Relevance of Social Identity Theory 

As has been discussed previously social identity theory provides a framework for 

understanding the mechanics behind inter-group conflict and cooperation by explaining the 

influence that social groups have on behavior modification and demonstrating that being in 

different arbitrary groups is sufficient to trigger in-group favoritism. It also discusses how 

comparative social status between the groups can influence what behaviors those groups engage 

in using subjective belief structures and how those structures influence the stability of intergroup 

relationships.  

Social identity provides a basic understanding of group dynamics but does not provide 

insight into what the values of a culture are, how they form and are passed down, or a way to 

compare one culture to another. The work of Geert Hofstede, Gert Jan Hofstede and Michael 

Minkov provides a set of six dimensions of national culture (Hofstede et al., 2010). These 

dimensions provide the needed information on what values a culture generally holds. In addition 

to the dimensions Hofstede’s work also discusses how those values come to be and are 

perpetuated, as well as providing some guidance for how to compare cultures.  

Values, Structures, and Practices of a Culture 

Hofstede likens how culture is manifested to an onion containing four layers (Hofstede et 

al., 2010). The core of the onion is values, values in this case refers to the preference of the 

culture to one side of a generally two faceted state of being such as good versus evil and 

dangerous versus safe (Hofstede et al., 2010). Values are learned early in life and tend to be 

resistant to change (Hofstede et al., 2010) making it difficult to adjust a culture for better or for 

worse once the values of a culture are established. The next layer is rituals (Hofstede et al., 

2010). Rituals are events that are not needed to achieve a relevant end but are considered socially 
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essential and are carried out for their own sake. Examples of rituals include forms of greeting 

one another, use of terms of respect, religious ceremonies, how language is used in day-to-day 

encounters and communicating beliefs.  

Following rituals is the layer labeled heroes (Hofstede et al., 2010). Heroes are 

individuals who can be real, fictional, alive, or dead that have the characteristics valued by a 

culture and take on a role similar to prototypes in social identity. Recently television and visual 

media have made appearance as well as non-physical character traits important in which heroes 

are ultimately selected by a culture (Hofstede et al., 2010).  Symbols is the last layer of influence 

on cultural practices. This layer consists of the language, gestures, images, and objects that have 

a shared meaning as recognized among members of that culture and can include technical 

language, clothing, and hairstyles (Hofstede et al., 2010).  

Symbols are the most changeable of the influences on practices and symbols will change 

frequently over time. Often cultures will even use symbols of other cultures, adapting them to 

meet the needs of the borrowing culture. These characteristics all fall under the practices of a 

culture. Practices are the observable actions that anyone can see or observe within a culture 

(Hofstede et al., 2010). The reason behind a practice is unobservable in the practice itself and can 

only be seen by the members of a culture in the characteristics mentioned earlier (Hofstede et al., 

2010).  

Physical cultures typically have strong continuity and don’t change much over an 

individual lifetime. However, change in a culture can occur at the practices level. Over time 

people old and young can embrace new technologies and ideas (Hofstede et al., 2010). This 

allows for the discovery of new heroes and symbols as well as providing communication 

methods and rituals enabled by the new technologies (Hofstede et al., 2010). Values are not as 
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changeable as the outer layers and are not as influenced by changes in technologies largely due 

to how young most people are when they obtain their values. This lack of change provides a 

sense of stability to a culture regardless to what happens to the other layers of the culture 

(Hofstede et al., 2010) however it is possible to produce some change among groups whose 

values were established as adults (Hofstede et al., 2010). Digital environments also have values, 

rituals, heroes, symbols, and practices and as in a physical world these aspects could influence 

the actions and behaviors of the individuals that inhabit these digital worlds. 

In-Group and Out-Group 

As introduced earlier groups tend to separate themselves as us and them, with us being 

the in-group and them being the out-group (Hofstede et al., 2010). Any group that the individual 

sees themselves as a part of is an in-group and any group that the individual does not see 

themselves as a part of is an out-group (Hofstede et al., 2010).  

Benefits of being part of the in-group are clear as experiments of the us versus them 

variety demonstrate that individuals who are exposed to images of people that look like 

themselves have a greater emotional reaction to those others than people who do not look 

different (Brown, Bradley, & Lang, 2006) as well as the in-group bias indicated in the Tajfel 

minimal group experiments (Tajfel, 1970; Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971)(Billig & 

Tajfel, 1973). However, these same individuals did not display any significant negative reactions 

to members of the out-group, which may mean that the negative effects on not being a member 

of the in-group may be limited to the removal of potential benefits from in-group protections 

(Brown, Bradley, & Lang, 2006). 

Gender also has some influence on in-group and out-group relations likely due to the 

historically different reasons males and females had for crossing between groups. Because of the 
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gender roles they have been assigned in the past it was common for women to move into other 

groups and become members of that new in-group leaving behind their previous identity 

(Hofstede et al., 2010). With men the historical reasons for contact with an out-group were often 

aggressive such as conquest or subjugation (Hofstede et al., 2010). The faces an individual is 

exposed to in infancy also influence what faces are perceived as out-group faces. The more faces 

an individual is exposed to in their infancy adds to the list of in-group faces (Hofstede et al., 

2010).  

