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ABSTRACT 

ELIZABETH GIBBONS 
 

MASCULINITY, GAMING, FRIENDSHIP AND INTIMACY, AND SENSE OF 
COMMUNITY: A COMPARISON OF MEN IN  

VIRTUAL AND OFFLINE DOMAINS 

AUGUST 2017 

 

The purpose of the present study was to investigate possible relationships between 

masculinity, gaming, friendship/intimacy, and sense of community in online versus 

offline contexts. A total of 201 men who self-identified as gamers completed the survey. 

The participant pool was largely young, White, single, middle-class, heterosexual, and 

educated. Self-identified gamers were recruited via use of undergraduate students who 

volunteered for course credit and advertisements posted to social media and gaming-

related websites. Participants were given a demographic and gaming questionnaire, 

followed by the Gender Role Conflict scale (O’Neil, Helms, Gable, David, & 

Wrightsman, 1986), the Miller Social Intimacy scale (modified to measure friend groups 

online and offline; Miller & Lefcourt, 1982), the Sense of Community Index-2 (Chavis, 

Lee, & Acosta, 2008), and the Sense of Virtual Community measure (Blanchard, 2007). 

Canonical correlations, Pearson correlations, z-tests, multiple regressions, and a two-

factor repeated MANOVA were run to test hypotheses. Results showed that as gender 

role conflict increased, so did sense of community offline and friendship and intimacy 
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with offline friends. The researchers found that the relationship between masculinity and 

friendship and intimacy with offline friends was stronger than between masculinity and 

sense of friendship and intimacy with online friends. Men with higher masculinity scores 

also demonstrated stronger relationships among friendship and intimacy and sense of 

community with their offline friends than with their online friends. The results of this 

study suggest that friendship and community may be more strongly related to masculinity 

than was previously thought. The present study’s results also challenge negative 

associations between masculinity and gaming, and suggest that masculinity may not play 

a consistent role in online interactions and relationships. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

viii 
 

 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 

           Page 

COPYRIGHT ......................................................................................................... iii 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ....................................................................................... iv 

ABSTRACT. ........................................................................................................... vi 

LIST OF TABLES ................................................................................................. .xi 

LIST OF FIGURES. ............................................................................................... xii 

Chapter 

I.  INTRODUCTION. ............................................................................................. ..1 

       Overview and Significance of the Proposed Study ............................................. 1 
       Definition of Terms ........................................................................................... 6 
 
II. LITERATURE REVIEW ..................................................................................... 8 
 
       Masculinity. ........................... ...............................................................................8 
            Definitions of Masculinity.............................................................................. ..8 
            Development of Gender. ............................................................................ .10 
            Positive and Negative Aspects of Masculinity ............................................. 14 
            Masculinity and Emotion ............................................................................ 19 
      Gaming .......................................................................................................... ...21 
           Positive Aspects of Gaming. ........................................................................ 25 
           Negative Aspects of Gaming ....................................................................... .27 
           Gaming: Problematic use and Addiction. ..................................................... 29 
      Friendship and Intimacy.................................................................................... 35 
      Sense of Community ......................................................................................... 37 
      Sense of Virtual Community ............................................................................. 39 
      Masculinity and Gaming. ................................................................................. .40  
      Masculinity and Friendship and Intimacy. ....................................................... ..42  
      Gaming, Friendship and Intimacy, and Sense of Community ........................... .45  
 



 

ix 
 

     Masculinity, Friendship and Intimacy, and Sense of Community. ...................... 49  
     Masculinity, Gaming, Friendship and Intimacy, and Sense of Community ......... 50 
     Summary and Rationale for the Current Study ................................................... 51 
     Research Questions………………........................................................................54 
 
III. METHODOLOGY ........................................................................................... 55 
 
      Participants. ..................................................................................................... .55 
      Instrumentation ................................................................................................. 59 
             Demographic and Gaming Questionnaire ................................................... 59 
             Gender Role Conflict Scale. ...................................................................... .59 
             Miller Social Intimacy Scale ...................................................................... 61 
             Sense of Community Index and Sense of Virtual Community..................... 62 
      Procedure. ........................................................................................................ .64 
      Research Questions, Hypotheses, and Analysis Plan. ........................................ 65 
 
IV. RESULTS ........................................................................................................ 70 
 
       Descriptive Statistics ........................................................................................ 70 
       Simple Correlations ......................................................................................... 71 
       Analyses of Primary Hypotheses ...................................................................... 72 
 
V. DISCUSSION.................................................................................................... 80 
 
       Summary of Findings and Integration with the Literature ................................. 80 
             Hypothesis One .......................................................................................... 80 
             Hypothesis Two. ........................................................................................ 85 
             Hypothesis Three ....................................................................................... 86 
             Hypothesis Four ........................................................................................ .88 
       Implications. ................................................................................................... .90 
             Implications for Theories of Masculinity ................................................... .90 
             Implications for Views about Sexism in Gaming. ....................................... 91 
             Implications for Research. .......................................................................... 94 
             Implications for Practice ............................................................................ 95 
       Limitations...................................................................................................... .98 
       Strengths.. ...................................................................................................... 100 
       Conclusion ..................................................................................................... 101 
 
REFERENCES ..................................................................................................... 103 
 



 

x 
 

APPENDICES 
 
  A. Demographic and Gaming Questionnaire.......................................................122 
 
 B.  Gender Role Conflict Scale............................................................................124 
 
 C. Miller Social Intimacy Scale...........................................................................128 
 
 D. Sense of Community Index-2..........................................................................133 
 
 E. Sense of Virtual Community measure.............................................................137 
 
 F. Advertisement..................................................................................................140 
 
 G. Informed Consent Statement...........................................................................142 
 
 H. Referral Information........................................................................................146 
  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

xi 
 

 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table                                                                                                                         Page 

1. Descriptive Statistics on Sample Demographics. ................................................. 56 

2. Primary Hypotheses... ..................................................................................... ....66 

3. Two-factor Repeated-measures MANOVA Design ............................................. 69 

4. Descriptive Statistics on Instruments. .................................................................. 71 

5. Correlations of Measures... ............................................................................. ....72 

6. Regression of MSIS on SCI Subscales. ............................................................... 74 

7. Regression of MSIS on GRCS Subscales ............................................................ 76 

8. Means of Low and High Masculinity Groups for Intimacy and Community     
    Measures ............................................................................................................ 78 

9. Two-factor Repeated-measures MANOVA for Low and High Masculinity  
    Groups ................................................................................................................ 78 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

xii 
 

 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 
 

Figure                                                                                                                         Page 

1. Two-factor Repeated-measures MANOVA for Low and High Masculinity         
    Groups..........................................................................................................................79 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

1 
 

CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter provides an overview of the present study and includes definitions of 

terms. Major topics relevant to the study are reviewed briefly, including: masculinity, 

gaming, friendship and intimacy, and sense of community. 

Overview and Significance of the Proposed Study 

 How do men enact masculinity in online versus offline environments? Are their 

peer group friendships different in these two contexts? Is there something about virtual 

relationships and community that might allow men a freedom of emotional expression 

and intimacy that is not found in their face-to-face social interactions with other men? 

These are the sorts of questions that motivated the present study. Understanding adult 

men’s friendships/intimacy, sense of community, and masculinity in relation to on-line 

versus off-line social contexts presents a novel contribution to the psychological 

literature.   

 Masculinity research has been a major topic of study for many years within the 

field of psychology (O’Neil, 2008). Research into masculinity often explores definitions 

of masculinity, influences on the development of masculinity, variations in norms and 

performances of masculinity, and impact and consequences of masculinity (O’Neil, 

2008). Definitions of masculinity, according to Addis, Mansfield, and Syzdek (2010) are 

successful if they acknowledge the pivotal role of gendered social learning and can be 

used to effectively predict and account for social impact of such learning on boys and 
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men. Researchers suggest that studies into masculinity take an intersectional view of the 

construct and take into account important cultural and contextual influences on 

definitions and performances of masculinity (Addis et al., 2010; Englar-Carlson & 

Kiselica, 2013; Hodgetts & Rua, 2010). 

 Masculinity may be developed through a variety of routes. Parents, peers, and the 

media are thought to play primary roles in shaping an individual’s understanding and 

expression of masculinity (Epstein & Ward, 2011; Ewing Lee & Troop-Gordon, 2011a, 

2011b; Gelman, Taylor, & Nguyen, 2004; Leaper, 2011). In adulthood, men have self-

reported, in order of importance from most to least, the factors of family, responsibility, 

physical body, emotional toughness, and work as most important to their subjective 

definitions of masculinity (Wong et al., 2011). Additionally, men tend to report assertive 

and forceful aspects as central to their definitions of masculinity (Hoffman, Hattie, & 

Borders, 2005), and may use designated projects and places to express their masculinity 

(Hodgetts & Rua, 2010).  

 Masculinity has a range of proposed positive and negative aspects. O’Neil’s 

(2008) gender role conflict (GRC) model proposes specific negative outcomes for self or 

others resulting from restrictive gender roles, ultimately leading to the restriction of 

people’s (self or others) human potential. Research has shown GRC is related to 

depression, anxiety, stress, low self-esteem, shame, and alexithymia. Further, GRC has 

been shown to be negatively correlated with intimacy and self-disclosure in relationships, 
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and positively correlated with attachment difficulties and marital dissatisfaction (O’Neil, 

2008).  

In contrast, Kiselica and Englar-Carlson (2010) suggest the use of a strength-

based model when investigating masculinity, and delineate at least 10 positive outcomes 

of masculinity. These include: 1) developing relationships through activities; 2) 

protecting and caring for others, and taking action based on feelings of empathy; 3) 

generative fathering; 4) self-reliance balanced with consideration of others; 5) building 

identity and self-esteem through being workers and providers; 6) courage, daring, and 

risk-taking, within reason; 7) fostering identity and community through participation in 

groups; 8) humanitarian service through fraternal organizations; 9) use of humor to build 

intimacy, heal, and cope; and 10) demonstrating heroism. 

Men are the primary consumers of on-line video and computer games (Padilla-

Walker, Nelson, Carroll, & Jensen, 2010; Winn & Heeter, 2009). Gaming (playing of 

online video or computer games) has become a popular and relatively mainstream 

pastime. Recent reports show roughly 59% of Americans play computer or video games 

(Entertainment Software Association, 2014). Gaming includes a variety of modes of play 

and genres of games (Granic, Lobel, & Engels, 2014). One of the allures of gaming is the 

necessarily interactive nature of the medium (Jansz, 2005; Jansz & Martis, 2007). 

Additionally, gaming offers an immersive experience filled with various reward 

mechanisms (Jansz, 2005; King, Delfabbro, & Griffiths, 2011). 
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 Similar to masculinity, both positive and negative aspects of gaming have been 

reported in the literature. Granic et al. (2014) found a variety of positive outcomes 

associated with gaming, including: improvements in mood and increases in positive 

emotion, experiences of flow, intense pride in accomplishment, enhanced cognitive 

abilities, development of adaptive regulation strategies, and increased prosocial 

behaviors. Other research has shown associations between gaming and violence and 

aggression (Anderson et al., 2010), as well as gaming and decreased empathy 

(Greitemeyer, 2013). Additionally, some individuals may develop an addiction or 

problematic use of gaming (Charlton & Danforth, 2010; Ferguson, Coulson, & Barnett, 

2011; King, Delfabbro, & Griffiths, 2011).  

A related area of inquiry has been how gaming impacts friendships and intimacy. 

Intimacy in relationships is conceptualized as having four essential components: love and 

affection, personal validation, trust, and self-disclosure (Hook, Gerstein, Detterich, & 

Gridley, 2003). Emotional disclosures have been shown to be particularly important in 

the development of intimacy, especially for men (Brewer, Abell, & Lyons, 2013; Gore, 

Cross, & Morris, 2006; Way, 2013). Some researchers have found boys in adolescence 

endorse more intimacy and affection in their friendships, and suggest that as boys age 

into adulthood they increase emotional distance in relationships in order to conform to 

masculine gender norms (Hill & Donatelle, 2005; Way, 2013). How such dynamics play 

out in online versus face-to-face contexts is an open question. Some researchers have 

found that gaming allows individuals to enhance and expand friendships (e.g. Kowert, 
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Domahidi, & Quandt, 2014; Leung & McBride-Chang, 2013), though most of this 

research appears to have been conducted with children or adolescents. Separate, but 

related to friendship, is the construct of community. Sense of community is a construct 

that is currently ill-defined. McMillan and Chavis (1986) created the dominant model of 

sense of community, which includes four integral components: membership, influence, 

integration and fulfillment of needs, and shared emotional connection. Sense of 

community in online contexts has been shown to be largely similar to sense of 

community offline, with a few exceptions. More specifically, research suggests exchange 

of support, identity of self and others, and interaction offline with members of the online 

community increase sense of community in online settings (Blanchard, 2008).  

 Past research integrating more than one of the variables noted thus far  has shown 

that gaming can provide and enhance community and friendship circles (Charlton & 

Danforth, 2010; Cole & Griffiths, 2007; Domahidi, Festl, & Quandt, 2014; Kaye & 

Bryce, 2012). Social aspects of gaming have been noted as particularly important by 

several studies (Charlton & Danforth, 2010; Collins & Freeman, 2013; Domahidi, Festl, 

& Quandt, 2014; Kaye & Bryce, 2012). Additionally, research has shown heavy Internet 

use can increase social networks (Wang & Wellman, 2010). More specifically, men and 

boys have reported online game play had a positive effect on the relationships they had 

with other game players (Cole & Griffiths, 2007; Sorenson, 2003). Additionally, one 

previous study suggests boys may use gaming to build community, enhance relationships, 

and perform masculinity (Sorenson, 2003).  
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 To date, there appears to be no research incorporating all of the above-mentioned 

variables in a study of adult men. The present study investigated relationships between 

masculinity, gaming, friendship and intimacy, and sense of community in adult men. 

Additionally, this study elucidated possible differences in these relationships in online 

versus offline contexts. The current study represents a novel contribution to the literature. 

Additionally, the present study adds to a strength-based conceptualization of masculinity 

and gaming by highlighting their potentially positive outcomes. 

Definition of Terms 

Masculinity was defined as men’s understanding, based on gender socialization of 

masculine gender roles, of what it means to be a man (Addis et al., 2010; Englar-Carlson 

& Kiselica, 2013).  

Gaming was defined as playing video or computer games online (Granic, Lobel, & 

Engels, 2014).   

Gamers were those individuals who identify as being part of a community of individuals 

who invest a significant amount of time, effort, and emotion into gaming (Domahidi et 

al., 2014; Graham & Gosling, 2013). 

Friendship was a relationship freely chosen by two people that involves reciprocal 

interaction (Levy, 2005).  

Intimacy was emotional closeness in relationships (Hook et al., 2003). 

Sense of community was a feeling of belonging to a network of relationships that are 

mutually supportive (McMillan & Chavis, 1986).  
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Online referred to Internet-based environments, while offline referred to face-to-face 

contexts (Blanchard, 2008). 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 This literature review covers major topics relevant to the present research study, 

including masculinity, gaming, friendship and intimacy, and sense of community. 

Additionally, intersections of these variables are discussed. The literature review 

concludes with a rationale for the present study and research questions. 

Masculinity 

 In this section, definitions of masculinity are explored, followed by a review of 

literature regarding positive and negative aspects of masculinity. Aspects of gender role 

socialization are noted throughout.  

Definitions of Masculinity 

Definitions of masculinity vary across culture, and may change and shift over 

time within individuals or within groups (Kimmel, 2000). Thus, researchers must take 

into account this reality when measuring or defining masculinity. As is true with other 

constructs, any investigation of masculinity must account for its working definition 

(Addis et al., 2010). According to Addis et al. (2010), the relevance of any definition of 

masculinity stems from its functional, pragmatic utility. More specifically, the authors 

posit that a successful definition of masculinity must: be effectively predictive, take into 

account its own impact on and derivation from society and the goals of gender equality, 
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and recognize the centrality of gendered social learning in discussing and defining gender 

(Addis et al.).   

 Addis et al. (2010) argue that one deficit in the study of masculinity is the fact 

that researchers treat masculinity as if it is stable, rather than recognizing that it is flexible 

and dependent on situation and context. This approach, the authors argue, also denies the 

complexity of intersectionality inherent in any such broad identity or construct. Englar-

Carlson and Kiselica (2013) echo this sentiment and suggest masculinity cannot be 

considered independently, but must necessarily consider the influence of culture and 

context. Addis et al. decry the fact that research often defines masculinity as something 

men inherently possess and that makes them altogether other and different from women. 

Further, the authors argue that delineating aspects of masculinity as either positive or 

negative both presumes that certain qualities are 1) specific to men, as opposed to human 

qualities, and 2) that they are always positive or always negative, rather than recognizing 

that they can be more complexly seen and can be dependent on circumstance (Addis et 

al.). Additionally, men may enact different versions of masculinity depending on a 

variety of factors, including context and interaction with media (Hodgetts & Rua, 2010). 

 In the current study, masculinity was defined as men’s understanding, based on 

gender socialization of masculine gender roles, of what it means to be a man (Addis et 

al., 2010; Englar-Carlson & Kiselica, 2013). In order to study masculinity, many different 

types of measurements have been employed (Addis et al., 2010). Most often, masculinity 

is measured through self-report of gender roles, conformity to gender norms, gender 
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ideologies, or associated constructs or ideas (Addis et al., 2010). While reviewing all the 

literature on measuring masculinity (or gender) is beyond the scope of this proposal, it is 

clear that in order to create such measurements, researchers must identify existing ideas 

regarding masculinity, and the origination of such ideas (Gelman et al., 2004).  

Development of Gender 

 Many aspects of masculinity and femininity develop very early. During the initial 

years of childhood, definitions and schemas of gender begin to develop. Gelman et al. 

(2004) argue gender is constructed by children based on a variety of factors and 

interactions between individuals and their environment. In order to test this theory, 

Gelman et al. examined ways in which children and mothers discuss gender-stereotypical 

and non-gender-stereotypical activity. Through this investigation, Gelman et al. found 

that references to or discussions of gender may be used to convey ideas about gender, 

including supporting or refuting gender stereotypes, providing gender labels, comparing 

and contrasting men and women, endorsing gender equality, and establishing generic 

gender categories. Additionally, the researchers found boys had stronger gender concepts, 

and were more likely to discuss what someone should not or cannot do, based on their 

gender schemas.  

 As Gelman’s study shows, parents contribute to gender development. Other 

researchers have posited that parents may contribute to gender development in at least 

four ways: through the gender-typed toys, chores, and activities they provide; by 

engaging in more conversation with girls and more rough-and-tumble play with boys; by 
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serving as models for their gender, and models for gendered interaction with one another; 

and through direct and indirect communication of gender ideals and expectations (Epstein 

& Ward, 2011).  

