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ABSTRACT

In this paper we report an empirical study of how and what
types of social support eSports players can experience from
their gameplay. Specifically, we interviewed 26 eSports
players and sought out their first-person descriptions of
experiences of social support. We found that even though
most players started out as strangers, the context of eSports
facilitated frequent acts of helping through both tangible
and intangible means within the game. Such in-game
informational and instrumental support often led to
emotional and esteem support, and these different types of
support functions not only remained within the context of
the game but also “bled” out into in-person interactions and
relationships. We contribute to CSCW and HCI by both
confirming and augmenting existing theories of mediated
social support in this underexplored context. Our findings
regarding how emotional and esteem support are built from
instrumental support interactions in eSports not only
provide a rich description of players’ experiences in highly
competitive digital environments and the consequences of
their social interactions but also suggest a number of future
research opportunities.
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INTRODUCTION

HCI and CSCW researchers have noted a trend to “focus on
technology that is playful and highly immersive, meaning
technologies that are built around video games or leverage
game design in some form.” [37, p. 1088]. Online gaming,
thus, has been regarded as a serious and important area of
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research at CHI instead of superficial leisure activities [37].
In particular, nowadays the increasing popularity of
Electronic Sports (eSports) has pervaded into the youth
culture and opened up opportunities for new avenues of
inquiry in our field [18].
At a high level of understanding, eSports is usually
perceived as a new form of digital gaming that often
requires competitive and cooperative interactions between
players and involves spectating [18]. In addition, eSports is
situated at a unique intersection that combines recreation,
interaction, task, competition, and collaboration: it is taskbased with serious purposes (e.g., collaborate to complete
tasks and win). It also happens in an intense fictional virtual
environment that requires fast decision-making and
response rate. Furthermore, many players are still amateur,
practicing skills at home, without pay, for fun and challenge
[24].
While some research have explored the motivations for
participating and spectating eSports [5,21,22,48], the
legitimacy of playing computer games as sports (e.g., [61]),
and
designing
new
interaction
modality
and
communication/streaming technologies for this new genre
of gaming [23,27,29,31], the social outcomes of eSports is
often a neglected topic. The focus on interpersonal
interaction is not new in studies of multiplayer online
gaming (e.g., [40,60,64]), yet the tension between eSports
as a new context of online gaming that especially values the
competitive dynamics between human rivalries and its high
demands for extensive social interactions both online and
offline for building high performance teams raises
interesting questions about players’ experiences of social
interaction consequences emerging in their eSports
activities.
Therefore, in this paper we use our empirical study of how
and what types of social support that eSports players can
experience from their gameplay in hopes of investigating
players’ various interpretations and sense making of their
eSports practices. Specifically, this research builds on
previous studies of theories of relationship development
and social support in both online and offline social spaces.
Our work makes a number of contributions to the
HCI/CSCW community: Theoretically, we contribute to
both confirming and augmenting existing theories of

mediated social support using this new dataset. While a
large body of previous literature distinguishes between the
different types of social support, we found that in the
context of eSports, the fact that the team-emphasized,
highly competitive gaming practice is a shared goal and
core task makes it difficult to separate instrumental support
from other types of support. Empirically, our findings
regarding how informational and instrumental support serve
as a basis for emotional and esteem support, as well as how
players had to choose between different relationship roles
so as to manage different expectations of support, provide a
rich description of players’ experiences in highly
competitive digital environments and the consequences of
their social interactions. This also suggests future research
opportunities such as the tension between built-in game
features and the natural emergence of social support, the
role of physical presence in virtual teamwork, and how to
design new sociotechnical features that better serve players’
needs for social support in varied online environments.
WHAT IS ESPORTS?

eSports is multidimensional: the term “eSports” can be used
to describe a large variety of different “types” of eSports
ranging from a professional environment in which players
compete in person in large arena settings to semiprofessional and entertainment forms of eSports played
online. It also involves different levels of gameplay – e.g.,
as professional play that is denoted by players under
contract with an e-sports team/organization or as amateur or
entertaining play in more traditional digital gaming. In
particular, some even suggest that there is no clear
differentiation between “eSports” games as opposed to
“non-eSports” games: eSports is more or less a meta-game
that can be played based on almost any digital game.
Therefore, in our previous work [18], we have noted that
while the term of eSports is widely used, researchers do not
have consensus with regard to its definition other than a
high level understanding that eSports usually refers to
competitive multiplayer gaming that involves spectating.
Many players also tended to describe eSports using terms
and concepts from traditional sports (e.g., competition and
training). Specifically, we found that players’ perceptions
of eSports often include the following components:
competition; goals/ rules; professional scene; spectators;
intellectual and motor skills; governing body, and human
competitors.
Following this high level understanding, in this study we
refer “eSports” to a form of varied computer-mediated
competitive gaming activities that attracts spectators: it
involves both professional and amateur players as well as a
wide range of different game titles. This diversity allows for
a broader examination of eSports activities and experiences
in different contexts.
THEORIZING SOCIAL SUPPORT ONLINE AND OFFLINE

In traditional social scientific studies, social support relates
to “the social resources that people perceive to be available
or are actually provided to them by nonprofessionals in the

context of both formal support groups and informal helping
relationships” [7, p.4]. It is not an existing resource but
rather a form of expression that arises out of one’s social
structure as well as the relationships with people within that
structure.
Social scientists have proposed many different types of
conceptualizations of social support, depending on what the
criteria for support are. The Social Provisions Scale, which
was designed for use with general populations [9], is based
on Weiss’ [58] model of social provisions. This model
separates assistance-related support (e.g., guidance, reliable
alliance, reassurance of worth) with non-assistance-related
support (e.g., attachment, social integration). This fourtypology is consistent across varied psychology literature.
For example, House [26] categorized social support into
“an interpersonal transaction involving one or more of the
following: (1) emotional concern (liking, love, empathy),
(2) instrumental aid (goods or services), (3) information
(about the environment), or (4) appraisal (information
relevant to self-evaluation)” (p. 39). Similarly, Barrera [2]
categorized social support as emotional support,
instrumental support, informational support, companionate,
and esteem support. He also distinguished perceived
support—the belief that support is available—from actual
support—the mobilization and expression of support.
Another approach is to conceptualize social support as a
form of social capital, which separates functional aspects of
support such as those identified above from structural
aspects of one’s social network (e.g., the size and
composition such as strong vs. weak ties [54,56]). The
concept of social capital was first introduced by Bourdieu
[3] and Coleman [8] as a form of capital that is distinct
from human capital (e.g., access to people with certain
knowledge) or tangible capital (e.g., money): Although
social capital can facilitate productive activity (as does
human capital and tangible capital), it is inherently unique
in that it resides in the connections between people and the
potential for individuals to access resources through their
social network.
Specifically, Putnam [42] articulated two different types of
social capital: bridging and bonding. Bridging social capital
refers to the potential resources that lie within interactions
with weak ties (acquaintances or “friends of friends”).
These weaker contacts are more likely to hold different
beliefs and have access to novel information. In one of the
most famous studies on the power of weak ties, Granovetter
[20] found that people were more likely to report hearing
about a job opportunity from a weak tie. Individuals with a
more diverse network are typically higher in bridging social
capital. Close ties, on the other hand, offer different types
of support, namely emotional. Close ties usually have
access to similar information because they share similar
experiences [34], thus close ties are more likely to hold
information redundant with our own. The potential to
obtain resources that are typically obtained from close
relationships, such as emotional support or tangible support

