




















from the sample were utilized. The sample and sub- overall fit of the model: the Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-
group specifics are available in Table 1. square statistic (x?), the comparative fit index (CFI), the
Three CFAs were conducted to test the factor struc- Tucker Lewis index (TLI), and the root mean square
ture of the MSFFP for each subgroup. The CFA factor error of approximation (RMSEA). The x* values for
loading results are available in Table 2. The following fit each model were not statistically significant at p < .050
indices and their cut-off criteria were used to assess the  (df = 109), and the x*/degrees of freedom ratios were

TABLE 2. Factor Loadings for the Confirmatory Factor Analyses of the MSFFP

Factor (Item) DFS H.yl?rid TFS
Participants Participants Participants
Social Interaction
SOC1 .892 .802 .872
SOC2 811 .849 746
SOC3 .802 .812 .869
SOC4 710 .801 746
Competition
COM1 711 781 726
COM2 719 741 811
COM3 .678 .623 .667
COM4 .803 791 .789
Entertainment
ENT1 .801 .760 729
ENT?2 .766 .769 .801
ENT3 812 731 811
Escape
ESC1 .899 .927 909
ESC2 .692 .674 .801
Gambling
GAM1 812 .671 736
GAM?2 789 717 .761
GAM3 .866 .809 .841
GAM4 .858 811 .812

TABLE 3. Overall and Comparative Fit Indices for each CFA Model

Model X(df) x/df RMSEA CFI TLI
DFS-only  123.281 (109) 1.131 .059 940 937
Hybrid 128.915 (109) 1.183 063 957 931
TFS-only  119.455 (109) 1.096 051 961 929
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each greater than one. See Table 3 for the overall and
comparative indices scores.

A variety of other comparative indices were analyzed
in order to further assess the component fit of the
data. The values for RMSEA, CFI, and TLI all reflect
adequate to good fit to the data (Bentler, 1990). Overall,
the fit indices for each model fell within the acceptable
range of values suggested by Hu and Bentler (1999).
Thus, the five-factor, 17-item model was structurally
confirmed for each subgroup. For measurement
purposes, it is important to note that the escape factor

loaded properly and the scale scores indicated sufficient
reliability. Thus, Dwyer et al.’s (2013) suggestion to
separate entertainment and escape was confirmed with
the current study’s samples. Table 4 provides reliability
and convergent validity scores for this phase of the
study; Table 5 provides the correlation scores for each
factor by subgroup. Only one reliability score was
slightly below the cut-off criteria suggested by Nunnal-
ly (1978) for widely used scales. Other than that, the
scale’s internal consistency was deemed adequate. With

TABLE 4. Reliability and Validity Results

Composite Reliability Average Variance Extracted
Factors
DFS Hybrid TES DES Hybrid TES
1. Social Interaction .894 821 .819 .650 .666 .657
2. Competition .816 .833 822 .532 .543 .563
3. Entertainment .801 812 .813 .692 .569 .622
4. Escape .766 .802 .801 .644 .657 734
5. Gambling .869 .855 .864 .692 .568 .610
TABLE 5. Correlation Matrices
Factors 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1. Social Interaction -- .554 .374 .305 .019 --
2. Competition 471 -- 483 .386 .263 .618 --
3. Entertainment 531 .582 -- 407 102 218 227 --
4. Escape 221 401 .561 -- .519 .189 .186 162 --
5. Gambling .033 .298 .081 .160 -- .045 127 229 .090 --

Note. The top portion of the correlation matrix (shaded) includes the hybrid subgroup factor correlation scores.
The bottom left portion includes the DFS-only subgroup factor correlation scores, and the bottom right portion
represents the TFS-only subgroup factor correlation scores.

regard to convergent validity, each factor reached the
.50 criterion established by Fornell and Larcker (1981).
The manipulation test results indicated that the three
groups were somewhat similar as it related to their
attraction to their fantasy players. First, the Cronbach’s
alpha scores for the Attraction to Fantasy Players scale
were .811, .876, and .854, respectively, for the DFS-only,
hybrid, and TES-only subgroups. Thus, the scale scores
were deemed reliable. Second, the one-way ANOVA
results indicated that the differences between the three
groups were nominal. See Table 6 for the ANOVA results.
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Research Questions 1 and 2