 Leaper’s (2011) review of gender development research highlights the importance 

of many factors in this process. Primarily, children seem to be influenced by parents and 

peers. Additionally, teachers and coaches, siblings, same-gender friends, cross-gender 

groups and friendships, and romantic relationships all play a role in the development of 

gender. Children also develop gender schemas through observation of others and media, 

which are then used to interpret events in their environment. Some research suggests 

gender differences in dispositions, such as temperament, activity level, or emotion 

regulation, may have some biological basis. Further, societal structures and attitudes may 

contribute to gender development. Lastly, these factors are believed to interact 

dynamically, such that any one factor cannot be seen as primary or independent of all 

other factors (Leaper, 2011). 

 In order to assess parents’ contribution to gender development over time, Epstein 

and Ward (2011) investigated the current gender identity of and gendered messages 

received by a sample of high school and college-aged men and women. Men reported 

receiving messages to be tough more than women, and endorsed receiving more 

traditional gender role messages than women (Epstein & Ward, 2011). These results 

aligned with respondents’ self-reports, which revealed men held more traditional gender 

beliefs than women. Interestingly, men also reported receiving more messages regarding 
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the importance of being nice and pleasant than women. The authors also found a positive 

correlation between the types of gender messages participants recalled receiving from 

parents and their own self-reported gender roles. The authors argue this relationship 

between messages and current beliefs supports the hypothesis that gendered messages 

transmitted from parents to children significantly shapes the development of gender 

identity (Epstein & Ward, 2011). 

 In addition to parents, peers also play a role in gender development. One 

longitudinal study of fifth-graders found that overt forms of victimization by peers were 

associated with decreased feminine behavior in boys, and social inclusion predicted 

increased feminine behaviors (Ewing Lee & Troop-Gordon, 2011b). The authors argue 

these results suggest boys become more gender-conforming based on maltreatment by 

peers. Further, the researchers suggest boys who are socially isolated may lack important 

gender socialization processes through same-gender interactions or may increase 

interactions with girls to compensate for their lack of male friendships. Taken together, 

these results, the authors argue, suggest peer influence contributes to the development of 

gender identity in childhood (Ewing Lee & Troop-Gordon, 2011b). Similarly, in a 

longitudinal study of third- and fourth-graders, Ewing Lee and Troop-Gordon (2011a) 

found peer maltreatment predicted decreased gender atypicality for boys with many male 

friends and increased gender atypicality for boys with many female friends or few male 

friends. The authors argue this data suggests children are more strongly influenced by 
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their specific peer groups than by broader societal norms (Ewing Lee & Troop-Gordon, 

2011a).  

 Researchers also have investigated ways in which masculinity is defined in 

adulthood. In one such study, Wong et al. (2011) found men self-reported, in order of 

importance from most to least, the dimensions of family, responsibility, physical body, 

emotional toughness, and work as most important to their subjective definitions of 

masculinity. Researchers have also investigated masculinity by comparing men’s 

definitions of masculinity to women’s definitions of femininity. In a study sampling 273 

female and 98 male students at a mid-sized university in the southeastern United States, 

men were more likely to report forcefulness or assertiveness as a core component of their 

definition of masculinity, and women were more likely to report relational or expressive 

components as central to their delineations of femininity (Hoffman et al., 2005). Men 

most frequently cited forceful or assertive aspects as key to their definitions of 

masculinity, followed by biological sex, societal standards, and expressive or relational 

components (Hoffman et al., 2005). 

 Studies of masculinity have also utilized samples outside of the United States 

using a more qualitative approach. Through interviews with working class men from 

New Zealand, Hodgetts and Rua (2010) identified ways in which men express themselves 

and connect with others. Their participants highlighted spending time with others as a 

sign of caring and concern. Additionally, they described how projects and products of 

their labor became outlets for sharing and connection. The men interviewed reported 



 

14 
 

participating in domestic responsibilities, and noted that these duties were congruent with 

the changing views of masculinity seen more globally throughout society. Participants 

noted particular places for gathering as helpful in facilitating a sense of community, and 

allowing a space for participating in shared interests and talking. The researchers argue 

that men use media and relationships with others in order to define and refine their sense 

of what it means to be a man (Hodgetts & Rua, 2010). 

 Thus, the ways in which masculinity develops are clearly complex and 

multifaceted. In addition to exploring the emergence of masculinity, researchers have 

attempted to delineate those aspects of masculinity that may be positive and negative.  

Positive and Negative Aspects of Masculinity 

 While researchers have been studying the beneficial and detrimental aspects of 

masculinity for several decades, the present overview will begin with the foundational 

work of O’Neil (2008) and move forward from there. In 2008, O’Neil reviewed 25 years 

of research on gender role conflict using the Gender Role Conflict Scale; this article 

serves as an excellent platform to contextualize more recent work on gender role conflict 

for men.  

Serious inquiry into men’s gender role conflict appears to have begun in the late 

1970s and early 1980s (O’Neil, 2008). During this time, The Counseling Psychologist 

published a special issue concerning men’s issues, and O’Neil published his first article 

detailing a theoretical model of the relationship between masculine gender role conflicts 

and men’s psychological problems. In this model, O’Neil defined gender role conflict as 
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negative outcomes for self or others resulting from restrictive gender roles, ultimately 

leading to the restriction of a person’s (self or other) human potential (O’Neil, 2008). 

Following the publication of this model, O’Neil, Helms, Gable, David, and Wrightsman 

(1986) developed the first version of the Gender Role Conflict Scale (GRCS), which 

included six proposed factors based on the underlying concept of men’s fear of women 

and femininity. After initial testing, O’Neil et al. (1986) refined the scale to four factors: 

success, power, and competition; restrictive emotionality; restrictive sexual and 

affectionate behavior between men; and conflict between work and family relations. 

Gender role conflict (GRC), as defined by O’Neil (2008), includes four domains, 

several contexts, and three personal experiences. The four domains of gender role conflict 

are cognitive (thinking about gender roles), affective (feelings about gender roles), 

behavioral (actions and responses to self and others resulting from gender roles), and 

unconscious (the impact of factors beyond our awareness). Situational contexts in which 

men may experience GRC include: when men face gender role transitions; 

intrapersonally; interpersonally expressed towards others; and expressed from others 

towards the self. The three personal experiences of GRC are devaluations (criticisms of 

self or others for conforming to or violating gender role norms), restrictions (controlling 

or limiting self or others to gender roles norms), and violations (harm to or from self or 

others for conforming to or violating gender role norms). O’Neil rounds out his gender 

role conflict model with a few other important components. He acknowledges that gender 

socialization and masculinity ideology and norms contribute to the development of fear 
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of femininity and gender role conflict. Additionally, his model points to the overarching 

role personal and institutional sexism play in the strain caused by gender roles (O’Neil, 

2008). 

Since its creation, the GRCS has been used extensively in research (O’Neil, 

2008). O’Neil reviewed over 230 studies using the GRCS, and found significant 

empirical support for his GRC model. GRC has been shown to be significantly related to 

psychological constructs in international samples of men, African American men, 

Hispanic or Latino men, Asian American men, older gay men, adolescents, and 

retirement-aged men. Less extensive research is available concerning socioeconomic 

status and GRC. In particular, GRC has been shown to be significantly related to 

depression, anxiety, stress, and low self-esteem in several studies across diversity 

variables. Shame and alexithymia (the inability to verbally describe one’s emotions) have 

also been shown to be significantly correlated with GRC (O’Neil, 2008).  

In addition to intrapersonal issues, GRC has also been shown to be related to 

interpersonal problems (O’Neil, 2008). More specifically, GRC has been shown to be 

negatively related to intimacy and self-disclosure in relationships, and positively related 

to attachment difficulties and marital dissatisfaction. GRC has also been shown to be 

related to negative attitudes towards women and gay men, and positive attitudes toward 

sexual harassment, rape myths, hostile sexism, and self-reported interpersonal violence 

toward women. In summary, masculine gender role conflict appears to be related to a 

variety of negative outcomes, both for self and others (O’Neil, 2008). 
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Recent research, such as that of Hammer and Good (2010) found negative aspects 

of masculinity, such as emotional control, self-reliance, and risk-taking were negatively 

correlated with self-esteem and life satisfaction. The authors of this study suggest that 

conformity to norms may represent an inability to self-define, seek support from others, 

and express emotion, which may in turn be associated with disruptions to psychological 

well-being. The potentially negative aspects of masculinity noted in this study may be 

related to the fact that men in the United States on average have a life expectancy that is 5 

years shorter than that of women (National Center for Health Statistics, 2011). 

However, a recent review of research using older scales of gender identity (e.g., 

the Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974)) concluded that men’s and women’s scores on 

such measures appear to be changing over time (Berger & Krahé, 2013), and interest has 

been growing in identifying both positive and negative aspects of masculinity (and 

femininity) as a result of such work. For example, Berger and Krahé (2013) surveyed a 

sample of German men and women and found that the positive aspects of masculinity 

included: analytical, logical, objective, practical, rational, and solution-focused. The 

negative aspects of masculinity consisted of: arrogant, boastful, harsh, inconsiderate, 

ostentatious, and power-hungry. This new measure was found to have good internal 

consistency, test-restest reliability, internal validity, and construct validity. Additionally, 

respondents were more likely to ascribe traits to themselves congruent with their self-

identified gender; men endorsed more items on both the positive and negative 

masculinity scales than on either of the femininity scales (Berger & Krahé, 2013).  
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In a study of 250 predominantly White men, Hammer and Good (2010) 

investigated relationships between positive psychological strengths of masculinity, 

conformity to masculine norms, and psychological well-being. Positive aspects of 

masculinity, including personal control, courage, grit, autonomy, endurance, and 

resilience were positively related to self-esteem and life satisfaction.  

 Taking the idea of positive and negative aspects of masculinity one step further, 

Kiselica and Englar-Carlson (2010) created a model of positive masculinity. The positive 

psychology/positive masculinity model (PPPM) proposes that traditional masculinity can 

result in the development of many strengths. This model argues that the gender 

socialization process leads boys and men to: 1) develop relationships with one another 

through shared activities that are often instrumental or active; 2) protect and care for 

loved ones and friends, and often take action based on the empathy they feel for others; 

3) engage in generative fathering, aiding in the development of their children; 4) be self-

reliant, while still considering the needs of others; 5) build identity and self-esteem 

through being workers and providers; 6) be courageous, daring, and risk-taking, within 

reason; 7) build identity and community through participation in groups; 8) participate in 

humanitarian service through fraternal organizations; 9) use humor to build intimacy, 

heal, and cope; and 10) demonstrate heroism. The authors caution that this list is not 

exhaustive, and note that context and cultural factors may influence the development or 

presentation of masculine strengths. The authors argue that a deficit model of masculinity 

has led to a paucity of research into the positive aspects of masculinity. Kiselica and 
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Englar-Carlson (2010) suggest this model can be used to help men focus on more positive 

aspects of themselves and identify areas for growth.  

Masculinity and Emotion 

As is already apparent, one aspect of masculinity that has received regular 

research attention is emotion. In particular, research into masculinity frequently 

investigates relationships between masculinity, aggression, and emotional restriction. In 

an early study, Jakupcak, Tull, and Roemer (2005) sampled 204 male undergraduate 

students, and found that masculinity (assessed via measures of masculine ideology and 

masculine gender-role stress), and fear of emotions in particular, was positively 

correlated with overt hostility and aggression, and was not related to anger expression or 

anger control. Men’s fear of emotion was positively correlated with overt hostility and 

anger expression, and negatively correlated with anger control. Proneness to shame was 

positively correlated with overt hostility, and was not related to anger expression or anger 

control. When masculinity factors were controlled, men’s fear of emotions was shown to 

be a significant predictor of overt hostility, anger expression, and decreased anger 

control. When men’s fear of emotions was considered with masculinity, the strength of 

the relationship between masculinity and overt hostility and aggression was decreased. 

Jakupcak et al. (2005) argue that men’s fear of emotion, an oft-argued result of gender 

socialization, is a significant factor in men’s aggressive and hostile actions. Researchers 

in this study suggest that aggression and hostility may serve as an outlet for or 

mechanism for avoidance of vulnerable emotions for men. 
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 Similarly, Feder, Levant, and Dean (2010) argue that boys’ gender socialization 

demands boys suppress emotional reactions, leading to difficulty in identifying and 

expressing emotion. The authors suggest that the shame associated with experiencing 

vulnerable emotion, coupled with the encouragement of aggressive behaviors, may leave 

boys with violence as their only outlet for their distress (Feder et al.). Some research has 

supported these conclusions. In one study of male undergraduate students, researchers 

found men’s emotional restriction was associated with anxiety and confusion regarding 

internal emotion states, which in turn were associated with difficulties coping with 

emotion and increased aggression (Cohn, Jakupcak, Seibert, Hildebrandt, & Zeichner, 

2010). In another study with male undergraduate students, researchers found increased 

use of aggression when men exhibited restricted emotionality and a disposition towards 

anger, and that this association was heightened when men received a threat to their 

masculinity (Cohn, Seibert, & Zeichner, 2009). 

 These potential difficulties with emotion may have impacts on men’s 

relationships. Using an experimental method, another study found men were more likely 

to decline to facilitate affective communication after viewing a film clip depicting blatant 

withdrawal from affective communication (Ben-Zeev, Scharnetzki, Chan, & Dennehy, 

2012). Conversely, men shown a clip depicting subtle withdrawal from affective 

communication were as likely as men in the control condition to be willing to facilitate 

affective communication (Ben-Zeev et al., 2012). Difficulties with emotional expression 

may extend into relationship patterns for men. In a survey of 175 men in romantic 
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relationships, normative male alexithymia (restrictive emotional expression or 

identification caused by gender socialization) was positively correlated with fear of 

intimacy, negatively with communication quality, and negatively with relationship 

satisfaction (Karakis & Levant, 2012).  

 Having reviewed some of the key topics in masculinity research, we turn now to 

an overview of another major variable in the proposed study, gaming. Intersections 

between gaming and masculinity are explored following this overview. The relationship 

between masculinity and constructs such as friendship and intimacy are discussed below 

in the portion of the literature review devoted to the intersections of variables. 

Gaming 

 This section provides introductory information about the nature of gaming, 

followed by a discussion of the positive and negative aspects of gaming. Problematic use 

and addiction issues are included. 

 With the rise of the internet and online media, games have largely transitioned 

from the traditional sense of manipulating objects while face-to-face with others to virtual 

spaces and encounters (Jansz, 2005). Most traditional games now have an online 

counterpart (e.g., Scrabble gave birth to Words With Friends; Wii includes a line of 

sports games, including tennis and boxing; ESA, 2014). In addition, the ability of 

technology to create virtual worlds, including expansive environments and detailed 

characters, has resulted in the emergence of gaming as both a lucrative business and a 

culture unto itself (Jansz, 2005). According to the ESA (Entertainment Software 
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Association, 2014), 59% of Americans play computer or video games, generally on a 

gaming console (e.g., Xbox or Playstation), smartphone, computer, or wireless device 

(e.g., iPad). In 2014, video and computer games, and associated content, generated over 

21 billion dollars in revenue. Thus, gaming has come to mean playing games online, 

through computer or video games (ESA, 2014).   

 The term gaming thus encompasses a wide variety of games, ranging from 

strategy or puzzle games played individually on a smartphone (such as Candy Crush 

Saga) to action-adventure games played on a server in an environment shared with 

several thousand other players (e.g. World of Warcraft; BimmyandJimmy, 2012; 

Computer and video game genres, n. d.; List of video game genres, n. d.). Single-player 

games allow only one person to play the game at a time. Multi-player games, by contrast, 

allow gamers to play with other people, either face-to-face or virtually. These other 

players may be individuals the player has elected to play with (such as offline friends or 

gaming friends), or may be randomly selected by the game. Multi-player games often 

allow gamers to interact with one another through voice or chat functions both during and 

after game play. Multi-player games also often allow for either competitive play, where 

the goal is to defeat the other players, or cooperative play, which allows all players to 

work together towards a common goal. Multi-player games may be played with a few 

other friends, or with thousands of other people gaming on a shared server. This latter 

form of multi-player game is referred to as massively multi-player on-line game 

(MMOG) or its most popular subgenre, massively multi-player on-line role playing 
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games (MMPORG). In massively multi-player games, gamers can interact with all 

players on a server at once, or only with a handful of players, depending on their course 

of play (BimmyandJimmy, 2012; Computer and video game genres, n. d.; List of video 

game genres, n. d.).  

 In addition to modes of play, games may also be defined by their genre 

(BimmyandJimmy, 2012; Computer and video game genres, n. d.; List of video game 

genres, n. d.). Some of the more common types of games are: sports, action-adventure, 

simulation, strategy, role-playing, shooter, and platform. Sports games involve simulated 

sports, such as baseball or football. Action-adventure games require players to interact 

with the environment to solve puzzles and use timing and reflexes to overcome obstacles. 

Simulation games are designed to give players a virtual or simulated sense of some 

specific real or fantasy reality. Strategy games require analytical thinking and careful 

planning, and are most analogous to traditional board games like chess. Role-playing 

games allow users to play through a predetermined storyline through the perspective of a 

particular character. This character often comes with a specific storyline and set of skills, 

which can often be enhanced and improved as players progress through gameplay. 

Shooter games focus on action and fighting through shooting, generally guns or other 

projectiles. Platform games require players to travel across different platforms, often by 

jumping, while overcoming various obstacles (BimmyandJimmy, 2012; Computer and 

video game genres, n. d.; List of video game genres, n. d.).  
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 Gaming is, necessarily, an interactive experience with media (Jansz, 2005). 

Gamers have a significant amount of control over their experience with the game; indeed, 

when they are not playing, the game “falls dead” (Jansz & Martis, 2007, p. 142). In other 

words, video games require active participation from users (Jansz, 2005). The significant 

investment of time and money required by games results in a feeling of “being there” 

inside the world of the game and “becoming” something or someone (Jansz, 2005). In 

this way, games offer an immersive, interactive environment in which gamers can choose 

and act out different identities through characters they control and/or construct (Jansz & 

Martis, 2007). Historical accuracy, realistic graphics, and a strong narrative help to 

increase gamers’ sense that the world with which they are interacting is real (Jansz & 

Martis, 2007).  

 Jansz (2005), building on Juul’s (2003) model of games, contributed to the 

definition of gaming by delineating 5 essential characteristics of video games: 

interactivity, a rule-based system, a variable and quantifiable outcome, player effort, and 

user attachment to outcome. In addition, more recent researchers have noted that the term 

video game is not well-defined and encompasses a wide variety of games, including 

single- or multi-player, and cooperative or competitive play (Granic et al., 2014).  

 Jansz (2005) argues that gaming offers players private laboratories in which they 

can experiment with uncertain or uncomfortable experiences. In this laboratory, gamers 

are given the opportunity to choose what emotional situations or triggers with which to 

engage. Jansz posits that gamers choose to confront emotion through gaming for one of 
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three reasons: to experience pleasant emotions, to experience emotions that are 

problematic offline, or to engage in emotional experiences with, and thereby bond with, 

friends.  

 Other researchers suggest additional factors that may contribute to the appeal of 

gaming. In a predominantly male sample of gamers, respondents indicated reward and 

punishment features of video games (such as earning points or character enhancements) 

as some of the most enjoyable characteristics of gaming (King et al., 2011). Participants 

also rated these features as important to the overall gaming experience and to keeping 

players engaged in the game over time. Additionally, narrative elements of games were 

highly rated by respondents across these dimensions (King et al., 2011).   

