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Abstract: This literature review focuses on cultural-related studies and game theory. First of all,
it analyzes how social dynamics and strategic interactions can be shaped by different cultural
environments. Secondly, it examines how cultural norms can affect strategic decision making and
how game theory could predict cooperations and conflicts. Overall, this study aims to highlight
the applicability of game theory in the modeling of cultural transformation and its interaction with
behavioral economics. Moreover, this study also attempts to underscore the significance of game
theory and cultural diversity in communication methods, plus the process of policy formulation.
In addition to the above topics, the robustness of cross-cultural social norms, the economic study
of different cultural heritage, and the cultural effects of tourism under game theory are also focal
points of this study. Finally, this review delves into how game theory can represent social interactions,
emphasizing the need to incorporate extensive cultural knowledge in order to enhance the efficacy of
game-theoretic model’s applications.

Keywords: game theory; cultural influence; strategic decisions; social dynamics; policy design;
behavioral economics

1. Introduction

The study of human behavior, more specifically in the areas of social sciences and
economics, was revolutionized by the implementation of game theory [1]. Game theory
is a systematized mathematical instrument that models strategic interactions that occur
amongst rational individuals [2]. Throughout the years, game theory has been implemented
in a variety of disciplines, such as economic markets [3], political processes, and many other
disciplines [4]. It has become evident, however, that one of the most significant factors
in those processes is culture. Culture, defined as a composite concept that represents a
collection of values, beliefs, and norms [5], does not play a passive role in the background
of game theory but, rather, is an active player that determines both the rules and strategies
of the game and players’ motivations [6,7]. This study looks into how to deconstruct the
complicated interplay of game theory and culture and assess the path which strategic
decision making and social interaction patterns could be affected by diverse cultural
contexts. Indeed, cultural diversity could influence various aspects of interactions between
individuals, and this phenomenon has been expanding concurrently with the globalization
of society [8]. This makes the intersection of cultural studies and game theory exceptionally
relevant. If one could combine insights from cultural studies and the discipline of games, it
would be possible to create a far more elaborate study approach for decision making in
diversified cultural settings. Notably, one of many areas where culture studies and game
theory could meet is the field of strategic interaction [9,10]. Cultural norms, beliefs, or
expectations can predetermine what strategies individuals would consider appropriate or
efficient and, as a result, influence the outcomes of the [11,12]. Take the well-known game of
the Prisoner’s Dilemma for example. Normally speaking, norms and values of a collectivist
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culture tend to promote cooperative methods [7,13], whereas an individualist culture
would lean more towards competition [14]. The above example of strategic interaction
has practical applications in social collaboration, corporate negotiations, and international
relations. Another vital area where culture and game theory converge is cooperation and
conflict [15]. Cooperation can be aided or hindered by cultural norms and beliefs [16]. The
Tragedy of the Commons is another example of a social dilemma, which also relates to game-
theoretic models’ interpretation process [17]. Comprehending these cultural subtleties can
result in more efficacious approaches to fostering collaboration and settling disputes [18].
Game theory’s analysis on social norms’ evolution procedure provides a framework for
scholars to understand the formation of new norms. It also delivers insights into how
particular behaviors become dominant within a culture [19,20]. When examining how
cultures evolve throughout time in response to shifting social, economic, and environmental
circumstances, this evolutionary perspective is useful [21]. Furthermore, game theory
could predict outcomes in multicultural negotiations and diplomatic engagements [22,23].
Success in international business, diplomacy, and global governance requires the ability to
effectively negotiate cultural differences and communicate in an increasingly interconnected
world [24]. Another area where game theory and culture collide is mechanism design [25],
where rules are designed to achieve certain social objectives while preserving cultural
norms [26,27]. For instance, creating financial incentives with cultural awareness in mind
can improve success and conformity [28,29]. Policymakers in culturally varied countries
intending to solve issues in domains such as public health, economic development, and
environmental protection may find game theory helpful [30,31]. As stated by Hunter
et al. [32] and Gelfand et al. [33], game theory may also be used to model and predict cultural
evolution, reflecting changes in cultural practices and beliefs as societies develop. Whether
in the context of market trends, consumer behavior, or social movements, this theory
can offer valuable information to businesses and individuals seeking to adjust to shifting
cultural environments [34]. Game theory helps scholars to facilitate the understanding of
how culture influences decision making. This combines both psychology and cognitive
science [35,36]. According to Schulze-Horn et al. [37] and Burr et al. [38], it takes into
consideration the limited rationality and emotional impulses that are frequently molded by
cultural factors. This point of view leads to the accurate and practical understanding of
human behavior since is elucidates why people sometimes arrive at decisions that differ
from those predicted by conventional game theory [39,40]. Cultural economics can shed
light on the strategic choices made by consumers, cultural institutions, and artists in the
cultural market by using game theory in the analysis of cultural goods and services [10,41].
As for legislators and business executives looking to foster diversity in culture, game theory
can offer insightful information. By predicting outcomes within a cultural context, game
theory can help to develop suitable policies [42,43]. For instance, in a diverse cultural
setting, where governments and international organizations handle troublesome social,
economic, and environmental issues, they may find game theory useful because it provides
a structured framework for analyzing strategic interactions, predicting outcomes, and
understanding decision-making processes. The dynamic relationships within a culture,
including coalition formation and reactions to social pressure, can also be modeled by
game theory [11]. With businesses and individuals looking for ways to understand and
impact social dynamics in fields such as social transformation, business management, and
community development, this could provide insightful information [32,44]. For more
complicated but useful applications in social science fields and real-life scenarios, it is
necessary to understand how culture and game theory intersect [20]. This examination of
the literature will systematically investigate these links by referencing an extensive range
of academic works, from sociology and anthropology to political science and economics.

This review shall address three research questions:

How do cultural norms affect strategic decisions made in varied cultures, and how can
game theory be used to estimate these decisions?
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How does game theory contribute to the understanding of cultural evolution, and what
roles can it play in modeling forthcoming cultural transformations?
How could the integration of game-theoretic models and cultural studies impact the
development of policies in diverse culture settings?

This study methodically examines the literature to show how game theory can be
used to project cultural occurrences in a variety of contexts, including video games and
cultural heritage.

