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ABSTRACT
In the 21st Century, eSport has gradually come into public sight as a new form of
competitive spectator event. This type of modern competitive video gaming resembles the field
of traditional sport in multiple ways, including players, leagues, tournaments and corporate
sponsorship, etc. Nevertheless, academic discussion regarding the current treatment, benefit, and
risk of eSport are still ongoing.
This research project examined the status quo of the rising eSport field. Based on a
detailed introduction of competitive video gaming history as well as an in-depth analysis of
factors that constitute a sport, this study redefined eSport as a unique form of video game
competition. From the theoretical perspective of uses and gratifications, this project focused on
how eSport is similar to, or different from, traditional sports in terms of spectator motivations.
The current study incorporated a number of previously validated-scales in sport literature
and generated two surveys, and got 536 and 530 respondents respectively. This study then
utilized the data and constructed the motivation scale for eSport spectatorship consumption
(MSESC) through structural equation modeling. The current study then applied MSESC and
compared the relationship between motivation and consumption under the context of eSport and
traditional sport.
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Results of the current study indicated that communication between fans, the informationseeking need, and intentions to support the industry can positively predict eSport consumption
while family-bonding and informational superiority were negatively associated with eSport
consumption. Meanwhile, young male fans generally consume more eSport contents than others.
Compare to traditional sport, eSport was superior in terms of fulfilling the need to witness
professional techniques, to pass the time, and to get personal training.
This study then discussed the application of uses and gratification approach in eSport,
and suggested evaluation on eSport media coverage and experimentation on various motivation
factors to advance the research on eSport consumption as this industry continues to grow.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

On August 25, 2018, European team OG fought fiercely against Chinese team PSG.LGD
in the Grand Finals of The International 8, the biggest DOTA 2 tournament in the world that
happens once a year. Under the rule of best-of-five, team OG claimed the 2018 DOTA 2
championship tenaciously with a 3:2 score, taking $11.2 million out of the $ 25.5 million overall
prize poll, the largest prize poll raised for a single tournament in eSport history. The remaining
prize pool was split among the 17 teams that earned their rights to enter The International 8
through a whole year of competition in major and minor level matches worldwide. With the title
of TI Champion, Johan “N0Tail” Sundstein who not only was the founder of team OG but also
played as the team caption, now became the first DOTA 2 professional athlete with all major
tournament championship (Dota2.com, 2018) (see Illustration 1).
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Illustration 1: Team OG Claiming Championship in The International 8 (Budhwoni, 2018).

For the past few years, the industry of eSport has seen a steady and swift growth in all
facets. In the aspect of revenue, estimated eSport global revenue was said to reach the $1 billion
bar in 2019 (Young, 2016) comparing to a $325 million global revenue in 2015 (Newzoo, 2016).
Regarding the aspect of the audience, overall viewers of eSport were 226 million in 2015, and by
2019 this number is estimated to double (Newzoo, 2018). In terms of tournament reward with
The International 4 containing an overall prize pool of less than $10 million in 2014, The
International 8 rose the prize pool to more than $25 million in four short years (Valve, 2018).
Current eSport tournaments usually occupy iconic traditional sport stadiums with professional
players putting on stage while audience look at giant screens hanging above them (see
Illustration 2).
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Illustration 2: The Common Setting of Modern eSport Tournament (Langenscheidt, 2017).

It might be hard to imagine that the current booming industry of eSport only existed for
two decades (Wagner, 2006). Arguably, the game StarCraft, published by Blizzard Entertainment
in 1998, is commonly perceived as the first true eSport game according to the modern
understanding of this term (Karhulahti, 2017). Currently, eSport games are abundant, including
the most famous ones such as Defense of the Ancients 2 (DOTA 2) mentioned above, League of
Legend (LOL), or Counter-Strike: Global Offensive (CSGO), etc. The popularity of modern
eSport is at least partially due to the availability of various live-streaming platforms, such as
Twitch.tv (Burroughs & Rama, 2015). With the combined features of video, audio, and text,
streaming channels offered an ideal community for eSport fans to spectate, chat, and argue about
eSport (see Illustration 3).
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Illustration 3: Typical eSport live-streaming experience on Twitch.tv (Screenshot by author).

Along with the increase in eSport fan base population, academic attention, especially
research examination from sport communication scholars, gradually began to concentrate on this
booming industry (e.g., Welch, 2002). Since 2000, scholars and industry practitioners have used
multiple names to describe this unique phenomenon that seemed to grow in an accelerated speed
year after year. From the name “competitive online gaming” in the study of Griffiths, Davies,
and Chappel (2003) to “digital sports” in Hutchins’s (2008) work, almost all names used to
identify eSport clearly capture its essence as being a type of competitive, sport-like video game
that features human-controlled avatars fighting each other. Academic definition towards eSport
also evolved as this industry caught more and more attention. Currently, the most widely
recognized definition of eSport is “a form of sport where the primary aspects of the sport are
facilitated by electronic systems. The input of players and teams, as well as the output of the
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eSport system, are mediated by human-computer interfaces” (Hamari & Sjöblom, 2017, p. 211).
One major issued revealed in the academic discussion round eSport is its complicated
relationship with the traditional sport (Hallmann & Giel, 2018).
On one side, signature traditional sport features such as substantial sponsorship, player
trade, professional clubs and leagues, massive viewership, or major and minor level tournaments
can already be clearly resembled in the field of eSport in the current era, while the competitive
nature is even nearly identical within both game types (Tassi, 2012; Taylor & Witkowski, 2010).
On the other side, scholars argue that merits highly valued by traditional sports, such as physical
strength, flexibility as well as skillfulness, does not seem to be related to eSport competition
since professional gamers seemed to sit still in tournaments without moving too much
(Hilvoorde & Pot, 2016; Hilvoorde, 2016).
Scholars have utilized a high number of theoretical perspectives in analyzing eSport
related topics, such as parasocial-interaction (e.g., Hilvoorde, 2016), agenda-setting (e.g., Xiao et
al., 2017) or framing (e.g., Borowy, 2013). In particular, many had applied the theoretical
approach of uses and gratifications in various recent studies (e.g., Schmidt & Shreffler, 2015;
Weiss, 2011; Weiss & Schiele, 2013). Generally speaking, uses and gratifications approach
argued that media audiences consciously choose various media to fulfill their needs, while
different media contents competed for viewers’ attention (McQuail, Blumler, & Brown, 1972;
Rubin, 1994). Uses and gratifications approach’s unique emphasis on the active audience as well
the characteristic of providing a helpful theoretical base in the initial stages of new media all
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made it exceptionally suitable to the study of eSport (Rubin, 2009; Ruggiero, 2000).
Outside academia, the sport-related fields seemed to accept eSport as a sport despite the
ongoing academic discussion. For instance, the U.S. state department granted its first
international-athlete Visa in 2013, Robert Morris University started their eSport athlete
scholarship in 2014, Philadelphia 76ers purchased two professional eSport teams in 2015, and
ESPN now has a dedicated eSport section on its website (Hietner, 2016; Wingfield, 2014). In the
2022 Asian Olympic Games, eSport will also become a medaled event just like other traditional
sports.
Regarding the issue of treating eSports as sports, scholars collectively argued that this
action would be beneficial towards eSports in the aspects of industry legitimacy, social
acceptance, player social status advancement, as well as sponsorship attraction (Funk, Pizzo, &
Baker, 2017; Jonasson & Thiborg, 2010; Wagner, 2006). Additionally, the inclusion of eSports as
sports may also alter the public impression of eSports from only games for entertainment to a
promising career choice (Hivoorde & Pot, 2016). In a word, being welcomed into the sports
family would assist eSports development in the future, especially in countries such as the United
States where the traditional sport industry is highly developed.
Since the modern industry of eSport only emerged approximately two decades ago,
communication-oriented research that specifically focused on eSport-related issues are scarce
and dispersed (Schubert, Drachen, & Mahlmann, 2016; Seo, 2016). Much existing literature
focused on either documenting phenomenon in eSports tournaments qualitatively or predicting
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its future development and implications (e.g., Carter & Gibbs, 2013; Cheung & Huang, 2011;
Seo & Jung, 2014; Taylor & Witkowski, 2010). Meanwhile, as a new form of media
entertainment, topics related to eSport have the potential to be prominently valuable for the
contemporary mass communication scholarship. For instance, Funk (2017) argued eSport clearly
demonstrated high value for sport consumer behavior research, while its merits can extend far
beyond.
Within the few eSport-specific studies, Seo (2013) found out eSport have prominent
marketing worth, thus using eSport as platforms for advertising purposes would suit nicely for
corporations in the current environment. Jonasson and Thiborg (2010) predicted that based on
the current developing speed of eSport, it would soon have an impact on organization and
spectatorship of traditional sport. Consumption of eSport was also found to increase the general
interest in not only the gaming industry but also other competitive activities (Crawford &
Gosling, 2009). According to Funk (2017), eSport not only challenged the very definition of
sport but also held the potential to change future management style of both fields in a way that
would complement each other (Funk, 2017).
Therefore, this research project aimed to enhance the general knowledge in the academic
study of eSport. From a uses-and-gratifications perspective, the current study investigated how
fans and media audiences consume eSport to fulfill their needs in the contemporary era. In
particular, many scholars argued that eSport used the industry of traditional sport as a template
for development since the very beginning (e.g., Karhulahti, 2017). In this regard, it is highly
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valuable to look for effective factors existed in sport consumption, which may also be helpful in
terms of increasing eSport popularity and enhancing eSport development in the contemporary
era. The current research project hoped to achieve such goal through summarizing the potential
consumption motives mentions in previous literature and comparing eSport motivations to
traditional sport motivations. In other words, this study would like to closely examine a variety
of aspects that may be effective towards eSport and sport consumption, and through comparison,
identifying those aspects that the industry of eSport can continue to learn from the sport industry
in the contemporary climate.
This research project began with a detailed introduction of competitive video games
history. Dating back to the time when students at Stanford University organized a small-scale
video game competition in 1972, which was later recognized as the very first formal competitive
video game match (Good, 2012). The golden era of the arcade game in the 1980s was then
introduced in detail. Arcade games were regarded as the ancestor of modern eSport, with the path
taken by arcade games in the 1980s foreshadowing the eSport development since 2000s
(Hiltscher & Scholz, 2015).
Video game competitions started from arcade games in the 1980s, to home-console
games in the 1990s, to the development of Internet and emergence of eSport in the 2000s, and
finally the explosive eSport development since 2011 with the help of global tournaments and
various streaming platforms. This research project explained and discussed extensively on
various topics surrounding competitive video game, including media exposure, public
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acceptance, technological improvement, and tournament hosting, etc. Special attention was given
to video game development in South Korea, the country that is now generally considered as the
birthplace of modern professional eSport (Taylor, 2012).
This research project then offered an in-depth discussion around the topic of classifying
eSport as a type of sport. The scholarly argument from both sides, including perceived similarity
between eSport and traditional sport, appreciation of sport spirit, origin and development of
related debate, etc. The essential factors that qualify activities as sports were first analyzed and
then applied to the field of eSport for examination. Physical components as the core disputed
element were given added attention through the explanation of gross motor skills and fine motor
skills (Haibach, Reid, & Collier, 2011). Institutionalization was also discussed extensively as an
element that needs extra attention from the eSport industry in terms of further the
professionalization process.
Based on the introduction of competitive video gaming history from arcade game to
eSport, as well as discussion regarding factors that constitute a sport, the current research project
redefined eSport as a unique form video game competition:
ESport is a collective term for all video game competitions that are held among
human-controlled avatars. They are intrinsically motivated, rule-adhered, and audiencedriven.
In later sections, this research project utilized the theoretical lens of uses and
gratifications (Blumler & McQuail, 1969) in the examination of various motives. Potential
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motivations were incorporated not only from existing scales from sport literature, such as
Motivations Scale for Sports Consumption (MSSC; Trail & James, 2001) or Sport Interest
Inventory (SII; Funk, Ridinger, & Moorman, 2002), but also from various eSport and sport
literature that focused explicitly on consumer motivations (e.g., Brown, Billings, Lewis &
Bissell, 2018; Ruihley, Billings & Rae, 2014). These motives were first examined regarding their
effects on overall eSport and sport media consumption and then compared individually in terms
of how well they functioned towards eSport and sport viewing.
In chapter one this study briefly introduced eSport as a booming industry and a new
spectatorship event. Meanwhile, chapter one of this study also touched on topics such as
academic debate and sport-field recognition regarding eSport in the contemporary climate. In the
next chapter, this study elaborated on all of these topics and thoroughly discussed eSport history
as well as the theoretical approach of uses and gratification under the context of eSport.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