Positive Aspects of Gaming 

 Due to the diversity of games, Granic, Lobel, and Engels (2014) suggest that the 

effects of gaming is a category too broad to be meaningful. Nevertheless, they suggest 

several positive benefits of video game play. In their literature review, they note several 

studies that suggest video games can enhance cognitive ability. More particularly, they 

note that shooter games have been shown to enhance spatial ability and attentional 

allocation. The authors also argue that video game play may strengthen problem-solving 

skills and creativity. Further, Granic et al. (2014) note several examples of video game 

play associated with improvements in mood and increases in positive emotion, 

experiences of flow, and intense pride in accomplishment. The researchers suggest that 

the experience of frustration, anger, anxiety, and sadness in response to video game play 
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may help gamers develop adaptive regulation strategies, including problem solving, 

reappraisal, and acceptance. In terms of social skills, the authors argue that online game 

play requires the rapid development of prosocial behaviors. More specifically, games 

played cooperatively have been shown to increase prosocial behaviors. Additionally, 

civic engagement in video games has been shown to be related to civic engagement 

offline. Lastly, the authors review evidence that suggests games can be used to enhance 

the effectiveness of health and educational interventions (Granic et al., 2014). 

 In one study that sampled 1298 players of the game World of Warcraft (WOW), 

Herodotou, Kambouri, & Winters (2014) found gamers reported their needs for 

autonomy, competence, and relatedness are satisfied. Sixty-seven percent of respondents 

endorsed gaming for social reasons, including connecting with family and friends made 

both offline and online. Players also noted playing to socialize and to enjoy the sense of 

community inherent in MMORPGs. Competition, advancement, escapism, relatedness, 

and social preferences for game play were negatively correlated, suggesting that 

individuals who are less satisfied with their relatedness are less likely to game for social 

purposes, while those who are more satisfied socially are more likely to play for social 

purposes.  The researcher suggests that gaming, then, does not represent an outlet for 

social connection, but rather is a reflection of pre-existing social practices and 

preferences that exist offline (Herodotou et al., 2014).  

 The potentially positive aspects of gaming also appear to apply to older 

individuals. Among a sample of older adults, individuals who played digital games 
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regularly or occasionally were found to have significantly better self-reported well-being 

and everyday functioning, and significantly lower mean levels of depression compared to 

individuals who did not play digital games (Allaire et al., 2013).  Further, individuals 

who played digital games regularly were found to have significantly lower levels of 

depression than non-gamers (Allaire et al., 2013). Additionally, some studies suggest an 

absence of negative associations with gaming. In one study, players of World of Warcraft 

were found to be lacking in markers of antisocial personality disorder; participants in this 

study did not have low conscientiousness, low agreeableness, or high neuroticism (Bean 

& Groth-Marnat, 2014). Conceptually, the sample’s scores were comparable to the 

average population, and lower than average on neuroticism (Bean & Groth-Marnat, 

2014). 

Negative Aspects of Gaming 

In addition to the positive, negative aspects of gaming have also been reported. In 

particular, a potential association between gaming and aggression or violence has been a 

controversial and much-debated topic (Ferguson, 2013). Beginning in the early 1980s, 

video games have been linked to family violence. In the 1990s, as youth violence began 

to rise, commentators started suggesting video games were training children to be violent, 

or even murder. By the 2000s, some researchers began to assert more definitively that 

video games and violence were connected. At the same time, governmental agencies 

questioned the role of video games in youth violence, designating its role as minor 

(Ferguson, 2013). In 2005, the American Psychological Association’s resolution on video 
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game violence asserted that violent video games are related to aggressive thoughts and 

actions, angry feelings, and reduced prosocial behavior. By the late 2000s, more scholars 

called into question a link between video games and violence, amid continuing 

controversy and debate (Ferguson, 2013). Ferguson (2013), in an essay critiquing the 

Brown v. Entertainment Merchants Association ruling, argues that several factors may 

have led researchers to overstate the influence of video games on violence and calls for a 

more balanced and comprehensive review of available scientific literature and data 

(Ferguson). 

As has been noted, some research has shown a relationship between gaming and 

aggression (Anderson et al., 2010). One meta-analysis found exposure to video game 

violence was correlated with increased short- and long-term aggressive behaviors, 

cognitions, and affect. Exposure to video game violence was also related to lower levels 

of prosocial behavior and empathy, and more desensitization (Anderson et al., 2010). 

Further, video game play may be related to negative psychological outcomes. In a sample 

of 1298 World of Warcraft players, frequency of gaming was found to have a significant 

but weak negative correlation with psychological well-being (Herodotou et al., 2014). 

Additionally, gaming has been shown to be associated with decreased empathy. In 

a sample of Austrian university students, participants who played a violent video game in 

single-player mode demonstrated less empathic concern in response to a vignette than 

individuals who played a violent video game cooperatively or who played a neutral video 

game independently (Greitemeyer, 2013). There were no differences in empathy 
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expressed between the other two conditions. Interestingly, participants in the single-

player violent video game condition reported liking the game less than individuals in the 

other two conditions. Similarly, participants who played a neutral video game 

cooperatively demonstrated more empathic concern in response to a vignette than 

individuals who played a neutral video game independently. Additionally, participants’ 

liking of the game was increased in the cooperative play condition. The author of this 

study posits that playing violent video games may decrease empathy, and that 

cooperative play negates this effect (Greitemeyer, 2013). Similarly, Ewoldsen et al. 

(2012) found individuals demonstrated increased use of tit-for-tat behaviors after playing 

a violent video game cooperatively compared to those who played competitively. 

Gaming: Problematic use and Addiction 

One potentially negative aspect of gaming is the risk of addiction or problematic 

use. At present, there is no consensus or official definition of gaming addiction or 

problematic use (Ferguson et al., 2011). The first research into computer addiction 

allowed respondents to self-identify as dependent on computers, rather than elucidating 

particular guidelines or criteria for addiction (King et al., 2010). Early research into video 

game addiction similarly did not include specific criteria, but instead focused on time or 

money spent on gaming, or interference into other important life domains such as school 

or work. King et al. (2010) suggest that this focus may have led to an inflated estimated 

rate of addicted individuals. Some research studies simply use criteria for pathological 

gambling and replace “gambling” with “gaming,” while other researchers utilize Brown’s 
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(1997) components model of addiction (King et al.). Brown’s (1997) model identifies six 

core components required to persist over a significant amount of time in order to qualify 

as addiction: salience, mood modification, tolerance, withdrawal, relapse, and harm. 

Brown’s model has received criticism, particularly as engagement in gaming has been 

shown to have significant overlap with these criteria (King et al.). 

 In their meta-analysis, Ferguson et al. (2011) echo King et al.’s (2010) critique of 

research on gaming addiction and argue there is not a consistent or valid assessment 

method or measure for pathological gaming at present. The researchers reiterate the two 

major approaches to defining gaming addiction as: using criteria for gambling addiction 

(substituting gaming for gambling), and examining interference and intrusion caused by 

gaming behavior. Ferguson et al. emphasize the fact that neither approach has been 

scientifically derived or tested, and note that the potentially un-problematic or even 

positive aspects of engagement are not reflected in these types of measurement. The 

authors’ study yielded a prevalence of problematic gaming of 6%, though they 

questioned the validity or usefulness of this figure based due to the inconsistent ways in 

which this variable was measured across studies. The researchers found correlations 

between problematic gaming and mental health, academic, and social problems, with 

small to moderate effect sizes. The authors note that studies that use pathological 

gambling as a model for problematic gaming tend to yield higher prevalence rates and 

lower correlations with problems. Ferguson et al. suggest that a focus on interference, 
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which produces lower prevalence rates and higher correlations with negative outcomes, is 

a better measure of problematic gaming. 

 Other researchers have similarly argued addiction should be differentiated from 

engagement. Charlton and Danforth (2010) posit addiction is associated with negative 

consequences as a result of gaming, while engagement leads to no such negative 

outcomes. The authors suggest MMORPGs may be particularly addictive by nature. 

These types of games allow individuals to escape into another reality, which may be 

particularly attractive to players who face troubles in offline social settings due to their 

personalities or social skills. Further, these games offer variable reinforcement schedules 

in the form of unexpected positive and negative events and character and story 

development over time. Additionally, gamers interact socially within the game, which 

may result in social reinforcement (Charlton & Danforth, 2010). 

 Researchers have generally argued that video games are not inherently addictive, 

but rather, problematic gaming develops as a means of coping for mental health problems 

such as depression, social anxiety, loneliness, or low self-esteem (King et al., 2010). 

However, particular facets of gaming, including characteristics of games or gamers, may 

increase the risk for gaming addiction or problematic use. In a nationally representative 

sample of adults who reported playing one or more hours of video games in one week, 

role-playing and shooter games were associated with increased rates of problematic video 

game play (Elliott, Ream, McGinsky, & Dunlap, 2012). A higher incidence of 

problematic video game play was found among individuals who identified as Asian, 
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Native American, or Black compared to their White counterparts. Problematic video 

game play was negatively correlated with being employed, education, and income (Elliott 

et al., 2012). In a study of over 400 Taiwanese college students, gaming addiction was 

(unsurprisingly) correlated with time spent playing (Hsu, Wen, & Wu, 2009). Further, 

time spent playing daily was correlated with time spent playing weekly. Curiosity, role-

playing, belonging, obligation, and reward were predictive of gaming addiction. Male 

students were found to be more likely then female students to meet criteria for gaming 

addiction (Hsu et al., 2009). 

 Specific game features may also contribute to the development of video game 

addiction. In a predominantly male sample of video game players, participants identified 

as problem players endorsed enjoying adult content, finding rare game items, watching 

cut-scenes (interruptions in game play when users are momentarily unable to interact 

with the game, and instead are shown some piece of information, through video, text, or 

images, relevant to continued play), and the physical sensation of using a game controller 

significantly more than non-problem players (King et al., 2011). Problem players 

reported features such as managing in-game resources, earning points, and mastery of the 

game as highly important to the overall gaming experience. Additionally, problem 

gamers rated features such as leveling up (achieving improvements in a character’s skill 

or abilities through game play), meta-game achievements (achievements gained through 

completion of other achievements), and fast load times (speed at which the game is 

rendered; faster load times allows for fewer interruptions in gameplay) as having a more 
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significant effect on their playing behavior than non-problem gamers. The authors 

suggest that these features, particularly reward-type characteristics of games, influence 

problematic game play (King et al., 2011).   

 Pathological gaming has also been shown to be related to higher levels of decision 

impulsivity, including less evidence sampled before making a decision, increased 

impulsive choice, and greater reflection impulsivity (Irvine et al., 2013). These types of 

impulsivity have been linked to several substance use disorders, leading the researchers 

to argue that gaming addiction is similar to addiction to substances. Dissimilarly to what 

is found in substance use disorders, those identified as pathological gamers did not 

demonstrate impairments in motor impulsivity (Irvine et al., 2013). In a sample of over 

7,000 online gamers, Grüsser, Thalemann, and Griffiths (2007) found a significant but 

weak correlation between problematic gaming and aggressive behavior. The researchers 

found a prevalence of pathological gaming of 12% (Grüsser et al., 2007).  

 In an attempt to address critiques of measures of gaming addiction, Charlton and 

Danforth (2010) utilized a measure of addiction that relied on items the authors labeled as 

core criteria and omitted items they viewed as peripheral and potentially representing 

engagement. More specifically, the researchers identified behavioral salience, withdrawal 

symptoms, conflict, and relapse and reinstatement as core addiction criteria, and denoted 

cognitive salience, tolerance, and euphoria as peripheral and indicative of engagement 

rather than addiction. In a sample of primarily male players of Asheron’s Call, Charlton 

and Danforth found: a weak, negative correlation between gaming addiction and 
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extraversion and agreeableness; a moderate, negative correlation between gaming 

addiction and emotional stability and attractiveness; and a moderate, positive correlation 

between gaming addiction and negative valence (unattractive personality traits and 

behaviors). Additionally, emotional stability, attractiveness, and negative valence were 

significantly predictive of addiction. Correlations between personality variables and 

engagement were small, generally insignificant, and related in the opposite direction from 

those found with addiction. A positive correlation was found between engagement and 

negative valence; the effect size was less than small. The authors suggest that personality 

factors may interact with other factors to contribute to the development of gaming 

addiction. Further, the researchers argue these results lend support to the hypothesis that 

difficulties with offline social interaction, stemming from issues like low self-esteem and 

lack of social skills, leads to increased time spent gaming as a way to counteract or 

compensate for such social difficulties (Charlton & Danforth, 2010). 

 It is clear from the overview of gaming that individuals may participate as solo 

players or they may choose to interact with others. The social aspects of gaming have 

been noted by several researchers to be important (Charlton & Danforth, 2010; Collins & 

Freeman, 2013; Domahidi et al., 2014; Kaye & Bryce, 2012). In fact, there may be 

important links between gaming and the idea of social community and friendship. These 

variables are examined next. 
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Friendship and Intimacy 

 This section covers closeness and intimacy in friendships and friend groups. A 

variety of related search terms were utilized to explore the nature of groups of friends, 

such as “intimacy,” “peer relationships,” “friendship,” and “social support.”  

 Reis and Shaver (1988) are cited with articulating the first model of intimacy. In 

their original definition, intimacy is comprised of: understanding, validation, and caring. 

This original definition has been expanded and refined in recent years to include the 

following four components: love and affection, personal validation, trust, and self-

disclosure (Hook et al., 2003). Intimacy appears to serve several functions. Intimacy 

helps curb loneliness, enhances positive feelings about self and others, helps ensure one’s 

needs will be met, and provides a buffer against the impact of stress. Men and women 

may define and experience intimacy differently. Some studies suggest women may look 

for intimacy through verbal communication, while men may be more prone to performing 

actions to demonstrate intimacy (Hook et al., 2003).  

 One way in which intimacy is developed is through emotional disclosures (Gore 

et al., 2006). Additionally, the responsiveness of another person to emotional disclosures 

can help increase intimacy. In a survey of new roommate relationships, emotional 

disclosure and responsiveness were positively correlated with closeness and commitment. 

Emotional disclosure was also found to be a strong predictor of relationship quality for 

men. Emotional disclosure and responsiveness appeared to form a reinforcing 

relationship, such that emotional disclosure originating from one partner in a friendship 
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followed by responsiveness fostered emotional disclosures from the other partner (Gore 

et al., 2006). Another way in which intimacy is fostered appears to be attention (Ohtsubo 

et al., 2014). In a sample of Japanese undergraduates, Ohtsubo and colleagues (2014) 

found attention increased intimacy, which in turn encouraged social exchange and 

interest in friendship. 

 Several studies have shown benefits associated with social connection and 

support, including increased psychological well-being and engagement in health practices 

(Chu, Saucier, & Hatner, 2010; Hill & Donatelle, 2005). Social support also has been 

negatively associated with depression, suicide, sedentary behaviors, and mortality rates 

(Hill & Donatelle, 2005). Longitudinal research shows developmental continuity in 

support networks, in that individuals who were well-liked in early childhood tended to 

have higher friendship quality in adulthood (Lansford, Yu, Pettit, Bates, & Dodge, 2014). 

Interestingly, some research suggests there is no relationship between the size of an 

individual’s friend network and perceived or received social support (Hill & Donatelle, 

2005).  

On the negative side, research suggests competition and conflict arising from 

social connections may negatively impact individuals (Chu et al., 2010). Additionally, 

friendships can be associated with negative outcomes in adolescence, such as drug use 

and delinquency (Chu et al., 2010).  
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Sense of Community 

 The definition of sense of community has, understandably, evolved as researchers 

have more closely investigated the phenomenon. Sarason (1974) is credited as one of the 

first researchers to identify sense of community as a psychological construct. He noted 

that there was scant research on sense of community, and no working definition of the 

construct. Sarason defined sense of community as a feeling of belonging to a network of 

relationships that is dependable and mutually supportive. Following in Sarason’s 

footsteps, McMillan and Chavis (1986) defined sense of community as having four 

essential components: membership, influence, integration and fulfillment of needs, and 

shared emotional connection. The authors further defined membership as a feeling of 

belonging largely maintained by clear boundaries, which create safety and allow for 

vulnerability, personal investment, and a common symbol system. Influence is 

bidirectional: the ability of the individual or the group to influence each other are equally 

important. Integration and fulfillment of needs refers to the effectiveness of reinforcers, 

such as status, success, and competence, based on shared values. Shared emotional 

connection stems from identification with a shared history. Interactions between group 

members are strengthened when the interactions: occur frequently, are positive, are 

resolved and unambiguous, are important, involve personal investment, are rewarding, 

increase honor and reduce humiliation, and offer opportunities for bonding on a spiritual 

level (McMillan & Chavis, 1986). 
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 Despite critiques of McMillan and Chavis’s model, their definition remains the 

predominant model of sense of community (Mannarini & Fedi, 2009). Thus, sense of 

community remains a poorly defined psychological construct. Mannarini and Fedi (2009) 

found that individuals who scored low on sense of community reported negative views of 

their community and feelings of detachment from their community. Participants with 

high levels of sense of community reported more positive perceptions of and a sense of 

belonging to their community, even if their overall view of their community was mixed. 

Respondents identified both physical rootedness and social bonding as important aspects 

to establishing a sense of community. Additionally, the components delineated by 

McMillan and Chavis were supported by Mannarini and Fedi’s study. The researchers 

also found that sense of community varied by type of community, and that participation 

in a community did not necessarily correlate with overall sense of community. Thus, 

sense of community remains an abstract and complicated concept (Mannarini & Fedi).  

 Research on sense of community using McMillan and Chavis’s model have 

yielded a variety of findings (Nowell & Boyd, 2010). Sense of community has been 

linked to aspects of well-being, including life satisfaction, perceptions of belonging and 

community connectedness, mental health, and loneliness. In terms of community 

involvement, sense of community has been shown to be correlated with political 

participation, community participation, and intention to stay in a residence. More 

theoretically speaking, Nowell and Boyd (2010) argued McMillan and Chavis’s (1986) 

model represents the ability of sense of community to be used as a resource to meet 
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psychological needs, such as the need for affection, affiliation, or power. The authors 

called for inclusion of a sense of responsibility for improving the well-being of a 

community in the conceptualization of sense of community (Nowell & Boyd, 2010). In 

response, McMillan (2011) challenged Nowell and Boyd’s critique, noting that he and 

Chavis’s original model included a reciprocal aspect of sense of community, which thus 

incorporates a sense of responsibility from the individual for the well-being of the 

community. This exchange highlights the current tenuous nature of the definition of sense 

of community.  

Sense of Virtual Community 

 With the rise of the Internet, research into community has expanded to include 

online or virtual communities (Reich, 2010). Due to the fact that community and sense of 

community remain difficult to define, these constructs as applied to online settings are 

similarly poorly delineated. Preliminary research suggests exchanging support and 

creating and making identification are important aspects of virtual communities, in 

addition to the four components of McMillan and Chavis’s model (Reich, 2010).  