2. Literature Review

As previously mentioned, the intersection of game theory and culture occurs in the
examination of strategic interactions. Game theory has been used to examine the evolution
of social standards and the spread of religious ideas, outside its conventional application
to economic and political settings. Game theory and transaction cost theory are used
to analyze historical missionary texts in the study of religion and cultural interaction.
Transaction cost theory is an economic concept that was initially developed to explain the
costs associated with the exchange of goods and services, and it is particularly concerned
with the costs incurred in searching for exchange partners, negotiating and monitoring
contracts, and enforcing agreements [45]. This provides a new perspective on the cultural
exchanges between the East and the West during the Catholic Church’s spread in the late
1500s and early 1600s [46].

Game theory has been applied to mimic buyer–seller negotiations in green production
in the parameters of environmental legislation, exposing the existence of greenwashing and
highlighting the significance of encouraging pro-environmental values among clients [47].
Additionally, with the development of the pandemic mitigation responsiveness index
(PMRI), it gives governments a strategic framework to control surges in cases, and game
theory is being utilized for examining behavioral patterns during pandemics [48]. This
example demonstrates how game theory can be used to anticipate and control the social
and cultural dynamics that emerge in emergency situations. The Morality-as-Cooperation
(MAC) theory in moral psychology makes the use of game theory to distinguish between
different forms of cooperation and proposes that each kind gives rise to a distinct moral
domain [49]. This instance illustrates the importance of game theory for comprehending
the interplay of moral behavior and social influences.

In addition, in terms of hospitality businesses, in order to maximize profit and to
understand how strategic choices and visitor preferences are impacted by cultural factors,
game theory is also essential, since it supports heritage hotels to have effective pricing
strategies [50]. Hotels can use game theory to model how different cultural groups value
various amenities (e.g., room size, food options, recreational facilities). By analyzing the
strategic choices of customers from different cultures, hotels can determine the optimal
mix of amenities to offer. Game theory can also model the price sensitivity of different
cultural groups, helping hotels to set prices that maximize revenue while remaining com-
petitive and culturally sensitive [51–53]. This use case demonstrates how game theory
may incorporate cultural aspects into economic models to give a thorough knowledge of
market behavior. Additionally, game theory is employed to investigate the robustness of
social norms across cultural contexts; findings indicate that social norms are more strongly
developed in groups that experience greater threats [54]. This demonstrates the adaptive
nature of cultural variances and the evolutionary foundation of social standards. Game
theory is used to address the homogenization of travel destinations in the tourism industry,
providing methods to improve destination income and control tourist flows while preserv-
ing cultural distinctiveness [55]. The common-pool approach to managing tourism realizes
that destinations, like all resources, are subject to overuse and mechanical degradation
unless managed properly, ultimately putting at risk their very sustainability [56,57].

Game theory, after all, is fundamentally a theory of strategic decisions. Whereas it
was originally, and still is, largely an economic and social theory, it has applications in
the creative fields of movies and literature [58]. Interdisciplinary work of this sort gives
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the analyst a different perspective for use in examining narrative structures, character
relationships, and the depth of themes. A work by Herbert De Ley [59], entitled “The name
of the game: Applying game theory in literature”, came out in 1988. By emphasizing the
strategic aspects that are part of stories, de Ley shows how the complicated interactions
of characters are powered by the background processes of game-theoretic logic as the
source of narrative development [59]. Jan Simons [60] also writes about the use of game
theory for film analysis in “Narrative, games, and theory” 2007. He demonstrates that
knowledge of the strategic games that characters are involved in can give information about
the reasons for their acts as well as about conflict resolution within the film narratives [60].
The use of game theory in movies and literature not only deepens the appreciation of
these creative products but is also a symptom of the broader cultural consequences of
game-theoretic thinking.

Game theory has many applications in understanding social and cultural dynamics
and provides insights into a wide range of fields. Game theory is applied in the field of
video game analysis to examine the narrative structures and game design, demonstrating
how games influence societal norms and behavior. This approach analyzes video games
as textual representations of cultural environments, combining procedural rhetoric with
social semiotics [61]. An alternative to traditional game studies is the hermeneutics of
computer games, which investigates video games as cultural artifacts through the lens
of game theory. This viewpoint explores the narrative patterns and literary qualities of
games. It highlights the significance of game theory in recognizing the fictional elements
of video games [62]. Particularly in Trust–Revenge games, game theory is used to assess
the behavior of autonomous agents in order to comprehend how they interact with agents
who do not behave in accord with the assumptions of rational behavior typically assumed
in game theory models. According to research, autonomous agents behave like human
players, which makes it possible to use game-theoretic models to anticipate cultural va-
riety in interpersonal interactions [63]. Roos et al. [54] states that game-theoretic models
can explain the adaptive nature of cultural differences in cooperation and social norms.
Evolutionary game theory’s asymmetric interactions offer a more complex explanation of
natural interactions. This method highlights the intricacy of social interactions and their
evolutionary consequences by exposing disparities between genetic and cultural evolution
models [64]. Game theory—specifically, the stag hunt game—is used to examine the roles
that tolerance and diversity play in the construction of the social contract. Researchers
uncovered a profound relationship between diversity, tolerance, and social agreement, sug-
gesting that game theory may be used to enable cooperation in heterogeneous societies [65].
Other scholars suggested improving the field of social epidemiology by incorporating
evolutionary notions and game theory tools, which provide insights into the dynamics of
society. When addressing the effects of social exposures, a multidisciplinary approach can
result in more successful interventions [66].

To further elucidate the diverse applications of game theory across various academic
disciplines, Table 1 presents a concise summary of how game theory is applied and its role
in different fields.

Table 1. Interdisciplinary applications of game theory in cultural studies.

Discipline Application of Game Theory Role of Game Theory in the Discipline

Economics Modeling market behaviors Analyzing strategic interactions among rational agents

Political Science Predicting policy outcomes Understanding the dynamics of power and influence

Sociology Analyzing social structures Revealing the underlying strategies in social interactions

Psychology Studying decision-making processes Exploring the interplay between rationality and emotion

Anthropology Examining cultural practices Identifying patterns of cooperation and conflict across
cultures
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Table 2 below gives a comparative cross-section to indicate the similarities and dissim-
ilarities in applications of game theory in different disciplines. For instance, the application
of game theory in anthropology and cultural studies deals with cultural phenomena,
though anthropology applies the game theory more broadly in understanding social norms
and values, whereas cultural studies may draw attention to details in different expressions
of culture. This contrast suggests the flexibility and depth of game-theoretic applications in
this extended tradition of work within the social sciences and humanities.