It has not been long since eSport came into the public eye. In fact, this unique type of
online activity only existed for about twenty years (Wagner, 2006). Since the late 1990s, eSport
had various names that tried to capture its characteristics within a few words. For instance,
Griffiths, Davies, and Chappell (2003) called it competitive online gaming, Hemphill (2005)
named it cybersports, and Hutchins (2008) used the term digital sports. Faust, Meyer, and
Griffith (2013) defined it to be independent from the traditional sport while indicating its serious,
career-oriented nature, so they chose the name professional gaming.
Entering the 2010s, the name electronic sport gradually became the official, widelyaccepted name for this online competitive activity. However, the abbreviated term for electronic
sport still needs unification. For example in some studies, it was listed as E-Sports (e.g.,
Szablewicz, 2012), while in others it was esports (e.g., Kow & Young, 2013) or e-Sports (e.g.,
Kates, 2015). Most recent studies preferred the lowercase e, uppercase S, hyphen-free version of
the term, namely, eSport or eSports (e.g., Funk, Pizzo, & Baker, 2017; Hallmann & Giel, 2018).
Due to the current tendency of naming as well as consistency reasons, the term eSport will be
used throughout this research project.
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Just like the naming process of eSport, the definition of eSport had also been
multifarious. Since the early 2000s when eSport began to catch academic attention (e.g., Mora &
Héas, 2005), social scientists had been trying to grasp its core attributes from various
perspectives. For example, in the beginning, eSport was regarded as simple as playing
competitive video games in a professional environment (Welch, 2002). Similarly, Weiss (2011)
defined eSport as Internet gaming-competitions conducted under rules set by tournaments or
leagues. Even though there are no major mistakes with such sayings, these definitions risk being
too broad that so many non-eSport video games can be included.
While some emphasized its unique characteristic of virtual competition, others
highlighted its similarity to traditional sports. For instance, Hemphill (2005) described eSport as
“alternative sport reality, where electronically extended athletes compete in digitally represented
sporting words (p. 199). Rambusch, Jakobsson, and Pargman (2007) saw eSports as putting the
traditional sport model under a new context of video gaming. Taylor (2012) defined eSport as
both a sport and a leisure phenomenon within the online or offline setting. In other studies,
eSport were also regarded as intellectual competition if compared to traditional sports which
usually focused on physical competition (Jonasson & Thlborg, 2010). Other approaches include
treating eSport as a combination of computer games and media-assisted sport (Hutchins, 2008),
or sport-like commercial gaming (Karhulahti, 2017).
The more commonly accepted description of eSport in the 2000s was from Wagner’s
study (2006), where he built on Tiedemann’s (2004) general definition of sport and described
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eSport as “an area of sport activities in which people develop and train mental or physical
abilities in the use of information and communication technologies” (p.3). A major contribution
made by this definition was the recognition of not only mental but also physical training in
eSport, while “information and communication technologies” also left space for future eSports
development when movements are no longer limited to mouse and keyboard. Witkowski (2012)
pointed out the importance of computer-related technologies in various modern traditional sports,
and criticized this definition for not sufficiently differentiating eSport from other traditional
sports.
Outside academia, the Cambridge Dictionary (2018) defined eSport as “activities of
playing computer games against other people on the Internet, often for money, and often watched
by other people using the Internet, sometimes at special organized events” (n.p.). The Korean
eSports Association (KeSPA) (2018) called eSport as primarily cyberspace leisure activity when
players compete with others in various games for win or loss. The Olympic Council of Asia
(OCA) (2017) described eSport as a new form of sports and participants can play various video
games competitively.
To date, the most widely-cited and commonly accepted definition of eSport came from
Hamari and Sjöblom (2017), they said “eSport is a form of sport where the primary aspects of
the sport are facilitated by electronic systems. The input of players and teams as well as the
output of the eSport system are mediated by human-computer interfaces” (p. 211). Compare to
previous definitions, this particular one not only pointed out the similarities between eSport and
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traditional sport but differentiated it from traditional sports in the aspect of computer interaction.
Nevertheless, it has become clear that nearly all definitions of eSport so far utilized a top-down
perspective. In other words, these definitions tried to capture as many defining features observed
in eSport as possible. This all-inclusive approach risk missing the core aspect of eSport, which is
video game. To properly understand eSport as a unique form of video game competition, it is
essential to understand the history of video game development.
Ostensibly speaking, eSport may be seen as something rose organically over just a few
years to the point of receiving Internet traffic at the magnitude of 820 million visitors to
Twitch.TV along in six-month period (SimilarWeb,com, 2019). However, the ascendency of
eSport has decades of roots. From the arcade games in the 1970s, the video game history
contained a series of tipping points that ultimately allowed some games to evolve to modern
competitive eSport.
eSport Origin: The Arcade Era, 1972-1989
Even though the participation, sponsorship and viewership of eSport only began to
increase in a swift speed as late as 2010, the competitive nature is deeply rooted in video games
(Tassi, 2012). In fact, it is hard to pinpoint the exact moment in history video games started to
support competition of any kind. It was long before players could control avatars to directly fight
other human-controlled avatar. It was also earlier than the time when players earned scores by
fulfilling different tasks when playing against pre-designed programs. Arguably, when some
players can survive longer than others in a game, even without scores of any kind, that can
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already be viewed as a form of winning to certain extent.
Comparatively, the argument is much stronger at determining when video game
competition became formalized. The very first commonly recognized formal video game
competition can be traced back to a small-scale match of the game Spacewar in Stanford
University in October 19, 1972 (Good, 2012). This match was dubbed “Intergalactic Spacewar
Olympics,” and the winning prize was one-year subscription to the Rolling Stone magazine
(Hiltscher & Scholz, 2015). According to Good (2012), the winner went to Bruce Baumgart, who
became world’s first video game champion. In many ways, this match was the embryonic form
of today’s massive eSport tournament. Instead of private gatherings, Intergalactic Spacewar
Olympics was a public event, with a small number of Stanford students attending as spectators,
school reporters working as media coverage, and a few simple rules for contestants to follow and
compete for a winner. Arguably, it established a path for future video games to develop as a
spectator entertainment.
Some could argue that the Taito Corporation’s 1978 space invaders foretold the soon-tocome competitive arcade game golden era (Whittaker, 2004), yet most agree it was the early
1980s when the video game culture truly went mainstream (Burnham, 2001). In Particular, 1982
and 1983 were regarded as “the most significant years in arcade game history” (Demaria &
Willson, 2004, p. 83), as the explosive development of arcade games established several defining
features of competitive video games and modern eSport successfully inherited those
characteristics. From 1980 to 1982, a series of most popular arcade games which are still
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mentioned from time to time in today’s entertainment industry, including Donkey Kong, PacMan, Asteroids, Centipede, etc. were introduced to the arcade market by various developers
(Borowy, 2013). Arcade game improvement in both the variety and the quality successfully
attracted more and more consumers, which made the video game industry highly lucrative. By
1982, there were roughly 1.5 million arcade machines running in various houses, street locations
and full arcades (Kent, 2001).
In specific, players collectively put more than 20 billion quarters into arcade machines
from 1981 to 1982 (Sheff & Eddy, 1999), popularizing the phrase “a pocket full of quarters” to
equate with a fun night to be had at the arcade. In this regard, most arcade games required one
quarter to start, while extra quarters were only inserted to continue a failed attempt or start a new
game. As Kent (2001) noted, arcade games at that time were “twice as profitable as all Nevada
casinos combined, earning almost twice as much money as the entire movie industry, and more
than three times as much money as major league baseball, basketball, and football” (p. 152). The
popularity of arcade games in early 1980s clearly resembles eSport in today’s gaming climate. In
both cases, the games were interesting enough to have successfully attracted massive amount of
players.
Along with early 1980s arcade games’ intrinsic attractiveness, a default setting that
existed in almost all games during that time was the system of recording score. The score
tracking mechanisms were not very complicated at this time. Basically, players may conduct
different tasks in game and many of their actions, whether beat a monster or jumped through an
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obstacle, would reward them with a score (Snavely, 2014). At the end of each play, a cumulative
score would show up as a summary of the play. Importantly, game scores were not only means
for evaluating game performance. This visible, and quantifiable data give the possibly for
comparison, which is the fundamental component of all competitive games (Juul, 2003). In other
words, competitiveness opened doors for the popularity of video games to be increased to a
whole new level.
In this perspective, the scoring system gave players a reason to be better at games, instead
of simply enjoying it. In other words, it became meaningful to spend large amount of time to
improve games skills (Snavely, 2014). Meanwhile, technology improvement of the arcade game
home-console significantly elevated the accessibility to video games. As Eime argued (2013),
accessibility is crucial in terms of increasing participation likelihood and overall popularity in
most activities. Unlike modern eSport, arcade game competition were mostly intrapersonal:
playing to surpass one’s own high score. Even though some were interpersonal: play to get a
higher score than the opponents, gamers were still simply comparing their high scores at the end
of each gameplay rather than directly competing against other gamers. Nevertheless, the design
for competitiveness became endemic to many video games ever since, while the scoring system
introduced the potential for video gamers to play from intrapersonally to interpersonally, and
eventually internationally in the current eSport environment.
The competitiveness in video games naturally induced the creation of tournaments, which
positively affected the popularity of arcade games (Aoyama & Izushi, 2003). In 1980, the
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company Atari who is the producer as well as publisher of Space Invaders, hosted the First
National Space Invaders Championship in New York City and more than ten thousand people
across the United States participated this event (Hope, 2014). Historically, this match was
generally considered as the earliest large-scale video game competition, not only because of the
high number of participants, but also due to its effort in publicizing the event, which ended-up
with print media coverage as well as television broadcasting (Borowy, 2013; Polsson, 2012).
Specifically, Atari launched an advertisement in Chicago that lasted for a month, sent out 1,500
promotional packages nationwide, and spent more than $100,000 as event promotion cost
(Smith, 2012a). In 1981, a three-day video game competition which was advertised as “a major
new sporting contest in which 10,000 to 15,000 of the world’s best video game players would go
head-to-head on the game Centipede,” was held by company Seattle-based Tournament Games at
the Chicago Exposition Center (Kent, 2001, p. 162).
Compare to national-scale tournaments, local-level matches were also happening around
the globe. For instance, Atari also hosted The Asteroids Tournament in 1981, with approximately
2,000 people attended for either competing or spectating. Meanwhile in Japan, arcade
manufacturer Sega sponsored the All Japan TV Game Championships and 16 finalists fought out
of the 300 local champions pool to compete in Tokyo finals (Borowy, 2013). In 1984, several
cities in the United States hosted the National Video Game Masters Tournament in which
contestants were evaluated based on highest scores in 60 officially-recognized arcade games
(Millar, 1984). During the 1980s, most arcade game tournaments were regional-scale, while the
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choice of game for competition were abundant. Nevertheless, the cultural of video game
competition gradually step into mainstream entertainment.
All these early arcade tournaments, whether at national-level or community-level, served
as indicators for modern eSport as global spectator events (Snavely, 2014). Like traditional
sports, the games functioned as an all-are-welcome platform for players around the globe, since
neither cultural difference, religious belief nor even language barriers matter when competing
against each other within a game with the same setting. Such competitions enabled massive
global participation in the Internet era that came after.
The next feature that not only boosted arcade game popularity indirectly, but also
established a crucial milestone for future competitive video game development, was
professionalization. Arguably, organization and regularization of video games began with the
establishment of Twin Galaxies. Founded by Walter Day in 1980, this organization functioned as
the official information base of all video games at that time (Bramwell, 2010). Their job included
recording high scores, ranking players, collecting data for matches and tournaments, promoting
and publicizing video games through various channels, such as the Guinness Book of World
Records (Bramwell, 2010). In many ways, their work already demonstrated great resemblance
between traditional sports and video games, indicating a traditional-sport-mimicry path for
eSport in the 21th Century. The success and historical meaning of Twin Galaxies resulted in
Ottumwa, the city where this organization was located, being regarded as the “birthplace of
organized competitive video game playing” as well as “video game capital of the world”
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(Borowy, 2013, p. 2265).
Using the data gathered by Twin Galaxies, Walter Day formed U.S. National Video Game
Team in 1983 (Borowy, 2013). This team was consisted of the best arcade game and homeconsole game players of that time, such as Perry Rogers who was the world recorder holder for
three classic arcade games (Snavely, 2014). The formation of this team marked another historical
moment of video game professionalization, since this event recognized these chosen players as
professional gamers instead of simply arcade game fans. This team traveled around the world for
various classic game competitions; they were invited to perform on game-related shows and
events; they sponsored regional-scale video game competitions for game culture promotion; they
also encouraged international video game circles to communicate with each other and participant
in international-scale competitions (Borowy, 2013). Being minor celebrities, members of U.S.
National Video Game Team proved that the talent of playing videos games can be commercially
valuable as for traditional athletes.
Following the trend of early professionalization of arcade games, recognition from mass
media formally pushed competitive video game on stage, rival against other spectator events for
public attention. The power of the media in publicizing the video game culture does not limit to
communicating with potential audience that already stepped in this activity, but to educate those
who may have no other channel for exposure (Coleman & Dyer-Witheford, 2007). For instance,
within in a total of 133 episodes, competitors all across the U.S. tried to surpass each other’s high
score on TV in the show Starcade (Plunkett, 2011). This show aired from 1982 to 1984 and is
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considered as the earliest TV show that specifically featuring competitive video games (Borowy,
2013). In a more border lens, arcade game competition was also mentioned or as a partial content
in the other game or competition shows, such as the BBC game show First Class (Weaver,
2018), or American TV show That’s Incredible (Biggs 2009).
Arguably, early media coverage of professional arcade game players and competition
beckoned the question as to whether competitive video game can be seen as a form of sport,
which had been under heat discussion in the field of eSport for more than a decade till now. For
example, The New York Times published an article featuring a few European finalists in a video
game tournament hosted at the Manhattan Citicorp Center in 1981, in which the young
champion showed up to claim his medal together with his manager (Montgomery, 1981). It is
pretty common in the field of traditional sports where athletes were with managers, while
displaying such professional relationship in video game competitions through mainstream media
would certainly leave a sport-like impression in the public mind.
Under the context of professional sport and discourse of athlete, the Time magazine
published the story about Steve Juraszek in 1981 as a top video game player (Kent, 2001). While
in 1982, the Life magazine cooperated with Twin Galaxies, and had a special issue about
contemporary best video game players (Burnham, 2001). These media exposure about top video
game players burred the line between professional gamers and traditionally recognized athletes.
As Jonasson and Thiborg (2010) argued, treating video game as sport brought a natural layer of
legitimacy, as well as social acceptance, towards this industry. This mixture between video
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games and traditional sports would inevitably increase professional video gamer’s social status,
while attracting more finical support through sponsorship (Jonasson & Thiborg, 2010).
Another historical moment came during the Third Annual Player of the Year Coronation
Day tournament, with media coverage from ABC and USA Today, Billy Mitchell was recorded
by the 1985 Guinness Book of World Sports Records for keeping world record in six arcade
games (Ramsey, 2008). Following the principal for documenting record for professional athletes,
Mitchell’s detailed information, including hometown, were listed as a significant point in video
game history (Ramsey, 2008). Collectively, the historical events happened during the era of
arcade games competition forecasted that when eSport replaced arcade games in the modern
time, similar path is set in terms of competition, professionalization and eventually gaining more
and more social acceptance.
eSport Transformation: Home-console and Early Internet, 1990-1997
The early 1990s became a time of massive transformation for the video game industry
due to the fast development of information technology. Decline in arcade popularity came
naturally with increased availability of various home console and new games designed
specifically for those devices. Japan nearly dominated the video game market in the 1990s
(Provenzo, 1991) as Nintendo was the major provider for home-based game consoles, who were
not only active in producing new and better version of home consoles, but also enthusiastic in
hosting tournaments for home-console games worldwide. For instance, the first Nintendo World
Championship toured the U.S. in 1990, holding its grand finale at Universal Studios Hollywood,
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while the second Nintendo World Championship was in 1994 (Sheff, 2011).
As companies rush to create new and better home-console games to take over the
emerging video game market in the 1990s, another video game company, Capcom, released the