 Online communities might serve a variety of purposes (e.g., they may be 

professional or social in nature), and may utilize a range of communication platforms 

(e.g., blogs, listservs, forums, or Skype; Blanchard, 2008). Studies have shown online or 

virtual communities produce a sense of community in magnitude similar to or weaker 

than that found in face-to-face communities. More specifically, the aspect of influence 

appears to be less relevant in online communities. Additionally, members of online 
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communities note recognition of others and relationships as more important to their sense 

of community online. Research suggests exchange of support, identity of self and others, 

and interaction offline with members of the online community increase sense of 

community in online settings. Further, exchange of support and creating identity help 

create norms which help enhance sense of virtual community (Blanchard, 2008). 

 Conceptually, it would make sense that friendship, social support, and sense of 

community might be related, but there does not appear to be a specific research base to 

draw from in this regard.  Social support and sense of belonging have been studied in 

other types of communities, such as college campuses (Awang, Kutty, & Ahmad, 2014; 

Chiu, Chow, McBride, & Mol, 2016; London, Rosenthal, Levy, & Lobel, 2011; 

Rosenthal, London, Levy, & Lobel, 2011), though such communities are different than 

the communities under study in this work. Intersections of other variables in the proposed 

study have been examined and are presented below. 

Masculinity and Gaming 

 Definitions and stereotypes of masculinity and other identities can be found in 

games (Williams, Martins, Consalvo, & Ivory, 2009). Studies generally show that 

protagonists and heroes in video games are overwhelmingly male and White. Women 

characters are generally submissive and hypsersexualized. Men characters, in contrast, 

are generally portrayed as active, dominant, and hypermuscular (Williams et al., 2009; 

Zorilla, 2011). However, Jansz and Martis’s (2007) analysis of 12 popular video games 

demonstrated that video game portrayals may be changing. Their analysis showed no 
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female characters in submissive positions, and yielded several women in the role of 

leader or protagonist. Additionally, they found several examples of male characters who 

were submissive or victims. Despite these differences, their research showed that video 

game characters continue to be predominantly White males, men continue to be shown as 

dominant and strong, and women continue to be hypersexualized (Jansz & Martis, 2007). 

Given the tendency for gamers to identify with the lead character of a video game, Jansz 

(2005) suggests that these tendencies in character portrayals help explain the fact that the 

majority of video game players are adolescent males. 

 Zorilla (2011) has summarized a good deal of the literature on gender and 

gaming. Specific to men and masculinity, she notes at least one study (Shibuya, 

Sakamoto, Ihori, & Yukawa, 2008) in which video gaming was associated with increased 

aggression in Japanese 5th-6th grade boys, but not girls. The authors of that study posit 

that boys may be exposed to more violence in video games than girls (through frequency 

of play) and that girls may view such material more critically or be less inclined to 

identify with protagonists who are typically male (Shibuya et al., 2008). Another study by 

Yao, Mahood, and Linz (2010) found that playing sexually-oriented games reduced 

response time to words that sexually objectified women, and increased self-reported 

tendencies to engage in inappropriate sexual advances for male undergraduate students. 

Based on these findings, the authors propose gaming can negatively impact men’s sexual 

attitudes and behaviors towards women (Yao et al., 2010). Olson, Kutner, and Warner’s 

(2008) investigation of adolescent gamers showed boys play online games as a way to: 
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explore fantasies of power, master an environment, and work out difficult emotions and 

feelings, such as anger and stress. Thus, boys and men may utilize gaming as a way to 

perform and express masculinity.  

Masculinity and Friendship and Intimacy 

 Levy (2005) differentiates between men’s friendships and comradeships. 

According to his theory, friendships are specific (friends are not easily replaceable), 

committed, and emotionally honest. Comradeship, on the other hand, involves 

relationships with others who are generalizable and representative of a group. Levy 

further argues the group may be as small as two people or may include numerous others, 

and states that membership is the most defining aspect of the group. Active, parallel 

participation, rather than engagement and intimacy, thus describe comradeship. 

Additionally, Levy (2005) argues comradeship represents a way that men do gender; by 

choosing specific cultures with which to associate, men show others the ways in which 

they define masculinity.  

 Performances of masculinity can negatively impact relationships. In a sample of 

older men, Hill and Donatelle (2005) found masculinity, as measured through gender role 

conflict, was negatively correlated with social support, including emotional or 

informational support, affectionate support, and positive social interaction. In a canonical 

correlation, the strongest canonical loadings were found with restrictive emotionality (for 

the gender role conflict variables) and emotional or informational support (for the social 

support variables). The authors posit traditional masculinity restricts men’s ability to seek 
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out or engage in social support or intimacy (Hill & Donatelle, 2005). Further, research 

suggests men score higher than women on competition in friendships, which may serve 

as an impediment to closeness in these relationships (Brewer et al., 2013). 

 In contrast, Kehler (2007), in an analysis of four young men’s descriptions of 

their friendships, notes that, despite past research indicating the contrary, friendships 

between males can include trust, sympathy, intimacy, and emotional honesty. He 

discusses the struggles boys face in trying to balance their desires for emotional 

connectedness and honesty with masculine norms that eschew affection among boys in 

friendships. Further, Kehler discusses the barriers to physical touch often found in male 

friendships. Kehler highlights the primary role of homophobia in creating these barriers 

to intimacy, and discusses the role of peers and the media in constructing and policing 

these rules of heteronormative masculinity. One of the more hopeful (and central) points 

of Kehler’s article is an acknowledgement of the ways in which performances of 

masculinity appear to be changing with the younger generations, as acceptance of gay 

men and emotional expression become more prevalent.  

 Migliaccio (2009) also argues friendship is a form of doing gender. In a sample of 

male teachers and military personnel, Migliaccio found masculine expectations correlated 

positively with instrumentality and negatively with expressiveness. He explains this 

relationship by positing that men display their masculinity by being stoic, which is 

facilitated by engagement in activities that in turn allow men to demonstrate their 

physical and mental strength. This relationship was stronger among teachers than military 
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personnel. Migliaccio (2009) posits military personnel feel less concern for expressing 

masculinity through friendship due to the fact that their occupation allows for gendered 

expression, while the reverse is true for teachers. 

 Men’s approach to friendships may also be seen from a more strength-based point 

of view. In a study of undergraduate students, men were found to have more lax 

standards of friendship than women, suggesting a more easy-going approach to 

relationships (Felmlee, Sweet, & Sinclair, 2012). The authors suggest that men’s general 

higher status and power allow them more freedom in friendships, while women must rely 

on friendships more for support (Felmlee et al., 2012). 

 Emotional disclosure has been shown to be a significant predictor of positive 

relationship attributes for men but not for women. In a study of new roommates 

conducted with undergraduate students in the United States, the relationship between 

roommates’ perceptions of participants’ emotional disclosures and roommates’ 

perceptions of relationship quality was stronger for men than for women (Gore et al., 

2006). In a sample of British university students, amount and depth of emotional 

disclosure were found to be a significant predictor of relationship quality for men but not 

for women (Brewer et al., 2013). Similarly, Way (2013) found ethnic minority adolescent 

boys endorsed the ability to share secrets as an important part of their close friendships 

with other boys. Further, these boys reported their friendships, and the sharing of secrets 

with friends, as important to their psychological well-being. As these boys matured into 

late adolescence, they reported a loss of connection with friends despite a continued 
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desire for connection. Way (2013) argues that as adolescents begin to transition into 

adulthood they withdraw from intimacy in friendships in order to avoid being labeled 

feminine, immature, or gay. 

Gaming, Friendship and Intimacy, and Sense of Community 

 Gaming appears to be able to serve multiple social functions or fulfill social needs 

(Charlton & Danforth, 2010). By providing shared interactive environments accessible to 

multiple players simultaneously, online video games allow social play (Kowert & 

Oldmeadow, 2013). Social play combines video game play with social interaction (via 

voice and chat capabilities, similarly to that available in other online environments; 

Kowert & Oldmeadow, 2013) and has been cited as an important factor that motivates 

game play and immersion in game play (Herodotou et al., 2014). In a sample of over 500 

male and female players of online video games, gaming involvement (defined by 

frequency of play, identification as a gamer, and variety of games played) was positively 

correlated with emotional expressivity and emotional control (Kowert & Oldmeadow, 

2013). A negative relationship was found between gaming involvement and social 

expressivity. The authors posit these results suggest video game players may be better 

equipped to express and regulate emotion, but are less skilled at social engagement with 

others (Kowert & Oldemeadow, 2013). 

 Wang and Wellman (2010) studied trends in online and offline friendships, and 

found Americans have an average of 10 friends with whom they speak to or meet with at 

least weekly. The researchers found that the median number of friendships stayed 
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roughly the same from 2002 to 2007, and was not affected by level of internet use. 

However, the mean number of friendships grew from 2002 to 2007, particularly for 

heavy Internet users. A little over one-fifth of Internet users reported having friends with 

whom they had contact exclusively online. Heavy internet users reported having more 

friendships that moved from online only to including offline contact when compared to 

moderate, light, or non-users. Additionally, those who did report having friends transition 

from online-only to offline contact reported having several friends in this category. 

Heavy internet users also had significantly more offline friends than nonusers. The 

authors suggest that, despite the claims of decreased social connectivity in the Internet 

era, the Internet provides an additional outlet through which individuals increase their 

social connectivity. In this way, Wang and Wellman (2010) argue the Internet enhances 

friendship, rather than detracts from it. 

 Guhman and Griffiths (2012) found that the type of game played may be related 

to individuals’ friendship networks. Those playing strategy-based games, for example, 

reported making fewer friends than persons playing role-playing games or first-person 

shooter games. Regarding games in general, Olson (2010) found that adolescent boys 

reported gaming to be a highly social activity, serving to structure social interactions 

between friends, giving them something to talk about, and a reason for “hanging out.”  

In a small sample of British university students, participants reported enhanced gaming 

enjoyment when playing with others, particularly with friends (as opposed to randomly 

assigned players; Kaye & Bryce, 2012). Respondents also identified feeling frustrated 
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when gaming with others when losing the game to others, or when other gamers are 

inappropriate or otherwise create unpleasant social environments. Further, the students 

noted feeling frustration when others interrupt their game play or otherwise do not 

recognize the importance of the gaming experience for that individual. Participants 

identified enjoying group flow when playing video games with others, facilitated by 

cooperation, competence, and accomplishment. Respondents reported playing with other 

people heightened their emotional arousal and investment in the gaming experience. The 

students indicated gaming can enhance social situations by engaging individuals in a 

common task. Further, respondents noted online gaming provides social networking 

opportunities to help strengthen social connectedness (Kaye & Bryce, 2012).  

 In a largely male sample of Germans aged 14 and above, more than half of those 

who played online games socially were found to have gotten to know a friend through 

online play and had met an online friend face-to-face (Domahidi et al., 2014). Nearly 

three-quarters of social online gamers played with friends they knew from other social 

settings. More online relationships remained virtual; however, social online gamers 

transferred nearly half of their online friendships into their offline social relationships (an 

average of 4 out of 8). No relationship was found between frequency of online social 

gaming and number of friends. No differences were found in number of friends between 

social online gamers, non-social online gamers, and non-gamers. Social online gamers 

who endorsed the motives of team play and using game play to increase social capital 

were more likely to meet online friends face-to-face. Additionally, those who identified 
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team play as a strong motivator for online game play were more were more likely to 

incorporate online friends into their offline social relationships (Domahidi et al., 2014). 

 In one study of English-speaking adults, problematic video game play was shown 

to be related to significantly higher online social capital and lower offline social capital 

(Collins & Freeman, 2013). The researchers of this study suggest two explanations for 

this finding: 1) stronger social ties in-game may compensate for weaker emotional ties 

offline and may encourage increased time spent gaming, or 2) time spent gaming may 

negatively impact offline relationships and leave little time for social interaction other 

than online. Non-problematic video game players were associated with higher online 

social capital than non-video game players. Time spent playing video games, particularly 

MMORPGs, was positively correlated with online social capital and negatively correlated 

with offline social capital. Extraversion, prosocial tendencies, and trait empathy were not 

associated with any level of game play. Similarly to the hypothesis put forth by Danforth 

and Charlton (2010), Collins and Freeman (2013) suggest that, due to the positive 

correlations between social capital and video game play, online video game play may 

help to provide community and emotional support for those who have weaker social 

connections offline.  

 In one study specific to gender differences in friendship and gaming Cole and 

Griffiths (2007) found that men may be more prone to utilize gaming for social reasons 

than women. In a study of 912 players of MMORPGs, men were found to be significantly 

more likely to report having made good friends through online game play and reported 
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having made a significantly larger number of friends through online game play, while 

women were significantly more likely to endorse having met friends from their online 

game play face-to-face (Cole & Griffiths, 2007). Two-thirds of respondents reported a 

belief that their online game play had a positive effect on the relationships they had with 

other game players. Women were significantly more likely than men to report discussing 

sensitive topics with their online friends (46.7% vs. 36.2%). Slightly less than half of the 

participants endorsed the belief that their friendships online comparable to those offline, 

and slightly more than half reported believing their offline friends were more trustworthy.  

 In a study of Australian World of Warcraft (WoW) players, participants reported 

gaining a sense of community and sense of belonging through game play (O’Connor, 

Longman, White, & Obst, 2015). Additionally, participants noted playing WoW allowed 

them to make friends both through game play and via meeting people offline whom they 

discover also play WoW. Respondents indicated WoW game play was associated with a 

sense of social identity, as a gamer, a WoW player, or a guild member. Participants also 

reported receiving emotional support through WoW game play, including practical game-

related guidance and advice for offline life (O’Connor et al., 2015). 

Masculinity, Friendship and Intimacy, and Sense of Community 

 Only two studies were found that appeared to link men’s sense of community 

with any construct related to friendship, intimacy or social support. In a study of 220 men 

living in rural Australia, social support and sense of community were both found to 

predict subjective well-being (Kutek, Turnbull, & Fairweather-Schmidt, 2011). Fowler, 
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Wareham-Fowler, and Barnes (2013), studying depression in a sample of over 2,000 

men, found that both positive social interaction and sense of community were negatively 

correlated with depression. Additionally, positive social interaction and sense of 

community predicted the duration of men’s depression, yielding a negative correlation 

(Fowler et al., 2013).  

Masculinity, Gaming, Friendship and Intimacy, and Sense of Community 

 Only one study was found that could be conceptualized as linking all four of the 

proposed study variables. In his analysis of gaming among boys ages 11-15, Sorenson 

(2003) argues boys game for one of three reasons: 1) to play, 2) for social reasons, and 3) 

for specific game content. Though context and situation may change the reason a boy 

chooses to game, the social aspect of gaming appears to be the primary motivation for 

play. Boys may choose to play online games together while in the same physical space, 

allowing them to capitalize on the social aspect of gaming via commenting on or 

watching each other play and offering strategies and suggestions to one another. Boys 

construct clans or groups of friends with whom they game. These clans can consist of 

individuals from their offline social circles, or may include players from all over the 

country or the world. Clans can vary in commitment and may be short-lived or long-

lasting. Functioning as mini-organizations, clans include both leaders and ordinary 

participants. Some clans offer a sense of community in which players collaborate and 

communicate with one another (Sorenson, 2003).  
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 In addition to community, online gaming offers opportunities for competition 

(Sorenson, 2003). In this way, gaming can be a way to perform masculinity. Further, 

being able to act effectively, demonstrate control, and share in decision-making are both 

important to the boys’ experience of playing and to their performance of masculinity. 

Being a clan leader or forming a clan can impart masculine status on a player. However, 

different clans can serve different functions, such that some clans may be regarded as 

being formed primarily for the social aspect, while others may be formed primarily for 

competition and dominance. Sorenson (2003) notes that the absence of the body in online 

gaming serves two purposes: it prioritizes communication and reduces pressure to 

perform masculinity through athleticism.  

One notable weakness in the Sorenson (2003) study as it relates to the proposed 

investigation is the focus on younger adolescents. While some of the literature reviewed 

thus far includes men in early adulthood (e.g. college), the lack of attention to adult men 

in the literature on gaming overall, and in relation to the other proposed study variables, 

has been evident.  

Summary and Rationale for the Current Study 

 As can be seen in the literature reviewed above, many facets of the topics 

discussed have been well-researched while others remain under debate or unexplored. 

Masculinity has been heavily researched for many years. From this research, several 

conclusions can be drawn. Definitions of masculinity may vary based on culture, time, 

and context (Addis et al., 2010; Englar-Carlson & Kiselica, 2013; Hodgetts & Rua, 
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2010). Individuals develop definitions of masculinity based on a variety of factors, and 

appear to be most heavily influenced by parents, peers, and the media (Epstein & Ward, 

2011; Ewing Lee & Troop-Gordon, 2011a, 2011b; Gelman et al., 2004; Leaper, 2011). 

O’Neil created the landmark gender role conflict model of masculinity and its 

corresponding measure that continue to dominate the masculinity literature (O’Neil et al., 

1986; O’Neil, 2008). Gender norms and gender role conflicts have been shown to restrict 

men’s affective expression, which may contribute to aggression and impede relationships 

(Ben-Zeev et al., 2012; Cohn et al., 2010; Cohn et al., 2009; Feder et al., 2010; Jakupcak 

et al., 2005; Karakis & Levant, 2012). 

 In addition to masculinity, the literature reviewed included important observations 

concerning gaming. Online gaming has become a popular entertainment platform in the 

United States (ESA, 2014). Gaming encompasses a wide variety of types and modes of 

gaming, and offers individuals an interactive experience, both with the game and with 

other players (BimmyandJimmy, 2012; Jansz, 2005; Jansz & Martis, 2007). Researchers 

argue gaming offers an alternate reality in which players can become immersed, and 

through which gamers can experiment with actions and feelings that may be difficult to 

express offline (Jansz, 2005). Controversy continues to surround the debate as to whether 

or not gaming is associated with increased aggression or violence (Anderson et al., 2010; 

Ferguson, 2013). Additionally, some research has investigated possible addiction or 

problematic use among gamers (Charlton & Danforth, 2010; Elliott et al., 2012; Ferguson 

et al., 2011; Hsu et al., 2009; King et al., 2010; Irvine et al., 2013).  
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 One facet of gaming that appears to be of particular importance to gamers is the 

social aspect (Charlton & Danforth, 2010; Collins & Freeman, 2013; Domahidi et al., 

2014; Kaye & Bryce, 2012). Research has shown that the intersection of gaming and 

friendship may provide unique avenues for men to perform masculinity (Jansz, 2005; 

Migliaccio, 2009). Gaming may present gamers with a platform to build friendships and 

community (Charlton & Danforth, 2010; Domahidi et al., 2014; Herodotou et al., 2014; 

Kaye & Bryce, 2012; Kowert & Oldmeadow, 2013). The social and community aspects 

of gaming may be particularly important for men, who are more likely to make good 

friends through online gaming (Cole & Griffiths, 2007). Further, men may use gaming as 

a shared activity through which they can strengthen relationships and build community 

(Hodgetts & Rua, 2010; Kiselica & Englar-Carlson, 2010). 