These physical characteristics are relevant in a gaming context as many icons and 

appearances are unique to one group within the game. For example, World of Warcraft has two 

primary factions called the “Alliance” and the “Horde” that until recently contained races that 

were restricted to one faction or the other making physical appearance a possible indicator of 

whether a player was a member of your in-group or was an out-group member and since physical 

limitations mean nothing to a player’s digital identity a male player could appear female or a 

female player male simply by selecting the relevant option on the screen.  

Dimensions of Culture: Collectivism vs. Individualism 

Most of the world lives in collectivist societies which consider the interests of the group 

as more important than the interests of the individual (Hofstede et al., 2010). Children in these 

societies are brought up with large extended families which can include grandparents, aunts, and 

uncles as well as their parents (Hofstede et al., 2010). As the children grow older and leading 

into adulthood they learn to think of themselves as a “we” group which is not a voluntary group 

assignment but is given to them by nature and is in some way different from the “they” groups 

they encounter (Hofstede et al., 2010). The “we group” is a large part of a member’s identity and 

serves to protect the member from hardships they might encounter in exchange for absolute 
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loyalty with disloyalty to the group being the worst possible crime an in-group member can 

commit (Hofstede et al., 2010). 

Individualist societies represent a minority of the global population and within 

individualist societies the interests of the individual supersede the interests of the group 

(Hofstede et al., 2010). Unlike collectivist families, individualist families consist of the parents 

and the siblings, but extended family are not often seen and do not live with the children and 

parents (Hofstede et al., 2010). Children in these families start to think of themselves in terms of 

I, this I is their personal identity, is different from other’s I’s and is not classified based on group 

membership but by individual characteristics (Hofstede et al., 2010). Other characteristics of 

individualist cultures is a focus of education on preparing children to make it on their own 

(Hofstede et al., 2010). Children are expected to move out as soon as they are able and under no 

circumstances is a healthy member of an individualistic society dependent upon the group 

(Hofstede et al., 2010). Because the characteristics and values of individualist and collectivist 

societies are so different this dimension is easiest to test. This is because values that are the same 

in both individualist and collectivist societies is uncommon.  

Measuring Individualism/Collectivism in Society 

Measurement of individualism and collectivism at the cultural level is performed as a 

single dimension with individualism on one pole and collectivism on the other (Hofstede et al., 

2010). Individualist societies are societies in which bonds between individuals are loose and 

people are expected to look out primarily for him/herself and his/her immediate family (Hofstede 

et al., 2010). Individuals in collectivist societies are integrated into strong, cohesive in-groups 

which protect members in exchange for loyalty without question (Hofstede et al., 2010).   
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In the IBM survey that was used to develop the dimensions the questions were based 

around work goals and people were asked to think of the factors that were most important to 

them in an ideal job disregarding if those factors were present in their current job. The questions 

were written “how important to you is it to…” followed by 14 items. The items were then 

assigned a score from one to five with one being of utmost importance and five being little to no 

importance (Hofstede et al., 2010). This portion of the survey resulted into the two dimensions: 

Individualism versus Collectivism and Masculinity versus Femininity (Hofstede et al., 2010). For 

those on the individualist pole the respondents scored high on the three items of personal time: 

That their job leaves plenty of time for personal or family life. Freedom: That the employee be 

allowed to develop their own approach to the job. Challenge: having challenging work to do that 

gives the employee a personal sense of accomplishment (Hofstede et al., 2010). 

For the people on the collectivist pole they scored high on the items: Training: having 

training that allows the individual to improve their existing skills or learn new ones. Physical 

conditions: having good conditions to work in such as good lighting adequate ventilation and 

sufficient workspace. Use of skills: being able to make full use of the skills and abilities the 

individual brings to the table in their job (Hofstede et al., 2010). These six items do not cover the 

entirety of the differences between the individualistic and collectivist pole and only address the 

issues in the IBM research that clarifies the distinction between the poles (Hofstede et al., 2010).  

The goal items are clearly related to their respective poles. For the individualist pole the 

goal items stress the independence from the relevant organization since personal time, freedom 

to act and a personal sense of accomplishment are all aspects that might be expected of a person 

whose focus is centered around individual needs (Hofstede et al., 2010). The opposite pole also 

makes sense for a culture or organization where the organization and the members are dependent 
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upon each other (Hofstede et al., 2010). The three most important items all deal with things the 

organization does for the member further emphasizing the dependence of the individual upon the 

organization. 

Measuring a culture’s individualism and collectivism is relative and uses the aggregate 

collectivism and individualistic scores of the population to determine if a country leans more 

towards the individual or collective pole. However, the aggregate score breaks down into 

individual scores that can be high on both collectivism and individualism, low on both, or high 

on one and low on the other (Hofstede et al., 2010). Therefore, when measuring individualism 

and collectivism on the individual level it is best to look at them not as a single dimension with 

two poles, but as two separate dimensions (Hofstede et al., 2010). This is especially important in 

this study since Hofstede’s dimensions are being used to establish the level of 

collectivism/individualism of the player base independently of their geographic location. 

Universalism, Exclusionism, and the In-Group/Out-Group Distinction 

Exclusionism is the tendency of a culture to treat people based on their group affiliations 

and to reserve favors, services, privileges and other benefits to family friends and other groups 

that the individual identifies with and excluding others outside those circles from such beneficial 

treatment (Hofstede et al., 2010). Universalism is the opposite of Exclusionism. It is the 

treatment of people based primarily on who they are as individuals and ignoring their group 

affiliation when making treatment decisions (Hofstede et al., 2010).  