game Street Fighters II in 1991 for Super Nintendo Entertainment System, revolutionizing the
field of video game (Snavely, 2014). Started as an arcade game but flourished as a home-console
offering, the Street Fighters II was the first game that not only designed player-vs-player
competition as the only gameplay, but also contained a variety of selectable characters which
allowed diverse matches (Kelly, 2009). Specifically, two players would hold different controllers
attached to the same game console, controlling different avatars, and fight directly against each
other (Kelly, 2009). In the 1980s, competition means comparing scores in almost all games;
Street Fighters II meant direct, varied, simultaneous competition with the only purpose being to
win a virtual fight through overpowering the opponent.
This in-game player-versus-player design became the base for all modern eSport. Along
with this revolutionary design, Street Fighters also greatly increased the complexity of video
games. This game was recorded by the Guinness Book of World Records as the earliest fight
game to have “combos” (Morgenstern, 2008). Basically, combos are sequential hit on different
buttons which would result in different type of martial art techniques that were much more
powerful than repeatedly hitting the same button over and over again. Moreover, various
characters/avatars possessed different looks, strengths, weaknesses, and specially abilities.
Combos changed the very nature of gaming. Early arcade games only have one or two
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buttons for pre-set actions and a joystick to move in four directions. The difference between
professional gamers and regular players mainly depended on familiarity of the game as well as
reflex speed (Rouse & Illustrator-Ogden, 2000). Street Fighters now placed enhanced focus on
experience, prediction, planning and tactics that were arguably more valuable in video game
competition than reflex, redefining the meaning of video game training. Following the success of
Street Fighters series, similar type games such as King of Fighters series flourished in the early
1990s (Ng, 2006). This type of home-console game set the tone for modern eSport, emphasizing
between-player competition as sole objective in gameplay. In the contemporary era, the online
version of such games constitutes an important eSport genre, labeled as Fighting Game in the
U.S. or Fight Technology Game (FTG) in Asian countries (Lin, Chen, Ma, Yang, & Lin, 2011).
Meanwhile, Internet technology and computer software developed and influenced 1990s
video game industry. New generation games such as Netrek quickly gained popularity. As a
successor to Xtrek in 1986, Netrek was released in 1988. In this game up to 16 players can
develop their own planet, build spaceships, cooperate with friendly forces and attack opponents’
spaceships and planets, and winning the game by concurring all opposing teams’ planets. In this
way, Netrek became the first Internet game that placed player competition, as well as team
competition, at the center of gameplay (Hiltscher & Scholz, 2015). Wired Magazine credited
Netrek as the very first online sport game (Kelly, 1993).
Additionally, many Internet games benefited from the perfection of Local Area Networks
(LAN). This important technological advancement allowed player-versus-player Internet
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gameplay, rather than the human-versus-computer gameplay that dominated past game design
(Griffiths, Davies, & Chappel, 2003). It is even more advanced than home-console games such
as Street Fighters, where players can only play against each other by attaching their control to a
single console. For Internet games as early as Netrek, it already support up to 16 players within
the same virtual setting.
In the 1980s, enthusiasm for specific arcade games was universally shared among video
game lovers as number of game options was relatively finite. By the 1990s, players had to select
which type of game would receive the bulk of their time and interest. Classic arcade games were
still popular for some; there were also home-console game people can enjoy inside their houses;
Internet games were more technologically advanced, yet still in its infancy and undeveloped. The
fragmentation of the video game industry inevitably resulted in meager mass-offering
tournaments within the decade (Borowy, 2012). Afterall, the goal of such tournaments was to
compare skills, which would be meaningless if everyone was playing different game
formats/consoles. Therefore, professional gamers, public acceptance, or even media coverage of
competitive video game, temporarily stepped away from public attention as well.
Still, the success of the arcade game tournaments in the 1980s demonstrated the
opportunity and need for organized video game competition to grow and unify the industry. In
this regard, Angel Munoz founded the Cyberathlete Professional League (CPL) in 1997, reestablishing the formal organization of professional video game competition. Unlike the arcade
game tournaments in the 1980s which were mostly hosted by game or game console producers as
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promotion of their products, the CPL was the first organization specifically built their business
on video game-and later eSport-tournament organization. Its establishment marked a point in
history when professional video game competition began to have formal organizers, allowing
online and offline spectatorship as well as corporate sponsorship to filter into the market,
increasing prize pools for competitions of all kinds (Gaudiosi, 2013). Unfortunately, CPL closed
all of its operations in 2010. However, key industry leaders could see the financial benefits and
an increasingly fast Internet framework was ready to deliver it. Companies similar to CPL, such
as the Electronic Sports League (ESL), continue to support eSport development today (Momi et
al. 2018).
Enter eSport: Early Development, 1998-2010
Accessibility of the Internet, availability of personal computers, along with advancement
of software which now allow detailed graphic 3D presentation of virtual environment all
contributed to the swift development of computer games. Numerous players now can play with
or against others without the limitation of physical environment (Snavely, 2014). Technological
improvement in the video game industry offered an ideal ground for the next-generation of
competitive video games to take root and thrive, just like the arcade games in the 1980s. At this
time, the term “eSport” began to be recognized by gamers, developers, and institutional
personnel (Owens, 2016). Many scholars believed the earliest public usage of this term was
when Mat Bettinson, founder of Online Gamers Association (OGA), used the word “eSport” in a
press release in 1999 a press release (e.g., Söderin, 2017; Wagner, 2007).
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In 1998, Blizzard Entertainment, a computer game producing company who earned its
reputation with the Diablo game series in early 1990s, took the initiative and published
StarCraft. This game was inspired by a previous Blizzard game WarCraft and is widely
acknowledged as the very first modern eSport, which marked the year 1998 as the beginning of
modern eSport (Karhulahti, 2017). StarCraft not only brought a popular game genre to greater
heights (Real-Time Strategy [RTS] where players act as warlords to gather resources, establish
bases, build an army and eventually destroy the opposing force), but also formed basic structures
of eSport as it currently is played (Chee, 2012). With further technological improvement in the
2010s, StarCraft 2 (2012) as a sequel of StarCraft continue to thrive in today’s eSport field.
As Wagner (2006) pointed out, early eSport development often separated between eastern
and western gaming cultures. On one hand, Western eSport players-especially within the United
States-generally preferred First Person Shooter (FPS) games. This type of Internet gun-fighting
game originated from two games published both by ID Software-the 1993 release of Doom and
the 1996 release of Quake (Kushner, 2004). In 1999 Valve Corporation released the game
Counter-Strike as a modified version of their previous popular FPS game Half-Life (Schneider,
Lang, Shin, & Bradley, 2004). Unlike StarCraft which mainly emphasized one-on-one
competition, Counter-Strike was a team-based competition game adding between-player
cooperation to professional gameplay. The current version, Counter-Strike: Global Offensive
(CSGO), was released in 2012 and is still one of the most popular eSport in today’s tournaments
(Karhulahti, 2017).
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Meanwhile, the East-particularly South Korea-was generally considered as the birthplace
of modern professional eSport (Taylor, 2012). Along with general enthusiasm for computer
games among players, fast development of eSport in South Korea was attributed to a variety of
political and economic factors. First, development occurred under the social context of 1997
Asian Financial Crisis, creating an urgent need for the development of a new, Korean-styled
industry (Mozur, 2014) as this Financial crisis caused a great number of people to be
unemployed, replacing working time with leisure activities (Jin, 2011). Second, the Korean
government also strongly encouraged the development of information technology, inducing a
swift growth of broadband infrastructure that was quickly available to almost all citizens (Jin &
Chee, 2009). Finally, South Korea had been historically rejective towards Japanese culture, even
banning many types of Japanese products (Jin & Chee. 2009). This made Japanese game
consoles unavailable to Korean consumers, creating a void in electronic entertainment and
development of new technologies. eSport filled that void within the Korean environment.
All these factors incorporated with the timely release of StarCraft in 1998, resulted in the
emergence of a comprehensive and well-developed eSport system. The eSport culture in South
Korea started with the popularization of Internet café, also called computer game center or PC
Bangs (Huhh, 2009). Akin to a coffee house, such public facilities had hundreds of computers
placed in lines with customers paying to come inside and play. Some PC bangs even offered
snacks or beverages so customers can better enjoy their time here. Young couples even view PC
Bangs as popular date sites (Huhh, 2009). Although not originally designed specifically for
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eSport, PC Bangs served as recreation centers for people to relax and play computer games
together, while the game StarCraft fit such scenario perfectly. There were roughly 3,000 PC
Bangs in 1998; after the release of StarCraft, the number increased more than 500%. By 2001,
more than 22,000 PC Bangs existed in South Korea along (Huhh, 2009).
StarCraft and PC Bangs enjoyed a reciprocal relationship, boosting the competitive video
game culture in South Korea and the establishment of large-scale eSport tournaments. In 2000,
the World Cyber Games (WCG) was formed with contestants from different countries competing
for gold, silver, and bronze medals (WCG, 2009). This international eSport event was viewed as
the eSport Olympics and until 2011, it was the largest eSport tournament worldwide (Hutchins &
Rowe, 2012). In the same year, the Korean Ministry of Culture, Sports, and Tourism, founded the
Korean eSports Association (KeSPA), which was specifically charged with national eSport
regulation and promotion (KeSPA, 2018).
eSport popularity in South Korea also induced the development in eSport global media
coverage and spectatorship. For instance, in the 2000s South Korea TV channels MBCGAME
and Ongamenet broadcasted eSports matches 24 hours a day, attracting almost 4 million
audiences during peak hours (Jin & Chee, 2009). In the United States, the Championship
Gaming Series was broadcasted by DirecTV, the World Series of Video Games was aired by CBS,
ESPN televised its original eSport show Madden Nation, the G4 television channel also used to
show eSport tournaments exclusively (Ryan, 2007). Media coverage in other parts of the world
in the 2000s included British channel XLEAGUE.TV, British show GamesMaster, Bad Influence,
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Australian game show A*mazing, German channel GIGA Television, Canadian game show Video
& Arcade Top 10, French channel Game One, etc. (Borowy, 2012; Crawford & Gosling, 2009;
Lee & Schoenstedt, 2011; Langshaw, 2009; Saxton, 2005).
Without question, the comprehensive development of eSport culture in South Korea in
the 2000s facilitated heightened global interest and subsequent fevered interest in eSport in the
2010s. South Korea also established a path for professionalization of eSport in the future with
their professional eSport players being signed, trained, ranked and traded between eSport clubs
(Hollist, 2015). Many defining features of modern eSport began to reveal, including professional
teams with players and managers, corporate sponsors, major and minor leagues, contracted
salaries, endorsement, regular media coverage, as well as a massive swath of riveted spectators
(Grawford & Gosling, 2009, Segal, 2014).
The Cementing of eSport: Live-Streaming and Global Tournaments, 2011-present
While global-level eSport tournaments (such as the WCG) existed in the 2000s, the
previous decade witnessed the swift increase in number of large-scale eSport events from about
10 in 2000 to more than 260 in 2010 (Popper, 2013). Meanwhile, the scale of tournaments also
enlarged significantly. For instance, with 174 contestants from 17 countries attending the first
WCG in 2000, the 2008 WCG was hosted in Cologne, German, with more than 800 gamers from
78 different countries all competed in various eSports (WCG, 2009). Since 2011, a variety of
streaming platforms collectively contributed to the current popularity of live-streaming (Smith,
Obrist, & Wright, 2013), which subsequently aided the swift development of eSport (Popper,
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2013). Fans for eSport now have the power to choose when and where to watch games unlike the
previous decade when they could only watch games on TV or travel to wherever there were
tournaments happening.
Being an interactive form of entertainment, live-streaming combined the strength of
video, audio, text and image and quickly gained popularity (Needleman, 2015). This new media
channel allows media performers to offer their audience the content in a live format, while the
audience are invited through chat room service to be part of the production process (Hamilton,
Garretson, & Kerne, 2014). From the viewers’ perspective, video game live-streaming now
resembles tradition sports viewing, in the aspect of availability of viewable contents. Moreover,
researchers argued that watching others play may often provide a more pleasurable experience
than playing the game oneself (Kaytoue, Silva, Cerf, Meira, & Raïssi, 2012).
The current popularity of live-streaming is advanced by a variety of supporting platforms,
such as Facebook or YouTube Live (Smith, Obrist, & Wright, 2013). However, Twitch placed a
unique emphasis on video game, especially eSports live-streaming. In 2013, 45 million unique
monthly viewers of Twitch collectively watched of 12 billion minutes of video (Gaudiosi, 2014).
During one day of an eSport global tournament, 4.5 million people used Twitch, each with an
average of two hours of spectating time (Popper, 2013). During peak hours in 2014, Twitch
constituted 1.8 percent of total internet traffic in the United States, with only Netflix, Google,
and Apple drove more traffic (Pires & Simon, 2015). At the time of this writing, Twitch had more
than 2.2 million monthly active streamers and 10 million active daily users (Twitch, 2019).
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The combined factors of faster internet connection, greater eSport game variety, and
increased availability of live-streaming platforms induced the eSport boom in the 2010s,
allowing its development in all aspects towards a modern spectator entertainment (Heaven,
2014). ESport not only brought back the competitive video game splendor of the arcade area, but
also challenged the mainstream entertainment industry and opened up new market for
participation. Corporate sponsorships advanced the eSport boom in the 2010s as well (Taylor,
2012). For instance, Samsung Electronics have sponsored various tournaments (such as the
WCG) for more than a decade, while Coca-Cola partnered up with Riot Games, the producer for
LOL, as longtime sponsor and promoter of the game (Seo, 2013).
The most transparent way to demonstrate the steady and fast growth of eSport industry
would be looking at its global revenue. Newzoo, an organization specialized in collecting and
analyzing digital media market data, reported a $325 million global revenue in 2015 for the
entire eSport industry (Newzoo, 2016). While according to Deloittee Touche Tohmatsu Ltd., one
of the largest accounting and professional service network in the world, international eSport
revenue passed the $500 million bar in 2016 (Deloitte, 2016). In this regard, the mark of $1
billion is estimated to be reached in 2019 (Young, 2016).
In the aspect of viewers, global audience collectively consumed 1.3 billion hours of
eSport visual contents in 2012, and this number almost doubled, with 2.4 billion hour eSport
video consumption in 2013 (Gaudiosi, 2014). The ESL website got approximately 3.6 million
registered users in 2012, while until the year 2015, 1.4 million more eSport fans register on this
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website (Adamus, 2012). More than 70 million people watched eSport from various channels in
2013 (Parshakov & Zavertiaeva, 2015; Warr, 2014; Wingfield, 2014). Casselman (2015) reported
that global participation of eSport (including viewers) jumped to 205 million in 2014. By 2015,
viewership alone rose to 226 million (Newzoo, 2016). Current estimation predict 2019 global
eSport viewership to grow to 427 million (Newzoo, 2018).
In South Korea, the birthplace of modern eSport, there were about 430 professional
eSport gamers/e-athletes in 2012 (Adamus, 2010). Most of these e-athletes competed in League
of Legend (LOL), which is one of the most popular eSport in the contemporary climate (Adamus,
2012). Riot Game, the producer of LOL, reported to have over 70 million registered player as
well as about 32 million monthly active players in 2013 (Snider, 2013). The number doubled in
2014, with 67 million active monthly player and 27 million daily active gamers played LOL
specifically (Segal, 2014; Tassi, 2015).
Global tournaments for popular eSport games have also been growing continuously in all
aspects. The Third LOL World Championship Tournament was hosted at the Staples Center in
Los Angeles in 2013, attracting 10,000 in-arena audience as well as 8.5 million simultaneous
online viewers (Riot Game, 2013; Snider, 2013). One year later, the Fourth LOL World
Championship Tournament resulted in 40,000 fans rushing in a soccer stadium originally built
for the 2002 World Cup (Mozur, 2014). In 2016, 43 million people watched the Sixth LOL World
Championship Tournament online (Kennedy & Rozelle, 2016). In terms of the competition prize
money, Valve Corporation, the publisher of another popular eSport game Defense of the Ancients
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2 (DOTA 2), recorded a detailed prize pool growth for The International, which is the largest
annual tournament for this game. The prize pool was less than $10 million in 2014, and increased
to about $18 million in 2015, and then more than $20 million in 2016 (Valve, 2018). In 2018, the
overall prize pool of The International 8 was $25.5 million (Valve, 2018). The largest-scale
eSport tournament in 2001, the CPL Counter-Strike World Championship, contained a prize pool
of $150,000 (Snavely, 2014). Just 17 years later, financial purses for events had increased 170fold.
However, the development of eSport in the 2010s did not stop with expansion of
competitive computer games. Starting with the release of VainGlory in 2014, eSport stepped out
of the computer zone and started to try out in the mobile market. This Multiplayer Online Battle
Arena (MOBA) game was produced by Super Evil Megacorp, featuring five-against-five team
competition similar to popular computer MOBA games, such as LOL or DOTA 2 (MoraCantallops, & Sicilia, 2018). At the time of this writing, mobile constitutes approximately 42%
of the current gaming market, and is expected to become the majority playing format by 2020
(Newzoo, 2018).
With recognition and social acceptance towards eSport as a while, the arcade gaming past
now informs an intriguing present for the industry. eSport has begun merging with traditional
sports with the creation of collegiate athletic scholarships and even discussion of its inclusion in
future Olympic iterations. Many traditional sports clubs and teams (e.g., Philadelphia 76ers),
seeking to capitalize on future growth have invested in the eSport field (Burns, 2016). Moreover,