A MANOVA was conducted to answer RQ1 and RQ2
(see Table 6). RQ1 aimed to explore the MSFFP factor
differences between the three subgroups. Each factor
was measured on a 7-point Likert scale from “strongly
disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7), and the Pillai’s
Trace F statistic was significant at 2.874 (p < .001),
indicating motivational differences across the sub-
groups. A Tamhane’s post hoc was interpreted to see
which groups differed on which factor. In particular,
both the DFS-only and hybrid group scored statistically
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significantly higher on the gambling factor than the factor scores were relatively similar between the groups

TFS-only group. The TFS-only group scored statis- and no statistically significant differences resulted. As
tically significantly higher on the social interaction for the media consumption results (RQ2), statistically
factor than both groups that played DFS. Moreover, significant differences resulted between the groups, as
the hybrid and TFS-only groups scored statistically those who played DFS (hybrid and DES-only) appear
significantly higher than the DFS-only group on the to consume more broadcast and new media than

competition factor. Lastly, the entertainment and escape ~ TFS-only participants.

TABLE 6. MANOVA Results: Research Questions 1 & 2

Dependent Variables Mean
DFS HYBRID TFS F P

Attraction to Fantasy Players (manipulation) 5.31 5.50 5.59 1.23 178
Social Interaction** 3.95¢ 4.01c 4.79ab 6.33 .002
Competition* 4.13bc 5.05a 4.97a 2.69 .043
Entertainment 542 5.49 5.43 .874 .265
Escape 5.04 5.01 4.81 949 .389
Gambling** 5.01c 4.83¢ 3.31ab 24.78 <.001
Broadcast Media Consumption (hrs/week)** 4.96¢ 5.84c 3.46ab 5.73 .004
New Media Consumption (hrs/week)*** 3.94c 4.56¢ 2.36ab 11.06 <.001

Tamhane’s Post Hoc Test: a Statistically significant difference than the DFS-only subgroup, b statistically
significant difference than the hybrid subgroup, and c Statistically significant difference from the TFS-only
subgroup.

*p <05 p <.0L; % p<.001

Note. MSFFP items measured using a 7-point Likert scale from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree”

Research Questions 3, 4, and 5 participants and was also statistically significant (F[5,
Three separate multiple linear regressions were con- 188] = 3.987, p < .001, R*=.378), yet this time the social
ducted to answer the last three research questions. The  interaction and gambling factors positively impacted
first regression included DFS-only participants, and media consumption. Lastly, the third model included
resulted in a statistically significant model (F[5, 57] the larger subgroup of TFS-only participants and was
=1.932, p =.048, R’=.119) where the entertainment, statistically significant (F[5, 255] = 4.112, p < .001,
escape, and gambling factors positively correlated R?=.299). In this model, social interaction, competition,
with increased media consumption (see Table 7). The and gambling positively impacted media consumption.

second model included the larger subgroup of hybrid

TABLE 7. Multiple Linear Regression Results: Research Questions 3, 4, & 5

DFS-only Hybrid TFS-only
Variables B p Variables B p Variables B p
Social Interaction  .056  .611  Social Interaction* 432  .012  Social Interaction** .199  .008
Competition .071 .789  Competition .051 .849  Competition** 200 .006
Entertainment* .189 .031  Entertainment .031 .714  Entertainment .036 790
Escape* 167 .042  Escape 226 .202  Escape 118 .285
Gambling*** 399 <001 Gambling** 213 .005 Gambling* 205 .030

*p <05 p <.01; ¥ p <.001
Note: Beta (P) score is standardized.
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Discussion

With the rise of DFS participation, the fantasy sport
umbrella has evolved into multiple variants of the

same activity, occurring on vastly different platforms.
The purpose of this study was to explore motivational
and behavioral differences between fantasy partici-
pants who only play DFS, those who only play TES,

and those who play both. The results suggest that the
participant groups under examination (DFS-only,
TFS-only, and hybrid) are driven by different motives,
yet the DFS-only and hybrid participants appear to

be an advanced version of TES participants from a
media consumption perspective. These findings mark
the first academic study that independently examines
DEFES-only participants, and provide initial insight into
their motivational and behavioral habits. Contributions
of this study confirm DFS-only as a distinct segment of
fantasy football participants and provide a foundation
for future research into the rapidly growing DFS mar-
ket of consumers. Important results were uncovered
through motive differences and motive similarities, and
each group had distinct motives that positively affected
weekly media consumption. The results related to each
research question including implications, limitations,
and future research ideas are discussed in greater detail
in the following sections.