Table 2. Comparative analysis of game theory’s impact across disciplines.

Discipline Comparison Similarities in Game Theory
Application

Differences in Game Theory
Application

Economics and Political Science
Both utilize game theory to predict

strategic interactions and outcomes in
decision-making processes

Economics often focuses on market
behaviors and consumer choices, while

Political Science centers on policymaking
and power dynamics

Sociology and Psychology
Both apply game theory to understand

social behaviors and strategic interactions
within groups

Sociology examines social structures and
group-level interactions, whereas
Psychology delves into individual

decision-making processes and cognitive
strategies

Anthropology and Cultural Studies

Both disciplines use game theory to
analyze cultural practices and their

evolution, as well as the dynamics of
cultural exchange

Anthropology typically investigates
broader cultural norms and values across
different societies, while Cultural Studies

might concentrate on specific cultural
artifacts, media, or symbolic interactions

The work by Elinor Ostrom [67] on common-pool resources is seminal, “Governing
the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Action”, and gives a person
an outline within which one can know how communities can self-organize to manage
shared resources. Ostrom’s [67] insights provide a critical lens through which we can
examine the cultural dynamics and strategic interactions that underpin the governance of
common-pool resources across diverse societies [67]. Ostrom’s work underlines the crucial
role of monitoring and communication mechanisms in effective common-pool resource
management [68]. Monitoring and communication are necessary to detect instances of
norm violation, which is then followed by “graduated sanctions” or systems of escalating
penalties for repeated violations. The presence of such mechanisms in cultural practices
further complicates the game-theoretical models of social interactions, where agents and
groups properly balance the costs and benefits of compliance and enforcement [67,69].
Some of the most dramatically influential contributions that Ostrom’s research has are her
studies about the ways norms and rules of societies’ cultures evolve adaptively [70,71].
And her game-theoretical analysis uncovers that in many cases, communities can evolve
and further improve their institutions over time in reaction to changing environmental and
social conditions [72,73]. Ostrom’s [70] case studies, meant to present empirical evidence
of how communities have successfully interacted in the complex interplay of first-order
and second-order dilemmas, draw from these real-world examples. The cases show that,
with the right combination of social mechanisms, cultural norms are not only sustained but
transformed in ways that enhance the resilience and sustainability of communal resource
management. These dilemmas are often overcome because community members are able
to effectively cooperate, communicate, and coordinate their actions, indicating the power
of collective agency in driving cultural evolution [67,74,75].

3. Results

Synthesizing the literature on the intersection of game theory and cultural studies
offers a plethora of insights to be gleaned. Researchers have used a range of game-theoretic
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models to shed light on the intricacies of cultural phenomena. A thematic analysis of
the results is presented in this section, with particular attention on how game theory
has been applied to comprehend and project cultural norms, diversity, change, and the
strategic interactions that support these aspects. We reveal the diverse contributions of
game-theoretic techniques to the field of cultural studies by looking at the strategic actions
within cultural contexts, the way that game theory shapes our knowledge of cultural
artifacts, and the economic consequences of cultural legacy.

3.1. Cultural Norms and Social Interactions

Game-theoretic models have emerged as an effective analytical tool in the study of
cultural norms, used to search for the strategic behaviors that could contribute to the
establishment of common social norms [76,77]. These models have proven informative
when analyzing the complex dynamics that give rise to cultural norms [78] and the com-
plex mechanisms that guarantee such standards’ continued applicability in a society [79].
Investigating cooperative behaviors, which frequently form the basis for many cultural
norms [80], is one of the primary uses of game-theoretic models in this field [81]. Re-
searchers have been able to model the circumstances in which cooperative tactics can
emerge as the prevailing approach, even in the face of defection by using the iterated
Prisoner’s Dilemma [82]. This has provided insight into how repeated encounters can
cause people to be more cooperative [83], also resulting in establishing norms that pro-
mote social harmony and group well-being [84]. Another field where game-theoretic
models have provided useful insights is the maintenance of these norms. Research has
repeatedly demonstrated that the prospect of punishment for deviating from accepted
practices may act as an effective deterrent, encouraging obedience and adherence to social
standards [16,85]. This trend has been seen even in online communities where people are
anonymous, indicating that norm maintenance may be largely influenced by fear of punish-
ment rather than self-identification [86]. In addition, offering incentives for following the
norm might act as a reinforcement mechanism, strengthening the norm’s position within
the cultural framework [87].

The analysis of social networks has considerably enhanced the knowledge of cul-
tural norms. For instance, according to De et al. [76], a game-theoretic study has shown
that the structure of these social networks is vital to the propagation and stabilization of
norms. However, within a network, fragile connections can introduce diversity, preventing
quick fixation on a single norm [88]. Network structure determines information pathways
and pathways of influence that greatly impact the spreading and stabilization of cultural
norms [89]. Different types of networks, homogeneous, heterogeneous, small-world, and
random networks would all have different outcomes with certain structures; for example,
small-world networks allow for fast norm spread but, at the same time, have norms locally
reinforce themselves. The interplay between network structure and norm dynamics sug-
gests taking into account the broader social context in which cultural norms evolve [90–92].
Conversely, strong ties can promote the acceptance of a novel standard [93]. How network
structure and norm dynamics interact highlights the importance of taking the larger so-
cial context into account in which norms form and change. Furthermore, the application
of the game-theoretic model explained how cultural norms could be adjusted based on
population variability [78]. According to Rasmussen and Yaouzis [94] and Liu et al. [95],
the game-theoretic model has contributed to the understanding of norm change and how
minority norms can influence or even replace majority norms. Game-theoretic models
proved especially helpful in investigating cultural drift, claiming that minor variations in
individual behaviors can compound, hence leading to large shifts in cultural norms [96–98].
These models have cast doubt on the idea of a fully deterministic approach of norm devel-
opment by stressing the significance of random chance and stochastic processes in cultural
change [99]. Apart from these, game-theoretic models have also been employed to study
how information transmission could contribute to the establishment and preservation of
cultural norms [100]. Research shows that the spread and adoption of norms can be greatly
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influenced by the information flow within a social network [101], and the existence of pow-
erful “opinion leaders” frequently plays an integral part in the transmission of norms [102].
In addition, study data indicate that humans are more likely to adopt a norm if they observe
others in their network doing so [40]. These models have been utilized to explore the influ-
ence of social learning and imitation on norm adoption [103]. Game-theoretic models have
enhanced the understanding of the creation and changes of cultural norms [104]. They offer
approaches to anticipate cultural shifts and provide a valid theoretical framework [105].
Lastly, game-theoretic models have provided a perspective on the interaction of variables
that mold cultural norms, integrating social learning, information flow, individual strategic
actions, and social network structure [106].