 The research reviewed suggests men may experience impediments to connection 

and intimacy, which may then impact their ability to form friendship groups or to build 

community. However, gaming may provide an outlet through which men may better meet 

their needs for connection and intimacy. Given the lack of attention to integrating the 

literatures noted above, the purpose of the present study was to explore possible 

relationships between masculinity, intimacy and friendships, and community in online 

versus offline contexts. Based on the review of literature, it was hypothesized that men 

who adhere more strongly to traditional ideas of masculinity may have more difficulty 

building intimacy in friendship and feeling sense of community. Due to the idea that 

gaming may allow people to experiment with behaviors not otherwise allowed in the real 
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world, men whose ideas of masculinity are more stereotypical may be able to meet their 

needs for intimacy and friendship and sense of community better in online contexts via 

gaming than they are in offline contexts. It was hoped this study would expand our 

understanding of men’s friendships and sense of community, and the role that gaming 

may play in contextualizing that understanding.  

Research Questions 

 Based on this analysis of literature, the research questions for this study were:  

1. What are the relationships between masculinity, sense of community, and intimacy 

among men who are gamers? 

2. Do these relationships vary between on-line and off-line social environments? 

Specific hypotheses are available on page 65 in the Methods section. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 In this chapter, sections are devoted to four areas. Participants are described first, 

followed by instrumentation, procedures, and analysis. Analysis includes a statement of 

the research questions, hypotheses, and the related statistical testing plan.  

Participants 

A total of 201 men completed the survey. The participant pool was largely young, 

White, single, middle-class, heterosexual, and educated. Specifically, the average age was 

27 years old, 82% of respondents identified as White, 62% identified as single, average 

years of education was 15, and mean annual income was $53,000/year. Median annual 

income was $45,500/year; thus, most respondents were in the lower middle class range of 

income. When respondents were asked how much time they spent gaming alone, the 

reported average estimate was 60% of their gaming time alone. When they were asked 

what percentage of time they spent gaming with others, 37% was the average percentage. 

Of time spent gaming with others, participants reported spending an average of 21% of 

their gaming time playing with friends they know exclusively online, and 26% of their 

gaming time playing with friends they know offline. See Table 1. 
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics on Sample Demographics 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Variable   Mean          Standard          Range          Frequency        Percentage 
            Deviation 
________________________________________________________________________  

Age in Years   27  6  18-54   

Years of Education     15            .2  6-17 

Yearly Income  53,650  44,236  0-300,000 

Hours Per Week 22  14  3-90   
Spent Gaming 

Percentage of          60 
Gaming Time 
Spent Gaming 
Alone 
 
Percentage of          37 
Gaming Time 
 Spent Gaming 
 with Others 
 
Percentage of          21 
Gaming Time 
 Spent Gaming  
with Online Friends 
 
Percentage of          26 
Gaming Time 
 Spent Gaming  
with Offline Friends 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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________________________________________________________________________ 

Variable   Mean          Standard          Range          Frequency        Percentage 
            Deviation 
________________________________________________________________________  

Ethnicity 

   White        164  82 
   Latino(a)/Hispanic       12  6 
   Asian/Asian American      14  7    
   African American       5  2  
   Biracial/Multiracial       2  1  
 
 
Sexual Orientation 

   Heterosexual       180  90 
   Gay         6  3 
   Bisexual        11  5 
   Pansexual/Other       4  2 
 
 
Relationship Status 

   Single        125  62 
   Cohabitating        42  21 
   Married        35  17    
   Divorced        6  3  
   Separated        2  1  
   Widowed        0  0 
 
 
Types of Games Played 

   Role-Playing       130 
   First-Person Shooter      83  
   Action/Adventure       81  
   Massive Multiplayer Online Role-Playing    54  
   
_______________________________________________________________________ 
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_______________________________________________________________________ 
Variable   Mean          Standard          Range          Frequency        Percentage 
            Deviation 
________________________________________________________________________             
   Strategy        53  
 Real-Time       28 
 Turn-Based       13 
 4x        5 
   Shooter        30 
   Multiplayer Online Battle Arena     30 
   Platformer        29 
   Puzzle        26  
   Simulation        23  
   Fighting        20  
   Survival/Horror       18 
   Card Games/Collectible Card Games    13 
   Racing        12  
   Sports        12  
   Sandbox        11  
   Stealth/Hack-and/Slash      10  
   Interactive Fiction       10 
   Open World        10 
   Indie         9 
   Point-and-click       8  
   Arcade        7  
   Co-op        7  
   Casual        6 
   Classic/Retro       5 
   Board Games       5  
   Rogue-Like        5  
   PvP         2  
   Tactics        2  
   Music        1 
   Party         1 
 
________________________________________________________________________   

Note: Sample n = 201; Percentages were not calculated for types of games played as 

participants often played multiple game forms.  
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Instrumentation 

Demographic and Gaming Questionnaire  

Participants were asked several demographic questions created by the researcher 

at the outset of the study, including: age, gender, ethnicity, sexual orientation, educational 

level, income level, and relationship status. Participants were asked whether they self-

identify as a gamer, how many hours per week they spend gaming, what types of games 

they play, and what percentage of their time gaming is spent playing alone or with others. 

Additionally, participants were asked to specify the percentage of time they spend 

gaming with others they know offline and those they know purely from online 

interactions. See Appendix A. 

Gender Role Conflict Scale  

Participants’ masculinity was assessed through use of the Gender Role Conflict 

Scale (GRCS; O’Neil et al., 1986; O’Neil, 2008). The GRCS measures masculinity via 

37 items scored on a Likert-type scale (1 indicates “Strongly Disagree,” 6 indicates 

“Strongly Agree”). Items on the GRCS were derived theoretically and empirically, and 

represent four factors believed to be essential to masculinity: (1) success, power, and 

competition (e.g., “Winning is a measure of my value and personal worth”); (2) 

restrictive emotionality (e.g., “I have difficulty expressing my tender feelings”); (3) 

restrictive affectionate behavior between men (e.g., “Affection with other men makes me 

tense”); and (4) conflict between work and family relations (e.g., “My work or school 

often disrupts other parts of my life [i.e., home, health, leisure]). Factor 1 is measured by 
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13 items and has a range of possible scores of 13 to 78, factor 2 by 10 items and has a 

range of possible scores of 10 to 60, factor 3 by 8 items and has a range of possible scores 

of 8 to 48, and factor 4 by 6 items and has a range of possible scores of 6 to 36. High 

scores on the GRCS indicate a greater degree of conflict regarding these factors and 

lower scores indicate a lower degree of conflict. Subscale scores are derived by adding up 

item scores and dividing by the number of items. A total GCRS score can also be 

calculated by summing all items and dividing by 37. Possible scores on the full scale thus 

range from 37 to 222 (O’Neil, 2008). See Appendix B.  

 Research has shown the GRCS has construct validity (O’Neil, 2008). Factor 

intercorrelations have been shown to be moderate, ranging from .35 to .68, suggesting the 

factors are related but separate. Studies have also indicated structural validity, and 

confirmatory factor analyses have supported the four factor model of the scale. Internal 

consistency reliabilities of the factor structure have been shown to range from .70 to .89. 

Internal consistency reliability for the full scale for the present investigation was strong 

(α = .92; Connelly, 2011). The GRCS has been shown to have significant low to 

moderate correlations (ranging from .32 to .49) with other measures of masculinity 

(including the Masculine Gender Role Stress Scale (MGRS; Eisler & Skidmore, 1987), 

Brannon Masculinity Scale (BMS; Brannon & Juni, 1984), Masculine Role Norms Scale 

(MRNS; Thompson & Pleck, 1986), Male Role Norm Inventory (MRNI; Levant et al., 

1992), Conformity to Masculine Norm Inventory (CMNI; Mahalik, et al., 2003), and 
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Reference Group Identity Dependence Scale (RGIDS; Wade & Gelso, 1998), suggesting 

the GRCS is a similar but separate construct (O’Neil, 2008). 

Miller Social Intimacy Scale  

Friendship and intimacy was measured through the Miller Social Intimacy scale 

(MSIS; Miller & Lefcourt, 1982). The MSIS is comprised of 17 empirically-derived 

items and assesses closeness across various interpersonal relationships. Items are scored 

on a Likert-type scale and measures frequency and intensity of certain intimate behaviors 

and feelings (1 indicates “Very Rarely” or “Not Much,” 10 indicates “Almost Always” or 

“A Great Deal”). High scores on the MSIS indicate greater intimacy in the relationship 

under measure, and low scores indicate less closeness. Possible scores on the MSIS range 

from 17 to 170 (Miller & Lefcourt, 1982). See Appendix C.  

 Research into the psychometrics of the MSIS is limited. The data that is available, 

however, is promising. The MSIS has been shown to have strong internal reliability (.86 

to .95), and test-retest reliability (.84 to .96) (Downs & Hillje, 1991; Miller & Lefcourt, 

1982). Internal reliabilities for the present study were also strong: α = .95 for MSIS-

modified-online, and α = .90 for MSIS-modified-offline (Connelly, 2011). Miller and 

Lefcourt (1982) found the MSIS had convergent validity, corresponding strongly and 

positively with a measure of trust and intimacy (.71 with the Interpersonal Relationship 

Scale; Schlein, Guerney, & Stover, 1977), and strongly and negatively with a measure of 

loneliness (-.65 with the UCLA Loneliness Scale; Russell, Peplau, & Ferguson, 1978). 

Factor studies on the MSIS have yielded mixed results; one study reported the scale has 3 
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or more factors (Downs & Hillje, 1991), while another found that 13 of the 17 items 

loaded onto one factor (Hook et al., 2003). Despite the lack of further evidence 

supporting its use, the MSIS has been used frequently in research as a measure of 

intimacy in relationships (Hook et al., 2003). Due to the research questions of the present 

study, the MSIS was modified to assess friends as a group, rather than targeting a specific 

dyadic relationship. Items were changed such that “him/her” was replaced with “gaming 

friends” or “offline friends.” Thus, participants were able to rate the intimacy and 

friendship of their gaming friends group and their offline friends group. 

Sense of Community Index and Sense of Virtual Community  

Two separate but related scales were utilized to assess sense of community. The 

Sense of Community Index-2 (SCI-2; see Appendix D) was used to measure sense of 

community in offline contexts (Chavis et al., 2008). The SCI-2 is empirically derived and 

consists of 24 items scored on a Likert-type scale (0 indicates “Not at All,” 3 indicates 

“Completely”). The scale is composed of four subscales that reflect the four components 

theorized to describe sense of community: (1) reinforcement of needs (e.g., “I get 

important needs of mine met because I am part of this community”), (2) membership 

(e.g., “Being a member of this community is a part of my identity”), (3) influence (e.g., “I 

have influence over what this community is like”), and (4) shared emotional experience 

(e.g., “Members of this community care about each other”). Each subscale consists of six 

questions and has a possible range of scores of 0 to 18. High scores on the SCI-2 indicate 
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greater sense of community, and lower scores reflect a lesser sense of community. 

Possible scores on the full instrument range from 0 to 72.  

 The original SCI (Chavis et al., 1986) was both widely used and widely critiqued, 

leading to the development of the SCI-2. Due to being relatively new, there is little 

research examining the validity and reliability of the SCI-2. The initial development 

research showed the SCI-2 has good overall reliability (α = .94) and subscale reliability 

(α =.79 to .86; Chavis et al., 2008). Despite the lack of research investigating its 

psychometric properties, the SCI and SCI-2 remain the preeminent scales utilized in the 

assessment of sense of community (Chavis et al., 2008). Internal reliability for the SCI-2 

for the present investigation was strong (α = .94; Connelly, 2011). 

 To assess sense of community in online contexts, the present study used the Sense 

of Virtual Community measure (SOVC; Blanchard, 2007). The SOVC was derived 

empirically and consists of modified items from the SCI and items developed for the 

SOVC. The measure has 18 items scored on a Likert-type scale (1 indicates “Strongly 

Disagree,” 7 indicates “Strongly Agree”). Possible scores range from 18 to 126. Higher 

scores reflect a greater sense of virtual community, and lower scales indicate a lesser 

sense of virtual community. Unlike the SCI, the SOVC does not include subscales and 

items load onto one factor. Like the SCI, due to its newness there is little research on the 

psychometrics of the SOVC (Blanchard, 2007). Internal reliability for the SOVC for the 

present study was strong (α = .96; Connelly, 2011). See Appendix E. 
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Procedure 

 Participants were recruited mainly through undergraduate courses at a midsize 

southwestern university. Course credit or experimental credits were offered in exchange 

for participation. Advertisements for the study (see Appendix F) were posted to the 

principal investigator’s Facebook page, and were subsequently posted to the researcher’s 

friends’ Facebook pages as well. Advertisements were also posted to several pages of the 

social networking site Reddit, and to online blogs and forums dedicated to gaming. 

Participants were given a link to access the survey online. Once they accessed the survey, 

participants were instructed to read the informed consent statement (see Appendix G) and 

indicate that they read, understood, and agreed to the informed consent statement. 

Agreeing to the informed consent statement required participants to state they were at 

least 18 years of age. The informed consent statement also included instructions for 

contacting the principal investigator for results after data were collected and analyzed. 

 Following consent, participants completed the survey, including the demographic 

and gaming questionnaire, followed by five scales. These scales were presented in the 

same order for each participant: (1) the Gender Role Conflict Scale, (2) the Miller Social 

Intimacy Scale-modified-offline, (3) the Miller Social Intimacy Scale-modified-online, 

(4) the Sense of Community Index-2, and (5) the Sense of Virtual Community measure. 

After completing the survey, student participants were given an ID code that could be 

given to their instructors to earn course credit or extra credit. The use of an ID code was 

implemented in order to maintain privacy and confidentiality of participants. Participants 
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who were not completing the survey for course or extra credit were instructed to ignore 

the ID code. All participants were thanked for their participation following completion of 

the survey. Additionally, referral information to mental health provider resources was 

given (See Appendix H). The survey was expected to take roughly 30 minutes to 

complete. There was no time limit to complete the study. However, respondents were 

limited to completing the survey in one sitting. 

Research Questions, Hypotheses, and Analysis Plan 

 The overarching research questions for this study, as noted at the end of the 

Literature Review, were “What are the relationships between masculinity, sense of 

community, and intimacy among men who are gamers?” and “Do these relationships vary 

between on-line and off-line social environments?” Specific hypotheses derived from this 

question, along with their respective analyses, are presented below. 

 Prior to analyzing the primary hypotheses of the study, descriptive statistics were 

run on all variables in the study. Means, ranges, and standard deviations were calculated 

on all continuous variables, including all instrument scales and subscales, and 

demographic items related to age, income, education, and hours per week of gaming. 

Frequencies and percentages were reported for categorical variables, such as ethnicity, 

relationship status, and sexual orientation.  

In order to assess the relationships between the variables under study, the data 

were investigated in multiple ways. For some hypotheses, subscale scores were utilized. 

For z-test analyses, full-scale scores were used. To investigate the impact of masculinity 
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on the hypothesized relationships between intimacy and community in offline versus 

online contexts, a median split was utilized, yielding two groups: individuals who scored 

high on masculinity and individuals who scored low on masculinity.  

Table 2 

Primary Hypotheses 

Hypothesis Analysis 

1. Relationships between Masculinity and Community 

1a. GRCS subscale scores were predicted to be 

negatively correlated with SCI-2 subscale scores. As 

sense of community with offline friends increased, 

scores of aspects masculinity measured by the GRCS 

were expected to decrease.  

Canonical Correlation 

1b. GRCS subscale scores were expected to be 

negatively correlated with SOVC scores. As sense of 

community with online friends increased, scores of 

aspects of masculinity measured by the GRCS were 

predicted to decrease. 

Multiple Regression 

1c. Correlations between full-scale scores on the 

GRCS and full-scale scores on the SCI-2 (offline) 

were expected to be stronger than correlations 

Z-test 
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between full-scale GRCS and SOVC (online). The 

relationship between masculinity and offline friends 

was expected to be stronger than the relationship 

between masculinity and online friends.  

2. Relationships between Intimacy and Community 

2a. MSIS-modified-offline scores were predicted to 

be positively correlated to SCI-2 scores. As intimacy 

and friendship with offline friends increased, sense of 

community offline was predicted to increase. 

Multiple Regression 

2b. MSIS-modified-online scores was predicted to be 

positively correlated to SOVC scores. As intimacy 

and friendship with online friends increased, sense of 

community online was predicted to increase. 

Pearson Correlation 

2c. Correlations between the MSIS-modified-offline 

and the full-scale SCI-2 were expected to be weaker 

than correlations between MSIS-modified-online and 

SOVC. The relationship between intimacy and 

friendship with offline friends and sense of 

community with offline friends was expected to be 

weaker than the relationship between intimacy and 

Z-test 
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friendship with online friends and sense of 

community with online friends. 

3. Relationships between Masculinity and Intimacy  

3a. GRCS subscale scores were expected to be 

negatively correlated the MSIS-offline. As scores on 

aspects of masculinity increased, intimacy and 

friendship with offline friends were expected to 

decrease. 

Multiple Regression 

3b. GRCS subscale scores were predicted to be 

negatively correlated with the MSIS-online. As scores 

on aspects of masculinity increased, intimacy and 

friendship with online friends were predicted to 

decrease. 

Multiple Regression 

3c. Correlations between full-scale GRCS and the 

MSIS-offline was expected to be stronger than the 

correlations between full-scale GRCS and MSIS-

online. The relationship between masculinity and 

intimacy and friendship with offline friends was 

expected to be stronger than the relationship between 

masculinity and online friends. 

Z-test 

4. Relationships between Masculinity, Community, and Intimacy 
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4a. Men with high masculinity scores on the full-scale 

GRCS were predicted to demonstrate higher scores 

online vs. offline on the MSIS, full-scale SCI-2 and 

SOVC. Men with low masculinity scores on the full-

scale GRCS were predicted to demonstrate no 

differences in online vs. offline scores on the MSIS, 

full-scale SCI-2, or SOVC. Men with high scores of 

masculinity were predicted to report a stronger sense 

of intimacy and friendship and sense of community 

with online friends than with offline friends. Men 

with low scores of masculinity were expected to not 

feel more strongly about intimacy and friendship or 

sense of community offline or online. 

Two-Factor Repeated 

Measures MANOVA 

 

The 2-factor repeated-measures MANOVA design is illustrated below in Table 3.  

Table 3 

Two-factor Repeated-measures MANOVA Design 

 Online Offline 

High 
Masculinity 

Low 
Masculinity 

High 
Masculinity 

Low 
Masculinity 

Intimacy     

Community     
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

 This chapter first delineates descriptive statistics. The analysis of primary 

hypotheses follows. The terms “masculinity” and “gender role conflict” will be used 

interchangeably throughout the rest of this document. Though these terms are not 

universally interchangeable, gender role conflict describes the definition used for 

masculinity in this study. 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Descriptive statistics for the major variables in the study are described below in 

Table 2. Scores on the GRCS were in the average range. Respondents scored in the high 

range on the MSIS-modified-offline and on the SCI-2, suggesting that people in general 

felt more intimacy, friendship, and community with their offline friends and communities 

than with their online friends and community. Correlations were also run to examine 

basic associations between demographics and the dependent variables. No correlations 

were significant. T-tests were run to compare the means on major study variables by 

ethnicity and by relationship status. Due to small sample size, ethnicity was collapsed 

into White and Non-White and relationship status was collapsed into Single and 

Partnered. No significant results were obtained. Therefore, no demographic variables 

were included as covariates in ANOVA procedures or included in regression analyses. 