(e.g., money) are commonly associated with bonding social
capital.
One question, then, is to what degree these theories of
social support can be applied to online social spaces, and
how, if at all, those mediated environments give rise to new
forms of social support. With these concerns, hundreds of
studies have documented the supportive functions of online
(mediated) environments in helping develop social capital
and maintain relationships. One reason is that the Internet
has been proven to be able to provide heightened access to
social support [30] and facilitate support from both strong
and weak relational ties [43,66]. Though many of the earlier
arguments on technology-mediated social support focused
on whether or not it was a “rich-get-richer” type of
buffering effect or if it were indeed beneficial to people
who would otherwise not have the support [30,47], the
dialog has moved on to understanding the supportive
functions of specific online features rather than
conceptualizing the Internet as a whole [49]. In particular,
social network sites (SNSs) have been found to play a
considerable role in both maintaining and building
relationships through social support functions [4,12,36].
Even the smallest of social media behaviors—such as single
clicks in response to posts—can be perceived as supportive
[63] and people perceive attention from strong ties as being
more supportive [6].
SOCIAL SUPPORT IN GAMES RESEARCH

There has been a growing body of research that has
explored social support emerging in a particular type of
mediated environment: online gaming. The majority of
existing studies have mainly focused on two different
genres of online gaming: fantasy-based Massive
Multiplayer Online Role Playing Games (MMORPGs) such
as World of Warcraft (WoW) (e.g., [40]), and casual/social
games such as dancing games (e.g., [15,17]), open-ended
virtual worlds (e.g., [16]), and social network games (e.g.,
[64,65]).
Across these different genres, the consistent finding is that
shared gameplay experiences generate social capital and
social support among players, both online and offline. For
example, in the context of MMORPGs, scholars found that
the interaction itself, which includes verbal and non-verbal
communication, helps develop people’s sense of social
support over a long period of time [44,50,60]. Kobayashi
[28] also found that increased social tolerance toward other
members in an online gaming environment can be
transferred to offline settings, suggesting that the social
support built through the game had lasting effects that were
not confined within the medium in which the interaction
happened. In the context of casual/social gaming (e.g.,
Facebook games), Wohn [62] found that even the simplest
of interactions can lead to feelings of closeness and
willingness to provide tangible and emotional support both
inside and outside of the game, albeit, the perception being
much stronger for in-game contexts. Wohn et al. [64] also
found that social network games could serve different social

support functions based on the structural components of the
relationship—for example, for weak ties, the games served
as a way to maintain relationships by providing a topic of
common ground.
In addition, many studies have confirmed that collaborative
dynamics in gaming can provide both social support (e.g.,
emotional connections among multiple players) and
strategic support (e.g., knowledge gathering and sharing,
player decision-making, leadership, failure) (e.g., [1,59]). In
MMORPGs, collaboration-mediated social support mainly
emerges in guilds and raiding. Guilds are virtual
associations run by players who are natural organizers; they
usually have formalized membership and rank assignments
in order to encourage participation; and they involve a
complicated
leader-subordinate
and
leader–leader
relationship. And aiding are large-scale, complex group
activities that involve 10-40 people working together in real
time to solve extreme problems [1]. As Nardi and Harris
[38, p. 152] described in their ethnographic study of WoW,
“[m]uch of the sociable non-game-related chat takes place
in the guild channel. Most is informal, humorous, or
downright silly… Though such messages were brief, they
provided enough information so that guild mates had a
sense of others’ lives.” Instead of merely playing alone or
observing others’ behavior via public communication
channels, collaboration as groups makes MMORPG players
engage in a more intimate forum that allows them to attach
themselves to a group, to automatically follow and better
understand one another, to naturally compete with other
groups, and to show how they react in tense, risky, and
unclear situations [35]. Collaboration is also highly
generative of belongingness [33], as well as a “trusted
responsibility because allowing the wrong people into a
guild can ruin its social dynamics” [38, p. 152]. During this
process, players come to trust (or distrust) one another.
In more casual/social games, collaboration-mediated social
support can occur in small groups or in various forms. For
example, Freeman et al. [16,17] discussed emotional
connections between players in collaboration in dyad (e.g.,
virtual marriage). Such a marriage system enforces
gameplay in pairs not in groups, allowing players to
construct exclusively one-to-one relationship: Once
married, the game automatically ties the pair together, and
collaboration in dyads not only becomes part of the
instrumental gameplay but also involves self-disclosure and
sharing deepest feelings – the very basis for emotional
connections, intimate experiences, and various types of
support.
This prior body of literature provides a picture of how
online gaming can support, mediate, and facilitate social
support in various ways, such as through the dynamics of
collaboration or shared gaming experiences. However,
eSports can be distinctive from other popular online games
that have been routinely studied throughout the history of
multiplayer online games as it adds multiple “layers” of
complexity. First, eSports gameplay occurs in highly

competitive and fast-paced virtual environments. Although
competition is possible in traditional multiplayer games
(e.g., MMORPGs), players usually make their own progress
and have individual tasks” [41]. Yet in eSports, competition
is the core for the team performance with common goals
and interests. As a result, eSports gaming tends to have a
higher demand for skills than traditional online gaming
even when people are playing the exact same game – since
skills are also closely associated with the team’s fame,
revenue, and reputation out of the game. For example,
Counter-Strike players’ skilled expertise [45] and League of
Legends players’ in-game and out-of-game practices to
pursue competitive success [11] have attracted some
research attention.
Second, due to the high demand for skills and wins, eSports
players are expected to engage in intensive social
interactions both online and offline. How players are
engaged physically in practice and play [61] as well as their
out-of-game or metagame expertise [11] have been
considered key to team cohesion and high performance
teamwork. For example, players tend to use an array of
multimodal communication tools in gameplay for the sake
of synchronous information sharing and status updating as
well as group decision-making. Out of the game, players
also frequently communicate with one another to help either
strategize the gameplay beforehand or reflect on
(un)successful team performance afterwards. In addition,
players often made exerted efforts to arrange face-to-face
interaction, such as social gatherings in local eSports clubs,
group training/team building activities, and travel to
tournaments together.
Third, the sophisticated sociocultural structure of
“professionalism” is likely to make studies of eSports
different (and probably more complicated) than studies of
non-eSports games. In addition, professionalism in eSports
does not only refer to highly skilled gameplay and strategic
team management [53,57] but also emphasizes the so-called
“pro culture” [53]. It explains the broader structural
mechanisms that make this field distinctive -- the
collaborative efforts of gaming companies, players,
communities, spectators, and many other stakeholders who
contribute to establishing a set of stable, widely
acknowledged, and abided standards [46], and the
“rebuilding, rather than blurring, the boundaries between
content producers and audiences” [52, p. 293].
To what degree can our existing theories of mediated social
support accommodate new phenomena/practices of social
support emerging in online spaces? And to what degree can
these emerging practices confirm and/or argument our
existing understandings of social support? We therefore use
eSports as a unique context to further investigate computermediated social support.