In conclusion, incorporating game-theoretic models can facilitate the understanding of
the intricate social norm formation and modification process. Future studies can construct
effective methods to improve social cohesion and harmony to gain deeper insights into the
culture-shaping process.

3.2. Cultural Diversity and Strategic Behavior

Game theory has revealed the complexity presented by cultural diversity in strate-
gic relationships, which focuses on simulating rational decision making in engaging set-
tings [11,107], and cultural variety causing a larger set of strategic choices is one of the
major findings [108]. The unique values, beliefs, and conventions from different cultural
origins could influence the preferences and strategies when individuals engage in strategic
interactions, thus resulting in diversified behaviors [109,110]. For instance, studies have
demonstrated that cultural variations in views of fairness, trustworthiness, and risk-taking
can have a major influence on how cooperative tactics are formed in games such as public
goods games or the Prisoner’s Dilemma [111,112]. In addition, the literature also reveals
the significance of cultural variation in influencing the processes of social learning and
norm adoption [113]. According to game-theoretic models, people are likely to adopt
techniques that have worked in their cultural context [114,115]. One such model is the
“imitation of successful strategies” model. This may cause many cultural groups to de-
velop their own unique strategic norms, which may then have an impact on the general
dynamics of strategic interactions [116]. In the context of bargaining and negotiations,
the influence of cultural diversity on strategic conduct is also clear [117]. The effects of
cultural differences in the preferences for equality, competitiveness, and cooperation on the
bargaining process and its results have been examined through the lens of game-theoretic
models of bargaining, such as the Nash bargaining solution [118,119]. Studies have shown
that different behaviors, such as the propensity to make concessions, and the willingness
to use competitive tactics, can be caused by cultural diversity [120–122]. One study also
emphasizes the importance of considering cultural diversity when creating systems which
encourage collaboration in strategic interactions [123]. Another study has proven reputa-
tion systems and communication channels can affect an institution’s effectiveness [124]. For
example, in cultures that prioritize harmony and consensus, institutions that rely heavily on
punishment are less effective than those that encourage communication and deliberation,
which may lead to greater success in fostering cooperation [125–127]. In collective harmony
and consensus-oriented East Asian cultures, institutions that work best at enhancing coop-
eration are more likely to be communication- and deliberation-based [128]. For example,
in Japanese organizations, the concept of “renkei” underscores the emphasis on personal
relationships and a search for agreement that would foster higher levels of collaboration
and mutual support [129]. The employment of community-based “gacaca” courts that
depend on dialogue and confession, as opposed to punishment, has been tried in some
African societies, with certain success in resolving conflicts and reconciling after bouts
of civil unrest [130,131]. In this approach, there is a coherence that stays very close to
the cultural norms, substantially emphasizing communal harmony and forgiveness [132].
Although some studies have highlighted the role of culture, the real integrations of how
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different cultural norms and values affect strategic interactions and the possible promotion
of cooperative behaviors are yet to be fully revealed.

Finally, by bringing game theory to cultural diversity and strategic actions research,
new understandings of different cultural backgrounds in strategic interactions were ac-
quired. Research has demonstrated that cultural diversity impacts strategic behaviors
through mechanisms, including establishing norms and preferences, influencing learning
processes, affecting bargaining behaviors, and evaluating the success of institutions.

3.3. Cultural Change and Game-Theoretic Anticipatory Analysis

Game-theoretic models can provide insights into how cultural traditions arise, en-
dure, or disappear by modeling the strategic interactions among individuals within a
society [133,134]. The study of social norms surrounding environmental protection is a
well-known application of game-theoretic analysis to the study of cultural change [135,136].
These models have been used to estimate the spread of sustainability norms under social
pressures and economic incentives. To better grasp how recycling became the norm, a
game-theoretic approach can be helpful. Game-theoretic models were applied in models of
cultural diffusion to predict the spreading of cultural practices, such as the uptake of new
technologies or the popularity of particular cultural behaviors. Recent criticism pointed out
how simplicity can come to reside in arguably the most pervasive assumption of all: that
individuals always imitate the more successful peers among them [137]. This assumption
underpins the network of public goods games [138], often without the necessary empirical
foundations to do justice to the complicated ways in which humans may behave. Building
on Graeber’s [139] notion of “creative refusal”, it was recognized that such irregularities
may stem from individuals and groups, arising from complicated reasons. Therefore,
divergence in behaviors from peers can manifest as a means of cultural expression, reaction
to historical experience, or strategic choice founded on unique local knowledge [139].