The in-group versus out-group distinction in cultural collectivism is important as 

exclusionism primarily occurs to those that are part of the out-group and is strongly correlated 

with collectivist societies while universalism is strongly tied to individualist cultures (Hofstede et 

al., 2010). This is partly due to the great importance placed on group bonds in collectivist 
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cultures leading exclusionism to be a common feature in collectivist cultures. Universalist 

decision making is based mostly on the qualities of the individual not on group affiliation 

(Hofstede et al., 2010). This makes collectivism and individualism useful for predicting the 

likelihood of universalist or exclusionist behaviors.  

While the correlation is strong it is not absolute, and some national cultures demonstrated 

more universalism/exclusionism than their collectivism/individualism scores would indicate 

(Hofstede et al., 2010). This relationship between individualism and universalism could be useful 

for a gaming/entertainment industry. If an individualistic culture with a universalist tendency 

could be developed it might reduce the amount of exclusionism in the game culture causing the 

players to judge publishers by individual merit and not by group affiliation. 

Use of Language and Advertisement Differences 

The we/us mindset of collectivist societies, and the I mindset used by individualist 

societies, create a clear difference in the language commonly used by each group. This can be 

seen in the use of the word “I” in languages spoken in primarily collectivist and individualist 

cultures (Kashima & Kashima, 2003). I is often left out in collectivist languages and is included 

in individualist languages.  This difference should allow language-based stimuli to be clearly 

individualist or collectivist, which should allow the stimuli to be more effective than in other 

dimensions where word use might use the same word but with different connotations. 

In addition to language use there are clear differences in what tactics advertisers take in 

collectivist and individualist societies. In collectivist societies the predominant style of 

advertising is collectivist using arguments and examples important to collectivist cultures such as 

well-being of the family, ingroup goals, and interdependence (Han & Shavitt, 1994).  
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In individualist societies individualist arguments and examples  such as self-reliance, 

self-improvement, and personal reward are used (Han & Shavitt, 1994). These characteristics, 

combined with other cultural characteristics detailed in the methods section, indicate that 

collectivist and individualist language may influence how closely someone identifies with a 

publisher. 

Dimensions of Culture: Power Distance 

Power distance is the extent to which the less powerful members of institutions and 

organizations within a country expect and accept that power is unequally distributed (Hofstede et 

al., 2010). Hofstede’s Power distance index informs who is dependent upon whom in a 

workplace relationship. In countries where power distance is small subordinates are not as 

dependent on their boss and like to be consulted on decisions and will readily approach their boss 

when they disagree (Hofstede et al., 2010). In countries with high power distance subordinates 

are dependent on the boss and will not readily approach them about disagreements. Large power 

distance countries also prefer the boss to make decisions on their own without consulting the 

subordinates (Hofstede et al., 2010).  

Despite the general lack of comfort with approaching the boss in high power distance 

countries there are some outliers in those societies that are polarized by the large power distance 

and will reject the autocratic/paternalistic styles of leadership common in these countries 

(Hofstede et al., 2010). Power distance has two groups specified in the definition: Institutions 

and organizations. Institutions are the basic elements of society such as the family, school and 

the community in which the member lives. Organizations are the places that people work. Within 

these groups the distribution of power can be seen in the behaviors of the more powerful 

members, when power distance is lower the management styles of the more powerful members 
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tend to be more cooperative and will often include some consensus-based decision making that 

reflects the small difference between more and less powerful members (Hofstede et al., 2010).  

As mentioned earlier, power distance does have some influence on collectivism and 

individualism. High power distance cultures tend to be more collectivist and those with lower 

power distances tend to be more individualistic (Hofstede et al., 2010). Like universalism and 

exclusionism this correlation is not absolute as some Latin American nations have a high power 

distance and are more individualistic than would be expected from the power distance index of 

those nations (Hofstede et al., 2010). Australia is another exception and has a much more 

collectivist culture than their low power distance would indicate. Since players of a game have 

little influence in what changes or updates take place in the game world power distance is likely 

to be a problem for publishers.  Because a high power distance decreases the willingness of 

individuals to approach the boss/publisher about disagreements problems the players have may 

not be brought to the attention of the publisher. This potential lack of communication could 

result in players leaving the game resulting in a loss of revenue for the publisher. Reducing 

power distance between publishers and players would allow for players to be more comfortable 

addressing the publisher when they have a disagreement. This comfort would reduce the amount 

of time it takes to fix a problem within the community. Reducing power distance would not be an 

easy fix. It would require long term changes such as consultation with the player base and an 

ongoing dialogue about what can and can’t be done.  

Criticism of Cultural Dimensions 

Critics of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions present two major points of contention 

regarding the participants in his studies, the lack of social minorities and the use of IBM 

employees as the research subjects (Witte, 2012), (Moussetes, 2007). There is also some 
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argument regarding Hofstede’s choice to test the dimensions at the national level with some 

claiming that the use of privileged employees in an organization as large as IBM would not 

accurately represent the national culture of the specific nation (Witte, 2012).  

Social minorities and other issues with the physical identity of the subject are likely to 

diminish because of the multinational nature of video games. Additionally, the issue of national 

level is not one that will be tested here as Hofstede’s work is being used as a framework to 

determine one dimension of player group culture independently of their geographic location and 

to compare those cultural values to the cultural values of the publisher.  Providing a new way to 

use identity by adapting social identity theory to groups enabled by new media technologies and 

demonstrating how understanding the cultural differences between publishers and end users can 

be identified and their effects minimized for the mutual benefit of both parties. 