34

eSport now sell out arenas iconic to traditional sports events (e.g., Madison Square Garden)
while eSport tournaments also began to receive live broadcasting in traditional sports media
outlets (e.g., ESPN) (Holden, Kaburakis, & Rodenberg, 2017). A detailed analysis between
eSport and traditional sport is provided in the next section.
eSport Dispute: Classification as Sport
A great number of defining feature in modern eSport constantly reminded the public
about traditional sport, including players, player trade and transfer, teams, uniforms, coaches and
training, salaries, superstar with celebrity-status, talent agents, commentators, fans, managers,
clubs, refined leagues, tournaments in major and minor scales, endorsement, massive number of
spectators, media broadcasts, or even college scholarship (Crawford & Gosling, 2009; Jenny,
Manning, Keiper & Olrich, 2016; Li, 2017; Segal, 2014). Many scholars analyzed that the route
for eSport development from the early 2000s was indeed derived from professional sport, which
inevitably caused the considerable resemblance between the two (see Karhulahti, 2017). Others
argued the sudden increase in popularity and social acceptance towards eSport now challenge the
status of traditional sports, even the very definition of such activity (Taylor, 2012; Witkowski,
2009).
In the contemporary era, even though the name “eSport” contained the word “sport,”
whether this type of competitive video game should be labeled as a genre of sport is still under
debate (e.g., Hallmann & Giel, 2018; Heere, 2018; Hilvoorde & Pot, 2016; Hilvoorde, 2016).
Discussion around such topic can date back to 1999 when OGA founder Mat Bettinson used this
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term and compared eSport to traditional sport (Skubida, 2016). At the same year, the United
Kingdom Professional Computer Gaming Championship (UKPCGC) proposed to recognize
competitive video gaming as an official sport genre, while the English Sports Council (ESC)
denial such proposal (Knox, 1999). For the past two decades, scholars argued back and forth
about the legitimacy of treating eSport as sport.
In this regard, it is reasonable to conduct a detailed examination of each factor that
constitutes sport, and then evaluate whether such factor is applicable in modern eSport. First of
all, play is the foundation for all sports (Guttmann, 1978). In other words, sport should start with
a self-motivated action with the aim of having fun (Jenny et al., 2017). This fundamental factor
clearly exists within both traditional sport and eSport. For most participants of eSport and
traditional sport, especially those who do not play professionally or even conduct such activity as
a career, voluntary play for enjoyment is undoubtedly the primary reason for taking part.
A term usually associated with “play” and arguably more precise in defining traditional
sport is “game.” Coakley (2008) defined games as adding structure to ordinary play. A more
detailed explanation of game came from Egenfeldt-Nielson (2011), who listed setting, player,
and rule as three basic components for a game. In particular, the importance of commonlyaccepted rules had been constantly emphasized by scholars, since it not only set goals for game
but also provided governance which ensures fairness and enjoyment (e.g., Guttmann, 1978;
Suits, 2007).
Within both eSport and traditional sport, all three elements are rather apparent. Most
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traditional sports have globally shared rules administrating the matches, while athletes usually
play at a physical indoor or outdoor space. Play of eSports happens within a programmed virtual
world while gamers generally follow the rules as a built-in element of a game. In this regard, the
difference in setting between eSport and traditional sport should not be a sufficient reason for
separation, since many aspects of the modern traditional sport are also heavily depended on
computer technologies (Hamari & Sjöblom, 2017; Witkowski, 2012).
Along with play and game, the next factor that further defined sport would be
competition. Jeu (1972) analyzed the nature of sport in detailed and placed competition as the
defining feature separating sport from the game. Guttmann (1978) listed competition as an
essential element of all sports. Boyle and Walter (2003) further argued that the result of
competition could be win, draw or lose, and in each case, the presence of opponents is a
necessity. Following this line of argument, Wagner (2006) mentioned the importance of the
development and execution of strategies as a way of winning the competition. Suits (2007)
agreed with such opinion and emphasized that luck or chance should not be the sole means of
winning in any sport.
Most eSport games, such as DOTA 2 or LOL, features skilled team competition and the
primary purpose of gameplay was designed by their game producers to outperform the opponents
and win while spectating such staged battle in one way or another conveys a clear understanding
of competitive gameplay (Rambusch, 2011). In this regard, the factor of competition, especially
competition that value strategy rather than change or luck, is at the core of both modern eSport
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and traditional sport.
The most intensely debated feature when labeling competitive video games as sports lies
in the general perception that eSport lack physical components. Notably, professional eSport
players only sit in front of their computers in tournaments, and seemingly not moving any body
parts except for their fingers. In one line of argument, the question lies in what characters are
truly valued in the field of sport (Elsa, 2011). Hemphill (2005) believed the physical prowess is
the core merit of sport, which distinguished it from other activities. Tamburrini (2000) argued
sport should value skill development, yet the skill has to be physical. Coakley (2008) viewed
physical exercise as a highly-valued, established feature in sport. Other scholars also highlighted
the importance of physical exertion and practice in sport (e.g., Suits, 2007; Williams & Kendall,
2007).
Nevertheless, Tiedemann (2004) defined sport as a voluntary, competitive, rule-guiding
activity, yet physical excellence was not mentioned. Kates (2015) proposed that the definition of
modern sport should no longer emphasize physical exercise, physical contest, or threedimensional setting. Burns (2014) argued that traits such as training, planning, and execution are
most valuable in separating professionals from amateurs, thus should be the emphasis of sports.
Other researchers pointed out that features such as competition, teamwork, and rule-governing
are crucial in both traditional sport and eSport (e.g., Crawford & Gosling, 2009).
Professional players in many traditional sports, such as American football or basketball,
need large amounts of physical practice in order to gain control of the majority of their body and
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perform in a highly skilled manner. However, it is arguable that eSport player concentrated their
training time on their upper body, especially their hands and eyes. In this way, their chosen
virtual character, instead of themselves, can act in a professional and effective way towards
victory. Additionally, athletes in other widely-accepted sports, particularly those that
emphasizing driving, shooting, or riding skills, do not differ much from eSport players. In other
words, many traditional sports also feature professional control over non-human body similar to
eSport players (Borowy, 2012). In this regard, another line of argument focused on determining
different kinds of physical movement.
Generally speaking, gross motor skills are movement actions produced by large muscle
groups (Haibach, Reid, & Collier, 2011). Such skill includes kicking a soccer ball, throwing a
basketball, running and jumping, etc. Gross motor skills are often crucial in determining the
outcome of a sport match, in terms of influencing personal performance as well as teamwork
(Rogers, 2006). Therefore, gross motor skills are usually professionally trained, and widelyvalued in many types of traditional sports (Jenny et al., 2017). Conversely, movements produced
by smaller muscle groups are fine motor skills (Haibach, Reid, & Collier, 2011). Such skill
focuses on elements including precision, accuracy, reflex, control or finger speed, etc.
Unquestionably, fast and accurate mouse movement and clicking, swift response, precise control
over avatar are all essential requirements for professional eSport play, which naturally
highlighted the necessity in fine motor skill training for eSport players (Jenny et al., 2017).
Even though fine motor skills are not so easily observed, or widely regarded as the
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symbolization of being physical or doing exercise if compared to gross motor skills (Hallmann &
Giel, 2018), various studies documented its effects as physical components. For instance, eSport
players are always compared to racecar drivers for a similar level of fine motor skill requirement
(e.g., Gawrysiak, 2016; Jenny et al., 2017). In this regard, empirical evidence showed that
cardiorespiratory capacity for racecar drivers and basketball players were similar (Jacobs, Olvey,
Johnson, & Cohn, 2002). Soccer players were not so different from racecar drivers in terms of
physical activity ratio (Beaune, Durand, & Mariot, 2010).
Schütz (2016) documented eSports players to have a similar level of cortisol production
rate as racecar drivers in matches, as well as almost the same pulse rate if compared to marathon
contestants during competition. Sirlin (2005) recorded the professional eSport players’ dexterity
and physical endurance at an equal to a higher level if compared to top competitive sports.
Physiological strain, as well as stress, were also recorded to be comparable to top traditional
athletes (Rudolf, Grieben, Achtzehn, & Froböse, 2016). In conclusion, professional eSport
competition can also be exhausting for players in a similar way as the traditional sport (Taylor &
Witkowski, 2010; Witkowski, 2012).
In the field of eSport, fine motor skills are represented through actions per minute
(APM). Collectively, scholars argued that most amateur players have an average of 50 APM,
professional eSport players regularly execute 300 to 400 APM, with top players sometime rise to
more than 600 APM during intense team fight, which means typing keyboard or clicking mouse
10 times per second (Heaven, 2014; Lewis, Trinh, & Kirsh, 2011; Wang, 2018). The training in
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fine motor skills is believed to be vital in executing eSport intelligence, which generally means
tactics and teamwork to maximize the in-game performance in order to achieve victory
(Hemphill, 2005; Wagner, 2007; Witkowski, 2012).
In a qualitative study that focused specifically on the training of elite professional eSports
player, Kari and Karhulahti (2016) reported that these “e-athletes” (p.53) train 5.28 hours per day
on a yearly average, which means almost 37 hours per week every week. It is common for
players to remain sedentary for 15 hours or more during training and some competitions
(Hattenstone, 2017). In comparison, US student-athletes generally train up to 20 hours per week
during game season and up to eight hours per week when out of season (NCCA, 2017). Based on
the above argument, it is reasonable to conclude that regarding the factor of physical
components, eSport with a high level of fine motor skill requirement, intense training, and huge
professional-amateur differences, should not be treated differently from the traditional sport.
The factor of institutionalization of eSport set another obstacle in the process of including
eSport as sport. The International Olympic Committee (IOC) has expressed concern about eSport
lacking a solid organizational structure at the global level, which may make the implantation of
Olympic rules and values might become problematic (IOC, 2018). Similar concepts, especially
its importance in the sport industry, have been mentioned by social scientists with terms such as
institutional framework (Budzinski, 2012), organizational stability (Suit, 2007) institutional
organization (Cunningham et al., 2017), or institutional stability (Jenny et al., 2016). Regarding
this matter, South Korea have KeSPA governing all eSport-related matter at a national level,
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including certification offering, competition organizing, as well as athlete ranking (Jonasson &
Thiborg, 2010). Comparatively speaking, eSport institutionalization in the rest of the world is
less developed (Li, 2017).
The problem lies in the executive ownership of games. For the traditional sport such as
basketball, the National Basketball Association (NBA), the International Basketball Federation
(FIBA) along with other basketball organizations oversee the rules and competitions associated
with this sport, yet no single firm or organization own basketball (Funk et al., 2017). This is not
the case for eSport games since they are treated as intellectual properties, and owned by their
producing companies such as Riot Games (LOL), or Valve Corporation (DOTA2, CSGO). This
characteristic allowed game producers to modify existing eSport games, altering rules, and
affecting how tournaments should be hosted (Jenny et al., 2016). Additionally, existing eSport
governing organizations outside South Korea, such as Major League Gaming (MLG) or
International eSports Federation (IeSF), not only have to collaborate with game producers due to
copyright law, but also compete with each other commercially through tournament hosting
(Gaudiosi, 2013; Jenny et al., 2016).
Collectively, scholars argued that centralized eSport governing organizations in eSport
surpass game producer self-regulation in the aspects of healthy development, overseeing rules
and fair play, collaborating with sponsors and related industries as well as gaining further social
acceptance (Seo & Jung, 2014; Thiborg, 2009). Following the governing pattern in South Korea,
the current swift establishment of eSport-specific governing bodies, as well as the inclusion of
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eSport within existing sport governing organizations are making an effort in the
institutionalization of eSport in the international level (Seo, 2013). In the aspect of
institutionalization, eSport is developing on the right track, but the perfection of eSport
governing structures still needs time.
Along with all the factors discussed above about the characteristics of sport, scholars and
related associations also proposed a few standards on sport, which posed little threat in terms of
including eSport as sport. For example, according to the Global Association of International
Sports Federations (GAISF) (2017), sport should not harm living creature, or pose undue risks to
participants of all kinds. Arguably, comparing to some traditional sports such as American
football, physical harm of all kinds in eSport training and competition is much less likely to
happen, thus eSport do not violate such principles.
Additionally overall popularity, also named “general acceptance” in Gratton and Taylor’s
(2000) study, or “broad following” by Jenny and Colleagues (2016), is a fluid concept that refers
to a sufficient level of development, including large number of professional players, teams,
leagues, spectator community, coaches, managers, media exposure, etc. Based on Szablewicz’s
argument, video games gain acceptance as eSport once they have some level of overall
popularity, instead of being designed to be one (see Szablewicz 2011, 2016). In this regard,
eSport fit these criteria perfectly.
Outside academia, the sport-related fields began to accept eSport as a family member step
by step. In 2014, viewership recorded for LOL World Finals was almost as high as the National
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Hockey League’s (NHL) Stanley Cup finals (Wingfield, 2014). Three years later, the National
Basketball Association (NBA) final was held at the same time as LOL World Finals 2017, and
this time eSport attracted 12 million more fans than traditional sport (Clavio, 2017). This
massive number, as well as swift increase of eSport audience, cannot miss the eyes of modern
mainstream media, as well as earning their recognition as sport (Funk, Pizzo, & Baker, 2017). In
fact, many popular press publications such as the Guardian, Forbes, Sports Illustrated, all
covered eSport from time to time (Cunningham et al., 2017).
However, administrators for ESPN had been resistant in accepting eSport as a sport in the
early 2010s (Tassi, 2015). In 2015, Arizona State University competed against the University of
California-Berkeley in Heroes of the Storm, an eSport MOBA game produced by Blizzard Inc.
(Schaeperkoetter et al., 2017). ESPN2 aired this match for more than 2 hours with live audiences
as well as professional eSport commentators (Schreier, 2015). From then on ESPN gradually
loosen their restriction on eSport and now its website includes a dedicated eSport section (ESPN,
2018).
Many traditional sport leagues and clubs also began to march towards eSport field
through various methods. For instance, Ligue 1, a major French professional soccer league,
created e-Ligue 1 in 2016 as their eSport branch (Burns, 2016). NBA collaborated with video
game company Take-Two Interactive Software Inc. and announced the formation of NBA 2k
eLeague (Goncalves, 2017). NBA 2k eLeague and e-Ligue 1 are believed to be the first
professional eSport league created and operated by a traditional sport league in the U.S. and
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Europe (Nathan, 2017). Except for creating the brand new eSport section, other established
leagues, such as Philadelphia 76ers or Milwaukee Bucks, chose to purchase existing eSport
teams and use existing staff to manage its operations (Hietner, 2016; Funk, Pizzo, & Baker,
2017). In 2018, famous French soccer club Paris Saint-Germain partnered up with one of the
best Chinese eSport team LGD Gaming as investor and sponsor, which is another common way
for traditional sport leagues to enter the eSport field (Marchenko & Suschevskiy, 2018).
Recognition of eSport as sport also came from colleges in the form of scholarships as
well as organized matches. In summer 2014, Robert Morris University in Pittsburgh became the
first university in the United States to scholarships specifically towards eSport athletes (Keiper et
al., 2017). It is reported that the total amount of the scholarship was more than $500,000,
supporting about 35 students (Wingfield, 2014). This trend was followed by the University of
Pikeville in Kentucky, who became the second U.S. University recognizing eSport as official
varsity sport (Gaudiosi, 2015). Other schools with eSport scholarship include Columbia College,
Maryville University, and Southwestern University, etc. (Kelly, 2017). Meanwhile,
intercollegiate gaming leagues such as the Collegiate StarLeague as well as game producers such
as Riot Games hosts numerous college-level eSport tournaments where students can compete in
the name of their affiliated college or university, or earn a scholarship to assist their education
(Kane & Spradley, 2017; Kelly 2017).
In terms of governmental approval, starting from 2013, the U.S. state department began
granting Visas to professional eSports players under the same category as other traditional
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athletes (Wingfield, 2014). In this regard, Danny Le, a Canadian LOL player became the first
eSport contestant to receive an American P-1A Visa (Tassi, 2015). This event symbolized the
beginning when professional eSport players are officially treated and can be legitimately called
athletes in the United States. In 2015, the first eSport-specific arena in the United States was
launched in Santa Ana (Takahashi, 2017). In 2017, the OCA announced that eSport would be
included as a medal even at the 2022 Asian Olympic Games in Hangzhou, China (Graham, 2017;
Morrison, 2017). In other words, starting from 2022, eSport athletes could have the opportunity
to compete for national honor just like athletes from other genres of traditional sports.
Unquestionably, this decision constitutes a milestone for the worldwide acceptance of eSport as a
sport.
eSport Explanation: An Overview of the Activity
All eSports are video games, yet only a few video games can be called eSport. Based on
all elements discussed in the previous section, as well as the argument of Funk, Pizzo, and Baker
(2017) and Szablewicz (2012) about listing certain video games as eSport, this research project
proposes a new definition of eSport. Rather than defining eSport in a general matter as previous
studies did (e.g., Hamari & Sjöblom, 2017; Wagner, 2006), the current definition focused on the
specific factors that qualify certain video games as eSport:
ESport is a collective term for all video game competitions that are held among
human-controlled avatars. They are intrinsically motivated, rule-adhered, and audiencedriven.
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To specify the points mentioned in the definition above:
1: eSport should place the element of pleasure as one of the fundamental reasons for
participation.
2: eSport should be guided by generally agreed-upon rules, whether in the form of ingame design and/or official announcement of the competition.
3: eSport should position human-to-human digital competition, as the sole purpose of the
gameplay, with clear indications of winning and losing.
4: eSport should not place luck or chance as a decisive element in determining the
outcome of the competition.
5: eSport should have a basic system of spectator sport chain, in terms of professional
leagues, sustainable spectator community, formal competition and regular tournament, as well as
some level of institutionalization.
Today, within the macro-genre of eSport, there are many micro-level sub-types of eSport
games. Arguably, the most popular kind in the contemporary era is multiplayer online battle
arena (MOBA) (Schubert, Drachen & Mahlmann, 2016). In most cases, these games allow two
teams, ten players in total, to battle within a sealed arena-like environment and victory is gained
through exquisite personal game skills, masterly generated tactics as well as effective teamwork.
The game DOTA2 and LOL mentioned above both belong to the MOBA family. Other eSport
genres generally include first-person shooter (FPS) (e.g., Counter-Strike: Global Offensive),
third-person shooter (TPS) (e.g., Playerunkown’s Battleground), fight technology game (FTG)
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(e.g., Street Fighter IV), real-time strategy (RTS) (e.g., StarCraft II), and collectible card game
(CCG) (e.g., Hearthstone). Most eSport games are team based (e.g., League of Legend), but
some are one-on-one competition (e.g., StarCraft II).
Previous studies have documented a variety of benefits associated with eSport.
Professional eSport athletes were found to be able to make complex and logical decisions
quickly (Wagner, 2006) and generated creative tactics (Memmert, 2010). Regular eSport practice
among regular fans were observed to increase various physical abilities (Weiss, 2011),
multitasking skills (Hyun et al., 2013), cognitive functions (Granic, Lobel, & Engels, 2014; Toril,
Reales, & Ballesteros, 2014), and teamwork abilities (Hays & Silberman, 2007; Jenny & Schary,
2014). Interest in eSport participation was also documented to increase traditional sport practice,
especially among adolescents (Hallmann & Giel, 2018). The value of eSport also revealed in its
ability to foster social interaction, social learning (Petrakou, 2010), social computing (Messinger
et al., 2009), which subsequently increase digital literacy, a highly-valued ability in the modern
digital era (Hilvoorde & Pot, 2016). Similar to the general perspective towards traditional sport,
eSport in some countries, such as South Korea, was also seen as character building and virtues
training (Hilvoorde & Pot, 2016).
Many researchers also argued that eSports are especially attractive towards young
generations (e.g., Hamari & Sjöblom, 2017; Taylor, 2012). In this regard, eSport not only was
able to generate massive economic profit for the entire sport industry (Lee & Schoenstedt, 2011),
but also offered brands a channel to reach a specific group of potential consumers otherwise hard
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to get (Chaney, Lin, & Chaney, 2004). Additionally, higher education institutions generally aim
for enhanced cultural diversity due to its various merit such as foster students’ comprehensive
social growth (Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, & Gurin, 2002). From this perspective eSport is also
beneficial since Asian Americans, a minority in U.S. university student population, contributed
largely to the eSport athlete demographic (Jenny et al., 2017). At last, eSport participation was
also argued to have an overall positive effect in achieving life goals (Martončik, 2015).
Uses and Gratification: A Theoretical Lens towards eSport Media Consumption
There was a long history since researchers in the field of communication began to pay
attention to the relationship between the mass media and its viewers. Traditionally, social science
researchers stood from the perspective of the media and its effects on the audiences were
evaluated and interpreted (e.g., Shils, 1962). Uses and gratifications approach presented a new
perspective and looked at this issue from the audiences’ point of view. Researchers applying this
perspective assume that the media audiences actively search for messages and contents in order
to satisfy specific needs, instead of being a complete receiver and consume whatever is provided
by the media (Kaye & Johnson, 2002). In particular, the audiences have to select as well as
integrate media content based on their own understanding and preference (Rubin, 1994;
Zillmann & Bryant, 1985).
In other words, uses and gratifications approach targets the question about what people
do with the media rather than what the media do towards its potential audiences (Katz, 1960). To
this end, uses and gratifications perspective not only argues that media compete with other
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sources for gratification but also assumes the audience are conscious of their choices (Katz,
Blumler, & Gurevitch, 1973). Regarding eSport as an innovative spectator media content, uses
and gratifications approach may provide one of the best theoretical underpinnings with its unique
emphasis on active audience.
The earliest uses and gratifications related research can date back to Lazarsfeld and
Hughes’s (1943) study that explored patterns of radio listeners. However, the foundation of uses
and gratifications approach was laid by Herzog (1944) who classified the reasons for audiences
to choose specific types of media. She identified three gratifications for watching soap opera,
which were emotional, wishful thinking, and learning (Herzog, 1944). Following this line of
research, Lasswell (1948) introduced four functional interpretations of the media, which were
surveillance, correlation, entertainment, and cultural transmission. Later, Schramm (1954)
developed the fraction of selection, a formula for determining individual mass media selection.
The integrated idea of modern uses and gratifications approach started with Blumler and
McQuail (1969) who studied people’s motives for watching specific TV programs during the
1964 election of the United Kingdom. They categorized the audiences’ motives and analyzed
their needs in order to understand mass media effect from the audience perspective. Brown then
joined the two researchers, and their collective work suggested four motives for media use,
which were diversion, personal relationship, surveillance and personal identity (McQuail,
Blumler, & Brown, 1972). The three researchers’ work continued with the help of Katz,
Gurevitch, and Hass (1973) and they introduced the updated uses and gratifications approach to
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the mass media scholarship. This mass communication approach quickly gained popularity and
was utilized by various social sciences researchers in all kinds of mass media-related topics (e.g.,
Lichtenstein & Rosenfeld, 1983).
Generally speaking, uses and gratifications is a mass communication approach evaluating
the pleasure and satisfaction provided by media contents that attract and keep media viewers, as
well as how these attributes would satisfy audiences’ various needs (O’Donohoe, 1994). Uses
and gratifications approach focused on the social and psychological origins of needs, which
generate expectations of the mass media or other sources that lead to differential patterns of
media exposure and result in need gratifications and other consequences (Katz, Blumler, &
Gurevitch, 1973). Contemporary uses and gratifications approach is grounded in the assumptions
that communication behaviors, including media selections and use, is goal-directed, purposive
and motivated while people as media consumers take the initiative in selecting and using
communication vehicles to satisfy felt needs or desires (Rubin, 1994). The concept of the active
audience was interpreted by Levy and Windahl (1985) as people who actively participate in the
communication process, which may facilitate, limit, or otherwise influence the gratifications and
effects associated with exposure.
Along with this primary assumption, uses and gratifications approach also assumes that
multiple media compete for users' attention, and audience members select the medium that meets
their needs, such as the desire for information, emotional connection, and status (Tan, 1985). In
this regard, the need was usually defined by previous researchers as forces that push people in a