METHODOLOGY
Research Questions and Data Collection

In this study we ask the following research questions:
How, if at all, do eSports players exchange social support
through their team dynamics? How do the different types of
social support identified in previous literature map out in
the context of eSports?
To explore these questions, data were collected as part of a
larger study that examines player experiences in eSports.
After consulting with two professional eSports players, we
learned that eSports players usually used Facebook groups
to communicate and organize events. Therefore, we
searched groups with keywords related to eSports such as
eSports, Dota, Overwatch, League of Legends, or LoL on
Facebook. Then we sent requests to join the retrieved
groups and posted a message on those groups who accepted
our requests (N = 12) in order to recruit players who had
played eSports games as part of a team and were willing to
be interviewed as voluntary participants. All players who
responded to our messages and agreed to participate were
interviewed. As a result, 26 semi-structured in-depth
interviews were conducted via text/audio/video Skype chat
by the first author based on participants’ modality
preferences from May to July 2016.
In each interview, 23 predefined open-ended questions
regarding eSports players’ gaming experiences (e.g., “Have
you ever used eSports as a way to seek friends, romance or
any type of close interpersonal relationship? If so, how?”)
were asked and the average length of interviews was 85
minutes. Table 1 provides details about our interview
participants. It should be noted that our sample includes
both professional and amateur players: six participants had
engaged in professional gaming in some ways (e.g., in a
colleague team playing for tournaments, contracting with a
professional eSports organization, running eSports-related
business, and streaming to make income) and 20 (77%)
self-identified themselves as amateur players. Most
participants belonged to remote teams but 21 (80.8%) of
them managed to meet their teammates offline at least once.
Gender
Age
Location
Professional players

eSports games played

Experience in eSports

Female: 4 (15%)
Male: 22 (75%)
Average: 21.5 years old
Oldest: 52 years old
All located in the U.S
6 (23%)
League of Legends (LoL), Dota,
StarCraft, Counter Strike, Super
Smash Bros, Overwatch, SMITE,
Hearthstone, Guild Wars, Halo,
World of Tanks, and Rocket
League
Average: 3 years (max. = 15 years)

Table 1. Interviewee demographics (N =26)

Data Analysis

An in-depth qualitative analysis was conducted to code and
interpret the data. This method was used to focus on firstperson and narrative accounts of players’ unique
perceptions and understandings of their eSports activities as
well as its impacts on their social life, in order to provide
rich and detailed descriptions of human experience [29].
The data analysis in this study ensued the following steps:
1) the authors closely read through players’ narratives to
acquire a sense of the whole picture as regards their social
experiences and interpersonal relationships in eSports; 2)
social support emerged as a strong series of themes; 3) the
authors conducted literature review on different types of
social support; 4) supportive behaviors were separated into
four types based on the literature; 5) the authors identified
a preliminary set of narrative themes emerging in players’
social experiences and interpersonal relationships in eSports
for each of the four social support categories; 6) the authors
iteratively discussed findings from step three and
synthesized those themes to summarize the fundamental
aspects of players’ social experiences and interpersonal
relationships in eSports.
RESULTS

In our interviews, all participants, including both
professional and amateur players, expressed that they
established a certain type of close interpersonal
relationships with their teammates and gained somewhat
support from them over time. Especially, various game
elements and technological features (e.g., the very emphasis
on competition and teamwork; the wide use of in-game and
out-of-game multimodal communication channels; the
timely action-feedback gameplay process; and the exposure
to team members all over the world with diverse
backgrounds) create and afford opportunities for
meaningful social support that eSports players may
experience. In the following sections we discuss the four
themes of social support emerging in our data based on
previous literature: emotional support, informational
support, instrumental support, and esteem support.
Emotional Support through Mediated Friendship and
Romance

All players expressed that the emotional connections to
team members, either as friendship or romantic
relationship, constituted significant part of the social
support they gained from teamwork. Considering their life
stage (e.g., mostly college students), formation of teams,
and gameplay behavior (e.g., collaboration in a highly
competitive environment), friendship is a natural outcome
of their eSports practices. For example, one participant
described how being in a college that was far away from
home motivated him to seek friends in eSports, whose very
focus on teamwork and collaborative play eventually built
his new social circle and made him no longer lonely:
I have used eSports to seek friends. Take college as an
example. I went to a school 11 hours away and knew no
one. Went to the LOL call out meeting and now I'm

friends with a lot of those guys. (P11, amateur, male,
age 19)
For these players, social relationships outside the family
started to expand through eSports teamwork, and their
quality has been linked to various behavioral outcomes
[19]. Their team members thus become a new type of social
support: adjust to new and unfamiliar environments and
satisfy their growing needs for care and attachment through
friendships.
Especially, some players noted that they not only sought
new friendship and emotional connections but reinforced
established friendship through eSports teams. For example,
“It [Playing eSports] is what really keeps my friends
together. We'd all probably stay friends if we stopped
playing, but I don't think we would have gotten here without
gaming.” (P22, professional, male, age 22) In this sense,
continuously engaging in teamwork with friends maintained
their attachment to each other instead of drifting apart due
to factors such as school, family, distance, or time.
However, while all players admitted the emergence of
friendship in their teams, they pointed out that teamwork
did not always mediate friendship. For them, friendship was
not “sought” but “happened/emerged,” though it did require
a great amount of emotional investment. Therefore,
friendship would only emerge under a certain conditions
such as supporting each other in competitions for a long
time, communicating outside of the game, and shared
interest. Some even talked about how winning was less
important when playing with players whom they felt
connected to. A few participants have shared their stories:
Friendships form when hardships are endured together.
That's why school and sports bond people, and why gaming
communities continue to get stronger. (P14, professional,
male, age 23)
Most if not all of your teammates start as strangers. You do
eventually become real life friends. Playing competitively
together builds a strong comradery between players on the
team. You'll start not knowing anything about the other
members on your team but can eventually exchange other
information such as social media, phone numbers, and in
some cases even meet up offline. (P17, amateur, male, age
22)
As for how it [our friendship] happens, it usually requires
more than just playing the game together - I've only made
one friend that way, and it was because we were both
making Hamilton references in the entire game. An unlikely
shared interest. (P20, amateur, male, age 20)
In addition, emotional supportive words and behaviors
could lead to more intimate relationships in some cases. In
contrast to friendship, the idea of romance may seem odd
due to the highly competitive (sometimes aggressive)
nature of eSports. As one player noted, “In my opinion, the
competitive mindset and dedication to the game and your
team doesn't really lend itself to those types of relationships