Game theory becomes an addition to this agent-based modeling in the sense that it
provides, to the agents, ways of choosing between different kinds of decisions and strategies,
depending on the potential actions of the other agents [140]. It shapes the decision-making
process of each of the agents, whereby the concepts of game theory guide it, such as payoffs
and strategies that are in a state of equilibrium. Agents can use game-theoretic strategies
to maximize their individual outcomes in this simulated environment [141]. Researchers
can, therefore, study the emergent behaviors that result from such strategic interactions.
Carrignon et al. [142] demonstrated how cultural traits can spread via social networks,
displacing old practices and fostering the creation of new norms. Moreover, the study of
language evolution also indicates the explanatory capacity of game-theoretic models [143].
One example is that scholars have predicted changes in linguistic preferences and the
circumstances in which a language might become dominant or endangered by examining
the strategic decisions people make while using language [144,145]. This can assist in
determining the tipping thresholds at which a language might stop being a live component
of a culture’s communication practices [146]. It is imperative to acknowledge the constraints
of game-theoretic models in terms of their ability to estimate cultural shifts. However,
according to Khosravifar et al. [147], the drawback of game-theoretic models is that they
assume people behave rationally and make decisions based on maximizing their utility,
and this cannot represent the complexity of human behavior accurately. For example,
experimental studies on the ultimatum game show a deep multitude of influences on an
individual’s decision to accept or reject unfair offers [148,149]. These factors include genetic
similarities, as evidenced by the fact that even zygotic twins are more likely to accept unfair
offers as compared to any other pair, belonging to the same social group, and the degree
of intoxication, with highly intoxicated individuals demonstrating a higher rate of refusal
of unfair offers [150]. In addition to such experimental game theory, scholars have also
evaluated the varying levels of acceptance of unfair offers across different cultures and have
established a wide range of varying responses for varying societies. This has further added
to the understanding that, in any analysis of decision-making behavior, the cultural context
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also has to be considered, as this very factor defines the perceived fairness and cooperation
of individuals who are in the business of cooperative behaviors [151]. Furthermore, the
quality of data and the specific cultural environment in which they are employed affect
forecast accuracy [152]. When market conditions and economic policies are subject to
rapid changes, the quality of economic data can be a critical factor in the accuracy of
forecasts [153]. The cultural variables, attitudes toward risk and investments, are also likely
to affect the economic behaviors and outcomes of forecasts [154,155]. Notwithstanding
these drawbacks, game-theoretic models continue to be an effective means for antipicating
cultural change [16]. For instance, these models can be used to find ways to preserve cultural
heritage in the face of globalization in the field of cultural preservation research [156].
They can provide guidance for international development policies that support social
cohesiveness and cultural variety [157,158].

Recognizing the limitations of game theory models in capturing the complexity of cul-
tural shifts, researchers have explored innovative approaches to enhance theoretical insight
and applicability. One such approach is the incorporation of narrative-based models that
acknowledge the role of storytelling in shaping cultural perceptions and behaviors [159].
These models suggest that the stories individuals tell about their experiences and the
narratives that cultures propagate can significantly influence decision-making processes,
an aspect often overlooked by traditional game theory.

Researchers have explored innovative approaches to enhance accuracy and appli-
cability, recognizing the limitations of game theory models in capturing the complexity
of cultural shifts [160]. One of them is the incorporation of narrative-based models that
acknowledge the role of storytelling in shaping cultural perceptions and behaviors [161].
It was suggested that the stories individuals tell about their experiences can influence
decision-making processes [162], and this has been often overlooked by traditional game
theory. Additionally, by comparing cultural shifts across different societies, researchers can
identify universal patterns as well as culture-specific factors, enhancing the generalizability
and specificity of game theory models [163,164].

3.4. Culture and Game Design

According to Guay-Bélanger [165] and Styhre et al. [166], video games are cultural
objects that reflect societal values and interactions, not just entertainment items. Game
theory is a sophisticated framework to analyze the connection between game design
and cultural ecosystems [167]. Narrative frameworks in video games are one of the most
significant ways that game theory and culture interact [168,169]. As noted by Romanzi [170],
video games such as “The Last of Us” use a narrative to delve into fundamental societal
themes, namely the nature of love and violence in a post-apocalyptic world. In order to
tailor the cultural experience and promote re-playability to investigate different cultural
opinions, game theory aids analysts and designers in understanding how players’ strategic
decisions within the game could end up in different narrative outcomes [171]. Game
design adds to the challenge of cultural stereotypes and representations [172,173]. In
the gaming business, for example, game theory can be used to analyze how gender is
portrayed in “Grand Theft Auto V”. It shows how the narrative structure and gameplay
mechanics support or challenge conventional gender stereotypes [174]. Understanding
these relationships is essential to creating inclusive and culturally aware games. One factor
contributing to games’ cultural impact is their ability to imitate social interactions [175,176].
Renowned for its complex player-driven politics and economy, “EVE Online” is known for
betrayals and galactic-scale strategic alliances [177,178]. Applying game theory to emergent
behavior analysis in these games provides insights into real-world social and political
dynamics [179]. An important use of game theory has been to analyze the phenomenon
of “casual games” in popular culture, such as “Candy Crush Saga”. Because of the simple
gameplay and user-friendly design, casual games have broadened the gaming audience
to include individuals who were not interested in video games [180,181]. The success of
such games can be attributed to game-theoretic models of player retention and incentive
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schemes, thus yielding cultural implications for game design and marketing [182,183].
While video games can have cultural significance, there are negative aspects as well. Even
with its strengths, game theory may fall short in capturing the depth of feeling and cultural
diversity that players experience. With the rise of “walking simulators” like “Firewatch”,
which prioritize narrative and exploration above tactical action, game-theoretic analysis
faces unique challenges [184]. Game design can perpetuate cultural stereotypes; therefore,
it must navigate to avoid reinforcing harmful biases [172]. Assembling development
teams with diverse cultural backgrounds can help in identifying and mitigating potential
stereotypes in game narratives and mechanics [185].

Game theory, in the case of video games as cultural artifacts, is actually applied both
in the process of development by game designers in order to produce a balanced gameplay
experience and by academics when looking at player strategies and cultural narratives
that the game represents. Not all video games have an explicit application of game theory
within the design. Nevertheless, this theoretical framework facilitates an understanding of
the strategic interactions occurring within a game and its wider cultural consequences.