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specific direction in order to fulfill those needs (Maslow, 1970; Murray, 1953). Another core
tenet of uses and gratifications approach related to media use is the concept of gratifications
sought and gratifications obtained. As Palmgreen, Wenner and Rayburn (1980) argued, media
consumers actively seek out proper medium to satisfy their needs. Future selection of the same
medium may be limited or enhanced based on the effort invested in gratification-seeking and the
result of gratification obtained. Gratified needs would result in a satisfying media-using
experience, and such experience may become habitual and reinforces this relationship as people
return to a medium that guarantees what they want (Weibull, 1985).
Many researchers (e.g., Rosengren, 1974) viewed uses and gratifications approach as an
extension of needs and motivation theory (Maslow, 1954), which argued that people actively
look to satisfy their needs based on a hierarchy. These needs were formed as Maslow’s hierarchy
of needs (Maslow, 1954) in the shape of a pyramid. The most fundamental needs such as food
and shelter were placed at the bottom, covered by safety, love, esteem, and self-actualization
needs were placed at the tip (Maslow, 1954). Based on that perspective, Katz, Gurevitch, and
Hass (1973) extracted 35 needs from the various literature on social and psychological effects of
the mass media and categorized them into five general groups: Cognitive need; Affective need;
Personal integrative need; Social integrative need; Tension release need.
One of the most significant contribution that uses and gratifications approach made to the
scholarship of mass communication lies in its heuristic value. As Baran and Davis (2009) pointed
out, this approach gives communication scholars a perspective through which a number of ideas
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and theories about media choice, consumption, and even impact can be viewed. The research of
Katz, Blumler, and Gurevitch (1973) built on Herzog's (1944) research and caused a paradigm
shift from how media influences people to how audiences use media, diminishing the dominance
of limited effects approach to mass media studies (West & Turner, 2010).
In the light of uses and gratification approach, a significant number of audience-centric
communication theories were developed during the last half-century. One of the most widelyused theories would be media system dependency theory, which argued the more a person
becomes dependent on media to satisfy his/her needs, the more that specific medium will
become necessary, thus more likely to influences and effects that person (Ball-Rokeach &
DeFleur, 1976). The social cognitive theory was also built on uses and gratifications approach,
which explained behaviors in terms of the reciprocal causation between individuals,
environments, and behaviors (LaRose, Mastro, & Eastin, 2001). As a supplementary explanation
to consumer media use, cultivation theory focused on the psychological effect of media,
especially its role in shaping media consumers’ world view (Shanahan & Morgan, 1999).
Another core strength of uses and gratifications approach lies in its explanatory power.
This approach has been heavily used since the 1940s, and it is experiencing a resurgence in the
study of the internet and new media (Rubin, 2009). In the contemporary climate where media
consumers have much greater freedom than previous decades to choose various, uses and
gratifications approach provided mass communication researcher a cognitive perspective to
explain audience behavior and medium selection (Raacke, & Bonds-Raacke, 2008).
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Within media research, uses and gratifications approach is one of the most commonly
utilized frameworks in terms of analyzing media consumption (Wang, 2008; West & Turner,
2010). However, this theoretical perspective had experienced criticism from various aspects,
including the over-concentration on the assumption of active audience (Blumler, 1979, Rubin,
1994), tendency to neglect other potential variables (McQuail, 1979, Swanson, 1979), as well as
the questionable feature on falsifiability (Narasimhamurthy, 2014; Pettigrew & McKechnie,
2001). Nevertheless, the relationship between people’s motivation, need, and their corresponding
perceptual or behavioral tendency have been well-documented by social science researchers
(e.g., Chiang & Hsiao, 2014; Johnson & Yang, 2009).
One unique characteristic of this approach is that it has always succeeded in terms of
providing a useful theoretical base in the initial stages of each new media platform, from the time
of newspaper to the era of the Internet (Ruggiero, 2000). In the contemporary era, the uses and
gratifications approach is experiencing a resurgence in popularity (Rubin, 2009). For the past two
decades, uses and gratifications approach has been vastly used by communication researchers on
various new forms of modern media, including social networking sites such as MySpace (e.g.,
Raacke & Bonds-Raacke, 2008), Facebook (e.g., Bumgarner, 2007; Joinson, 2008), and Twitter
(e.g., Chen 2011; Johnson & Yang, 2009; Kim, Kim, Wang, & Lee, 2016), or general media
using behaviors such as blogging (e.g., Chung & Kim, 2007), online gaming (e.g., Wu, Wang, &
Tsai, 2010), web surfing (e.g., Ko, Cho, & Roberts, 2005), and video streaming (Chiang &
Hsiao, 2014). Other applications of this approach were also abundant, including mobile phone
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(e.g., Leung & Wei, 2000), instant messaging (e.g., Leung, 2001), animated news (Cheng & Lo,
2012), and entertainment media (e.g., Bartsch & Viehoff, 2010). With the combined elements
and characteristics of traditional sports, video games, and Internet communication, eSport
naturally should be viewed as a new form of mass media communication which would be highly
compatible with uses and gratifications approach.
Uses and gratifications approach also gave a central role to the assumption of active
audiences (Chen, 2011). Consumption of eSport works well with such assumption since in the
contemporary media climate, eSport contents are usually actively searched by the audience
rather than passively provided by the media. Additionally, uses and gratifications perspective
emphasized the fact that eSport participants are usually both consumers and providers towards
the online community, forming the relationship with other players, streamers, professional
athletes as well as in-game avatars (Holsapple & Wu, 2007; Schultze & Orlikowski, 2010). In
this regard, the rationale is robust in terms of comparing media consumption of traditional sport
and eSport with the theoretical lens of uses and gratification.
Comparing Gratifications: Traditional sport, eSport, and Consumption Motives
Sport motivation research generally stemmed from the work of Hebb (1955), who argued
motivation drives and guide purposeful behavior, as well as Deci (1971), who added motivation
also encourage repeated behavior due to reward such as enjoyment. The long history of sport
motivation research resulted in today’s abundant literature that aimed to understand spectator
consumption motives towards traditional sport in different times (e.g., Robinson, Trail, Dick, &
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Gillentine, 2005; Snelgrove, Taks, Chalip, & Green, 2008; Trail & James, 2001). Comparatively
speaking, eSport motivation studies are scarce (e.g., Brown, Billings, Lewis & Bissell, 2018;
Hamari & Sjöblom, 2017; Weiss & Schiele, 2013). Unquestionably, it is essential to understand
spectator motives in both sport and eSport, since importance of motivations in affecting
behavioral intentions, such as game attendance likelihood, are not only well documented by sport
scholars but also highly valued by marketers (Fink, Trail, & Anderson, 2002; Funk, Beaton &
Alexandris, 2012; Trail, Fink & Anderson, 2005).
Study on sport consumer behaviors generally emphasized the exploration of motives,
with previous literature providing valuable insight into the understanding of consumer
preferences, and subsequently prediction of consumption choices (Trail, Fink, & Anderson,
2003; Trail & Kim, 2011). From a qualitative approach, Cheung and Huang (2011) argued that
consumption motives between traditional sports and eSport are similar. This notion was
supported by a few quantitative studies regarding some factors such as the vicarious achievement
or the social interaction (e.g., Cox, 2002; Pizzo & Funk, 2017). Following this line of argument,
it would be logical, and potentially fruitful, to build eSport motivation research on existing sport
consumer motive literature.
Sport consumer motivations can be theoretically conceptualized into two broad
categories, intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivations (Funk et al., 2012). Intrinsic motivation
means the target content has some inherent satisfaction or value for consumption (Ryan & Deci,
2000). In contrast, extrinsic motivation refers to the consumption of target content when it can
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lead to the desired outcome (Ryan & Deci, 2000). In the study of motivation and commitment,
motives were categorized into social influence, psychological connection and hedonic need
(Kim, James, & Kim, 2013). Continuing with this line of research, scholars further categorized
media consumption motivations into a few more groups, including information or education
need, social interaction enhancement, companionship seeking, enhancing diversion, gathering
and sharing information, escaping from daily stresses, entertainment, identifying with media
characters and satisfying habitual behavior (McQuail, 2010; Papacharissi & Mendelson, 2010;
Severin & Tankard, 2000).
Within the academic study of sport consumption motives, various scales have been
developed, evaluated and validated, criticized, modified and finally utilized in various
motivation-related areas. For instance, there were Sport Fan Motivation Scale (SFMS; Wann
1995), Motivations of the Sport Consumer (MSC; Milne & McDonald, 1999), Sport Interest
Inventory (SII; Funk, Ridinger, & Moorman, 2002) and Motivations Scale for Sports
Consumption (MSSC; Trail & James, 2001). Many scales used in later studies were primarily
based on SFMS, SII, or MSSC (e.g., Brown, Billings, Lewis, & Bissell, 2018; Hur, Ko, &
Valacich, 2007; Ruihley, Billings, & Rae, 2014).
Within eSport literature, empirical support had been found for several motivations in
terms of their effect towards overall eSport consumption. The motives includes arousal (Weiss &
Schiele, 2013; Kim & Ross, 2006), enjoyment (McCrea, 2009), general achievement (Kim &
Ross, 2006), athletic skill (Pizzo et al., 2018), team affiliation (Cox, 2002), self-esteem (Murcia,
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Gimeno, Lacárcel, & Pérez, 2007), athlete aggressiveness (Hamari & Sjöblom, 2017),
information seeking (Cheung & Huang, 2011; Hamari & Sjöblom, 2017), personal skill
development (Lee & Schoenstedt, 2011), novelty (Hamari & Sjöblom, 2017), drama (Cheung &
Huang, 2011; Karhulahti, 2016), escapism (Chen, Chen & Ross, 2010; Hamari & Sjöblom, 2017;
Weiss & Schiele, 2013; Yee, 2007), and social interaction (Cox, 2002; Eventbrite, 2015;
Griffiths, Davies, & Chappel, 2003; Kim & Ross, 2006; Scholz, 2012; Seo, 2013; Sherry et al.,
2006; Trepte et al., 2012).
The Present Research Project
The current study incorporated previous motivation literature on the areas of both eSport
and traditional sport through the theoretical lens of uses and gratifications. On one hand, this
research closely examined each motivation mentioned within previous scholarship, such as
knowledge gathering or social interaction, and explore their effectiveness in terms of predicting
overall eSport and traditional sport consumption. On the other hand, the present research also
systematically compared these motivations in the areas of eSport and traditional sport, with the
purpose of finding ways that eSport as a relatively young industry can learn from traditional
sport and further its development in the contemporary era. In this regard, it is necessary to
provide a brief explanation of the factors, namely the motivations that will be analyzed in later
sections.
The first consumption motive for eSport and traditional sport is enjoyment. Enjoyment
can be the primary reason for various media consumption since it is human nature to desire
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entertainment (Brock & Livingston, 2004; Postman, 2006). In a broad manner, scholars generally
accepted that media enjoyment is a positive post-exposure affect (Weber, Tamborini, WestcottBaker, & Kantor, 2009). In this case, enjoyment as a positive and reasonably desired outcome of
media exposure had been examined under various media context, such as traditional sports
(Denham, 2004), TV programs (Valkenburg & Cantor, 2000), and in recent years, interactive
media (Klimmt, Roth, Vermeulen, Vorderer, & Roth, 2012), and video games (Boyle, Connolly,
& Hainey, 2011).
Another concept that is similar to enjoyment would be arousal, which was also named
eustress in other studies (e.g., Brown et al., 2018). Where enjoyment focuses more on the aspect
of fun, arousal emphasized the positive, welcoming level of stress, such as excitement (Billings
& Ruihley, 2013; Weiss, Kimmel, & Smith, 2001). The effectiveness of enjoyment and arousal as
motivation factors had been supported by a few previous studies (e.g., Kim & Ross, 2006;
McCree, 2009; Weiss & Schiele, 2013).
Vicarious achievement under the context of traditional sport and eSport spectatorship
generally refers to the positive arousal brought by teams or players that the audience feels
connected to (Krohn, Clarke, Preston, McDonald, & Preston, 1998; Wann, 1995). This particular
factor is well-documented in sports literature, which more or less induced the establishment of
Basking in Reflected Glory (BIRGing) as a theoretical perspective (Cialdini et al., 1976; Cialdini
& Richardson, 1980). Many professional eSport players also work as streamers during the nontournament time (Hamari & Sjöblom, 2017). In this regard, the factor of vicarious achievement
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in eSport might be even more salient in eSport since the primary modern eSport spectator
method, namely various streaming channels such as Twitch.tv, offered an ideal setting for fans to
get close to, or even engage with professional eSport athletes.
One concept that is closely related to vicarious achievement would be self-esteem.
Comparatively speaking, self-esteem focused more on the personal feeling of achievement and
pride while vicarious achievement concentrated more on the feeling of being associated with the
target team (MacPhail, Kirk, & Kinchin, 2004; Slutzky & Simpkins, 2009). Many scholars have
argued the importance of these two factors in terms of influence the corresponding media
consumption (e.g., Cox, 2002).
The concept of escapism had been widely discussed in various studies related to
entertainment and media (e.g., Henning & Vorderer, 2001; Papacharissi & Mendelson, 2010).
Where Chen, Chen, and Ross (2010) regarded escapism as temporally forgetting real-world
problems, Yee (2007) also see escapism as avoiding responsibilities. Within sport literature,
escapism has been documented as a significant factor impacting viewership, with a unique
advantage of being nearly independent from the game result (Krohn et al., 1998; Wenner &
Gantz, 1998; Wann et al., 2008). In eSport related studies, escapism was sometimes associated
with negative video game consumption, such as pathological gaming or addiction (KardefeltWinther, 2014).
Based on the previous argument about escapism in various sport and eSport literature, the
present research project divided the motivation of escapism into three different types. The
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intention to escape from reality, the purpose of finding diversions from daily routines, and the
pure intention to pass time (Brown, Billings & Ruihley, 2018; Hamari & Sjöblom, 2017; Seo &
Green, 2008). In this regard, several previous studies’ results all provided a solid support for the
effect of escapism in eSport media consumption (e.g., Chen, Chen, & Ross, 2010; Hamari &
Sjöblom, 2017; Weiss & Schiele, 2013; Yee, 2007).
The concept of fanship and fandom has been heavily studied among sport scholars and
also began to receive attention within eSport literature (e.g., Billings & Ruihley, 2013; Reysen &
Lloyd, 2012). Under the context of sport, fanship generally means an individual’s identification
of the particular interest towards a sport, while fandom usually refers to individual’s tendency in
socializing with other fans with similar interest (Reysen & Branscombe, 2010). In many cases,
fanship constitutes the initial interest towards a specific sport, which would make meeting others
and the creating of fandom became possible (Gantz, 2013). Regarding fandom, many sport
scholars documented the importance of socializing among fans (e.g., Dietz-Uhler et al., 2000;
Eastman & Land, 1997), while eSport literature also confirmed such notion (e.g., Hamilton et al.,
2014). The difference between eSport and sport fandom mainly lies in the setting that fans
interact with each other. Sport fans usually gather in clubs while eSport fans communicate with
each other through online platforms, such as Twitch.tv. (Hamari & Sjöblom, 2017).
The present research project divided the concept of fanship and fandom into a few more
specific categories based on the ideas presented in multiple sport and eSport literature (Brown et
al., 2018; Funk, Ridinger & Moorman, 2003; Lee & Schoenstedt, 2011; Pizzo & Funk, 2017;
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Schmidt & Shreffler, 2015). For instance, the interest in sport or eSport may towards the team or
specific player, while gratification may also be gained through socializing with strangers, family
or friends.
Trail and James (2001) argued the beauty and gracefulness of sport as an inherent
element for sport appreciation and consumption. Especially for sports that based on scoring
system and put less emphasis on direct human-versus-human competition, such as figure skating,
the aesthetic factor was recorded as an influential motive for sport viewership (e.g., Sargent,
Zillmann, & Weaver, 1998; Zillmann, 1995). Even though the aesthetic value of eSport may be
revealed differently from traditional sport, the professional execution of gamers towards their
avatars, skill combination as well as teamwork still deserves appreciation on a holistic level
(Borowy, 2013; Seo, 2013).
The sense of beauty may come from a variety of ways. Regarding audience appreciation,
the present research project incorporated several arguments in previous scholarship on
professional athletes’ performance (Elcombe, 2012; Pizzo et al., 2018; Sherry et al., 2006; Seo,
2016). Three categories were presented, including the aspect of art which focused on inherent
beauty, the aspect of skill that emphasized professional play, as well as the aspect of diligence
that concentrated on athletes’ hard training.
One important responsibility of all media would be to inform and educate the general
public (Downs, 2002). Sport and eSport media exposure also have such function. In particular,
learning about teams and players, collecting information, acquiring knowledge to enhance
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personal skill have been argued to functions as one of the most crucial reason for spectatorship in
both the field of traditional sport and eSport (Hamilton et al., 2014; Karp & Yoels, 1990; Melnick
1993). In eSport, some knowledge such as “equipment choice for heroes” are readily replicable
without a high requirement of fundamental skills. In traditional sport, the notion of “learning
from the best” is also generally encouraged (Wilson, Bloom, & Harvey, 2010).
The notion of consuming eSport as means to learn have been supported by a few previous
literature (e.g., Cheung & Huang, 2011; Lee & Shoenstedt, 2011). Regarding this factor, the
present study divided the factor of knowledge acquisition into the aspect of pure information
gathering (Bloomfield & Cheyne, 2002), and the aspect that focused solely on personal learning
(Penney & McMaho, 2015).
The element of drama is also an essential factor in both traditional sport and eSport.
When a player executed a lucky three-score shot in basketball, or a generally perceived weak
team win the game against a strong team at the last second, these uncertainty and dramatic turns
during the game usually excite the audience (Greenfield & Williams, 2000). The effectiveness of
drama is well documented in sport literature regarding overall viewership enhancement (e.g.,
Cheung & Huang, 2011; Peterson & Raney, 2008; Raney & Depalma, 2006). Karhulahti (2017)
also stressed the importance of drama in video game competition. In eSport, many games have
features specifically designed to increase the likelihood of dramatic events, such as the “fog of
war” in StarCraft II or “critical rate” in DOTA 2. Scholars also argued that randomness,
information asymmetry and the element of luck all contribute to the overall enjoyment of sport
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and eSport (Coates & Parshakov, 2016; Ridinguer & games, 2002).
Novelty, which can be broadly defined as seeing something new, and in sport setting that
would refer to new players, teams, tactics, etc. (Trail & James, 2001). Within the few sport and
eSport literature that analyzed this variable, the novelty was regarded as highly influential in
terms of increasing overall consumption (Hamari & Sjöblom, 2017; Trail & James, 2001).
Arguably, the impact of novelty as a motive factor might be stronger in eSport than traditional
sport, with events such as new team formation, new gamers joining professional teams, and old
players got traded between teams happening all year round.
Aggression is no stranger to the audience of modern media. In some sports such as
boxing, the aggression or even controlled violence of the athletes constitutes a significant part of
audience enjoyment (Nead, 2011). The audiences’ enjoyment of aggression includes not only
athletes’ direct aggressive behavior such as pushing the opponents but also the overall hostility
expressed by players (Kerr, 2004). One may think aggression is more observable in traditional
sports since eSport athletes do not interact with their opponents physically. Nevertheless, eSport
aggression can be displayed physically through behaviors such as banging the table (Hamari &
Sjöblom, 2017), or virtually through in-game features such as using the “provoke gesture” in
DOTA 2.
Even though gambling is generally perceived as a frowned-upon activity, its deep
association with traditional sport and its developing relationship with eSport were well
documented by social scientists (Forrest & Simmons, 2003; Schneider, 2015). Logically, making
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money does serve as a potential motivation for the audience to consume sport and eSport. Thus,
the factor of profit is also included in the current study.
Contrary to the potentially negative impression of gambling, wholesome environment as
an original item in Sport Interest Inventory (Funk, Ridinger, & Moorman, 2002) are also
included as one potential motivation in the present research project. Generally speaking, the
wholesome environment is defined as whether an activity can provide its participants an
atmosphere that is friendly, healthy, welcoming and overall comfortable (Funk, Ridinger &
Moorman, 2004; Pizzo & Funk, 2017).
Similar to the factor of wholesome environment, role model as another positive aspect of
sport also functions as a potential motivation factor. This factor general means whether the
audiences see professional players as models for spreading pro-social virtues and values (Armour
& Duncombe, 2012; Bricheno & Thornton, 2007). It might be hard to the general public to view
eSport athletes as role models since the negative notions surrounding eSport, such as unhealthy
activity, subversive sport, or wasting time, still exist in the contemporary media climate
(Hivoorde & Pot, 2016; Jonasson & Thiborg, 2010). Conversely, the impact for traditional sport
athlete treated as role models had been examined intensively in many sport literature (e.g., Bush,
Martin, & Bush, 2004; Nauta & Kokaly, 2001).
This research project also included motives that comparatively less mentioned, but still
applicable to both eSport and traditional sport spectatorship. For instance, in Billings and
Ruihley’s study (2013), the concepts of mavenism and schwabism were mentioned as potential
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motivations for fantasy sport consumption. In simplest terms, mavenism means having a
significant amount of information while schwabism means having more information than one’s
peers. Based on their definitions, the factor of mavenism and schwabism was named information
load and information supremacy in the present study.
Another variable would be general availability, which means whether the audience can
enjoy media content based on their own preferences. In other words, availability means both
whether a given entertainment choice is readily available for the viewers, and whether the viewer
can choose their preferred channel and time to consume such entertainment. The last motivation
factor included in the current study is overall support, which refers to audiences’ intention to
support the industry of eSport through various means personally. Very few studies included these
two factors in their examination regarding sport-related media consumption (e.g., Wensing &
Bruce, 2003).
The last factor examined in the current research project was graphic design/physical
attractiveness. The factor of graphic design generally means how well the eSport game itself,
especially the avatars, was produced. Lee and Schoenstedt (2011) examined this factor in their
study on eSport motives, yet it would not be a meaningful concept in traditional sport settings.
Comparatively, the factor of physical attractiveness had been examined in various sport literature
(e.g., Pizzo et al., 2018), since it was one of the original items in Trail and James’s (2001)
Motivations Scale for Sports Consumption. Nevertheless, eSport athletes can hardly ever be seen
during on-going matches, and also rarely get exposure if compared to sport athletes. The
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audience of eSport tournaments generally watch avatars rather than their controllers.
When watching traditional sports, audiences generally focus on how the athletes moved
while during eSports games, viewers would concentrate on how each avatar performed. Unlike
all previous motivation factors which can be properly applied to both eSport and traditional
spectatorship, these two factors were treated as corresponding factors in eSports and traditional
sports respectively. In this regard, this factor was renamed visual stimuli in the current research
project. Interestingly, Hamari and Sjöblom (2017) did include the variable of physical
attractiveness, rather than the appeal of the avatars, in their examination of eSport-related
motives, but athletes’ charms did not turn out to be statistically significant.
A few motivations analyzed in previous eSport or sport literature were not included in the
current research project. The main focus of the present study is to compare similar motivations
that can affect eSport and sport consumption, which means the chosen motives must be
applicable to both eSport and sport spectatorship. One example would be the factor of reputation,
which refers to the players’ status and fame within a game community (Wasko & Faraj, 2005). In
some previous literature, this variable was included and treated as a key factor in predicting
eSport general consumption (e.g., Weiss & Schiele, 2013). However, this variable was closely
related to eSport playing rather than eSport viewing and was not applicable to traditional sport
spectatorship scenario.
Under a global perspective, eSport participants including both players and viewers are
usually perceived as young college students (Kow & Young, 2013), who are mostly Asian (Funk,
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Pizzo, & Baker, 2017) and male (Gaudiosi, 2012; Hjorth, Ng, & Huhh 2009; Taylor, Jenson, &
De Castell, 2009). In light of this stereotypical perception toward eSport fans, the current
research project would also like to collect viewers’ demographic information and examine
whether the attributes such as age or sex would cause meaningful differences between groups in
terms of eSports and traditional sports consumption.
In this chapter, the current study began with a detailed introduction of eSport history from
the small-scale university club match to the current international-level events. Chapter two then
discussed the relationship between eSport and traditional sport, uses and gratifications approach,
followed by the explanation of specific consumption motivations. In the next two chapters, the
current study systematically compared consumer motivations for eSport spectatorship and
traditional sport spectatorship. Specifically, the current research project used a two-study
sequential design, which means the specific design of the second study was partially based on the
results of the first study. In this regard, study one of the current research project aimed to
establish a comprehensive eSport spectatorship consumption motivation scale that is based on
previous scales developed in traditional sport research, while study two of the current study
would utilize this scale under the context of eSport and traditional sport context to make detailed
comparisons.
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CHAPTER THREE: STUDY ONE