[romantic relationships]” (P17, amateur, male, age 22). In
his opinion, eSports players’ focus on comradery and
commitment to the team as a unity may discourage them to
develop exclusively one-to-one interpersonal relationships
(e.g., romance).
Surprisingly, this does not mean that it is impossible to
generate romance in eSports. Five participants described
how engaging in eSports teams led to a romantic
relationship with their teammates; and that such a
relationship was the main source for them to feel
emotionally satisfied in the team. For example:
I met a guy who I liked from the game. It’s interesting
because you come to learn the personality first. (P15,
amateur, female, age 18)
Interestingly enough I met my current girlfriend
through one of the startup online League of Legends
teams. I didn't go into it thinking I wanted to pursue a
relationship with this person I just thought of it as
another team I could join to play on for a while. One
day I mentioned that I was going to X [a university] to
visit some high school friends and she said that she was
going to college there so we decided to meet up at a
restaurant and we hung at together for a while
afterwards. We talked about it afterwards and decided
that we were both willing to give the relationship a go
and we've been together for a little over 2 years now.
(P5, amateur, male, age 21)
P5’s account represents a typical love story of how eSports
players built romantic feelings toward their teammates:
Starting as online stranger, playing together and supporting
each other in competitive and stressful (game-based)
scenarios, communicating both online and offline, and
eventually moving to an offline relationship. In this process,
eSports teams were not only places where they met each
other but also a start point to know each other’s personality
and behavioral patterns through collaborative activities.
Yet players also warned that the intense commitment and
the high demand for skills in eSports could both facilitate
and destroy the feeling of romance and the affiliated
emotional satisfaction:
I spent a lot of time with my ex [girlfriend] on League
before meeting more in person. But it really helped the
connection by teamwork. A lot of eSports heavily
emphasize teamwork and synergy. So things can get
really exciting or really scary very quickly, since you
spend a lot of time working together (as a team). (P9,
amateur, male, age 19)
Think about what would happen if you told a couple
that the only way they can survive is if they work
together to kill their opponent. That sure will bond or
break you quick. And I do mean break. I’ve seen both
sides. You couldn't cooperate to win, you get frustrated,
and you get angry. Skill difference in those situations is
a lot of the issue. In league of legends asking a

diamond league player to play with a bronze player is
rough. You feel like you are babysitting. It’s hard for
people. (P14, professional, male, age 23)
According to P9 and P14, the very emphasis on competition
and teamwork in eSports can be a double-edged sword for
developing romantic relationships: On the one hand, the
highly competitive environment somewhat forced players to
closely collaborate with each other in order to win, which
opened opportunities for inter-dependence, familiarity, and
eventually intimate interpersonal relationships such as
romance. On the other hand, the emphasis on seamless
teamwork in fast paced game sessions could undermine
such relationships by posing high stress and frustration.
Players may need to sacrifice the overall benefit for their
team (e.g., win) for the benefit of their one-to-one
relationship (e.g., always team with their romantic partner
regardless of his/her skill levels). This can generate tensions
both between the romantic partners and within all the team
members.
Nevertheless, players reported that they received
tremendous emotional support through their friendships
and/or romantic relationships emerging in eSports. Such
emotional support included trust (e.g., “I trust that they will
do their best to do their role in the game while I do my
best.” P24, professional, female, age 19), respect (e.g., “my
teammates trust and respect me even when I show weakness
with emotions.” P18, amateur, female, age 18), a feeling of
belongingness (e.g., “I honestly consider them my family.
And the one big thing that binds us is that we game
together.” P22, professional, male, age 22), and a sense of
inclusive and promising community (e.g., “all we want now
is to be their own big group of prominent people who are
valued the same as even a sports star. The community
rallies behind that ideology and it’s great.” P14,
professional, male, age 23).
For many players, the emotional connections that they
established in the online team can be naturally transferred
to the offline life, which we will further discuss in the third
section. P21 (amateur, male, age 18) summarized such
transition:
When you are in a competitive game, your players’
safety becomes very important. You put your life (in
game) in danger and you trust your teammate to protect
you. You can tell when they try hard to protect you.
That connection transfers over to real life. "This player
is willing to put his characters life in danger to protect
mine" is a strong 'message' on how they treat you in
real life. Basically, I see a connection between in game
attitude and real life attitude.
Informational Support: A Basis for Team Dynamics and
Instrumental Support

In the context of eSports, information could be loosely
interpreted as knowledge about game mechanics. This
knowledge was transferred through vicarious means (e.g.,
viewing how others play or in-game chat) or through group

discussions. Some players even consider such informational
support a foundation for their team dynamics, for example:
Collaboration could be any form of communication to
help the great good of the team such as using the
ingame text chat and ping system to give teammates
information. Such information can help the team to take
important objectives such as tower, kills, or dragons.
(P3, amateur, male, age 20).
People are asking questions such as which target I
should take first, they are trying to find resources, or
they want to know something about the game. I usually
answer their questions and give them the information
they want. That’s how we become a community. (P7,
amateur, female, age 52)
In an online tournament, we often get together in a
voice chat channel before playing, sharing general
information, what we know about the other teams,
strategize, etc. I think those sharing and conversations
is the key to our success. (P20, amateur, male, age 20)
Another example of collaborative informational support is
the discussions around player selection and management for
team composition. With regard to game-related tasks,
teamwork allows players to combine their avatars’ combat
skills and pool the capabilities of different avatar classes
(e.g., different champions in LoL). This decreases the risk
of being killed and facilitates the process of avatar
advancement through group efforts. Therefore, such
informational support became crucial for gathering and
maintaining a high performance team. Such informational
support extended outside the game as well. As a
professional player described,
I was a manager of a professional team at one point.
We wanted to add a Korean player to the team. He was
extremely talented but less well-known. So we wanted
to bring him to represent us and to the world stage for
everyone to see. There were a lot of discussions and
information sharing about how we could do this, how
much it would cost, what benefits and risks were for us,
and how we could communicate with the player, etc.
(P26, professional, male, age 29).
In addition, both amateur and professional players used a
variety of multimodal communication tools in gameplay for
the sake of synchronous information sharing and status
updating as well as group decision-making under extreme
time pressure. Although most games already had in-game
communication features, many participants chose to use a
third party application such as Skype and ooVoo.
Participants also preferred those that were specifically
designed for gaming or watching game streaming (e.g.,
Discord, Curse, and Teamspeak) due to their low latency,
in-game overlay (i.e., seamless integration with the gaming
environment), encrypted server to client communication,
and the affordance of multiple chat channels/groups. It
should also be noted that informational support does not

end as exchanges of knowledge or group decision-making.
Rather, it functions as a mediator or precursor that leads to
other types of sharing (e.g., opinions, mentoring, and
resources), which ultimately generate instrumental support.
Instrumental Support In and Out of the Gameplay

Instrumental support was related to two contexts:
instrumental support within the game and outside of the
game. At the very baseline, players would help them out in
the game, mostly through informational support, as
described in the earlier section. Players were also
supportive of teammates who were seeking professional
careers in eSports that extended beyond game mechanics:
It's a close knit group of 6 of us. We'll help each other
out with pretty much anything. One of our friends is
trying to go pro [professional] in a game and we're all
supporting him, going to his tournaments, cheering him
on, doing research for him, being his practice partner
(even though we all suck), etc. (P22, professional, male,
age 22)
However, players also described that the instrumental
support they received was often extended to the nongaming contexts, which contributed to their success and
achievements in various situations. For example, a few
players noted how the team dynamics emerging in
gameplay helped team members achieve career goals not
related to games:
Out of game, we often help one another work on
personal goals and such. I often chat with my friends
about ideas I have for my business and they want me to
succeed, so we talk on that. (P8, amateur, male, age 21)
Me and someone that plays for the organization on the
team are graphic designers. I've been a graphic
designer for 5 years now and he's been one for three.
We ended up getting into graphic designing together
and no pun intended, collaborate making pieces of art
together. (P26, professional, male, age 29)
I would probably say the best example is me and our
mid-laner. We are in the same major and we exchange
notes multiple times and helped each other try and get
through the class. (P10, amateur, male, age 19)
According to these accounts, no matter which direction a
team member wanted to pursue, his or her team members
enthusiastically provided a variety of instrumental support
that might not be available in their regular offline social
networks, including verbal encouragements (“cheering him
on”), company (“going to his tournaments” “being his
practice partner”), working together toward a goal
(“getting into graphic designing together”), and sharing
information and resources (“exchange notes multiple times”
“doing research for him”). In the team, everyone was
sincerely happy to see others’ success and would love to
assist as much as possible both online and offline.