Hypotheses 

Since identity has such a strong influence on how group members behave towards out-

group and in-group others, understanding that identity can help publishers improve their 

relationship with community members. Understanding how to improve or maintain this 

relationship using group dynamics and identity is important for publishers. If the relationship 

with their player base sours, then the income and profits that keep the publisher solvent will 

diminish. How closely a player identifies with a publisher may be influenced by the language 

used in publisher communications. If a player is more collectivist, then using collectivist 

language in communications with that player will cause the player to identify more closely with 

the publisher. If a player is more individualistic, then using individualistic language in 

communications with that player will cause the player to identify more closely with the 

publisher.  
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H1: Subjects will more closely identify with the publisher when the language used matches the 

cultural collectivism or individualism of the subject.  

H2: Individualist subjects will more closely identify with the publisher when individualist 

language is used. 

H3: Collectivist subjects will more closely identify with the publisher when collectivist language 

is used. 

H4: Individualist subjects will not identify more closely with the publisher if collectivist 

language is used. 

H5: Collectivist subjects will not identify more closely with the publisher if individualist 

language is used. 
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CHAPTER THREE METHODOLOGY 

Experimental Structure 

The influence of collectivist or individualist language on how closely an individual 

identifies with a publisher was tested by using a scale developed by Triandis, Chan, Bhawuk, 

Iwao, and Sinha. (1995) to determine the individualist and collectivist scores of the respondents. 

A convenience sample of approximately 150 U.S residents and 150 residents of India were 

recruited via Amazon M-Turk and were paid one dollar for their time (recruitment 

advertisements can be seen in appendix E). Recruitment began on June 25 and was completed 

that same day. The United States was selected because of the highly individualistic culture and 

India was selected as it was much more collectivist according to Hofstede’s (2010) research. The 

experiment was administered via Qualtrics. Basic demographic information of sex, age, and race 

were gathered. Subjects were then asked to answer items on a scale developed by Triandis et al. 

(1995) that measures the collectivism/individualism of the subject. Following the Triandis items, 

a baseline of how closely they identify with a publisher using the marketing scale developed by 

Traylor and Joseph (1984) and detailed in appendix B. The product in this case is Sony’s 

PlayStation Plus service provided by Sony’s publisher PlayStation for users of the entertainment 

console of the same name. After establishing that baseline the respondent were then exposed to a 

randomly determined news release variant (see appendix A for full text of release variants) from 

the company detailing a price change and the reasons for the change. The release had two 

variants: a collectivist version, and an individualist version derived using language and values 
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appropriate for each cultural pole. After stimulus application subjects completed the marketing 

measure again to determine what if any change occurred because of the news release (a flow 

chart of the experiment can be viewed in appendix D). At no point were subjects aware of which 

group they were in as groups were assigned during analysis after completion of the experiment.   

Analysis 

Paired T-tests were performed to determine if there was a significant change in subject 

identity with the publisher resulting from exposure to the release. Using the collectivism and 

individualism scores as the categorical identifiers the mean identity score from before exposure 

to the release will be compared to the mean identity score after exposure. Subjects who did not 

answer all items in both scales were eliminated from the analysis. Collectivism and 

individualism of the subjects was determined by comparing the subject’s individualism and 

collectivism score. Whichever was higher was the applied category. 

H1  

If matching language does influence how closely an individual identifies with a 

publisher, then the mean identity score of each group at time one will be lower than the mean 

identity score at time two.  

HA:  μCIS1 < μCIS2   

HA:  μIIS1 < μIIS2  

 

If matching language does not influence how closely an individual identifies with a publisher, 

then the mean identity score of each at time one will equal the mean identity score at time two: 

HO: μCIS1 = μCIS2 

HO: μIIS1 = μIIS2 
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H2 & H3 

If individualist language has a significant influence on how closely individualist subjects 

identify with the publisher, then the mean identity score of individualist subjects will increase: 

HA:  μIIS1 < μIIS2   

If individualist language does not influence how closely individualist subjects identify 

with the publisher, then the mean identity score of individualist subjects will not increase: 

HO: μIIS1 = μIIS2 

If collectivist language has a significant influence on how closely collectivist subjects 

identify with the publisher, then the mean identity score of collectivist subjects will increase: 

HA:  μCIS1 < μCIS2   

If collectivist language does not influence how closely collectivist subjects identify with 

the publisher, then the mean identity score of collectivist subjects will not increase: 

HO: μCIS1 = μCIS2 

H4 & H5 

 If collectivist language does have a significant influence on how closely individualistic 

subjects identify with the publisher, then the mean identity score of individualistic subjects will 

increase: 

HA:  μIIS1 < μIIS2 

If collectivist language does not have a significant influence on how closely 

individualistic subjects identify with the publisher, then the mean identity score of individualistic 

subjects will not increase: 

HO: μIIS1 = μIIS2 
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If individualistic language does have a significant influence on how closely collectivist 

subjects identify with the publisher, then the mean identity score of collectivist subjects will 

increase: 

HA:  μCIS1 < μCIS2   

If individualistic language does not have a significant influence on how closely 

collectivist subjects identify with the publisher, then the mean identity score of collectivist 

subjects will not increase: 

HO: μCIS1 = μCIS2 

Adaptation and Selection of Measures 

As seen in the review of the dimensions, measurement at the individual level is best done 

by viewing the dimensions as separate. For this reason, scales that did not attempt to split the 

dimensions into separate parts were not considered for use. 