Study One Methodologies
The primary purpose of the study one was to develop a comprehensive scale that is
applicable to the measurement of both eSport and tradition sport spectatorship motivations. In
other words, the study one aimed to use established sport motivation scales such as Motivations
Scale for Sports Consumption (MSSC; Trail & James, 2001) as the base and updating them to fit
the contemporary eSport media consumption climate. The updated scale would also be
applicable to traditional sport consumption behaviors since the factors of the updated scale all
came from previous traditional sport literature. Similar works have been done by other
researchers who were interested in eSport consumption (e.g., Hamari & Sjöblom, 2017; Pizzo et
al., 2018), in terms of measuring eSport activity through established traditional scales (e.g.,
MSSC, SII). By the time of this writing, there is no scale developed specifically for eSport
consumption yet.
Moreover, the scale-development procedure in the study one would clear the path for
study two, which focused on comparing and contrasting motivation factors between eSport
consumption and traditional sport consumption. Detailed introduction of study two will be given
in the next chapter.
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Thus, this research project asks the following research question in study one:
RQ1: What are the motivation factors that can be included in the eSport spectatorship
consumption motivation scale?
Instrumentation
The current study utilized two comprehensive online surveys as research instruments.
The preliminary version of the survey was primarily based on Sport Fan Motivation Scale
(SFMS; Wann 1995), Motivations Scale for Sports Consumption (MSSC; Trail & James, 2001),
and Sport Interest Inventory (SII; Funk, Ridinger, & Moorman, 2002). Ideas for specific factor
development and item construction were borrowed from the scales utilized in the studies of
Billings and Ruihley (2013), Brown, Billings, Lewis and Bissell (2018), Funk, Mahony and
Ridinger (2002), Lee and Schoenstedt (2011), Hur, Ko and Valacich (2007), James and Ross
(2002), Ridinguer and James (2002), Ruihley, Billings and Rae (2014), Ruihley and Hardin
(2011), Sherry, Lucas, Greenberg and Lanchlan (2006), and Trail (2012).
Regarding the validity, reliability, and benefit of single-item measurement versus
multiple-item measurement, scholars debated back and forth with an overall preference towards
multiple-item measurement (e.g., Gardner, Cummings, Dunham, & Pierce, 1998; Jordan &
Turner, 2008; Pomeroy, Clark, & Philip, 2001; Rossiter, 2002; Wanous, Reichers, & Hudy,
1997). Generally speaking, multiple-item measurement surpasses single-item measurement in the
aspect of precision, while inferior to single-item measurement due to survey length which may
cause participant fatigue and lower questionnaire quality (Postmes, Haslam, & Jans, 2013;