In addition, such a willingness to support team members
could be found in almost all aspects of team members’
everyday life, including the mundane. This seemed to
improve the quality of their offline lives in return. For
some, their eSports team members carried them through
what had been some “tough times” in their lives. When they
encountered life issues, their team members were there to
listen, calm them down, and suggest potential solutions. For
example,

According to them, one of the most important experiences
was to learn the fact that care was a mutual activity: in
order to receive help, it was important and necessary to give
help. This constituted the key to win and the very basis for
trust. Especially in a highly risky and fast-paced
environment, players immediately experienced the outcome
of helping/not helping others. This timely action-feedback
process reinforced their understanding of the significance of
“taking care of others” in a team.

I live with one of my team members and we clean the
house together, organize our bills, etc. We have perfect
trust in each other, even with stuff like finances. One of
our friends was in a tough financial spot and we all
pitched in to help him out; we even bought him a game
we knew he wanted but obviously couldn't afford. (P22,
professional, male, age 22)

In addition, while some may consider committing to
eSports time-consuming and addicting, players regarded
their engagement as an approach to achieve better time
management and self-discipline. P26 (professional, male,
age 29) explained,

Especially, many players considered supporting team
members in the offline life a “natural process.” For them,
teamwork in the game became “a very immediate thing to
tie you to that person. Something to talk about, something
in common, something that allows you to engage in a
deeper conversation.” (P7, amateur, female, age 52) This
process enabled them to know each other and establish
close relationships, which allowed them to project the same
expectations and demands for mutual help in the game (e.g.,
keep team members alive and win) as well as offline (e.g.,
keep team members happy and help them succeed), as P17
(amateur, male, age 22) mentioned, “since you develop a
strong friendship with your teammates it's very common to
go to your team when you need advice on real world
issues.”
Esteem Support: Self-improvement through Mutual
Learning

Through informational and instrumental support, players
gradually achieved self-improvement not as a gamer but as
a young human being (in most cases) whose personality and
identity was still forming.
In our interviews, players identified a few types of learning
experiences that emerged in their teamwork. For example, a
few players described that how they became more
considerate and caring after learning to “look out” peers
and pay attention to their mental states:
You're looking out for your peers more. I think in a way
it makes you care more because you want people to be
there for you too and you understand that stuff can be
difficult and it's okay to help and receive help. (P15,
professional, female, age 18)
We are always there for a teammate when they are
feeling sad or depressed. Overall, we all just look out
for each other. (P23, amateur, male, age 18)
The team environment is a great environment in which
the more you put in, the more you get out. (P24,
professional, female, age 19)

I definitely valued that experience as it taught me to
become disciplined in what I do. Being good at
anything takes time and dedication. This has definitely
made a big contribution to what I would commit in the
future. Maybe this skillset is useful for pursuing a PhD.
Who knows?
For these players, their dedication to eSports was not
distinctive from commitments that were required for
success in any other area. Instead, through competitive and
collaborating gaming, they learned about endurance,
persistence, and tolerance, which would better prepare them
for completing tasks in other fields.
How did this happen? A few players pointed out that
understanding
team
members’
different
cultural
perspectives and “the unique experience of suffering
through a defeat” made them grow up and become better
people intellectual, mentally, and emotionally:
I've had opportunities to meet, talk to, and become
friends with hundreds of people from all around the
world and gain a very great cultural perspective. I
learned a great deal about live streaming and technical
skills, and was able to create things that people really
enjoyed. (P2, amateur, male, age 21)
I think eSports provides the unique experience of
suffering through a defeat in a game. I believe it
strengthens the bonds between the people on your team.
I believe it provides more of an impact than other
sports because of the connection and closeness of your
teammates. (P17, amateur, male, age 22)
As part of a virtual team, on the one hand, players gained
technical skills with regard to how to better navigate and
control the system as well as how to collaborate with
others; on the other hand, throughout the gaming process,
they exposed to a variety of perspectives, views, and
opinions from team members with diverse backgrounds. In
this way, the game became a platform where they interacted
with other cultures and appreciated the cultural diversity by
carrying each other through tough situations (e.g., the
highly intensive competition and the frustration of being
defeated). As a result, they became more open-minded,

tolerant, and considerate. The following quotes well
summarized how teamwork in eSports was so powerful that
even shaped players’ mindset over time and made them
whom they were today:
I was a really quiet person in high school and when I
brought in Melee for everyone to play I was able to
connect with people through that and make friends.
This completely changed my life. (P5, amateur, male,
age 21)
I was pretty toxic when I first started. It’s like, I was
never at fault for my mistakes. It was always my team's
fault, haha. But over the years, I've met some very
different people. Now I guess I'm more open minded
and accepting. Like, mistake happens, something bad
happens, that's okay. I don't really blame anybody. (P9,
amateur, male, age 19)
I've honestly enjoyed every second I've spent playing
and even just watching. It's been a great experience and
I've honestly developed a lot as a person due to eSports.
(P22, professional, male, age 22)
DISCUSSION

As a new context of online gaming that focuses on
competition and as a collaborative system that requires “fast
and precise interaction” [23 p. 311], eSports has been
considered an emerging research area at CHI [18]. In this
paper we focus on players' experiences of social interaction
consequences mediated by their eSports activities. We have
presented in the previous section how players experienced
and interpreted four main themes of social support in their
gameplay. In this section we discuss how our findings
confirm or augment existing theories of mediated social
support.
Intertwined Social Support