While not central to the focus of this study, it is interesting to note that level of education 
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was weakly and negatively correlated with hours per week spent gaming (r =-.201, p = 

.004). The more education a respondent had, the fewer hours they reported spending 

gaming per week. 

Table 4 

Descriptive Statistics on Instruments 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Instrument    Mean   Standard Range   
      Deviation 
________________________________________________________________________  

GRCS    149  27  73-214 

MSIS-modified-offline 108  25  27-156 

MSIS-modified-online 79  34  17-154 

SCI-2    67  16  25-101 

SOVC    81  33  18-126 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Note: GRCS = Gender Role Conflict Scale; MSIS = Miller Social Intimacy Scale; SCI-2 
= Sense of Community Index-2; SOVC = Sense of Virtual Community 
 

Simple Correlations 

 A correlation matrix was run to examine the simple correlations between the 

measures used in the present study. These are presented in Table 3 below.  

As can be seen, significant, weak, positive correlations were found between the MSIS-

modified-offline and the GRCS; the MSIS-modified-offline and the MSIS-modified-

online; the SCI-2 and the GRCS; the SCI-2 and the MSIS-modified-online; the SOVC 
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and the MSIS-modified-offline; and the SOVC and the SCI-2. A significant, moderate, 

positive correlation was found between the SCI-2 and the MSIS-modified-offline, and a 

significant, strong, positive correlation was found between the SOVC and the MSIS-

modified-online. 

Table 5 

Correlations of Measures 

Measure                                     1                  2                 3                 4                  5 

1. GRCS 

2. MSIS-ON                              .11 

3. MSIS-OFF                            .32*             .27* 

4. SCI-2                                     .18*             .20*            .56* 

5. SOVC                                    .08               .71*            .19*            .26* 

M                                              149                79               108             67             81 

SD                                             27                 34                25              16             33 

Note: GRCS = Gender Role Conflict Scale; MSIS = Miller Social Intimacy Scale; SCI-2 
= Sense of Community Index-2; SOVC = Sense of Virtual Community 
*P < .01 

Analyses of Primary Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1a posited GRCS subscale scores would be negatively correlated with 

SCI-2 subscale scores. To test this hypothesis, a canonical correlation between GRCS 

subscales and SCI-2 subscales was performed. The first variate pair was significantly 

correlated, and unexpectedly, the relationships were all positive. Hypothesis 1a was 

therefore not supported. As gender role conflict intensified, so did sense of community.  
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Hypothesis 1b proposed GRCS subscale scores would be negatively correlated 

with SOVC scores. To test this hypothesis, a stepwise multiple regression analysis was 

run. No significant correlates of the SOVC were found; therefore, Hypothesis 1b was not 

supported. There were no significant relationships between gender role conflict and sense 

of virtual community.  

Hypothesis 1c stated correlations between full-scale scores on the GRCS and full-

scale scores on the SCI-2 would be stronger than correlations between full-scale GRCS 

and SOVC. In order to test this hypothesis, Pearson correlations were computed between 

full-scale scores on the GRCS and on the SCI-2, and between full-scale scores on the 

GRCS and SOVC. Following these analyses, a Fisher z-test was performed to test the 

significance of the difference in the coefficients. The correlation between full-scale 

GRCS and SCI scores was stronger than that between full-scale GRCS and SOVC scores; 

however, the difference was not statistically significant (z = 1.01, p = .16). Therefore, 

Hypothesis 1c was not supported. There were no significant differences in the strength of 

association between gender role conflict with sense of community (offline) when 

compared to the relationship between gender role conflict and sense of virtual community 

(online).  

 Hypothesis 2a posited MSIS-modified-offline scores would be positively 

correlated with SCI-2 scores. A stepwise multiple regression analysis was run to test this 

hypothesis, which produced a significant equation containing subscales 1 and 2 of the 

SCI-2. The relationship was of substantial size, with both predictors demonstrating 
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positive relationships with the MSIS-modified-offline (R2=.62, F(2, 200), p<.001; see 

Table 4). Therefore, hypothesis 2a was supported. As sense of friendship and intimacy 

with offline friends increased, so did sense of community with offline friends; this 

relationship was strongest with subscales “reinforcement of needs” and “membership” of 

the SCI.  

Table 6 

Regression of MSIS on SCI subscales 

________________________________________________________________________  

 Variable           B         SEB           β            t          P 

________________________________________________________________________   

 SCI2            2.312        .605        .372        3.818       .001 

 SCI1            1.814        .632        .280        2.869       .005 

 Constant     41.244       6.153                     6.703       .001 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Note: R2 = .39, P = < .001; SCI2 = membership; SCI1 = reinforcement of needs 

Hypothesis 2b stated MSIS-modified-online scores will be positively correlated to 

SOVC scores. To test this hypothesis, MSIS-modified-online scores and SOVC scores 

were submitted to analysis with the Pearson correlation coefficient. The resulting value 

was positive, substantial and significant (rxy = .71, p<.001). Therefore, Hypothesis 2b was 

supported. As sense of friendship and intimacy with online friends increased, so did sense 

of community with online friends.  
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Hypothesis 2c proposed correlations between the MSIS-modified-offline and the 

full-scale SCI-2 would be weaker than correlations between the MSIS-modified-online 

and the SOVC. To test this hypothesis, Pearson correlations were computed between the 

MSIS-modified-offline and the full-scale SCI-2, and between the MSIS-modified-online 

and the SOVC. Following these analyses, a Fisher z-test was performed to test the 

significance of the difference in the coefficients. The difference was statistically 

significant (z=2.63, p=.004), and the correlation was strongest between the MSIS-

modified-online and the SOVC. Hypothesis 2c was therefore also supported. The 

relationship between friendship and intimacy and sense of community with online friends 

was stronger than the relationship between friendship and intimacy and sense of 

community with offline friends. 

 Hypothesis 3a stated GRCS subscale scores would be negatively correlated with 

the MSIS-modified-offline. To test this hypothesis, a stepwise multiple regression 

analysis was run. A significant equation containing GRCS subscale 2 and GRCS subscale 

3 was produced; the relationship was of moderate size, with both predictors 

demonstrating positive relationships with MSIS-offline (R2=.45, F(2, 235), p<.001). See 

Table 5. Hypothesis 3a was therefore not supported; significant results were found in the 

opposite direction to what was predicted. As masculinity increased, so did sense of 

friendship and intimacy with offline friends. 
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Table 7 

Regression of MSIS on GRCS Subscales 

________________________________________________________________________  

 Variable         B         SEB           β            t          P 

________________________________________________________________________   

  GRCS2          .373        .185        .152        2.014       .045 

  GRCS3         1.202        .273        .332        4.399       .001 

  Constant       44.835     8.331                      5.382       .001 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Note: R2 = .20, P < .001; GRCS2 = restrictive emotionality; GRCS3 = restrictive 
affectionate behavior between men 
 

Hypothesis 3b proposed GRCS subscale scores would be negatively correlated 

with the MSIS-modified-online. A stepwise multiple regression analysis was run to test 

this hypothesis, which did not produce any significant predictors of MSIS-modified-

online. Therefore, hypothesis 3b was not supported. There was no relationship between 

masculinity and sense of friendship and intimacy with online friends.  

Hypothesis 3c posited correlations between the full-scale GRCS and the MSIS-

modified-offline would be stronger than correlations between the full-scale GRCS and 

the MSIS-modified-online. To test this hypothesis, Pearson correlations were computed 

between the full-scale GRCS and MSIS-modified-offline and between the full-scale 

GRCS and the MSIS-modified-online. Following these computations, a Fisher z-test was 

performed to test the significance of the difference in the coefficients. The difference was 
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statistically significant (z=2.39, p=.008), and the correlation was strongest between the 

MSIS-modified-offline and the GRCS. Hypothesis 3c was therefore supported. The 

relationship between masculinity and sense of friendship and intimacy with offline 

friends was stronger than the relationship between masculinity and sense of friendship 

and intimacy with online friends. 

 Hypothesis 4 stated men with high masculinity scores on the full-scale GRCS 

would demonstrate higher scores online vs. offline on the MSIS-modified, the full-scale 

SCI-2, and the SOVC, while men with low masculinity scores on the full-scale GRCS 

would demonstrate no differences in online vs. offline scores on the MSIS-modified, the 

full-scale SCI-2, or the SOVC. To test this hypothesis, participants were first split using a 

GRCS full-scale score of 110 as a cut-off point. This split yielded two groups: low 

masculinity scores on the GRCS and high masculinity scores on the GRCS. A two-factor 

repeated measures MANOVA was then run to explore effects of online vs. offline, high 

versus low masculinity, and the interaction of these variables. All effects were 

significant. See Tables 6 and 7, Figure 2. Examination of the group means, canonical 

correlations, and effect loadings suggested that those with high masculinity scores on the 

GRCS also demonstrated lower scores on the online variables, and higher scores on the 

offline variables, with the strongest difference on the offline variables. Hypothesis 4 was 

therefore not supported. Men with higher masculinity scores demonstrated a stronger 

sense of friendship and intimacy and of community with their offline friends than their 
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online friends. Men with lower masculinity scores demonstrated no differences in sense 

of friendship and intimacy or community with their offline vs. online friends. 

Table 8 

Means of Low and High Masculinity Groups for Intimacy and Community Measures 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Masculinity           

            Variable              Low        High____________________       

            MSIS-on            85.56        80.58    

            SOVC                86.88        88.69 

            MSIS-off            91.56      110.18     

            SCI-2                    59.50        64.34 

Note: MSIS = Miller Social Intimacy Scale; SOVC = Sense of Virtual Community; SCI-
2 = Sense of Community Index-2 
 
Table 9 

Two-factor Repeated-measures MANOVA for Low and High Masculinity Groups            

Source  Pillais  rc F(2, 188) P 

Masculinity .036      .19 3.475  .033 

Location .551       .22 115.345 .001 

Interaction .046  .74 4.568  .012 
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Figure 1. Two-factor Repeated-measures MANOVA for Low and High Masculinity 
Groups. Note: MSIS = Miller Social Intimacy Scale; SOVC = Sense of Virtual 
Community; SCI-2 = Sense of Community Index-2 
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CHAPTER V 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
 

This study investigated relationships between masculinity, gaming, friendship and 

intimacy, and sense of community in adult men, including possible differences in these 

relationships in online versus offline contexts. Three of the nine hypotheses under 

investigation were supported, and six were not supported.  

Summary of Findings and Integration with the Literature 

Hypothesis One 

Results showed that as gender role conflict increased, so did sense of community 

offline. Men who adhered more rigidly to stereotypical notions of masculinity also 

endorsed feeling a stronger connection to community offline. Though it was significant in 

the opposite direction as predicted, this result may be understood as a reflection of 

increased acceptance from peers and other social environments for men whose 

presentation is perceived as more masculine. Such an interpretation aligns well with 

literature conceptualizing gender as socially constructed (Epstein & Ward, 2011; Ewing 

Lee & Troop-Gordon, 2011a, 2011b; Gelman et al., 2004; Leaper, 2011). In such an 

interpretation, those who comply with traditional ideas of masculinity have likely been 

more responsive to and more engaged with social environments that have encouraged 

strong adherence to stereotypical ideas of masculinity. Indeed, Wong et al. (2011) found 

that men cited their physical bodies as one of the five dimensions they considered most 
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important to their identities as men. Offline interaction naturally involves more 

opportunities to utilize the physical body; thus, men who identify more strongly with 

traditional masculinity may value offline activity more as an arena in which to utilize 

their physical bodies and thus express their sense of masculinity. Conversely, men who 

are less faithful to stereotypical presentations of masculinity may have more difficulty 

finding and feeling a sense of belonging with face-to-face communities. These men may 

have received negative feedback from others in the offline world due to their inability 

and/or unwillingness to perform masculinity in a more traditional sense, and therefore 

may feel more rejected by offline communities. Further, it is possible that these men may 

simply view their physical bodies as less important to their sense of masculinity, and thus 

are less interested in performing masculinity in the offline world. Epstein and Ward 

(2011) found men reported receiving more messages from their parents growing up 

regarding the importance of being nice and pleasant than did women. Through the lens of 

this research, offline interactions may be seen as offering more opportunities for men to 

be nice and pleasant, particularly given that online gaming often involves competition 

that may decrease empathy and prosocial behavior (Ewoldsen et al., 2012; Greitemeyer, 

2013). 

Another interpretation of this finding is that men who experience more gender 

role conflict are less in tune with their feelings and sense of belonging, and therefore are 

less likely to indicate a feeling of disconnection from community due to a reduced ability 

to recognize disconnection. This alternate interpretation fits well with research that 
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suggests men, and particularly men who rated higher on measures of masculinity, may 

have difficulty identifying and expressing emotion (Cohn et al., 2009; Cohn et al., 2010; 

Feder et al., 2010).  This interpretation also aligns well with research suggesting men are 

less sensitive to and less distressed by interpersonal dynamics (Lambert & Hopwood, 

2016; McGuire & Leaper, 2016). 

The study failed to find significant relationships between gender role conflict and 

sense of virtual community. Therefore, masculinity and connection to online community 

did not appear to be related in any meaningful way. It is interesting to note that 

masculinity was correlated, positively and significantly, with sense of community offline, 

but this relationship did not extend to online settings. A possible interpretation of this 

difference is that the need to perform masculinity is reduced with the anonymity provided 

online (Sorenson, 2003; Wingfield, 2014), allowing men with varying levels of 

masculinity to interact differently with others than they might in offline contexts. This 

interpretation may be seen as contrasting with the research suggesting that men may 

utilize gaming to perform masculinity (Olson et al., 2008); however, in view of Olson et 

al.’s research, such an interpretation can be understood as positing that men who 

experience more gender role conflict may engage in less stereotypically masculine 

behaviors and interaction online, and men who experience less gender role conflict may 

engage in more stereotypically masculine behaviors online, resulting in no clear linear 

correlation. Further, this explanation contributes to literature suggesting gaming may 

provide a way to experiment with behaviors not allowed offline (Jansz, 2005).  
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Another possible explanation of the lack of correlation between gender role 

conflict and sense of virtual community is that online gaming communities may rely 

more heavily on the attributes of a player in the virtual world, rather than offline 

characteristics. Hellman and Majamäki’s (2016) research indicates that online gaming 

communities largely ignore offline attributes of individual players, as they have little 

bearing on the outcome of the game. Instead, a player’s ability to role-play through their 

avatar takes precedence (Hellman & Majamäki, 2016). The act of role-playing and the 

use of an avatar, then, may create psychological distance for men such that they may not 

associate their avatar strongly with their own masculinity. Further, the use of or reliance 

on an avatar may sublimate a more authentic sense of self in online interactions, which in 

turn may reduce opportunity for connection and belonging. 

The lack of correlation between gender role conflict and sense of virtual 

community in the present study does not align well with previous literature suggesting a 

key factor that contributes to gaming motivation is the ability to build friendships and 

benefit from community through gaming (Charlton & Danforth, 2010; Herodotou et al., 

2014; Kelly, 2004). However, this factor may apply primarily or singularly to gaming 

with others online, particularly types of gaming that involve or encourage cooperative 

play (e.g., MMORPGs, MOBAs, Co-op). Thus, future research differentiating between 

this type of gaming and gaming alone may yield different results. 

Results of this study also failed to find significant differences in the strength of 

correlations between gender role conflict and sense of community (offline) and gender 
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role conflict and sense of virtual community (online). Readers should recall that the z-test 

determines the significance of the difference between two correlations. While the 

associations between gender role conflict and sense of community offline and online 

were not statistically different from each other, this does not negate the fact that 

independent of this comparison, there was a significant correlation between gender role 

conflict and sense of community offline, though the correlation was small (r=.18). The 

lack of a significant difference between these two correlations may also be related to 

definitional issues. Previous research has shown that individuals may feel a stronger 

sense of community to fandom groups than to their local neighborhood; however, 

participants in this study also noted experiencing greater influence in their local 

neighborhoods than in their fandom communities (Chadborn, Edwards, & Reysen, 2016). 

An argument could rightfully be made that gaming communities do often represent 

fandoms (Reysen & Branscombe, 2010); future research delineating fans versus casual 

players may yield different results. Additionally, given that influence in a community is a 

major component of sense of community, the fact that individuals may feel greater 

overall sense of community with a community where they experience less influence may 

complicate results utilizing full-scale scores on measures of sense of community (Chavis 

et al., 2008). The difference between using a full-scale measure and using subscales may 

be especially pronounced when using the SOVC, as this measure does not delineate 

subscales (Blanchard, 2007). 
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Hypothesis Two 

This research study demonstrated that sense of friendship and intimacy correlated 

with sense of community, both offline and online. These findings make conceptual sense, 

and represent a novel contribution to literature, as the relationship between these two 

specific constructs does not appear to have been researched as of yet. Additionally, 

results of this study showed that the association between friendship and intimacy and 

sense of community with online friends was stronger than that between friendship and 

intimacy and sense of community with offline friends. This finding contributes to related 

research suggesting boys may utilize gaming to construct communities with friends 

(Olson, 2010; Sorenson, 2003), that men may meet social needs through online gaming 

(Charlton & Danforth, 2010; Cole & Griffiths, 2007), and that internet usage, and 

particularly online gaming, may enhance friendships (Domahidi et al., 2014; Kaye & 

Bryce, 2012; Wang & Wellman, 2010). Further, these findings contribute to the literature 

that suggests online gaming may provide emotional support and community to those who 

struggle with social connection offline (Collins & Freedman, 2013). Another 

interpretation of this result is that online communities and friendships provide the 

benefits of connections without the risks (Kelly, 2004). Individuals may receive in-game 

help and support from these online connections, without needing to make sacrifices to 

any particular individual or group, and without needing to take interpersonal or other 

risks in order to build a relationship (Kelly, 2004).  
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Hypothesis Three 

Similarly to the relationship between masculinity and sense of community, this 

study found masculinity was significantly, positively correlated with friendship and 

intimacy with offline friends. Due to the potential overlap in the constructs of sense of 

community and friendship/ intimacy and their relationship to masculinity (e.g., emotional 

identification and expression, connectedness), similar interpretations may be made 

regarding these results. Men who demonstrate more rigid adherence to stereotypical ideas 

of masculinity may find more social acceptance among peers, which may contribute to 

the assertion that gender is socially constructed and maintained (Epstein & Ward, 2011; 

Ewing Lee & Troop-Gordon, 2011a, 2011b; Gelman et al., 2004; Leaper, 2011). 