The first method considered was developed a scale of 26 items used to measure all five 

dimensions called the Cultural Values Scale (CVSCALE) (Yoo, Donthu, Lenartowicz, 2011). 

This scale does have reasonable reliability but does not address a key point in Hofstede’s 

literature: It does not split the dimensions for measurement of individuals and only uses a few 

items to measure the individual on each dimension providing little depth and a scale that is only 

usable for general purpose understanding of cultural values of the respondents (Hofstede et al. 

2010; Cronbach, 1990). The CVSCALE does not provide a scale able to determine specific 

cultural values of the individuals and makes the scale unusable in determining separate 

collectivism and individualism scores.   

The second scale considered was developed by Triandis, Chan, Bhawuk, Iwao, and Sinha 

(1995) and uses the psychological terms of allocentrism (collectivism) and idiocentrism 
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(individualism) which are functionally the same as collectivism and individualism for the 

individual (Triandis et al., 1995). Triandis et al were attempting to determine what composed the 

common core of methods used for measuring collectivism and individualism as well as testing 

whether women were more allocentric (collectivist) than men. Idiocentrism/allocentrism are 

tendencies that are available to each person but which of the two mindsets gets used will depend 

on the situation (Triandis et al., 1995). To predict behavior, the researcher would need to know 

the allo/idiocentrism scores of the individual as well as what the relevant situation is according to 

the individual’s definition (Triandis et al., 1995).  

Unlike Yoo, Donthu, and Lenartowicz, Triandis et al did not develop their methods with 

the specific intention of providing a generalized scale that could be used for all dimensions but 

rather took the route of developing a scale to measure collectivism and individualism at the 

individual level as separate scores (Triandis et al., 1995). This provides more flexibility in what 

the scale can be used to understand. As stated earlier regarding the CVSCALE, researchers want 

a method to reliably measure common cores that is not be too long. However, measurement with 

only a few items is difficult and poor alpha levels result from shorter scales (Triandis et al., 

1995). Splitting Hofstede’s dimension into two dimensions and measuring the two separately 

should produce more accurate results.  

The scale itself is composed of 22 items, 13 of which serve as the measurement of 

collectivism/individualism with the remaining nine serving as filler (see Appendix C for items) 

(Triandis et al., 1995). Respondents were instructed to mark on a nine-point scale if they were 

“the kind of person who behaves in certain ways” the behaviors are split between the items with 

approximately half being common to individualistic cultures and half common to collectivist 

cultures (Triandis et al., 1995). The resulting scores were then calculated separately by summing 
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the collectivist and individualist items separately and dividing them by the total number of items 

for each side (individualist items score divided by total number of individualist items etc.) 

resulting in separate individualist and collectivist scores (Triandis et al., 1995). I will use the 

same method of calculations but will eliminate the filler items and keep  only the items used to 

measure the collectivism and individualism scores. 

Development of Stimuli 

The news releases were developed using Kashima and Kashima’s work on the use of 

pronoun drop (Kashima & Kashima, 2003). They found that individualist languages required the 

use of “I” pronouns when referring to the self and when the language at hand was primarily 

spoken in collectivist cultures the use of I is not necessary and will often be dropped in some 

phrases (Kashima & Kashima, 2003). Spanish for example allows the speaker to say “te amo” 

instead of “yo te amo”. The former is the use of the phrase as it would commonly be said by 

native speakers, the latter is the direct translation of the words from English into Spanish. 

Kashima and Kashima’s work guided the word choice in the experimental stimuli and every 

effort was made to make the needed changes while maintaining the integrity of the original 

release.  

Language was not the only characteristic that was used in the development of the 

experimental releases. Markus and Kitayama (1991) constructs of self were also used to develop 

reasons that would fall in line with these constructs. The constructs are comprised of two main 

identities an independent self and an interdependent self (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). The 

independent self must respond to the social environment but that response is meant to best 

express or assert the individual’s attributes in comparison to others (Fiske, 1990; Markus & 

Kitayama, 1991).  
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Predicting behavior for independent self-constructs is best done by using the internal 

attributes of the individual as the guide as these are the primary way those individuals regulate 

their behavior (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Interdependent self-constructs still have internal 

attributes, but those attributes are only significant if they are attributes that are in relationship to 

specific others (Markus & Kitayama, 1991).  

These attributes are not as important in predicting behavior as the social situation, which 

can serve to predict the behavior of the individual in relation to a specific other in a specific 

social context (Markus & Kitayama, 1991).  The following table taken from Markus and 

Kitayama summarizes the key differences between the two constructs and was used to assemble 

the reasons for the price change listed in the releases Combining the information from Markus 

and Kitayama, and Kashima and Kashima I think that the releases adequately represent the 

concepts of self and use of language relevant to the individualist and collectivist mindset. 