While a large body of previous literature distinguishes
between the different types of social support, we found that
in the context of eSports, the fact that the team-emphasized,
highly competitive gaming practice was a shared goal and
core task made it difficult to separate instrumental support
from other types of support. For example, in the case of
emotional support that led to the development of
relationships (e.g., romantic ones), the exchanged
instrumental support played a crucial role: Many times, this
type of instrumental support was phrased as “teamwork.”
To some degree, it is similar to the collaboration-mediated
social support in multiplayer games that has been discussed
in previous game studies. Yet it is more difficult to put
support-related eSports behaviors, rather than supportive
behaviors in non-eSports multiplayer games, into traditional
support categories due to eSports’ high demand for skills,
team cohesion instead of individual achievements, win, and
professional context. Therefore, instrumental support makes
informational and instrumental support serve as a basis for
emotional and esteem support. In this sense, it is almost as
if there were a hierarchy of the different types of social

support in terms of how they were developed, with
instrumental and informational support serving as the
starting point.
The instrumental to emotional and esteem support
development is also facilitated by the fact that trust could
develop quickly through reciprocity. In a “normal” situation
between individuals, trust gradually develops as individuals
engage in reciprocal behaviors over time. Yet the highly
complex eSports activities (e.g., high performance team in a
time sensitive, competitive digital environments) require
equally complex support for the team efficiency/success.
This unique context seems to accelerate the foundation for
higher-level support functions by the frequent reciprocal
interactions that occur in the game. This might be the
reason why players were able to determine compatibility in
a relatively easier method than non-game situations.
Therefore, our qualitative results extend understandings of
the role of reciprocity, as previous studies have found that
reciprocity contributes to both perceived emotional and
instrumental support, but is stronger with instrumental [62].
Our results suggest that over time, the instrumental could
even act as a mediator toward emotional and esteem
support and that even in situations where reciprocity is
forced upon individuals as a function of game mechanics,
this could lead to other types of more meaningful support.
Future research should look more into how reciprocal
interactions in game contribute to instrumental support and
whether or not there are differences based on certain fixed
roles of the character. For example, in some games, teams
need to be composed of avatars that have different skills—it
is advantageous for the team to have people with diverse
abilities to win the game. In other games, however, players
may be equal in terms of the abilities that their characters
have. Then the question becomes: Do complementary roles
naturally lend themselves to more supportive functions?
At the same time, it is unclear what would happen in
situations where the instrumental support lacks reciprocity.
Are people who receive more help more likely to feel
instrumental support than those who give it? Again, the
likelihood of offering instrumental support to others could
be based on a number of different motivations, so it is
difficult to unpack in the current study. Moreover, certain
characters are designed to give more instrumental support
to others. For example, with a “healing” type character, the
main function of this character is to make sure everyone
remains healthy; similarly, a “tank” character is designed to
soak up damage by making themselves a human shield for
other team members. These character types may be seen as
more altruistic or generous with instrumental support than
other types of characters that do not have functions that
directly benefit other characters. Future research may also
take into consideration the different roles eSports players
usually play, to pick apart differences between instrumental
support that is a built-in game feature or naturally emerges
in gameplay because of personality or social dynamics
within the team.

Especially, we found that the relationships were emergent
and often the meaningful ones were those that happened
organically. This sheds further light on why earlier studies
have found that social capital motivations lead to players
becoming offline friends, but game performance-related
motivations do not [10]. Our research suggests that the
transition from online to offline relationship often has
nothing to do with the game itself or the instrumental
support related to game mechanics—rather, it is the
emotional and esteem support that facilitate the desire to
meet face to face.
Face to Face Still Matters

In regards to emotional support, our findings are consistent
with existing scholarship on the formation and maintenance
of relationships. However, unlike much of the MMORPG
scholarship, the relationships of eSports players seem to
bleed more into offline relationships. This is consistent with
some earlier quantitative work, which found a significant
association between physical proximity and bonding social
capital [55].
Given that a fair number of our participants were college
students, it could be that our sample is biased because they
are living on or near college campuses. It is also uncertain
whether or not the physical proximity is an artifact of
emotional and instrumental support, or if the inherent
characteristics of eSports lend itself to desire for in-person
interaction. Professional eSports teams in South Korea, for
example, are known for co-habitation and living a
regimented lifestyle. Is the coordination or teamwork
required in eSports so satisfactory that players need to be
connected physically?
This raises interesting questions about the role of physical
presence in virtual teamwork, which is a very unique
situation given that most studies on presence has been about
the feeling of (non-physical) presence in virtual worlds
[25,39].
Bridging or Bonding?

Similar to how the different types of social support were
difficult to isolate, we also found that the distinction of
bridging and bonding social capital was very different in
the context of eSports. Traditionally, the literature suggests
that bridging social capital occurs through weak ties and
bonding through strong ties, but in this particular context,
we found that players—especially team members—could
be both weak ties and still be able to provide the type of
emotional support commonly found only among strong ties.
In particular, players discussed the role of bridging social
capital in the development of esteem support, by being
exposed to diverse perspectives and views from people who
they would otherwise not encounter in their offline world.
Previous studies have shown that online gaming can help
with informational support for high school students [13]
because they can get novel information from adults who are
not part of their offline community. Yet this research may
be the one of the few documentation of esteem support

development in online gaming. Given the extensive
literature on harassment and trolling in online games
[14,51], these examples highlight yet another dimension of
the positive social influences of online gaming. However,
these results should also be interpreted with caution. Most
of our interview participants were young men, and thus it
was difficult to tease out gender differences.
CONCLUSIONS

Drawn on previous studies of theories of relationship
development and social support in both online and offline
social spaces, in this study we used eSports as a unique
research site to examine the different types of social support
exchanged between players. We found that even though
most players started out as strangers, the context of eSports
facilitated situations of extremely frequent acts of helping
through both tangible and intangible means within the
game. Such in-game informational and instrumental support
often led to more emotional and esteem support, and these
different support functions not only remain within the
context of the game but also “bled” out into in-person
interactions and relationships. When relationships became
more complex, however, players had to manage different
expectations of support that accompanied different
relationship roles and sometimes had to make a conscious
decision between choosing a relationship as a friend or
lover over a relationship as a fellow competitive gamer.
We hope that these findings can contribute to a better
understanding of player experiences in highly competitive
and time sensitive digital environments, the structure and
dynamics of those virtual teams, and the consequences of
players’ social interactions in such environments, in order
to design and develop interactive technologies that better
serve those types of collaborative systems and players’
unique social needs.
It should also be noted that our data have a few limitations.
All participants were volunteers recruited from Facebook
groups. There was a potential bias toward players who used
social media. In addition, interviews were the primary data.
Therefore, our results may be particular to a selected group
of eSports players. A variety of other data sources (e.g.,
large-scale surveys) and a broader participant population
may be needed to further validate and generalize our
findings.
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We thank Dean Hayes and all participants. We also thank
the anonymous reviewers for their useful suggestions.
REFERENCES

1.

Jeffrey Bardzell, Jeffrey Nichols, Tyler Pace, and
Shaowen Bardzell. 2012. Come meet me at ulduar:
Progression raiding in world of warcraft. Proceedings of
the ACM 2012 conference on Computer Supported
Cooperative Work - CSCW ’12: 603–612.
http://doi.org/10.1145/2145204.2145296

2.

Manuel Barrera. 1986. Distinctions between social
support concepts, measures, and models. American

Journal of Community Psychology 14, 4: 413–445.
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF00922627
3.

4.

Pierre Bourdieu. 1986. The forms of capital. In
Handbook of Theory and Research for the Sociology of
Education, J. Richardson (ed.). Greenwood, NY, 241–
58. Retrieved from
http://www.marxists.org/reference/subject/philosophy/w
orks/fr/bourdieu-forms-capital.htm
Moira Burke, Cameron Marlow, and Thomas Lento.
2010. Social network activity and social well-being.
Proceedings of the 28th international conference on
Human factors in computing systems CHI 10, ACM
Press, 1909–1912.
http://doi.org/10.1145/1753326.1753613

5.

Benjamin Burroughs and Paul Rama. 2015. The eSports
Trojan Horse: Twitch and Streaming Futures. Journal
For Virtual Worlds Research 8, 2.
http://doi.org/10.4101/JVWR.V8I2.7176

6.