3.5. The Role of Game Theory in Preserving Cultural Heritage

Game theory and economic models offer a detailed way to understand the complex
connections between cultural heritage and economic activities [186]. According to Roth
and Wilson [187], these models are especially good at capturing the strategic interactions
between many stakeholders in the field of cultural heritage, including governments, local
communities, tourists, and private investors. Game theory enables scholars to estimate
the different actions various parties might take regarding the upkeep and utilization of
cultural heritage sites, as each party has distinct objectives [188,189]. Additionally, in terms
of economics, cultural heritage sites are widely recognized as an asset that can stimulate
various forms of investment, including tourism and development projects [190]. Her-
itage sites can create revenue directly through the promotion of tourism or indirectly by
strengthening a region’s fame [191,192]. The core of using game theory in this situation
is analyzing the possible strategic choices each stakeholder might make in terms of the
possible financial gains that could result. The restoration of iconic landmarks such as
Rome’s Colosseum involves navigating a complex web of considerations, including the
site’s cultural significance, preservation costs, and potential tourism benefits [193,194].
Balancing the necessity for economic development with the need for preservation is one of
the main issues in maintaining cultural resources [195,196]. With the aid of game-theoretic
models, policymakers can grasp the fundamental trade-offs inherent in decisions concern-
ing cultural heritage sites. For instance, local tourism authorities frequently weigh the
preservation costs of historic sites against the anticipated benefits, such as a rise in tourist
numbers [197,198]. The trade-offs between economic growth and the sustainable manage-
ment of cultural assets can be simulated by these models, hence helping to guide policy
decisions [199]. Cultural heritage impacts market behavior, affecting investment decisions,
property values, and the growth of linked sectors [200]. A more detailed knowledge of the
economic impact on local and regional markets can be achieved by using game-theoretic
models to project how market actors will react to the existence of cultural assets [201].
According to Zhang et al. [101], the existence of a World Heritage site, for instance, may
encourage more investment in the hospitality sector and the creation of products related to
cultural tourism. Developing policies about cultural heritage is another area in which game
theory is useful. Policymakers can use it to predict how various stakeholders will respond
to policy interventions [202], like enacting regulatory frameworks to safeguard heritage
sites or offering tax incentives for preservation efforts [203–205]. Empirical instances, such
as the financial evaluation of the restoration of Pompeii, showcase how game-theoretic
economic models can be used for cultural assets. These models consider the strategic
choices made by a range of parties with an interest in the preservation of the site and the
revenue it brings in from tourists, such as the European Union, the Italian Government,
local governments, and private investors [206]. Game-theoretic models are useful, but there
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are obstacles to applying them. Some of these include the intricacy of estimating human
behavior over extended time, the difficulty of measuring non-economic values, and the
requirement for solid data on stakeholder preferences [207–209]. To overcome these issues,
researchers frequently combine quantitative and qualitative methods, carry out in-depth
fieldwork, and make use of case studies to establish the models’ applicability in real-world
situations [210].

Recent advancements have begun to address the associated problems of applying
game theory to economic models and cultural heritage, in particular, the difficulty of
quantifying non-economic values [211,212]. Nevertheless, with the integration of multi-
criteria decision analysis, it allows for a holistic understanding of cultural heritage, which
considers economics and social aspects [213]. In addition, the integration of big data
analytics further equips scholars with more enhanced datasets for modeling approaches to
obtain insights regarding visitor behaviors and changes in market trends [214].

In addition, Optimal Foraging Theory (OFT) has been a part of the anthropological
toolkit for a long time. OFT assumes that individuals and groups will optimize behaviors in
such a way as to maximize gains while minimizing costs; this principle applies equally well
to the adoption and transmission of cultural practices and technologies [215]. Nowhere
does this seem more appropriate than when applying OFT to cultural and technological
change, as OFT provides a useful lens through which scholars can view the strategic
adoption of innovation [216]. Anthropologists usually apply OFT to why one cultural
practice or technology has preference over another [217,218]. This is done in relation to such
factors as efficiency, resource availability, and energy expended learning and implementing
new practices [219,220]. While game theory has proven to be a sufficient tool for modeling
strategic interaction among rational actors, it has been criticized for failing to capture non-
rational behavior [207,208]. While game theory generally treats the motivations of actors as
being driven by economic self-interest, OFT recognizes a broader range of motivations that
include social, cultural, and environmental matters [218]. One of the most powerful insights
to come out of OFT is that, sometimes, the best way to detect complexity is by how much
models are diverging from actual behavior [221]. The deviations from expected behaviors,
as OFT points out, may actually serve as a guide for where to find non-economic values
and more complex motivations that enrich an understanding of socio-cultural dynamics
behind the technological adoption or cultural evolution [222,223]. For instance, in the
use of agricultural practices, OFT can explain why some communities chose to engage in
labor-intensive techniques over obviously less straining ones. This may be due to cultural
significance, social cohesion, or any other non-economic factor that game theory fails to
catch [224–226].

3.6. Cross-Cultural Interactions with Game Theory

The analytical framework of game theory was developed in the Western hemisphere [227]
and was then applied to different cultures across the globe as a tool that shaped economic
and social behaviors [11]. In East Asia, where the cultural emphasis on collective well-
being is paramount, game theory provides a valuable lens through which to explore
cooperative behaviors that are prevalent in both daily life and business conduct [228].
As for the sustainability of long-term business networks, the Chaebols is a system of
business conglomerates that began in South Korea in the 1960s and gave rise to enormous
multinational corporations [229], or Keiretsu, a group of businesses that have controlled
the Japanese economy since the latter half of the 20th century and have interconnected
business links and shareholdings [230], all of which can be understood by game-theoretic
models of repeated interactions, which stress the benefit of cooperation rather than self-
interest [231]. Taking North America as an example, game theory is employed to analyze
strategic behaviors in red ocean markets and various political settings [205]. One case is
the labor negotiations in the US, where this model is applied to estimate the result and
guiding strategies in collective bargaining while considering the potential of impending
strikes or lockouts [232,233]. The game-theoretic models could assist negotiators from
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both sides to understand the dynamics of other parties, labor unions or employers, thus
aiming for mutually beneficial arrangements [234]. As for Europe, the use of game theory
in international relations or the field of economic cooperation becomes evident in the
EU’s Emissions Trading Systems (ETC), where game-theoretic models could be used to
comprehend the strategic compliance among all member states and to develop policies
that could encourage cooperative environmental protection [205,235]. This method shows
how game theory could be utilized to address international challenges, which require
coordinated global action. Unlike more developed regions such as Europe, North America,
or East Asia, in Latin America, where personal relationships have a rather “informal”
network, it often has a significant role in business deals [236], and game theory is used
to study the dynamics of both trust and cooperation in all sorts of trade agreements and
economical partnerships [237,238]. Despite its Western origins, game theory’s formalism
can accommodate diverse cultural priorities, though the types of games and behaviors
modeled might vary to align with local contexts [54]. The key challenge is to ensure that
cross-cultural applications of game theory are sensitive to and inclusive of the unique
values and social dynamics of each culture. This can be achieved by combining quantitative
models with qualitative insights and conducting in-depth, culture-specific research [239].