Markus and Kitayama Concepts of Self Table 

 Independent Interdependent 

Definition Separate from social context Connected with social context 

Structure Bounded, unitary, stable Flexible, variable 

Important Features Internal, private (abilities, 

thoughts, feelings) 

External, public (statuses, 

roles, relationships) 

Tasks Be unique 

Express self 

Realize internal attributes  

Promote own goals 

Be direct; “say what’s on 

your mind” 

Belong, fit in 

Occupy one’s proper place 

Engage in appropriate action 

Promote others’ goals 

Be indirect; “read other’s 

mind” 

Role of others Self-Evaluation: others 

important for social 

comparison, reflected 

appraisal 

Self-Definition: relationships 

with others in specific 

contexts define the self 
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Basis of Self-

Esteem/Satisfaction 

Ability to express self, 

validate internal attributes 

Ability to adjust, restrain self, 

maintain harmony with social 

context 

 

 



34 

 

CHAPTER 4 RESULTS 

Three hundred and five subjects were recruited from India (n = 135) and the United 

States (n = 167) with three from other countries represented. Most subjects were gamers who 

played video games for one or more hours per day (n = 266). Gaming platform ownership was 

varied as well with 65.9 percent (n = 201) owning a gaming computer, 52.8 percent (n = 161) 

owning a PlayStation console, 29.8 percent (n = 91) owning an Xbox console, and 23.3 percent 

(n = 71) owning a Nintendo console. Only three subjects did not own any of the gaming 

platforms. 327 subjects began the survey and 305 subjects completed the survey with only one 

choosing to not include their results in the study. 

Similar division was seen in which platform was preferred by subjects. A gaming 

computer was most preferred with 140 subjects preferring computer over all other platforms, and 

115 preferring PlayStation over all others. Xbox was preferred by 35 subjects, and Nintendo by 

11 subjects.  

Subjects were categorized into primarily collectivist, primarily individualist, or equally 

collectivist and individualist for testing. Whether a subject was assigned as primarily collectivist 

or primarily individualist was determined by comparing their collectivism and individualism 

scores. Subjects were assigned to the collectivist group if their collectivism score was higher 

than their individualism score; or were assigned to the individualist group if their individualism 

score was higher than their collectivism score. If the scores were equal there were placed in the

equally collectivist and individualist group. There were 112 primarily individualist subjects, 174 

primarily collectivist subjects, and three equally collectivist and individualist subjects. 
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Subjects were not randomly selected as Amazon Mechanical Turk was used to gather 

respondents. Subjects completed a 13-item scale to determine their cultural collectivism or 

individualism. Subjects then completed a six-item scale to set a baseline of how closely they 

identified with Sony’s PlayStation Plus subscription service. Following the establishment of 

baseline identity scores, subjects randomly viewed either a release written using collectivist 

language and motivations, or a release that used individualist language and motivations. Finally, 

subjects completed the six-item scale again to see what change the release had on how closely 

they identified with the publisher. For testing purposes subjects were then categorized into five 

groups: subjects who viewed a release aligned with their cultural collectivism or individualism (n 

= 130), primarily individualist subjects who viewed an individualist release (n = 51), collectivist 

subjects who viewed a collectivist release (n = 79), individualist subjects who viewed a 

collectivist release (n = 60), and collectivist subjects who viewed an individualist release (n = 

93). Paired T tests of each group were performed to test the hypotheses. 

Matching Language and Motivations Influence on Identity 

Social identity theory indicates that individuals that perceive others as part of their group 

will treat those others better than group members would treat an outsider. Based on this it would 

be expected that matching language and motivations would increase how closely the subject 

identifies with the publisher.  The first hypothesis tests this by taking all subjects who viewed a 

release aligned with their cultural collectivism or individualism and compares the mean identity 

scores before and after exposure to the stimuli. Results for group one did not indicate 

significance (P = .739) therefore the null hypothesis is not rejected. In addition to the lack of 

significance the mean publisher identity score decreased from time one (mean = 27.854, standard 

deviation = 8.592) to time two (mean = 27.769, standard deviation = 9.223). This indicates that 
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matching language does not increase how closely a subject identifies with the publisher, as social 

identity theory indicates. Therefore, hypothesis one does not have sufficient support and is 

rejected.  

Hypothesis two also tests the effects that matching language has, but only tests those 

subjects who were primarily individualist and viewed the individualist release.  Group two 

results were like group one’s results. The results did not indicate significance (P = .733) and so 

the null hypothesis is not rejected. However, group two was the smallest group (n = 51) and 

result accuracy may have suffered from sample size issues. Unlike in hypothesis one the mean in 

this group did increase slightly from time one (mean = 27.628, standard deviation = 8.688) to 

time two (mean = 27.765, standard deviation = 9.376). This lends directional support to the 

hypothesis but does not affect statistical significance. 

Hypothesis three was tested using group three: Those subjects who were primarily 

collectivist and viewed the collectivist release. Results still did not indicate significance (P = 

.490). Therefore, the null hypothesis is not rejected. As in group one the mean at time one (mean 

= 28.000, standard deviation = 8.583) was higher than the mean at time two (mean = 27.772 

standard deviation = 9.185). Therefore, the results do not even lend directional support to the 

hypothesis. 

Clashing Language and Motivations Influence on Identity 

As discussed previously, social identity theory indicates that if person one sees person 

two as part of their own social group, then person two would be treated better than an outsider 

would be treated. Hypotheses four and five, use groups four and five respectively, to test if 

clashing language would reduce how closely subjects identify with the publisher  



37 

 

Group four test results did not indicate significance (P= .689) failing to reject the null hypothesis. 

As before the means did not directionally support the hypothesis, changing from 27.550 

(standard deviation = 9.399) to 27.667 (standard deviation = 9.398). It is possible that sample 

size played a part (n = 60) especially with such a slight change. As with the other hypotheses, 

hypothesis four is rejected. 