Caleb T. Carr, D. Yvette Wohn, and Rebecca A. Hayes.
2016. [Thumbs up emoji] as social support: Relational
closeness, automaticity, and interpreting social support
from paralinguistic digital affordances in social media.
Computers in Human Behavior 62: 385–393.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.03.087

7.

8.

9.

Sheldon Cohen, Benjamin Gottlieb, and Lynn G.
Underwood. 2000. Social relationships and health. In
Measuring and Intervening in Social Support, Gottlieb B
Cohen S, Underwood L (ed.). Oxford University Press,
New York, NY, 3–25.
James S. Coleman. 1988. The creation and destruction of
social capital: Implications for the law. Notre Dame
Journal of Law, Ethics, & Public Policy 375: 375–404.
Carolyn E. Cutrona and Daniel W. Russell. 1987. The
provisions of social relationships and adaptation to
stress. Advances in Personal Relationships 1, 1: 37–67.

10. Emese Domahidi, Ruth Festl, and Thorsten Quandt.
2014. To dwell among gamers: Investigating the
relationship between social online game use and
gaming-related friendships. Computers in Human
Behavior 35: 107–115.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2014.02.023
11. Scott Donaldson. 2017. Mechanics and metagame:
Exploring binary expertise in League of Legends.
Games and Culture 12, 5: 426–444.
12. Nicole B. Ellison, Charles Steinfield, and Cliff Lampe.
2011. Connection strategies: Social capital implications
of Facebook-enabled communication practices. New
Media & Society 13, 6: 873–92.
http://doi.org/10.1177/1461444810385389
13. Nicole B. Ellison, D. Y. Wohn, and C. M. Greenhow.
2014. Adolescents’ visions of their future careers,
educational plans, and life pathways: The role of

bridging and bonding social capital experiences. Journal
of Social and Personal Relationships 31, 4: 516–534.
http://doi.org/10.1177/0265407514523546
14. Jesse Fox and Wai Yen Tang. 2016. Womens
experiences with general and sexual harassment in
online video games: Rumination, organizational
responsiveness, withdrawal, and coping strategies. New
Media & Society: 1–18.
http://doi.org/10.1177/1461444816635778
15. Guo Freeman, Jeffrey Bardzell, and Shaowen Bardzell.
2016. Revisiting Computer-Mediated Intimacy.
Proceedings of the 2016 CHI Conference on Human
Factors in Computing Systems - CHI ’16, ACM Press,
4325–4336. http://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858484
16. Guo Freeman, Jeffrey Bardzell, and Shaowen Bardzell.
2016. Intimate experiences in virtual worlds: The
interplay among hyperpersonal communication, avatarbased systems, and experiential drives. Proceedings of
iConference: 1–10.
17. Guo Freeman, Jeffrey Bardzell, Shaowen Bardzell, and
Susan C. Herring. 2015. Simulating Marriage: Gender
roles and emerging intimacy in an online game.
Proceedings of the 18th ACM Conference on Computer
Supported Cooperative Work & Social Computing CSCW ’15, ACM Press, 1191–1200.
http://doi.org/10.1145/2675133.2675192
18. Guo Freeman and Donghee Yvette Wohn. 2017. eSports
as an emerging research context at CHI: Diverse
perspectives on definitions. CHI Extended Abstracts,
ACM Press, 1601–1608.
http://doi.org/10.1145/3027063.3053158
19. Peggy C Giordano. 2003. Relationships in Adolescence.
Annual review of sociology 29: 257–281.
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.29.010202.100047
20. Mark S Granovetter. 1973. The strength of weak ties.
The American Journal of Sociology 78: 1360–1380.
http://doi.org/10.2307/2776392
21. Mark Griffiths. 2017. The psychosocial impact of
professional gambling, professional video gaming &
eSports. Casino & Gaming International 28: 59–63.
22. Juho Hamari and Max Sjöblom. 2015. What Is eSports
and Why Do People Watch It? Social Science Research
Network, August 2016: 1–26.
http://doi.org/10.1108/IntR-04-2016-0085
23. William Hamilton, Andruid Kerne, and Jon Moeller.
2012. Pen-in-hand command: NUI for real-time strategy
esports. Proceedings of the 2012 ACM annual
conference extended abstracts on Human Factors in
Computing Systems Extended Abstracts - CHI EA ’12,
ACM Press, 1455–1456.
http://doi.org/10.1145/2212776.2212483

24. William Hamilton, Andruid Kerne, and Tom Robbins.
2012. High-performance pen + touch modality
interactions. Proceedings of the 25th annual ACM
symposium on User interface software and technology UIST ’12, ACM Press, 309.
http://doi.org/10.1145/2380116.2380156
25. Carrie Heeter. 1992. Being there: The subjective
experience of presence. Presence 1: 262–271.
26. James S. House. 1981. Work stress asnd social support.
Addison-Wesley, Reading, MA.
27. Mehdi Kaytoue, Arlei Silva, Loïc Cerf, Wagner Meira,
and Chedy Raïssi. 2012. Watch me playing, i am a
professional. Proceedings of the 21st international
conference companion on World Wide Web - WWW ’12
Companion, ACM Press, 1181.
http://doi.org/10.1145/2187980.2188259
28. Tetsuro Kobayashi. 2010. Bridging Social Capital in
Online Communities: Heterogeneity and Social
Tolerance of Online Game Players in Japan. Human
Communication Research 36, 4: 546–569.
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.2010.01388.x
29. Yong Ming Kow and Timothy Young. 2013. Media
technologies and learning in the starcraft esport
community. Proceedings of the 2013 conference on
Computer supported cooperative work - CSCW ’13,
ACM Press, 387.
http://doi.org/10.1145/2441776.2441821
30. Robert Kraut, Sara Kiesler, Bonka Boneva, Jonathon
Cummings, Vicki Helgeson, and Anne Crawford. 2002.
Internet Paradox Revisited. Journal of Social Issues 58,
1: 49–74. http://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4560.00248
31. Alex Leavitt, Brian C. Keegan, and Joshua Clark. 2016.
Ping to Win? Non-verbal communication and team
performance in multiplayer games. Proceedings of the
2016 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems - CHI ’16, ACM Press, 4337–4350.
http://doi.org/10.1145/2858036.2858132
32. Thomas R. Lindlof and Bryan C. Taylor. 2010.
Qualitative communication research methods (3rd ed.).
SAGE, Thousand Oaks, CA.
33. Thomas M. Malaby. 2007. Contriving Constraints (The
Gameness of Second Life and the Persistence of
Scarcity). Innovations: Technology, Governance,
Globalization 2, 3: 62–67.
http://doi.org/10.1162/itgg.2007.2.3.62
34. Miller Mcpherson, Lynn Smith-Lovin, and James M
Cook. 2001. Birds of a Feather: Homophily in Social
Networks. Annual Review of Sociology 27, 1: 415–444.
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415
35. Jack Muramatsu and Mark S. Ackerman. 1998.
Computing, Social Activity, and Entertainment: A Field
Study of a Game MUD. Computer Supported