Applying game theory in the context of international relations is not altogether new.
Early applications date back to the Cold War days, in which scholars used game-theoretic
models to study strategic interaction between nuclear powers. Important concepts that
resulted from research conducted on game theory and strategy include mutually assured
destruction and the stability of diverse strategic postures [240,241]. Game-theoretical
approaches to global environmental policymaking have been central in deepening the
understanding of the dynamics behind global cooperation and the basic problems of
collective action, as can be seen in the case of climate change. These models have helped
to delineate more transparently the free-rider problem, the tragedy of the commons, and
when international agreements can succeed [242–244]. Moreover, the strategic interactions
between farmers and the market have been analyzed using game-theoretic models to
understand the stability of supply chains [245,246]. In situations where tribal affiliations
and family ties are understood to play an especially important role in business relationships,
as has been observed in the Middle East, game theory is used to learn the formation and
overall stability of business coalitions [247]. The study of joint ventures in the petroleum
industry, such as the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), has been informed by game-theoretic
models, which could account for the complicated interplay of loyalties between family
and tribe [248]. Game theory has been applied to study the strategic interactions between
the government and international aid organizations in Africa [249–251]. To allocate the
resource and to establish aid programs in regions and countries devastated by conflicts,
game-theoretic models can better understand the cultural and political nuances of each
specific region, since it can predict strategic choices of government, aid organizations, local
communities, and sometimes armed groups as well [116,252,253]. Game-theoretic models
can also assist in predicting upcoming conflicts and design mitigation strategies, optimize
resource allocation, and to ensure aid programs are indeed culturally sensitive and, in the
meantime, sustainable [254,255].

Drawing from the general explanation offered in the main body of the text, an overview
of how this theoretical framework is applied across the globe can be found in Table 3. In
this way, Table 3 identifies essential regions and applications of game theory within these
regions and the main insights drawn from such analysis. In this way, the table can be a
ready reference for the reader to understand the scope and breadth of impacts that game
theory may have across various cultural and strategic landscapes.
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Table 3. Global applications of game theory.

Region/Culture Key Applications Core Focus and Insights Adapted/Extended Game Theory
Dynamics/Mechanisms

East Asia Business Networks

Emphasizes long-term
sustainability and cooperative

behavior in conglomerate systems
like Chaebols and Keiretsu.

Mechanisms that value repeated
interactions and trust-building over

time in conglomerate systems.

North America Labor Negotiations
Analyzes strategic behaviors in

collective bargaining, considering
potential strikes or lockouts.

Dynamics that account for the potential
economic and social impacts of strikes

or lock-outs.

Europe Environmental Policy

Used in EU’s Emissions Trading
Systems to understand strategic

compliance and develop
cooperative environmental policies.

Models that integrate the complexity of
international agreements and the role

of incentives in environmental
cooperation.

Latin America Trade Agreements

Studies trust and cooperation
dynamics in informal networks and

trade agreements, focusing on
supply chain stability.

Mechanisms that address the unique
challenges of trust-building in less

formalized trade environments.

Middle East Business Coalitions
Examines formation and stability of

business coalitions influenced by
tribal affiliations and family ties.

Dynamics that consider the influence of
tribal affiliations and family ties on

coalition formation and loyalty.

Africa Aid Allocation

Applies game theory to interactions
between governments and aid

organizations for resource
allocation in conflict-affected

regions.

Mechanisms that model the negotiation
processes and the allocation of

resources in conflict-affected regions,
considering the role of power and

negotiation strategies.

3.7. Application of Game Theory in Cultural Domains

Game theory provides a well-developed framework for the study of strategic inter-
actions under a cultural setup. This includes a variety of techniques and models that
are especially useful in the analysis of the dynamics of cultural systems [256]. The very
basics of game theory can be divided in two: cooperative and non-cooperative games [257].
Cooperative games are in situations where players are able to sign binding contracts—a
scenario often found in culture [258]. A shared identity or value system creates a situation
where the players sign binding contracts in order to realize their common goal, namely the
creation or enforcement of certain social norms [183]. Non-cooperative games serve for the
appropriate study of situations where players act either on their own or only for their inter-
ests, which can confront different aspects and create competition in cultural stories [259].
Another important classification is between static and dynamic games. Static games, as the
classic example of the Prisoner’s Dilemma, give insights into one-shot cultural interactions
or one-shot decisions, for example, to follow or not to follow a given cultural rule [260].
Dynamic games are characterized by several stages of decisions and are important in the
description of the developing cultural practices and the strategy, like the language strategy,
in the course of the development of cultural influence [261,262]. The derivation of game
theory also depends on certain concepts of solutions, an important one being the Nash
equilibrium, which states that under a strategy of others, no player can unilaterally better
his position by changing his strategy [263]. It helps to spot stable configurations in cultural
interactions, such as the one between the retention of tradition and innovation [264,265].
The subgame perfect equilibrium is a refinement used for dynamic games, under which
the strategy profile is a Nash equilibrium in every subgame and is an appropriate tool
for the examination of multi-stage cultural processes, such as bargaining over cultural
resources [266–268].

Evolutionary game theory adds an additional dimension in modeling the cultural
process as an evolutionary dynamic, wherein strategies are selected based on their success in
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a given environment. This is particularly useful for studying the emergence and persistence
of cultural norms.

3.8. Quantifiability of Behavior and Culture

The discussions of behavior and culture quantifiability constitute a visibly huge di-
chotomy in the entire discipline of social sciences [269,270]. At one end, there are those
scholars who question the so-called “rational choice” framework and, because of what
appears to be the complexity and intricacy of their nature, seek to classify such behav-
iors and cultural elements as unquantifiable [271,272]. On the other hand, computational
scientists and modelers are attempting to devise operationalizations as they seek to mea-
sure and simulate the complex mechanisms that underlie human behavior and cultural
evolution [273–275]. According to some social scientists, the quantification of culture is
resisted on the very basis of its values, beliefs, and further social norms because it is em-
bedded in the cloth of human experience and is, therefore, constantly being reinterpreted
and changed [276,277]. Basing on the other side of the subject, computational models
already showed that even most abstract aspects can be put into code and analyzed to a
certain extent, albeit to a limited level [275]. The latest research is indeed debunking strict
unquantifiability. What all of these developments do, for example, is make it possible to
quantify and assess cultural sentiments and values present in large-scale text data, through
advances that have been made in machine learning and computational linguistics. In the
same manner, network analysis has provided tools to quantify social interactions and the
diffusion of cultural practices [278,279]. In fact, what such studies point toward is the fact
that although certain elements of culture would inherently be resistant to quantification,
there are others that can gainfully be modeled and analyzed. Based on the survey results,
it was found that behavior and cultural quantifiability are less a question of ‘yes’ or ‘no’
but rather lie in the continuum. Some things, like economic transactions and demographic
data, are easily amenable to quantification [280], while others—emotional expressions or
symbolic meanings among them—are certainly harder but by no means impossible for
computational models [281,282].