70

Robin, Hendin, & Trzesniewski, 2001).
Within the above consumption/motivation-related studies, some concepts (i.e., factors)
were measured with single-item design while others used three-item design or five-item design
(e.g., Billings & Ruihley, 2013; Lee & Schoenstedt, 2011; Trail, 2012). Thus, the preliminary
version of the survey contained the different number of questions for each of the motivation
factors. The author of this study closely examined this survey draft with two other sport
communication scholars. Together, the researchers optimized the sequence of the survey, revised
and improved the wording of all the questions, while deleted the redundant questions and items
with similar meaning. Meanwhile, the researchers also adjusted all the questions to fit
specifically for the eSport or traditional sport contexts. For consistency reasons, as well as
concerns for the length of the survey, the researchers decided to apply a three-item measurement
design for each motivation factor in this research project.
Prior to the distribution of the surveys, this study piloted the survey among academic
scholars, traditional sport fans and eSport fans (n = 26). This procedure was mainly used to
acquire feedback about potential obstacles when taking the survey. To a certain extent, this step
was also aimed to test the validity of the current measurements. There were no major problems
found during the pilot study, while minor issues were fixed based on respondents’ reports, such
as the wording of a few questions.
As a result, this study established two final-version survey instruments for this research
project. The eSport survey (survey one) contained eSport-related question while the sport survey
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(survey two) contained question about traditional sports. Both surveys were then constructed
through Qualtrics (a major channel for academic survey construction and distribution). Potential
participants can follow two unique Qualtrics hyperlinks that connect them to the corresponding
survey one with eSport questions, or survey two with traditional sport questions.
Administration
Both survey one and survey two contained five sections. The current research project
mainly targeted eSport, which is more or less still unfamiliar to the majority of the general
public, especially if compared to the traditional sport. For the sake of survey answer quality as
well as the explanatory power of the result, it is rational to require that participants recruited for
survey one to have a general interest towards eSport competition as well as a basic idea about the
eSport industry. Thus, survey one began with an open-ended question asking the participant to
name their favorite game to witness eSport competitions. This question was used as a test for
participants’ general knowledge regarding eSport. It is reasonable to assume that if someone
cannot identify at least one eSport game, he/she is unlikely to have sufficient knowledge of the
field of eSport. The participants’ answers were evaluated, and those who failed the test was
withdrawn from the survey with no penalty and data gathered from these participants were not
included in the statistical analysis.
With a 7-point Likert-scale design, the next question asked participants’ perception about
the topic of viewing eSport as a sport. In particular, participants were asked if they consider
eSport as sport, if they view pro-players as athletes, and if they think playing eSport is a
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legitimate career choice. Both questions introduced above were not included in survey two.
Also with a 7-point Likert-scale design, the next question in the first section of both
surveys asked participants about their general level of enthusiasm towards eSport/sport. The last
question for both surveys was an open-ended question, asking participants about the weekly
average number of hours they spend on eSport/sport spectatorship.
The second section of both surveys focused specifically on eSport and traditional sport
consumption motivations. All questions in this section used a 7-point Likert-scale design where
participants reported their level of agreement towards each argument, with 1 = strongly disagree
and 7 = strongly agree. There were thirty different motives included in this section, with each
motive measured by three questions. The thirty motives in this section were arousal, enjoyment,
self-esteem, vicarious achievement, escapism, diversion, pass time, interest in player, interest in
team, camaraderie, peer pressure, communication, family gathering, friend gathering,
information load, information supremacy, artistic value, skillful performance, diligence,
knowledge gathering, personal education, availability, role model, support, wholesome
environment, drama, profit, novelty, aggression, and visual stimuli.
The next section of the survey contained six questions, and questions in this section also
used the 7-point Likert-scale design. This section measured participants’ eSport/sport
consumption, including overall satisfaction, the likelihood for dissemination, future intention,
game attendance, watching frequency, and financial willingness. Unlike the previous section,
specific answers in this section varied based on the question. For instance, one question was set
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as 1 = never and 7 = extremely frequently, while another question was set as 1=extremely
unlikely and 7 = extremely likely.
The fourth section had five questions asking about participants’ demographic
information. These questions asked about respondents’ age, sex, race, employment status, and
education level. The last section of the survey was the gratitude page, thanking participant’s time
and effort in filling out this survey.
The questionnaires for survey one and survey two were nearly identical. Within the five
sections of each survey, the differences between the two surveys in the first section were
mentioned above. Compare to survey one, the questions in the second section and the third
section of survey two changed the word “eSport” in the questions to “sport.” The fourth section
of the survey two was the same as the survey one, as those five questions only asked about
participants’ demographic information (see Appendix A & B).
Procedure
The survey one and survey two were distributed on Reddit.com. In specific, this study
first searched for eSport/sport-related subreddits as potential target location to publish
recruitment posts. Within these subreddits, the author filtered out those small subreddits and only
kept the communities with more than 10,000 subscribers. The author also ruled out those
subreddits with a strict “no survey” rule. Then, the author contacted the moderators of the
remaining subreddits individually, asking for permission to publish academic research survey
recruitment posts. Approximately 30% of the moderators gave the green light to the study’s

74

request.
In the end, the author published sport recruitment posts in the following subreddits:
“olympics,” “discgolf,” “INDYCAR,” “CFL,” “snooker,” “weightlifting,” “bjj,” “billiards,”
“Cricket,” “golf,” “WC3,” “SkyDiving,” “judo,” “collegebaseball,” “Rowing,” “tennis,”
“motogp,” “formula1,” “Fencing,” “rugbyunion,” “theocho,” “ultimate,” “nrl,” “volleyball,”
“ScottishFootball,” “wrestling,” “running,” “football,” “FormulaE,” “hockey,” “Bowling,”
“CFB,” “cloud9,” and “Darts.”
The eSport recruitment posts were published in the following subreddits: “Rainbow6,”
“RocketLeague,” “Overwatch,” “Paladins,” “StreetFighter,” “FortniteCompetitive,”
“GearsOfWar,” “R6ProLeague,” “vainglorygame,” “Smite,” “tf2,” “CoDCompetitive,”
“dotamasterrace,” “truegaing,” and “FortNiteBR.” Both eSport and sport recruitment posts were
published in “SampleSize” (all subreddit names were kept as they were shown on Reddit due to
case-sensitivity).
Participants
Before choosing to take the survey assignment, participants for eSport questionnaire and
Sport questionnaire were noticed “please choose to take this survey only if you consider your
eSport/sport fan level at 6 or higher on a 1 to 10 scale.” It is possible that the same participant
would fill out both surveys. However, such scenarios would be unlikely to happen. The
recruitment posts in all subreddits contained only one survey link. That is to say, the participants
would need to subscribe to a traditional sport subreddit and an eSport subreddit to get access to

75

both survey links. Besides, it would take the participant 30 to 40 minutes to fill out both surveys
while no direct reward would be gained by such effort. Therefore, it would be rational to assume
that those who filled out the sport survey and those who filled out the eSport survey were two
different groups of people. In other words, the sport survey participants and the eSport survey
participants belonged to two different samples.
The first survey recruitment message was posted on January 17, 2019, and the last one
was posted on February 16, 2019. Specifically, both surveys were kept open from January 16 to
February 18. Both surveys were closed until a sufficient number of respondents’ questionnaires
were collected.
Both survey data were cleaned. If a given participant failed to answer the text question
correctly, or he/she failed to finish the survey completely, the questionnaire was excluded from
later data analysis. Even though in the consent form all participants confirmed that they were at
least 18-years-old, several participants still identified themselves as younger than 18 in the openended question regarding their age. Data gathered from these participants were also excluded
from statistical analysis.
Regarding the eSport survey, 536 completed questionnaires were collected (N =536).
There were many more male respondents (n = 450, 84.0%) than female respondents (n = 76,
14.2%). The majority of respondents identify themselves as white (n = 339, 63.3%), with the
second largest racial group being Asian origin (n = 117, 21.8%). Approximately half of the
respondents were employed full-time (n = 269, 50.2%), while more than half of the respondents
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possess a Bachelor’s degree or higher (n = 301, 56.1%). Participants’ age ranged from 18 to 55,
with the mean age being 26 years old (M = 26.39). Even though the demographic information
seemed to skew young and male, it does not mean the subreddits yielded an atypical sample. In
fact, the current eSport data came real close to match the demographics of eSport participants
based on other researchers’ arguments and study results (e.g., Hamari & Sjöblom, 2017; Kow &
Young, 2013; Taylor, Jenson, & De Castell, 2009).
Regarding the traditional sport survey, the total completed questionnaires collected were
530 (N = 530). Similar to the eSport data, there were many more male respondents (n = 427,
80.6%) than female respondents (n = 98, 18.5%). Most respondents were white (n = 347, 65.4%)
while the second largest racial group was also Asian (n = 114, 21.5%). More than half of the
respondents were full-time employees (n = 325, 61.3%) In terms of education level, the majority
of the participants received college-level or higher education (n = 370, 69.8%). The youngest
participant was 18 years old, and the eldest participant was 69 years old. The mean age of all the
traditional sport survey participant was 30 years old (M = 29.98). Based on the information listed
above, it would be rational to conclude that the two samples were similar in multiple ways. In
other words, the eSport data and sport data in the current study were highly comparable.
Statistical Analysis
Study one utilized the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) as the tool to
conduct statistical analysis. Explicitly speaking, SPSS 24 was used for reliability tests and SPSS
Amos 24 was used to test the model fit. All these tests were conducted to find answers for the
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research question and eventually develop a statistically meaningful scale for eSport spectatorship
consumption motivations.
First, SPSS was used to conduct the Reliability Test on the internal consistency of each
factor. As mentioned above, this research project used the three-item measurement design.
According to Nunnally and Berstein (1994), the acceptable Cronbach’s alpha value needs to be
higher than .70. Ideally, all thirty factors could achieve the acceptable Cronbach’s alpha value
range. The primary value of the reliability test was to examine the validity of the measurements
further. With acceptable reliability test results, this study would have the statistical assurance to
conduct the following Explanatory Factor Analysis (EFA).
Specifically, the individual value of the validated thirty factors would be calculated by
adding the three measurement items together. Then these factors would be treated as observed
variables in the EFA for the purpose of finding latent-and more comprehensive-variables. The
EFA was primarily used to guide the following Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA).
Many scholars argued the importance of Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) as the
means to examine relationships between items, factors, and outcomes (e.g., Hopper, Coughlan, &
Mullen, 2008). Yuan (2005) further stressed assessing model fit as the most crucial part of SEM.
In order to develop a statistically meaningful scale for eSport consumption, the factors were
adjusted to achieve the model fit in the CFA stage in the current study with the examination of
multiple fit indices.
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Study One Results
According to the reliability test result for the eSport data, Cronbach’s Alpha value for
each of the factors ranged from .709 to .958. All thirty factors possessed an above .70
Cronbach’s Alpha value with the three-item measurement. The score for each factor was
calculated as the average of the three measurement items. Therefore, possible scores for all
eSport motivation factors would range from 1 to 7. Specific Cronbach’s α, factor mean, factor
standard deviation, and information on the normality of distribution were displayed below (see
Table 1).
This study then conducted EFA using principal components extraction method and
Promax Rotation method. However, the result was not acceptable. First, only 5 latent factors
resulted in an above 1.0 Eigenvalue, which would inevitably cause the following eSport/sport
motivation comparison being too generally to reveal specific differences as the current study
intended. Secondly, with 18 observed factors loaded in the first latent factor, the last latent factor
only had four factor-loadings (the acceptable absolute coefficient was set to be above .30).
Several observed factors also cross-loaded in multiple latent factors. Lastly, the observed factors
that loaded together may be statistically meaningful, but not conceptually explainable. For
instance, the third latent factor had “arousal,” “vicarious achievement,” “interest in team,” “Selfesteem” and “escapism” loaded together. These observed variables are not conceptually related,
thus, cannot be explained by a single comprehensive latent factor.
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Table 1:
Reliability test results for thirty eSport consumption motivations.
Factor Name
Cronbach’s α
M
SD
Family-gathering
.958
2.863
1.895
Friend-gathering
.940
3.932
1.832
Skillful-performance
.907
6.104
1.088
Aggression
.901
4.297
1.654
Information-supremacy
.893
3.525
1.802
Communication
.874
5.068
1.456
Artistic-value
.870
4.543
1.540
Peer-Pressure
.858
3.305
1.727
Vicarious-achievement
.856
4.733
1.441
Support
.850
5.467
1.288
Role-model
.844
4.982
1.357
Knowledge-acquisition
.837
5.469
1.281
Personal-education
.834
5.494
1.288
Wholesome-environment .833
5.091
1.254
Information-load
.820
4.822
1.448
Self-esteem
.817
4.829
1.355
Camaraderie
.815
4.369
1.534
Enjoyment
.808
6.008
.994
Diversion
.801
4.508
1.313
Interest-in-team
.799
4.830
1.398
Diligence
.799
5.566
1.185
Profit
.792
3.403
1.682
Arousal
.790
5.500
1.165
Pass-time
.784
4.889
1.301
Escapism
.777
5.254
1.184
Drama
.764
5.889
1.037
Novelty
.746
5.434
1.101
Availability
.740
5.040
1.261
Interest-in-player
.721
5.034
1.307
Visual-stimuli
.709
5.291
1.152
Note. M: Mean; SD: Standard deviation; S: Skewness; K: Kurtosis