Results for the fifth hypothesis were significant at the .10 level (P = .061). However, the 

hypothesis predicted a negative change in subject identification with the publisher in collectivist 

subjects when individualist language was used. This was not the case. The mean at time one 

(mean = 28.075, standard deviation = 8.776) was lower than the mean at time two (mean = 

28.58, standard deviation = 8.802); a result that was counter to expectations. Therefore, 

hypothesis five is rejected.
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CHAPTER 5 DISCUSSION 

 In this chapter the significance of the results, limitations of the current research and 

suggestions for future research will be discussed in detail. A person’s digital presence may not be 

like their physical existence and the culture they live in may not be the one that guides their 

online activities. Since games and the anonymity of the internet allow anyone to be whatever or 

whoever they like, it is important for publishers to have tools that enable them to analyze the 

values of their player base. While hypotheses one, two, and three did not have significant results 

they did indicate some interesting trends. H1, when considered on its own, seems to indicate that 

use of language makes no difference in how closely subjects identify with the publishers. But, 

when you take the results of H3 into consideration another possibility emerges: That use of 

matching language does make a difference for some subjects, specifically individualists. This is 

because when you look at the independent results of H2 and H3, H3 continues to demonstrate no 

positive change. Since there are so many more collectivist subjects the slight change seen in the 

individualist sample is overridden by the negative change in H3. 

The results for clashing language and motivations also provide a guide for use of 

language. The results of H4 are encouraging but also contrary. As is discussed in the results 

section, the means changed in opposition to the hypothesis. The mean increased for individualist 

subjects who were exposed to the collectivist release by approximately the same amount as those 

individualist subjects that viewed the individualist release (H2 mean difference = -.13725, H4 

mean difference = -.11667). This has the effect of rejecting the hypothesis but also providing
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some indirect support for H2. Both matching and clashing language increased the mean identity 

score of individualist subjects, but matching language triggered a greater change and should 

guide communication policy. 

H5 was also helpful to H2. As in H4 the mean did not move in the direction anticipated. 

Rather than observing a reduction in identification with the publisher, identification with the 

publisher increased. This indicates that unlike matching language for collectivist subjects, 

clashing language can increase identity with the publisher. Therefore, since collectivist subjects 

identified less closely when collectivist language was used, and individualist subjects did 

identify more closely with the publisher, individualist language is the only type that results in a 

generally favorable outcome and should be used by publishers to communicate with their player 

base.  

Limitations 

The first limitation of the study is sample collection. To obtain an international sample in 

a timely manner Amazon Mechanical Turk was used. Since subjects were paid for the 

completion of surveys it is possible that they may not have fully engaged in the experiment. 

Problems such as not completely reading each item in the collectivism/individualism scale, or 

not closely reading the experimental stimuli likely. In either case the legitimacy of the 

independent variables comes into question and since a pre-test was not conducted the stimuli 

language may not have been sufficiently collectivist or individualist for subjects to recognize the 

similarities of language used in stimuli to their own. Additionally India’s complex colonial 

history could have influenced the collectivism and individualism scores of those respondents and 

England’s long imperial influence could have decreased the generally collectivist tendencies of 

Asiatic nations. 
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Second, some test groups may have had some problems with sample size. Groups 2 and 4 

had sample sizes that were 60 or fewer subjects, and since the changes in the means were so 

slight, it is possible that a larger sample could have clarified if that change was a truly legitimate 

one, or if it was only observed because of the small sample size. 

The third limitation is time. Since repeated exposures and extended duration of exposure 

could not be used in this experiment the subject would not be able to accurately assess the 

differences and similarities between themselves and the publisher. It may be that greater change 

could be observed if the subject were exposed multiple times over an extended duration. This 

extra time would also allow subjects to determine more accurately if the publisher’s cultural 

values are similar to their own. Without this time only a snap judgement could be made, and the 

subject might misattribute or misinterpret a message if only exposed once.  

Message content may have also had some negative influence on the results. Since the 

message in the stimuli was negative and there was no positive message used it may have been 

that any positive change in relationship may have been hidden by the effects of negative message 

content or the positive changes in attitude caused by language use may have only mitigated the 

negative influence of the message content. Perhaps the expected changes could be observed if 

the message content was positive. 

The current relationship between gamers and publishers is not a healthy or trusting 

relationship with neither side trusting the actions or reactions of the other. This mistrust causes 

the top down communications of publishers with their player base to lack credibility. This would 

cause anything the publisher says to be seen as a lie and would make positive change 

unobservable. 
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 There was also significant overlap in high cultural dimensions scores with over 80 

subjects scoring high in both collectivism and individualism. This frequent overlap could have 

negatively influenced the ability to determine whether collectivist language or individualist 

language had any real influence on identity. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

Future research should expand on the existing experiment using scales and stimuli that 

can account for other cultural dimensions. The current research only addressed a single 

dimension using scales intended for use in measuring the physical culture of the subject. As 

discussed in previous segments the physical and digital cultural identities may not be the same. 