Alternatively, men who score high in masculinity may be unable to identify a lack of 

closeness in relationships, and may be less likely to endorse feeling disconnected in 

friendships. Such an interpretation would align well with previous research 

demonstrating that increased scores on the GRCS are correlated negatively with intimacy 

in relationships (O’Neil, 2008). Indeed, men with high gender role conflict scores may 

not want or look for intimacy in friendships, and may therefore rate intimacy needs in 

friendships as being met. Indeed, previous research suggests men generally look to 

romantic relationships to meet intimacy needs, due to fear that other men will see 

vulnerability as weakness (Patrick & Beckenbach, 2009). Further, the men in Patrick and 

Beckenbach’s (2009) study identified this pattern of relationships as directly related to 

masculinity. Conversely, men who score in the lower range in masculinity may be more 
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open to searching for intimacy, and may be better able to identify when needs are not 

being met (Cohn et al., 2009; Cohn et al., 2010; Feder et al., 2010). The relationship 

between masculinity and friendship and intimacy was not extended to online settings. 

Again, this may be a reflection of the anonymity afforded by the internet, and the 

associated ability to experiment with behaviors not permitted offline (Jansz, 2005). 

In contrast to findings regarding sense of community, this study found that the 

relationship between masculinity and friendship and intimacy with offline friends was 

stronger than between masculinity and sense of friendship and intimacy with online 

friends. These findings first suggest that, despite potential similarities, sense of 

community and emotional intimacy in friendships are indeed separate constructs. Some 

of the confusion regarding the degree to which these constructs are overlapping and/or 

separate is likely related to the fact that sense of community, as previously mentioned, 

remains a poorly-defined construct (Manarinni & Fedi, 2009). Further, some of the 

components of emotional intimacy in friendships and sense of community could be seen 

as similar or overlapping. Specifically, shared emotional connection (a component of 

sense of community), may be difficult to parse out from love and affection and self-

disclosure (components of emotional intimacy), and indeed, may incorporate similar 

ideas. These results may indicate that emotional intimacy in offline friendships is more 

prevalent and important in the lives of men overall than emotional intimacy in online 

friendships. This interpretation aligns well with research suggesting Internet usage can 

enhance social networks offline (Wang & Wellman, 2010). Offline contexts also likely 
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lend themselves more freely to emotional disclosures, a factor that research has suggested 

is important for men and boys in their friendships (Brewer et al., 2013; Gore et al., 2006; 

Way, 2013). However, these results do contrast with research demonstrating a negative 

relationship between masculinity and emotional support (Hill & Donatelle, 2005). Due to 

the fact that the sample consists entirely of men who identify as gamers, these results may 

imply that men who game are better able to meet emotional needs offline than men as a 

general population. Such an interpretation aligns well with research suggesting gaming 

may have a positive effect on relationships between gamers, and that gaming can increase 

opportunities for social networking (Cole & Griffiths, 2007; Domahidi et al., 2014; Kaye 

& Bryce, 2012; Wang & Wellman, 2010), and with literature suggesting men utilize 

activities (in this case, gaming) to build relationships (Kiselica & Englar-Carlson, 2010). 

Hypothesis Four 

In line with the findings cited thus far, the present study showed that men with 

higher masculinity scores demonstrated stronger relationships among friendship and 

intimacy and sense of community with their offline friends than with their online friends. 

Men with lower masculinity scores exhibited no differences in friendship and intimacy or 

sense of community with their offline friends or online friends. Similar interpretations to 

those noted above may be made here. 

Alternatively, men with higher masculinity scores may have demonstrated higher 

correlations between friendship and intimacy and sense of community with offline 

friends than with online friends due to a perceived threat to their masculinity. This 
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interpretation posits that men may have believed that acknowledging weak friendships 

and sense of community offline would fit the stereotypical image of a gamer as a man 

with no social skills and a lack of friendships or relational connection offline (Kelly, 

2004). With this in mind, the men then may have been more inclined to indicate strength 

in their social connections to combat this stereotype. According to this interpretation, the 

more a man adheres to stereotypical gender roles, the more likely he is to feel threatened 

by stereotypes that do not fit with traditional ideas of masculinity (Migliaccio, 2009). 

Indeed, the image of a man with no social connections offline implies the man has little 

to no social status or power, which undermines a man’s sense of masculinity if he 

identifies strongly with traditional notions of masculinity (O’Neil, 2008). This 

interpretation fits well with research demonstrating that men endorse more traditionally 

masculine characteristics when they feel their masculinity is threatened (Cheryan, 

Cameron, Katagiri, & Monin, 2015; Glick, Gangl, Gibb, Klumpner, & Weinberg, 2007). 

Further, this would explain the lack of correlation between masculinity and friendship 

and intimacy or sense of community online, as a similar, negative stereotype does not 

exist in regard to online relationships. Caution should be used in relying on this 

interpretation. Indeed, the simpler and more accurate interpretation may simply be that 

models of masculinity would do well to incorporate more positive characteristics of 

masculinity as central to its definition, such as: developing relationships through 

activities, protecting and caring for loved ones and taking action based on empathy for 
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others, and building identity and community through participation in groups (Kiselica & 

Englar-Carlson, 2010). 

Implications 

The findings of this study have several implications for theory, research, and 

practice. Implications in each area will be noted.  

Implications for Theories of Masculinity 

There are several implications of the results for models of masculinity and 

theories regarding the effects of gaming (Kiselica & Englar-Carlson, 2010; O’Neil, 2008; 

Salter & Blodgett, 2012). The present study’s results suggest that friendship and intimacy 

and sense of community with offline friends are important to men who adhere more 

strongly with stereotypical gender roles. These results challenge O’Neil’s gender role 

conflict model (2008) by demonstrating that traditional men appear to be willing to 

identify their strong connections to offline friends and their communities. Thus, the GRC 

may benefit from a re-examination of the importance of friendship and community in its 

conceptualization of traditional masculinity. Further, the importance of these social 

relationships offline highlights the apparent significance of face-to-face connection for 

these men. In contrast to O’Neil’s (2008) model, these results fit well with Kiselica and 

Englar-Carlson’s positive psychology/positive masculinity model (2010), which 

emphasizes the importance of developing relationships and building community in its 

definition of masculinity. 
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Results showed no significant correlation between gender role conflict and sense 

of online community, which potentially disputes assertions that online gaming fosters 

hypermasculinity (Salter & Blodgett, 2012). These findings may indicate that masculinity 

is less relevant to online settings, or that some combination of reactions is elicited in 

virtual settings (e.g., perhaps some men are less inhibited and more hypermasculine in 

online settings while others feel less pressure to adhere to masculine stereotypes).  

The results of this study also refute the stereotypical image of a gamer as a young 

man playing alone in a basement with no offline friends or social skills (Kelly, 2004; 

Kowert, Festl, & Quandt, 2014). Indeed, the findings of the study suggest that men who 

game and who adhere more rigidly with stereotypical ideas of masculinity are able to 

meet their friendship and intimacy needs and feel a strong sense of community offline.  

Implications for Views about Sexism in Gaming 

 Another point worth discussing is the reception this survey engendered. First, 

several participants noted hesitation in identifying themselves as gamers due to perceived 

social stigma associated with that term (Kelly, 2004; Kowert, Festl, & Quandt, 2014). 

These men elaborated that to them the word gamer connotes a young man or adolescent, 

or someone who is explicitly sexist.  

Second, the primary investigator received an email from a lecturer at a university 

warning that the study had been targeted by a group of individuals involved in 

Gamergate, and that this group might intentionally attempt to skew the data. Indeed, a 

few of the responses did appear to be from participants who seemed to be deliberately 
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attempting to contaminate the data. One participant answered some of the free response 

survey questions with impossibly large numbers and obscenities. This response was 

deleted from the data set. Another person appeared to enter the same data multiple times; 

whether this was intentional or a mistake is unclear. The duplicate responses were 

deleted, and one copy of the participant’s responses was kept. No other obvious instances 

of data tampering were evident. 

 These negative reactions to this study, though minor, relate to the oft-repeated 

critique of gaming culture as hypermasculine and openly hostile of women (Salter & 

Blodgett, 2012). Researchers have demonstrated the ways in which female characters 

within video games are by and large depicted in sexualized ways, and often are objects 

rather than subjects of the game. Additionally, many have noted the gendered, negative 

reactions women gamers have faced from other (presumably male) gamers (Salter & 

Blodgett, 2012). The aptly-named website Fat, Ugly, or Slutty 

(http://fatuglyorslutty.com/) documents this harassment (gtz, jasper, likeOMGitsFEDAY, 

& inklesspen, n.d.).  

On a larger scale, the Gamergate incident offers an example of the ways in which 

women may become targeted by the gaming world (Wingfield, 2014). Gamergate began 

after an internet rumor suggested Zoë Quinn, a female game designer, had entered into a 

romantic relationship with a gaming journalist in order to obtain favorable reviews of her 

game. Though this rumor was quickly proven to be false, Quinn became the target of 

widespread harassment. Quinn received numerous threats of rape and death, and was 



 

93 
 

doxxed (her personal information, such as her home address, phone number, and place of 

work were published online). Those engaged in this campaign against Ms. Quinn argued 

they were simply interested in ethics in journalism, while many critics saw the attack as 

part of a larger backlash against women in gaming. The hashtag #gamergate became 

popular on social media, largely due to sockpuppet (i.e., fake and anonymous) accounts, 

which allowed users to propagate the story to gain more attention without being held 

individually responsible for contributing to the harassment. Brianna Wu, another female 

game developer, criticized Gamergate, and became another target. Additionally, Anita 

Sarkeesian, a woman who developed a series of YouTube videos critiquing the portrayal 

of women in gaming, also became a focal point of the orchestrated harassment. Several 

social commentators noted that although some men were harassed due to criticizing 

Gamergate, the majority of the harassment seemed aimed at women (Wingfield, 2014). 

Further, other critiques of the treatment of sexual violence in the gaming community have 

often been met with backlash (Salter & Blodgett, 2012). 

Due to the anonymity offered by the internet, it is not possible to accurately assess 

how many within the gaming community supported Gamergate or participate in online 

harassment of women (Wingfield, 2014). Further, this group or groups may represent a 

vocal minority. Indeed, the low incidence of negative reaction to the present study 

suggests men who are offended or threatened by inquiry into or critiques of gaming may 

represent a small portion of the gaming world at large. Further, the reticence of some 

respondents to identify as gamers may relate to these types of incidents, and may suggest 
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many of the men who game do not engage in or support online harassment of women. A 

more nuanced approach to identifying and addressing potential sexism in gaming may 

therefore be warranted. Research into violent-sexist games and empathy for women 

victims of violence has found that two factors that increase identification with masculine 

beliefs (measured via the Male Role Norms Inventory) and decrease empathy for women 

victims of violence are identifying with a violent-sexist game character and identifying as 

a male (Gabbiadini, Riva, Andrighetto, Volpato, & Bushman, 2016). In other words, 

gaming in and of itself may not engender sexist attitudes or behaviors, while factors such 

as identification with masculine beliefs and identification with a sexist-violent game 

character may (Gabbiadini et al., 2016). 

Implications for Research 

This study highlighted several areas of research that could prove beneficial in 

fleshing out relationships between the variables used in this study. First, further research 

and efforts into delineating sense of community are needed, as this remains a poorly 

defined construct (Mannarini & Fedi, 2009). Differentiating between emotional intimacy 

and sense of community may be an especially helpful distinction to make, given the 

potential for overlap between these constructs. Additionally, future research into 

characteristics of offline vs. online friendships may help further delineate potential 

similarities and differences in these constructs, and whether or not comradeship is a more 

useful or accurate term to use to describe online friendship. 
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Second, more research into masculinity and sense of community, both offline and 

online, may be warranted, as there appears to be a paucity of research in this area as well. 

In particular, expanding research to include different kinds of offline and online 

communities, and more diverse groups of men, may help increase understanding of 

possible correlations between masculinity and sense of community. Further research can 

help identify whether the characteristics of online interaction alter the performance of 

masculinity. Similarly, future research differentiating between different kinds of play 

(e.g., individual, cooperative, competitive) or kinds of gaming (e.g., MMORPGs, PvP, 

FPS) may help assess any mediating or moderating role these variables might have. 

Future studies that include more diversity in age, race and ethnicity, socioeconomic 

status, sexual orientation, and level of education may produce different and varied 

findings. Expanding the focus of research to include other gender identities, will likely 

provide a more complete picture of the influence of gender on friendship and community 

in the gaming population. Lastly, future research investigating gamers’ reactions to 

research and critique of gaming (particularly but not limited to men) may help identify 

the true extent of the purported misogyny and harassment within the gaming world.  

Implications for Practice 

Practitioners may be able to utilize the findings of this study in their work with 

men who identify as gamers. First, these results may help practitioners view male gamers 

more complexly, as a heterogeneous group, rather than as a narrowly defined stereotype 

(Kelly, 2004; Kowert et al., 2014). Second, this study may increase practitioners’ 
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understanding of the importance of offline friendships and community for men who 

appear to strongly adhere to stereotypical ideas of masculinity. Third, this research may 

help practitioners recognize that male gamers do feel strong connections to friends and 

community offline, rather than viewing them as socially disconnected due to gaming. 

Fourth, practitioners may want to keep in mind that some men may have strong reactions 

to any inquiry into or discussion of gaming. As noted above, some men may be reluctant 

to identify as a gamer due to perceived social stigma related to the term. Further, some 

men may react negatively and harshly to inquiry or perceived criticism of gaming. Thus, 

sensitivity and reflection on ones’ own biases about gaming is advised when approaching 

these topics with men.  

The present study represents a novel contribution to research on gaming, 

particularly given that there is a paucity of research regarding therapy and gaming. Of the 

little research that does exist, most studies focus on treating video game addiction. It 

should be noted that there was no way to determine if any participant in the current study 

would meet any known criteria for video game addiction or not. Due to this, no direct 

conclusions can be drawn about problematic gaming or gaming addiction from the 

current study. However, some inferences may be made based on the findings of the 

present study. Previous research into gaming addiction has posited that difficulties with 

offline social interaction may increase time spent gaming as a way to counteract or 

compensate for social struggles (Charlton & Danforth, 2010). The present study’s 

findings that participants scored in the high range on MSIS-modified-offline and SCI-2 
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indicate that gamers overall may feel strong connections to friends and community 

offline. Therefore, gamers on the whole may not need to utilize gaming to counteract a 

lack of social connection offline, as they may not feel a lack of social connection offline. 

Problematic gaming and gaming addiction then may have no relation to social connection 

offline. Thus, practitioners are cautioned not to assume that individuals who struggle with 

problematic gaming or gaming addiction lack social connection. 

Literature reviews of research on video game addiction note that Cognitive 

Behavioral Therapy (CBT) is the most widely used treatment approach (Lemos, de 

Abreu, & Sougey, 2014). CBT treatment for video game addiction generally aims to 

moderate video game use, rather than abstain from gaming; there are, however, some 

who advocate abstinence is the best form of treatment (Griffiths & Meredith, 2009; 

Lemos et al., 2014). CBT for video game addiction focuses on monitoring use, 

identifying and challenging cognitive distortions, and modifying use (Lemos et al., 2014). 

Motivational Interviewing (MI) is also widely used to treat video game addiction 

(Griffiths & Meredith, 2009; Lemos et al., 2014). MI can be particularly helpful given 

that many people who enter treatment for gaming addiction may have been coerced by 

others in their lives, and therefore may feel ambivalent about change (Griffiths & 

Meredith, 2009). Though there are some practitioners and treatment centers that 

specialize in working with video game addiction, treatment protocols specific to video 

game addiction have not been published. The research available suggests there are some 

common goals of treatment, such as increasing social activity, replacing time spent 
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gaming with offline activities, addressing any underlying issues through talk therapy, and 

using management skills such as setting goals and keeping time to better manage gaming 

behavior (Griffiths & Meredith, 2009).  

In light of this research, practitioners may want to keep in mind that cognitive 

salience has been found to be more predictive of problematic gaming than behavioral 

salience (Forrest, King, & Delfabbro, 2016). In other words, gaming behavior is not 

necessarily associated with problematic gaming; instead, it is how individuals use gaming 

as an escape or avoidance strategy that is problematic. Thus, practitioners are cautioned 

to avoid making assumptions of problematic gaming or addiction based on gaming 

behavior alone. 

Limitations 

Several limitations of this study are worthy of mention. First, the range of 

demographics was limited in this study. The participant pool was largely young, White, 

single, middle-class, heterosexual, and educated, which limits the generalizability of the 

results.  

 Other limitations of this research relate to the selection of some of the measures. 

The GRCS measures masculinity by assessing a person’s adherence to stereotypical 

gender roles. Generally, these roles are often viewed as or conflated with negative aspects 

of masculinity. Gaming may tap into positive aspects of masculinity, such as: developing 

relationships with other men through shared activities that are often instrumental or 

active; being courageous, daring, and risk-taking, within reason; building identity and 
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community through participation in groups; and demonstrating heroism (Kiselica & 

Englar-Carlson, 2010). Thus, the results of this study may have differed dramatically had 

a measure of more positive aspects of masculinity been utilized instead. Though the 

hypotheses and measures utilized in this study are framed around aspects of masculinity 

that have sometimes been more problematic, the researchers have remained open 

throughout the project to positive views of masculinity, particularly in the interpretation 

of this study’s results.  

 Unlike the GRCS, there is little research into the psychometrics of the MSIS. The 

few studies reporting psychometrics have yielded promising results. However, until more 

psychometric data regarding the MSIS is available, caution should be used in interpreting 

and applying results culled from this measure. Similarly, the SCI-2 and SOVC have little 

research backing their validity and reliability. Unlike the GRCS and MSIS, they have not 

been widely used. However, this is generally due to the newness of these scales. 

Researchers should continue to utilize and investigate these scales to further establish 

their reliability and validity. It is notable that the internal reliabilities for all scales used in 

the present study were strong, ranging from .90 to .96. 

 Another limitation of this study is the use of a measure of masculinity, rather than 

measuring gender identity including femininity, genderqueer, or other gender identities. 

This study also utilized the term friendship to describe close personal, non-sexual, non-

familial relationships between gamers online; Levy (2005) suggested these relationships 

are better described as comradeships. Online comradeships may be significantly different 
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from friendships. Consequently, utilizing measurements for friendship and comparing 

online comradeships to offline friendships may not be the most appropriate or fitting 

approach. At present, there is little research available exploring differences between 

comradeship and friendship, and there are no measures of comradeship available in the 

literature.  

 The use of broad terms and categories in this research may also be a limitation. 

There was no differentiation between different kinds of play (individual, cooperative, 

competitive) and between different kinds of gaming (e.g., MMORPGs, MOBAs, PvP, 

FPS), so any mediating role these might have was not assessed. Additionally, clearer 

definitions of friendship and community when applied to online settings may yield 

different results. For example, some individuals may feel particularly close to guilds in 

one or more gaming worlds, and may feel less connected to groups or friends in other 

games (Kelly, 2004). Further, the results of this study may have been different had the 

prompts in the MSIS asked participants to respond based on their best friends. Priming 

participants to respond based on best friendships may have increased their scores on the 

MSIS due to the idea that best friends typically represent closer relationships with more 

intimacy than other friendships (Fraley, Heffernan, Vicary, & Brumbaugh, 2011; 

McChristian, Ray, Tidwell, & LoBello, 2012). 