Cooperative Work (CSCW) 7, 1–2: 87–122.
http://doi.org/10.1023/A:1008636204963
36. Robin L. Nabi, Abby Prestin, and Jiyeon So. 2013.
Facebook friends with (health) benefits? Exploring
social network site use and perceptions of social support,
stress, and well-being. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and
Social Networking 16, 10: 721–727.
http://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2012.0521
37. Lennart E. Nacke, Anna Cox, Regan L. Mandryk, and
Paul Cairns. 2016. SIGCHI Games: The scope of games
and play research at CHI. Proceedings of the 2016 CHI
Conference Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in
Computing Systems - CHI EA ’16, ACM Press, 1088–
1091. http://doi.org/10.1145/2851581.2886438
38. Bonnie Nardi and Justin Harris. 2010. Strangers and
friends: Collaborative play in World of Warcraft.
International Handbook of Internet Research: 395–410.
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-9789-8
39. Kristine L. Nowak and Frank Biocca. 2003. The Effect
of the Agency and Anthropomorphism on Users’ Sense
of Telepresence, Copresence, and Social Presence in
Virtual Environments. Presence: Teleoperators and
Virtual Environments 12, 5: 481–494.
http://doi.org/10.1162/105474603322761289
40. Tyler Pace, Shaowen Bardzell, and Jeffrey Bardzell.
2010. The rogue in the lovely black dress. Proceedings
of the 28th international conference on Human factors
in computing systems - CHI ’10, ACM Press, 233.
http://doi.org/10.1145/1753326.1753361
41. Nataliia Pobiedina, Julia Neidhardt, Maria del Carmen
Calatrava Moreno, Laszlo Grad-Gyenge, and Hannes
Werthner. 2013. On Successful Team Formation:
Statistical Analysis of a Multiplayer Online Game. 2013
IEEE 15th Conference on Business Informatics, IEEE,
55–62. http://doi.org/10.1109/CBI.2013.17
42. Robert D. Putnam. 2001. Bowling alone: The collapse
and revival of American community. Simon & Schuster,
New York, NY.
43. Stephen A. Rains, Emily B. Peterson, and Kevin B.
Wright. 2015. Communicating social support in
computer-mediated contexts: A meta-analytic review of
content analyses examining support messages shared
online among individuals coping with illness.
Communication Monographs 82, 4: 403–430.
44. Rabindra A. Ratan, Jae Eun Chung, Cuihua Shen, Dmitri
Williams, and Marshall Scott Poole. 2010. Schmoozing
and smiting: Trust, social institutions, and
communication patterns in an MMOG. Journal of
Computer-Mediated Communication 16: 93–114.
45. Stuart Reeves, Barry Brown, and Eric Laurier. 2009.
Experts at play: Understanding skilled expertise. Games
and Culture 4, 3: 205–227.

46. Yuri Seo. 2016. Professionalized consumption and
identity transformations in the field of eSports. Journal
of Business Research 69, 1: 264–272.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.07.039
47. Lindsay H. Shaw and Larry M. Gant. 2002. In Defense
of the Internet: The Relationship between Internet
Communication and Depression, Loneliness, SelfEsteem, and Perceived Social Support. CyberPsychology
& Behavior 5, 2: 157–171.
http://doi.org/10.1089/109493102753770552
48. Max Sjöblom and Juho Hamari. 2016. Why do people
watch others play video games? An empirical study on
the motivations of Twitch users. An Empirical Study on
the Motivations of Twitch Users.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.10.019
49. Andrew D. Smock, Nicole B. Ellison, Cliff Lampe, and
Donghee Yvette Wohn. 2011. Facebook as a toolkit: A
uses and gratification approach to unbundling feature
use. Computers in Human Behavior 27: 2322–2329.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2011.07.011
50. Constance A. Steinkuehler and Dmitri Williams. 2006.
Where everyone knows your (screen) name: Online
games as “third places.” Journal of Computer-Mediated
Communication 11: 885–909.
51. Wai Yen Tang and Jesse Fox. 2016. Men’s harassment
behavior in online video games: Personality traits and
game factors. Aggressive Behavior 42, 6: 513–521.
http://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21646
52. Nicholas Thiel Taylor. 2016. Now you’re playing with
the audience power: The work of watching games.
Critical Studies in Mass Communication 33, 4: 293–307.
53. T. L. Taylor. 2012. Raising the Stakes : E-Sports and the
Professionalization of Computer Gaming. MIT Press.
54. Peggy A Thoits. 2011. Mechanisms linking social ties
and support to physical and mental health. Journal of
health and social behavior 52, 2: 145–61.
http://doi.org/10.1177/0022146510395592
55. Sabine Trepte, Leonard Reinecke, and Keno Juechems.
2012. The social side of gaming: How playing online
computer games creates online and offline social
support. Computers in Human Behavior 28(3): 832–839.
56. Bert N. Uchino, John T. Cacioppo, and Janice K.
Kiecolt-Glaser. 1996. The relationship between social
support and physiological processes: A review with

emphasis on underlying mechanisms and implications
for health. Psychological Bulletin 119, 3: 488–531.
http://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.119.3.488
57. Michael G. Wagner. 2006. On the Scientific Relevance
of eSports. International Conference on Internet
Computing: 437–442. http://doi.org/10.1086/290752
58. Robert Weiss. 1974. The Provisions of Social
Relationships. Doing Unto Others, 17–26.
59. Dmitri Williams. 2006. Why Game Studies Now?
Gamers Don’t Bowl Alone. Games and Culture 1, 13:
13–16. http://doi.org/10.1177/1555412005281774
60. Dmitri Williams, Nicolas Ducheneaut, Li Xiong,
Yuanyuan Zhang, Nick Yee, and Eric Nickell. 2006.
From tree house to barracks: The social life of guilds in
World of Warcraft. Games & Culture 1: 338–361.
61. Emma Witkowski. 2012. On the digital playing field:
How we “do sport” with networked computer games.
Games and Culture 7, 5: 349–374.
62. Donghee Yvette Wohn. 2016. From Faux-Social to ProSocial: The Mediating Role of Copresence in
Developing Expectations of Social Support in a Game.
Presence: Teleoperators and Virtual Environments 25,
1: 61–74. http://doi.org/10.1162/PRES_a_00246
63. Donghee Yvette Wohn, Caleb T. Carr, and Rebecca A.
Hayes. 2016. How Affective Is a “Like”?: The Effect of
Paralinguistic Digital Affordances on Perceived Social
Support. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social
Networking 19, 9: 562–566.
http://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2016.0162
64. Donghee Yvette Wohn, Cliff Lampe, Rick Wash, Nicole
Ellison, and Jessica Vitak. 2011. The “S” in Social
Network Games: Initiating, Maintaining, and Enhancing
Relationships. 2011 44th Hawaii International
Conference on System Sciences, IEEE, 1–10.
http://doi.org/10.1109/HICSS.2011.400
65. Donghee Yvette Wohn and Yu-Hao Lee. 2013. Players
of Facebook Games and How They Play. Entertainment
Computing 4, 3: 178–171.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.entcom.2013.05.002
66. Kevin B. Wright and Claude H. Miller. 2010. A
Measure of Weak-Tie/Strong-Tie Support Network
Preference.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03637751.2010.502538.