Since physical cultures develop to fulfill the physical needs of its members, it follows that digital 

cultures would develop to fill the digital needs of its members. Therefore, development of a scale 

to test digital cultural characteristics would be appropriate. It would also be prudent to draw out 

the duration and increase the frequency of exposure in an experiment like the one just conducted 

to ensure that accurate perceptions of each social group can be established. It would also be 

prudent to investigate if language use could prompt collectivist or individualist tendencies. Due 

to financial and time limitations I was not able to acquire sufficiently large Indian and U.S. 

samples to run hypotheses tests in separate geographic samples future research could focus more 

on distinct geographic testing or with more differentiation in cultural dimension scores as the 

Indian were higher for both individualism and collectivism than U.S. scores. Retesting with a 

similar sample will determine if the results for the Indian sample were typical.
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A 

News Release/Experimental Stimuli 

Individualistic (Sony/Playstation Plus Network) 

Starting on September 22 2019, prices for PlayStation Plus memberships will change to 

will change from $9.00 to $10.00 in the U.S. If you are a current member, the new prices will 

take effect if your membership renews on or after this date. PlayStation Plus strives to enrich 

your PlayStation experience through a world-class service built for you. This marks the first time 

that PS Plus membership prices will increase in the U.S. since the launch of the service in 2010. 

The new pricing reflects the current market conditions while enabling us to provide you an 

optimal gaming experience by updating servers and introducing changes to increase performance 

that will allow you to outshine your opponents. As a member, you will continue to enjoy the 

benefits and features you love, such as online multiplayer, free games, and exclusive discounts. 

Collectivist (Sony/Playstation Plus Network) 

Starting on September 22 2019, prices for PlayStation Plus memberships will change 

from $9.00 to $10.00 in the U.S. For current members, the new prices will take effect if your 

membership renews on or after this date. PlayStation Plus strives to enrich everyone’s 

PlayStation experience through a world-class service built for our community. This marks the 

first time that PS Plus membership prices will increase in the U.S. since the launch of the service 

in 2010. The new pricing reflects the current market conditions while enabling us to provide an 



48 

 

optimal gaming experience for the community by updating servers and introducing changes to 

increase performance creating a better experience for everyone. All members will continue to 

enjoy the benefits and features that enable shared experiences for your community, such as 

online multiplayer, free games, and exclusive discounts for all subscribers. 

Original Sony Release  

Starting on September 22, 2016, prices for PlayStation Plus memberships will change to 

$59.99 USD/ $69.99 CAD for twelve months and $24.99 USD/$29.99 CAD for three months. 

The monthly plan will change to $11.99 CAD in Canada, and remain $9.99 USD in the U.S. If 

you are a current member, the new prices will take effect if your membership renews on or after 

this date. 

PlayStation Plus strives to enrich your PlayStation experience through a world-class 

service built for our fans. This marks the first time that PS Plus membership prices will increase 

in the U.S. and Canada since the launch of the service in 2010. The new pricing reflects the 

current market conditions while enabling us to continue providing exceptional value to our 

members. As a member, you will continue to enjoy the benefits and features that enable shared 

experiences, such as online multiplayer, free games, and exclusive discounts. You will also 

continue to get exclusive benefits such as online game save storage and discounts across the 

PlayStation digital services. 

We thank all of you, our PlayStation Plus members, for your ongoing support
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APPENDIX B 

Marketing Measure 

The measure was developed as a general-purpose scale to determine the involvement of 

an individual with the product as a measurement of how the product reflects of the individual’s 

identity (Traylor & Joseph, 1984). The GSMI is a six item scale written using Likert statements 

using a seven point (1-7) with agree-disagree poles. Score is calculated by summing all the items 

with no further mathematical calculations being needed. The GSMI provides a solid continuous 

measure of how closely the product is tied to the individual’s identity. 

Scale Items 

1. When other people see me using Playstation Plus, they form an opinion of me. 

2. You can tell a lot about a person by seeing what gaming service he/she uses. 

3. This service helps me express who I am. 

4. This service is “me.” 

5. Seeing somebody else use this service tells me a lot about that person. 

6. When I use this service, others see me the way I want them to see me.  
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APPENDIX C 

Collectivism/Individualism Measure Items 

Please indicate if you are the kind of person who is likely to: 

1. Ask your old parents to live with you. 

2. Stay with friends, rather than at a hotel when you go to visit another town (even if you 

have plenty of money). 

3. Place your parents in an old people’s home or nursing home. 

4. Prefer to stay in a hotel rather than with distant friends when visiting another town.  

5. Take time off from work to visit an ailing friend.  

6. Prefer going to a cocktail party rather than going to dinner with four of your close 

friends. 

7. Spend money (such as sending flowers) rather than take the time to visit an ailing friend. 

8. Ask close relatives for a loan. 

9. Entertain visitors even if the drop in at odd hours. 

10. Entertain even unwelcome guests. 

11. Live far from your parents. 

12. Show resentment towards visitors who interrupt your work. 

13. Have parents who consult your fiancée’s parents extensively before they decide whether 

you two should get married.

14.  
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Collectivism score can be computed by adding items 1, 2, 5, 8, 9, 10, and 13 and dividing by 

seven. Individualism score by adding items 3, 4, 6, 7, 11, and 12 and dividing by six
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APPENDIX D 

Experimental Flow Chart 

 

  

Demographics
Collectivism/individualism 
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Stimuli Exposure
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Identity score
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APPENDIX E 

Recruitment Advertisements  

United States M-Turk Recruitment Ad Text 

I am looking for game residents of the United States to complete a survey testing use of 

language in gaming communications it will take approximately 15 minutes for which you will be 

compensated $1.00 

India M-Turk Recruitment Ad Text 

I am looking for gamer residents of India to complete a survey testing use of language in 

gaming communications it will take approximately 15 minutes for which you will be 

compensated $1.00
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