Strengths 

 There are several strengths of the present study. First, the present study adds to 

the literature on gaming and masculinity. The topic of video games has been little 
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researched to date; of this research, a significant portion focuses on negative aspects of 

gaming, such as video game addiction. The present research instead focused on potential 

positive aspects of gaming and men who identify as gamers, such as their ability to feel 

strong connections to friends and community offline or online. Similarly, research on 

masculinity and gaming typically focuses on how masculinity might negatively influence 

the representation of women in games, or how violent games might negatively influence 

how men and boys regard women in the real world. Thus, this study’s finding that 

masculinity is correlated with a strong sense of connection to friends and community 

offline again puts a more positive light on gaming and masculinity. The present research 

also contributes to literature on sense of community both offline and online.  

 The present researcher’s findings also challenge negative stereotypes associated 

with both gaming and masculinity. Indeed, the finding that men who scored higher on a 

measure of masculinity also reported stronger connections to offline friends and 

community refutes the idea that men who game are socially inept and disconnected from 

the real world, and that masculinity negatively impacts a man’s ability to feel connected 

to others. Lastly, this research study makes at least theoretical contributions to the lack of 

literature regarding psychotherapy with male gamers, and the ways in which gaming may 

impact a man’s functioning and well-being.  

Conclusion 

 While a good deal of research has been conducted on gaming addiction and 

problematic gaming, and the link between gaming and violence and aggression, other 
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facets of gaming remain understudied (Anderson et al., 2010; Charlton & Danforth, 2010; 

Ferguson et al., 2011; King et al., 2011). The present study added to the body of gaming 

literature by investigating relationships between masculinity, friendship and intimacy, 

sense of community, and gaming among adult men who identify as gamers.  

The present researcher’s findings that men with higher scores in masculinity 

report stronger social connections offline than online, challenges the stereotypical idea of 

a male gamer as someone lacking in offline friendships and social skills. Further, the 

results of this research may help practitioners working with these men understand the 

importance of offline friendship in these men’s lives. Indeed, friendship and community 

may be more strongly related to masculinity than previously thought. The findings of the 

present study also present a more complex view of men who game, and suggest that 

masculinity may not play a consistent role in online interactions and relationships. This 

interpretation disputes the idea of gaming as a world of hypermasculinity. The present 

study therefore challenges some of the negative associations between masculinity and 

gaming. 
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Demographic and Gaming Questionnaire 
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Demographic and Gaming Questionnaire 

Please indicate your: 

 Age 

 Gender 

 Ethnicity 

 Sexual Orientation 

 Level of education in years (e.g. 10 = 10th grade, 12 = High school graduate, 14 = 

two years of college etc.).  

 Anuual Household  Income in thousands of dollars 

 Relationship status (check all that apply) 

  Single, Cohabitating, Married, Divorced, Separated, Widower 

Do you identify yourself as a “gamer”? 

How many hours per week do you usually spend gaming? 

What types of games do you usually play? 

What percentage of your time gaming is usually spent playing alone? 

What percentage of your time gaming is usually spent playing with others? 

What percentage of your time spent gaming is usually spent gaming with friends you 

know only online? 

What percentage of your time spent gaming is usually spent gaming with friends you did 

not meet online? 
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APPENDIX B 

Gender Role Conflict Scale 

 

Permission for use of this copyrighted instrument can be obtained from Dr. Jim O’Neil: 

Email: james.o’neil@uconn.edu 

Mail: Dr. Jim O’Neil 

University of Connecticut 

Dept of Educational Psychology 

249 Glenbrook Road, U-2064 

Storrs, CT 06269-2064 

Phone: 860-486-4281 

Fax: 860-486-0180 
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Gender Role Conflict Scale 

Instructions:  Select the number that most closely represents the degree that you Agree 
or Disagree with the statement.  There is no right or wrong answer to each statement; 
your own reaction is what is asked for. 
 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 Strongly                                                                                               Strongly  
  Agree                                                                                                  Disagree 
      6                    5                    4                    3                    2                    1 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
1.  ____ Moving up the career ladder is important to me. 
 
2.  ____ I have difficulty telling others I care about them. 
   
3. ____ Verbally expressing my love to another man is difficult for me. 

 
4.  ____ I feel torn between my hectic work schedule and caring for my health. 

 
5. ____ Making money is part of my idea of being a successful man. 

6. ____ Strong emotions are difficult for me to understand. 

7. ____ Affection with other men makes me tense. 

8. ____ I sometimes define my personal value by my career success. 

9. ____ Expressing feelings makes me feel open to attack by other people. 

10. ____ Expressing my emotions to other men is risky. 

11. ____ My career, job, or school affects the quality of my leisure or family life. 

12. ____ I evaluate other people’s value by their level of achievement and success. 

13. ____Talking about my feelings during sexual relations is difficult for me. 

14. ____ I worry about failing and how it affects my doing well as a man. 

15. ____ I have difficulty expressing my emotional needs to my partner. 
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          Strongly                                                                                               Strongly  
  Agree                                                                                                  Disagree 
      6                    5                    4                    3                    2                    1 
_______________________________________________________________________ 

16. ____ Men who touch other men make me uncomfortable. 

17. ____ Finding time to relax is difficult for me. 

18. ____ Doing well all the time is important to me. 

19. ____ I have difficulty expressing my tender feelings. 

20. ____ Hugging other men is difficult for me. 

21. ____ I often feel that I need to be in charge of those around me. 

22. ____ Telling others of my strong feelings is not part of my sexual behavior. 

23. ____ Competing with others is the best way to succeed. 

24. ____ Winning is a measure of my value and personal worth. 

25. ____ I often have trouble finding words that describe how I am feeling. 

26. ____ I am sometimes hesitant to show my affection to men because of how others         

              might perceive me. 

27. ____ My needs to work or study keep me from my family or leisure more than  

               would like. 

28. ____ I strive to be more successful than others. 

29. ____ I do not like to show my emotions to other people. 

30. ____ Telling my partner my feelings about him/her during sex is difficult for me. 

31. ____ My work or school often disrupts other parts of my life (home, family, health  

               leisure. 
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_______________________________________________________________________ 
         Strongly                                                                                               Strongly  
  Agree                                                                                                  Disagree 
      6                    5                    4                    3                    2                    1 

 

32. ____I am often concerned about how others evaluate my performance at work or 

              school. 

33. ____Being very personal with other men makes me feel uncomfortable. 

34. ____Being smarter or physically stronger than other men is important to me.      

35. ____ Men who are overly friendly to me make me wonder about their sexual  

              preference (men or women). 

36. ____ Overwork and stress caused by a need to achieve on the job or in school,  

              affects/hurts my life. 

37. ____ I like to feel superior to other people.                                                                                                      
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APPENDIX C 

Miller Social Intimacy Scale 
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Miller Social Intimacy Scale – Modified – Offline 

Instructions: The following questions refer to your relationships with your OFFLINE 

FRIENDS. Select the number that most closely represents your response. 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
   Very                                        Some of                                             Almost  
  Rarely                                      the Time                                            Always 
     1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9          10 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 

1. When you have leisure time how often do you choose to spend it with your offline 

friends alone? 

2. How often do you keep very personal information to yourself and do not share it with 

your offline friends? 

3. How often do you show your offline friends affection? 

4. How often do you confide very personal information to your offline friends? 

5. How often are you able to understand your offline friends’ feelings? 

6. How often do you feel close to your offline friends? 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
   Not                                        A Little                                               A Great 
  Much                                                                                              Deal 
     1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9          10 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 

7. How much do you like to spend time alone with your offline friends? 

8. How much do you feel like being encouraging and supportive to your offline friends 

when they are unhappy? 

9. How close do you feel to your offline friends most of the time? 
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_______________________________________________________________________ 
   Not                                        A Little                                               A Great 
  Much                                                                                              Deal 
     1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9          10 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 

10. How important is it to you to listen to your offline friends’ very personal disclosures? 

11. How satisfying is your relationship with your offline friends? 

12. How affectionate do you feel towards your offline friends? 

13. How important is it to you that your offline friends understand your feelings? 

14. How much damage is caused by a typical disagreement in your relationship with your 

offline friends? 

15. How important is it to you that your offline friends be encouraging and supportive to 

you when you are unhappy? 

16. How important is it to you that your offline friends show you affection? 

17. How important is your relationship with your offline friends in your life? 
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Miller Social Intimacy Scale – Modified – Online 

Instructions: The following questions refer to your relationships with your GAMING 

FRIENDS. Select the number that most closely represents your response. 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
   Very                                        Some of                                             Almost  
  Rarely                                      the Time                                            Always 
     1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9          10 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 

1. When you have leisure time how often do you choose to spend it with your gaming 

friends alone? 

2. How often do you keep very personal information to yourself and do not share it with 

your gaming friends? 

3. How often do you show your gaming friends affection? 

4. How often do you confide very personal information to your gaming friends? 

5. How often are you able to understand your gaming friends’ feelings? 

6. How often do you feel close to your gaming friends? 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
   Not                                        A Little                                               A Great 
  Much                                                                                              Deal 
     1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9          10 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 

7. How much do you like to spend time alone with your gaming friends? 

8. How much do you feel like being encouraging and supportive to your gaming friends 

when they are unhappy? 

9. How close do you feel to your gaming friends most of the time? 
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_______________________________________________________________________ 
   Not                                        A Little                                               A Great 
  Much                                                                                              Deal 
     1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8          9          10 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 

10. How important is it to you to listen to your gaming friends’ very personal 

disclosures? 

11. How satisfying is your relationship with your gaming friends? 

12. How affectionate do you feel towards your gaming friends? 

13. How important is it to you that your gaming friends understand your feelings? 

14. How much damage is caused by a typical disagreement in your relationship with your 

gaming friends? 

15. How important is it to you that your gaming friends be encouraging and supportive to 

you when you are unhappy? 

16. How important is it to you that your gaming friends show you affection? 

17. How important is your relationship with your gaming friends in your life? 
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APPENDIX D 

Sense of Community Index-2 
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Sense of Community Index-2 

The following questions about community refer to your OFFLINE FRIENDS. 

How important is it to you to feel a sense of community with your offline friends? 

Prefer not to 
Be Part of 

This 
Community 

Not 
Important at 

All 

Not Very 
Important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Important Very 
Important 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

How well do each of the following statements represent how you feel about your offline 

friends? 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
 Not at All                   Somewhat                     Mostly                       Completely 
      0                                    1                                2                                     3 
_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

1. I get important needs of mine met because I am part of this community.  

2. Community members and I value the same things. 

3. This community has been successful in getting the needs of its members met. 

4. Being a member of this community makes me feel good. 

5. When I have a problem, I can talk about it with members of this community. 

6. People in this community have similar needs, priorities, and goals. 

7. I can trust people in this community. 

8. I can recognize most of the members of this community. 

9. Most community members know me. 
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_______________________________________________________________________ 
 Not at All                   Somewhat                     Mostly                       Completely 
      0                                    1                                2                                     3 
_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

10. This community has symbols and expressions of membership such as clothes, signs, 

art, architecture, logos, landmarks, and flags that people can recognize. 

11. I put a lot of time and effort into being part of this community. 

12. Being a member of this community is a part of my identity. 

 

The following questions about community refer to your OFFLINE FRIENDS. How well 

do each of the following statements represent how you feel about your offline friends? 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
 Not at All                   Somewhat                     Mostly                       Completely 
      0                                    1                                2                                     3 
_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

13. Fitting into this community is important to me. 

14. This community can influence other communities. 

15. I care about what other community members think of me. 

16. I have influence over what this community is like. 

17. If there is a problem in this community, members can get it solved. 

18. This community has good leaders. 

19. It is very important to me to be a part of this community. 

20. I am with other community members a lot and enjoy being with them. 
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_______________________________________________________________________ 
 Not at All                   Somewhat                     Mostly                       Completely 
      0                                    1                                2                                     3 
_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

21. I expect to be a part of this community for a long time. 

22. Members of this community have shared important events together, such as holidays, 

celebrations, or disasters. 

23. I feel hopeful about the future of this community. 

24. Members of this community care about each other. 
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APPENDIX E 

Sense of Virtual Community measure 
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Sense of Virtual Community measure 

The following questions about community refer to your GAMING FRIENDS. Select the 

number that most closely represents your response. 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
         Strongly                                                                                               Strongly  
        Disagree                                                                                                 Agree 
      1                2                3                4                5                6               7 

 

1. I think this group is a good place for me to be a member. 

2. Other members and I want the same thing from this group. 

3. I can recognize the names of most members in this group. 

4. I feel at home in this group. 

5. I care about what other group members think of my actions. 

6. If there is a problem in this group, there are members here who can solve it. 

7. It is very important to me to be a member of this group. 

8. I expect to stay in this group for a long time. 

9. I anticipate how some members will react to certain questions or issues in this group. 

10. I get a lot out of being in this group. 

11. I’ve had questions that have been answered by this group. 

12. I’ve gotten support from this group. 

13. Some members of this group have friendships with each other. 

14. I have friends in this group. 
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_______________________________________________________________________ 
         Strongly                                                                                               Strongly  
        Disagree                                                                                                 Agree 
      1                2                3                4                5                6               7 

 

15. Some members of this group can be counted on to help others. 

16. I feel obligated to help others in this group. 

17. I really like this group. 

18. This group means a lot to me.  
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Advertisement 
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Advertisement 

CALL FOR PARTICIPANTS 
 
I am conducting a research study investigating a possible relationship between 
masculinity, gaming, friendship, and sense of community in online vs. offline settings, 
and am writing to invite you to participate. Participation is open to adults aged 18 or 
older who identify as male and as a gamer. Participation is voluntary. The survey will 
take you an estimated 30 minutes to complete.  
 
Students at Texas Woman’s University can earn one research credit for completing this 
study. To participate, please click on the following link. To receive credit for 
participating, you will be given a unique ID code at the end of the survey. Please write 
down this ID code so that you may turn it in to your professor in order to receive your 
credit.  
 
Please note there is a potential risk of loss of confidentiality in all email, downloading, 
and internet transactions. To protect your privacy and confidentiality, no identifying 
information will be collected in this survey. This study has been reviewed and approved 
by the TWU Institutional Review Board. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Principal Investigator 
Elizabeth Gibbons 
egibbons@mail.twu.edu 
469-xxx-xxxx 
 
Research Advisor 
Dr. Sally Stabb 
sstabb@mail.twu.edu 
940-898-2149 
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Informed Consent Statement 
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Informed Consent Statement 

Informed Consent Form 

TEXAS WOMAN’S UNIVERSITY 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 

 
Title: Masculinity, Gaming, Friendship and Intimacy, and Sense of Community: A 
Comparison of Men in Virtual and Offline Domains 
 
Investigator: Elizabeth Gibbons, MA………..egibbons@twu.edu  469/274-9407 
Advisor: Sally Stabb, PhD…………….sstabb@mail.twu.edu  940/898-2149 
 
Explanation and Purpose of the Research 
 
You are being asked to participate in a research study for Ms. Elizabeth Gibbons’s 
dissertation at Texas Woman’s University. The purpose of this research is to explore 
relationships between masculinity, gaming, friendships and intimacy, and sense of 
community in offline vs. online settings. 
 
Description of Procedures 
 
As a participant in this study you will be asked to complete a series of online surveys. 
The estimated time to complete this survey is 30 minutes. In these surveys, you will be 
asked demographic questions and questions about your gaming habits, your masculinity, 
your social intimacy, and your sense of community both online and offline. You will 
decide where and when to complete the surveys. 
 
If you are a TWU student, after completion of the surveys, you will be given a unique ID 
code which may be used to verify your participation in this study if you are enrolled in 
classes that are awarding credit in exchange for your participation. 
 
No identifying information will be recorded in the surveys. In order to participate in this 
study, you must be at least 18 years of age or older, you must identify as male, and you 
must identify as a gamer. 
 
Potential Risks 
 
A potential risk in this research study is loss of confidentiality. There is a potential risk of 
loss of confidentiality in all email, downloading, and internet transactions. However, no 
identifying information and no IP addresses will be collected in this survey. Some 
participants may need to disclose their participation in the surveys in order to earn 
research credit or extra credit for a university course. However, the SONA system is 
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password protected. Additionally, data collected is de-identified, and instructors do not 
have access to the research data. All sign up information and data will be deleted at the 
completion of the study. Confidentiality will be protected to the extent that is allowed by 
law. 
 
By participating in the surveys, you also risk loss of your time. The surveys have been 
created to be as short as possible to minimize this risk. The surveys are estimated to take 
30 minutes of your time. You may choose to complete the surveys at a time and place of 
your choosing. Additionally, you may take breaks as needed or discontinue your 
participation at any time. 
 
A potential risk in this study is emotional discomfort due to the survey questions. If you 
become upset during the surveys, you may take breaks as needed. Your participation in 
this study is voluntary. You may stop answering questions and end your participation in 
the surveys at any time. If you feel the need to talk to a professional about your 
discomfort, a list of resources has been provided for you at the beginning and end of the 
surveys. 
 
The researchers will attempt to prevent any problems that may occur as a result of this 
research. However, should problems arise, you should let the researchers know and they 
will help you. Please note that TWU does not provide medical services or financial 
assistance for injuries that may occur as a result of taking part in this research study. 
 
Participation and Benefits 
 
Your involvement in this study is completely voluntary and you may withdraw from the 
study at any time. 
 
If you are a TWU student, following the completion of the study you will receive a 
unique ID code. This ID code may be used in order to earn research or extra credit, if you 
are enrolled in classes that are offering credit for participating in this study. 
 
All participants may receive copies of the study results. If you would like to know the 
results of this study, please email egibbons@twu.edu and provide your email address or 
mailing address and we will mail the results to you. 
 
Questions Regarding the Study 
 
Should you have questions regarding the research, please contact the researchers; their 
phone numbers and email addresses are listed at the top of this form. If you have questions 
about your rights as a participant in this research or the way this study has been conducted, 
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you may contact the Texas Woman’s University Office of Research and Sponsored 
Programs at 940-898-3378 or via e-mail at IRB@twu.edu. 
 
By checking "Agree," I acknowledge that I have read, understood, and agree to the 
informed consent. I also acknowledge that I am at least 18 years of age, I identify as 
male, and I identify as a gamer. 
 
____ Agree 
____ Do NOT Agree 
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Referral Information 

Completion of the survey may have caused you psychological discomfort. If you would 
like to speak to a counselor about this discomfort, the following agencies may be able to 
provide assistance:  
 
For TWU Students:  

TWU Denton Counseling Center 
West Jones Hall 
P.O. Box 425350 
Denton, TX 76204-5350 
Phone (940) 898-3801   
 
UNT Psychology Clinic 
Located on the southeast corner of Mulberry and Ave C 
1155 Union Circle #311280 
Denton, TX 76203-5017 
(940) 565-2631 
 

For any participant: 

The APA Psychologist Locator may also be used to search for providers in your area. 
Please go to: http://locator.apa.org/ 
 
The Psychology Today website also provides a provider search.  
Please go to: http://therapists.psychologytoday.com/rms/prof_search.php 
 