Motive Differences

Both the hybrid and DFS-only participants scored
significantly higher on the gambling factor. Consider-
ing the enhanced gameplay features where teams and
competitions are formed multiple times per day and
the fact money changes hands immediately following
the competition, it should not come as a surprise

that DFS participants are more strongly motivated to
make money. This result is potentially important for
policymakers, as the tie between DFS and gambling is
being hotly debated. The $200 million DFS advertising
blitz in 2015 included content that appeared to heavily
promote economic returns, sparking criticism regard-
ing the legality of DFS under gambling law (Ehrman,
2015; Tadman, 2012). Gambling and gaming is a
delicate topic among sport marketers and advertisers;
therefore, it is important to examine the motivations
of participants to determine not only the letter-of-
the-law legality, but also the intent of the participants
themselves. The results of such an analysis, however,
may be interpreted several ways. Indeed, financial gain
showed the greatest mean difference between groups,
indicating DFS players are much more motivated by
their potential winnings. However, the gambling mean
within the DFS and hybrid groups was not significantly
different from some other variables. This may suggest
that gambling is no more or less of a motivational
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factor than entertainment or escape for DFS-only, and
additionally no more or less of a motive than competi-
tion for hybrid.

Additionally, both hybrid and TFS-only groups
scored significantly higher on the competition motive
when compared to DFS-only. This contradicts existing
literature that has found that chance for monetary
reward increases the drive to compete (Nieuwenhuis,
Aston-Jones, & Cohen, 2005). Similarly, Neighbors,
Lostutter, Cronce, and Larimer (2002) found that
college students were drawn equally to the competition
of gambling as well as the opportunity for monetary
reward. However, the competition items utilized for
the current study (see Appendix) were developed as
almost bragging rights items, as the focus for some
were on direct competition with fellow competitors,
possibly affected by the anonymous nature of DFS. This
anonymity effect may also have played into the social
interaction scores, which were statistically significantly
higher for the TFS-only groups compared to either the
hybrid or DES-only participants. Effects from lack of a
communication platform to increase social interaction
or competition among DFS competitors would certain-
ly warrant additional future research.

Motive Similarities

No significant differences were found within the
motives of entertainment or escape, and the entertain-
ment score remained the highest mean among all three
groups. For DFS and hybrid constituents, this is some-
what remarkable given that most participants report-
edly lose money (Stradbrooke, 2015). Thus, regardless
of financial loss, the activity is still highly entertaining.
This is an important finding for DFS providers and
potential partners. Similarly, TFS remains a highly
entertaining activity for its participants. This is consis-
tent with previous research on motives and outcomes
of the activity (Billings & Ruihley, 2013; Dwyer, 2013;
Dwyer & Kim, 2011).

Media Consumption

The results showed that the DFS-only and hybrid par-
ticipants reported much higher consumption of sport
media, both through traditional broadcast (T'V, radio)
as well as social media and Internet consumption when
compared to the TFS-only subgroup. Previous research
has shown traditional fantasy participants consume
more media than non-participants (Drayer et al., 2010);
therefore, such a significant increase between TFS and
DEFS subgroups may suggest once again that these par-
ticipants are both advanced forms of TFS participants
and ultimately ultra-media dominant fans. While on
the surface it is logical that the daily participants would
consume more than season-long participants, the

time period of consumption was the same; one week.
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As most daily football competitions are technically
one-week competitions, the frame of measurement was
not skewed in DFS’s favor. TFS competition also occurs
on a weekly basis, and participants manage a similar
number of DFS and TFS teams each week. As a result,
the significant difference between the groups is note-
worthy, especially when you consider the consumption
habits of TFS participants.