The next frontier in this endeavor will be the integration of qualitative insights with
quantitative analysis. This would involve the creation of hybrid models capable of captur-
ing both the measurable and unmeasurable features of culture and behavior [283]. One
area that holds promise for exploration of this next frontier is in the use of agent-based
models. These simulate the decisions of individuals within a social context [158].

4. Materials and Methods

On 25 April 2024, a set of keywords were used in the quest to find the junction of
cultural studies and game theory in the Web of Science Core Collection database. (Game
theory OR strategic interaction OR evolutionary game theory) AND (culture diversity OR
cultural norms OR cultural change OR cultural stud*) were the keyword strings used in
the search query. Subsequently, 1421 peer-reviewed articles were selected. To ensure the
selected materials are considered high-quality and relevant, the following standards were
applied. Level of Authority: Incomplete articles, duplicate research, meeting archives,
guidelines, dialogue/discussion records, and transcripts were excluded. Language: To
guarantee a consistent understanding, only English-published articles were included in the
collection. Peer Review: In order to preserve the academic credibility and dependability of
the source material, only peer-reviewed articles were included. Relevance: Articles had
to deal specifically with the relationship between game theory and cultural phenomena,
such as the examination of norms, diversity, change, and larger cultural studies. In order to
assess the initial search results’ applicability to the research topic, article titles and abstracts
were considered. After that, full-text publications were obtained and carefully examined to
determine if they met the predetermined standards for eligibility or not. Systematic data
extraction was carried out, with the study design, methodology, important conclusions, and
any relevant theoretical contributions noted. Qualitative synthesis was used to examine
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and interpret gathered data. The data patterns were found, examined, and reported using
thematic analysis method. The key emphasis areas of the studies, such as the use of game
theory to understand cultural norms or the significance of strategic interaction in cultural
transformation, were used to categorize the research. One of the study’s shortcomings is
that the search was limited to English-language publications, which could lead to a bias
in favor of research conducted in English-speaking nations, or those who place a high
priority on English publications. Additionally, relying solely on peer-reviewed literature
could potentially omit current research yet to undergo the peer review process, as well as
pertinent gray literature.

5. Conclusions

The interrelationship between game theory and cultural studies has been explored
in this literature review, which discusses how cultural diversity and change can affect
individual engagement. Through thematic analysis, we have gained comprehensive in-
sights into three aspects: first, how cultural contexts influence strategic behaviors; second,
how game theory estimates cooperation and conflict; and third, how cultural practices
undergo evolution. The thematic analysis yielded important discoveries. Initially, as we
have seen, cultural norms and values are a major influence on how strategic decisions
are made, and game-theoretic models offer a reliable framework for projecting results in
cross-cultural interactions. Second, through employing game theory to examine cultural
diversity, scholars were able to clarify the complex behaviors that result from different
cultural origins and offer a deeper awareness of social learning, bargaining, and negotiating
processes. Ultimately, the hypothetical outcome of game-theoretic models has been instru-
mental in understanding cultural shifts, including the dissemination of social norms and
the adaptation of cultural norms in response to changes in society and the environment.

Regardless of the deeply intertwined relationship between game theory and cultural
studies, there are still a few areas that future studies could investigate. Multicultural
Validation: Scholars can prioritize the validation of game-theoretic models in multicultural
settings to ensure that these models could be applied to a diverse range of cultures. Non-
Rational Behavior: Since game theory mostly assumes individuals behave based on logic
and rationality, having additional research to analyze the non-rational or emotional aspects
of human decision making could be deemed beneficial. Longitudinal Studies: Because
cultural shift is rather long term, longitudinal studies can track the evolution of norm
changes with the help of game-theoretic models. Social Media and Digital Culture: The
relationship between social media and digital culture remains underexplored. With the
use of game theory, which is a valuable tool for understanding online interactions and the
spread of cultural phenomena, it models the strategic interactions between users on social
media platforms. Global Events and Cultural Change: Recent events such as pandemics
and economic crises in different regions have impacted cultural norms. Game theory can be
used to predict how well people can adapt to these challenges. One should also identify and
understand the longer-term continuing changes in culture, which are quite independent of
such shocks. More often than not, such processes are propagated by deeper aspects, like
globalization, technological progress, and changing demographics, which may have an
indelible mark on social values and behavior.

In a nutshell, the combination of game theory and cultural studies has enhanced
our ability to identify potential outcomes and brought us a greater, deeper knowledge
of the cultural processes underpinning strategic action. As these models are enhanced
and broadened to include an increased understanding of human behavior and social
circumstances, we will be better able to manage the intricacies of our multicultural society,
create inclusive laws, and promote harmony and collaboration between disparate groups.

6. Acknowledgment of Limitations

In developing this discussion regarding the intricate relationship between game theory
and cultural dynamics, we tried to be as comprehensive and balanced in our approach as
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possible. But, we also remain aware of the fact that our study is far from being devoid
of limitations. An example is the possible bias toward literature presented in the English
language, which would indirectly support works completed in English-speaking countries.
Because we are writing this paper in English, and there has been an effort to include
different sources of information, our review of the literature may still be biased by the
intense presence of English in scholarly publishing.

The non-inclusion of non-English-language literature delimits this work’s findings
in the universal scope. We appreciate that there may still be helpful contributions and
relevant data from sources that are not in the English language, which this research cannot
access. Furthermore, cross-cultural uses stemming from game theory lead to relatively
complex settings. Even though extensive, our scope of analysis may not exhaust all
dynamics regarding how culture shapes strategic engagements. The fact that cultures are
dynamic and always in transition means that applying static game-theoretic models may
face some inherent challenges. We sought to incorporate an evolutionary perspective where
applicable, though the rapidly shifting cultural landscapes may still outpace our models.
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