Theoretically, the U&G perspective suggests that me-
dia consumption is a direct result of a need or gratifica-
tion. Thus, DFS appears to be an outlet for TFS looking
for enhanced fantasy sport participation for the hybrid
subgroup. It will be interesting to see if the participation
growth is sustainable and more TFS participants will
add DFS to their weekly fantasy sport inventory. As
for the DFS-only subgroup, the motives that positively
impacted media were more diversionary and entertain-
ment-based than the hybrid group, which could support
the hedonic outcomes of gambling. Further research
is certainly warranted on this population of fantasy
sport participants. From a practical perspective, Fisher
(2008) reported on data showing traditional fantasy
sport participants were “voracious consumers, strongly
outspending the general population in many leading
product categories” (para. 1). Fantasy sport participants
were more likely to have purchased beer within the last
30 days, read a sports magazine, own athletic shoes, or
have a video game system in their house, among other
valuable consumer behavior. This study suggests that
such desirable traits may be amplified even further
within the new, yet already massive group of DFS
consumers. Lastly, this study supports findings in the
literature regarding early adoption and innovation, as
Taylor (1977) found that early adopters/innovators of a

product often tend to be heavy users. Further predic-
tions may be suggested based off of this trend.

Limitations and Future Research

The current study was not without limitations. First,

it was a cross-section of TFS and DFS participants.
While the sample appears to be generalizable, it is only
a snapshot of attitudes and behaviors. In addition, it
was a snapshot near the end of the season, and while
steps were taken to ensure a similar level of interest

at this point in time, an investigation that started in
preseason or in September would have been ideal. A
longitudinal approach similar to Dwyer (2013) would
certainly yield interesting results. Second, a compari-
son to nonparticipating NFL fans could provide a clear
baseline for comparison. While differences were found
between fantasy sports participants, differences be-
tween other types of fans would be beneficial for sport
marketers and managers. Third, additional motives
may be at play. The use of Dwyer and Kim’s (2011)
instrument may only tell part of the story. A scale
development specifically for DFS participation may
lead to unique motives not examined in the current
study. Other forms of future research include, but are
not limited to, an exploration of potential problem
gambling behavior among DFS participants, the impact
of DFS participation on favorite NFL team fandom, an
investigation into factors influencing the escape motive
in DFS-only participants, any effects on the lack of a
communication platform for DFS competitors, a better
understanding of the skill and chance components

of DFS participation, and further early adoption and
innovation trend predictions yet to occur based off of
Taylor’s (1977) theory.

APPENDIX A. Motivational Scale for Fantasy Football Participation (adapted from Dwyer & Kim, 2011)

Social Interaction

Playing [daily] fantasy football provides an excellent opportunity to get together with, or stay in

! contact with, my family and friends.

5 One of the main reasons I play [daily] fantasy football is that doing so allows me to belong to a
group of my peers.

3 An important reason for playing [daily] fantasy football is the ability it gives me to interact with

my co-workers, friends, family, and/or significant other.

4 | Interacting with other [daily] fantasy football participants is important to me.

Gambling

5 | The amount of money wagered determines how much I follow [daily] fantasy football team.

To me, [daily] fantasy football is just another way to bet on professional football.

I play [daily] fantasy football to win money.

cost.

Given the opportunity, I would prefer to wager money on [daily] fantasy football than play at no
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Competition

9 | I'like to play [daily] fantasy football to prove to my fellow competitors that I am the best.

10 .
competitors.

When playing [daily] fantasy football, it is important to me to compare my skills with my

11 | Itis important to me to win my [daily] fantasy football league(s).

12

An important reason for playing [daily] fantasy football is the opportunity it provides to com-
pare my unique knowledge about NFL players and teams with my competitors.

Entertainment

13 | Iplay [daily] fantasy football because it makes watching NFL football more enjoyable.

14

Playing [daily] fantasy football has provided an excellent opportunity to enjoy the performance
of NFL players who are not on my favorite NFL team(s).

15 | I play [daily] fantasy football because it is a fun way to spend my time.

Escape

16 | Playing [daily] fantasy football provides an entertaining escape from my day-to-day activities.

17 L.
activities.

I play [daily] fantasy football because it provides an entertaining escape from my day-to-day

Note. Measured on a 7-point Likert type scale (“Strongly Agree” to “Strongly Disagree”)

APPENDIX B. Attraction to Fantasy Football Players Scale (Dwyer, 2013)

Attraction to Fantasy Football Players

1 | Following my fantasy football players is a pleasurable experience.

2 | My fantasy football players interest me.

3 | The performance of my fantasy football players is important to me.

Note. Measured on a 7-point Likert type scale (“Strongly Agree” to “Strongly Disagree”)
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