S
.635
-.259
-1.878
-.301
.133
-.949
-.456
.392
-.749
-1.145
-.753
-1.052
-1.125
-.801
-.730
-.822
-.463
-1.742
-.300
-.749
-1.215
.348
-1.268
-.717
-.952
-1.362
-.982
-.929
-1.010
-.785

K
-1.049
-1.197
5.018
-.805
-1.206
.495
-.463
-.987
.048
1.702
.441
1.244
1.371
.635
-.009
.335
-.524
4.836
-.504
.202
1.974
-.977
2.219
.355
1.142
2.809
1.408
1.094
.894
.965

Thus, this study imported all ninety items into SPSS Amos and conducted the CFA
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without the guidance of EFA results. To elaborate on this procedure, the CFA began with 30
factors with each of the factors measured through three items. Many scholars suggested an
acceptable item-loading bar of .70 (e.g., Barrett, 2007; Steiger, 2007) and this study conducted
the factor-sorting procedure based on such principle. Explicitly speaking, factors were deleted
based on both the number and the average value of items that loaded below .70. When the
comparatively worst factor was deleted, the CFA would be conducted again and all the remaining
factors would get a different set of factor-loadings. This effort of adjustments was conducted
repeatedly until all the remaining factors possessed a set of item-loading that were all above
the .70 bar. As a result, the final model fit the data reasonably well in CFA with thirteen different
factors (see Table 2).
Regarding model fit, McDonald and Ho (2002) argued absolute fit indices are the most
fundamental indications of how well a proposed model fit the specific data, thus should be
evaluated before looking at other types of indices.
First, regarding model chi-square, Barrett (2007) argued that a good model fit would
result in a P value above .05 threshold. Yet, many scholars argued that it is highly unlikely for
data with a large sample size to meet this requirement since this test is too sensitive to sample
size (e.g., Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1993). The current data have a large sample size (N =566), and
the unideal P value would be understandable (P < .01). Thus, Wheaton, Muthen, Alwin, and
Summers’ (1977) relative chi-square was used to assess model fit. The relative chi-square value
of the current model is within the recommended 5.0 (Wheaton et al., 1977) upper threshold (x2/df
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= 2.216).
The next two absolute fit indices would be Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RESEA), and p of Close Fit (PCLOSE). Recommendation for the acceptable range of these two
values have been changing for the past decades, with current commonly supported .06 upper
threshold of RESEA and .05 lower threshold of PCLOSE (e.g., Hu & Bentler, 1999; Steiger,
2007). The RESEA value and PCLOSE value of the current model are within the good-fit range
(RESEA = .047; PCLOSE = .932)
The Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI) and the adjusted goodness-of-fit Index (AGFI) used to
be the popular model fit indices and commonly reported (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The
recommended lower threshold for both indices used to be .90 with not much statistical support in
many cases (Miles & Shevlin, 1998). For the past two decades, many researchers critically
argued the flaws and biases of these indices with complicated model and large sample data and
recommended the abolishment of using GIF and AGIF to assess model fit (e.g., Sharma,
Mukherjee, Kumar, & Dillon, 2005). Therefore, the current study will only report these indices
without using them as meaningful indicators for model fit (GFI = .885; AGFI = .857).
On the contrary, many scholars suggested assessing model fit through the Standardized
Root Mean square Residual (SRMR) (e.g., Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2000). The commonly
accepted upper threshold for SRMR value is .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999), while others suggested a
stricter upper threshold of .05 (e.g., Byrne, 1998). The current model had no concern about
SRMR problems regardless of the recommended standard (SRMR = .041).
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Next, McDonald and Ho (2002) suggested looking at incremental fit indices after the
absolute fit indices. Notably, the Normed-Fit Index (NFI) is more applicable to data with the
sample size larger than 200 while the Non-Normed-Fit Index (NNFI) was more applicable to
data with smaller sample size (Bentler, 1990; Mulaik et al., 1989). Bentler and Bonnet’s (1980)
recommended a .90 lower threshold for these two indices. The current model fit both NFI and the
NNFI standard (NFI = .917; NNFI = .943).
A more widely recommended incremental fit indices would be Comparative-Fit Index
(CFI). It is currently one of the most prevalently reported model fit indices in various SEMrelated social science studies as its value can be barely impacted by the sample size of all kinds
of data (Bentler, 1990; Fan, Thompson, & Want, 1999; Kline, 2005). The traditional
recommendation for this value was a .90 lower threshold, while Hu and Bentler (1999) strongly
recommended a .95 lower threshold for CFI value if used as the primary indication of model fit.
The current model met Hu and Bentler’s (1999) suggested standard (CFI = .952). Other model fit
measurements that based on comparisons of the baseline model, such as Incremental Fit Index
(IFI) and Relative Fit Index (RFI), also resulted with no concerns as they were above the .90 bar
(Hu & Bentler, 1999) (IFI = .952; RFI = .901).
Other researchers also suggested to assess the model fit through parsimony fit indices
(e.g., Crowley & Fan, 1997). In particular, Mulaik et al. (1989) noted that Parsimony indices,
including Parsimony Goodness-of-Fit Index (PGFI), Parsimony Normed-Fit Index (PNFI), and
Parsimony Comparative-Fit Index (PCFI), should only be used together with other indices, and
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this value can be much lower than other fit indices. In this regard, many studies utilized a lower
threshold of .70 for parsimony indices (e.g., Elloy, Terpening, & Kohls, 2001; Heeren, Douilliez,
Peschard, Debrauwere, & Philippot, 2011; Myer & Roth, 1997). All parsimony indices values in
the current model were above the .70 common standard (PCFI = .802; PNFI = .772; PGFI
= .708) (see Table 2).
Research question one is answered in that, there were thirteen factors included in the
newly constructed eSport consumption scale: Vicarious achievement, escapism, communication,
family gathering, friend gathering, skillful performance, knowledge acquisition, personal
education, aggressive behavior, wholesome environment, information load, information
supremacy, and support. With the CFA model fit achieved, study one established the first scale
that specifically targeted eSport consumption. This study named it Motivation Scale for eSport
Spectatorship Consumption (MSESC) (see Appendix C).
Table 2:
Confirmatory factor analysis model fit indices
x2/df
CFI
GFI
AGFI
2.216
.952
.885
.857
RFI
IFI
PCFI
PGFI
.901
.952
.802
.708

NFI
.917
PNFI
.772

NNFI
.943
RESEA
.047

SRMR
.041
PCLOSE
.932

In this chapter, the current study used data gathered in survey one to construct the
MSESC, which targeted specifically on eSport spectatorship consumption. In the next chapter,
this study applied this scale as the research underpinning and systematically compared eSport
spectatorship motivations to traditional sport spectatorship motivations in terms of their potential
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impact on the corresponding consumption.
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CHAPTER FOUR: STUDY TWO

Study Two Methodologies
The MSESC contained thirteen different motivation factors. In previous sport or eSport
literature, effects of vicarious achievement (Cialdini & Richardson, 1980; Kim & Ross, 2006),
escapism (Chen, Chen, & Ross, 2010; Wann et al., 2008), communication (Cox, 2002; Trepte et
al., 2012), family gathering (Griffiths, Davies, & Chappel, 2003; Seo, 2013), friend gathering
(Eventbrite, 2015; Kim & Ross, 2006), skillful performance (Borowy, 2013; Sargent, Zillmann,
& Weaver, 1998), knowledge acquisition (Cheung & Huang, 2011; Hamilton et al., 2014),
personal education(Lee & Schoenstedt, 2011; Melnick, 1993), aggressive behavior (Hamari &
Sjöblom, 2017; Need, 2011), and wholesome environment (Funk, Ridinger, & Moorman, 2002)
were all statistically supported. Therefore, this study proposes the following hypotheses:
H1: “Aggressive behavior” will be positively associated with a) eSport, and b) traditional sport
spectatorship consumption.
H2: “Communication” will be positively associated with a) eSport, and b) traditional sport
spectatorship consumption.
H3: “Escapism” will be positively associated with a) eSport, and b) traditional sport
spectatorship consumption.
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H4: “Family gathering” will be positively associated with a) eSport, and b) traditional sport
spectatorship consumption.
H5: “Friend gathering” will be positively associated with a) eSport, and b) traditional sport
spectatorship consumption.
H6: “Knowledge acquisition” will be positively associated with a) eSport, and b) traditional sport
spectatorship consumption.
H7: “Personal education” will be positively associated with a) eSport, and b) traditional sport
spectatorship consumption.
H8: “Skillful performance” will be positively associated with a) eSport, and b) traditional sport
spectatorship consumption.
H9: “Vicarious achievement” will be positively associated with a) eSport, and b) traditional sport
spectatorship consumption.
H10: “Wholesome environment” will be positively associated with a) eSport, and b) traditional
sport spectatorship consumption.
Comparatively, the motivation factors of support (Wensing & Bruce, 2003), information
load (Billings & Ruihley, 2013) and information supremacy (Billings & Ruihley, 2013) were
mentioned in previous related studies. Yet, their effects regarding eSport or traditional sport
consumptions were not statistically supported. Therefore, this study asks the following research
questions:
RQ2: How will the motivation factor of “support” influence a) eSport, and b) traditional sport
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spectatorship consumption?
RQ3: How will the motivation factor of “information load” influence a) eSport, and b) traditional
sport spectatorship consumption?
RQ4: How will the motivation factor of “information supremacy” influence a) eSport, and b)
traditional sport spectatorship consumption?
This study would also like to examine the relationship between the motivation factors and
the corresponding consumption at the multivariate level. Thus, this study asks the next research
question:
RQ5: How will the motivation factors included in the MSESC collectively influence a) eSport,
and b) traditional sport spectatorship consumption?
As mentioned in the literature review section, stereotypical impression on eSport fans
usually contained the characteristics of college students (Kow & Young, 2013), Asian (Funk,
Pizzo, & Baker, 2017), male (Taylor, Jenson, & De Castell, 2009), and unemployed (Hjorth, Ng,
& Huhh, 2009). The current study would like to explore if these demographic factors do have
impacts on the consumption of eSport and traditional sport media contents. Thus, this study asks
the following research questions:
RQ6: How will people’s age influence their a) eSport, and b) traditional sport spectatorship
consumption?
RQ7: How will people’s sex influence their a) eSport, and b) traditional sport spectatorship
consumption?
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RQ8: How will people’s race influence their a) eSport, and b) traditional sport spectatorship
consumption?
RQ9: How will people’s educational level influence their a) eSport, and b) traditional sport
spectatorship consumption?
RQ10: How will people’s “employment status” influence their a) eSport, and b) traditional sport
spectatorship consumption?
In order to compare and contrast spectatorship consumption motivation between eSport
and traditional sport, the present study would like to explore the following research question in
depth:
RQ11: What are the differences between spectatorship consumption motivations that are
associated with traditional sport and eSport?
Independent Variables
Data analysis for study two began with the reliability tests for the thirteen eSport
consumption motivation factors and thirteen traditional sport consumption motivation factors.
Based on Nunnally and Berstein’s (1994) suggestion, the acceptable Cronbach’s alpha value
would be above .70. Therefore, Cronbach’s alpha was first calculated and internal consistency
was evaluated.
Then, each of the thirteen factors would be represented with a score, which is the average
of all three corresponding items’ value. Therefore, possible scores for all eSport and traditional
sport motivation factors would range from 1 to 7. Moreover, respondents’ sex, educational level,
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race, employment status, were recorded as categorical variables, while their age was recorded as
a continuous variable. Along with the calculated motivation factors, these variables would be
treated as independent variables in the following procedure of testing the proposed hypotheses
and finding answers for the research questions.
Dependent Variables
The six variables representing eSport consumption and six variables representing overall
sport consumption were separately used in different previous studies as dependent variables, and
they were regarded as means to represent eSport or sport participation, consumption, or
satisfaction (e.g., Hamari & Sjöblom, 2017; Weiss & Schiele, 2013). In later analysis, based on
suggestions from other researchers and participants, two were excluded from analysis as they
were deemed not closely related to eSport/traditional sport consumption. Thus, the current
research project measured consumption through four different items, including overall
satisfaction, likelihood to watch online, likelihood to watch in an arena and watch frequency.
These measurements were conceptually related in terms of representing eSport or sport
consumption in one way or another, and it is arguable that an increase in each one of them would
eventually have a positive effect on revenue production (Fink et al., 2002; Funk et al., 2012).
Like motivation factors, Cronbach’s alpha was calculated among the four items, and internal
consistency was evaluated. Then, consumption for eSport/traditional sport media contents would
also be represented with a score, which is the average of all four corresponding items’ value.
Therefore, possible scores would range from 1 to 7.
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Statistical Tests
All the hypotheses proposed and research questions two through four targeted the
relationship between motivation factors and spectatorship consumption. In this regard, the
statistical relationships were between a set of continuous independent variables and one
continuous dependent variables. Therefore, linear regression analysis was conducted for these
hypotheses and research questions. Comparatively, research question five asked about the
multivariate level relationship between the independent variables and the corresponding
dependent variable. Thus, multiple regression analysis was used to find answers for this research
question. The risk for multi-collinearity was also examined through tolerance and variance
inflation factor (VIF). According to Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black (1998), an acceptable
range would be the VIF less than 10 or tolerance higher than .10.
Regarding research question six, the relationship was tested between one continuous
independent variable and one continuous dependent variable. Thus, linear regression analysis
was used to find an answer for this research question. For Research Question seven through ten,
relationships were tested between a few different categorical independent variables and one
continuous dependent variable. Thus, one-way ANOVA was used for statistical testing.
Lastly, to find answers for Research Question eleven, comparisons were made through
both the difference in p-value regarding corresponding consumption, and mean differences
between eSport motivations and sport motivations. Explicitly speaking, independent-samples ttests were used to explore the mean differences of the motivation factors (see Appendix D).
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Study Two Results
First, Cronbach’s alpha value for all the constructed independent and dependent variable
ranged from .741 to .958, with all the variables measured with three or more items. As mentioned
above, all these variables were constructed through the calculation of the average of all
corresponding item. Thus, the possible score for all the variables would range from 1 to 7.
Reliability test results and basic information for all corresponding independent variables and
dependent variables were shown below (see Table 3)
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Table 3
Reliability test results for all eSport and traditional sport motivations and consumption.
Factor Name
Cronbach’s α
M
SD
S
Aggressive-behavior (S)
.896
4.476
1.573
-.425
(E)
.901
4.297
1.654
-.301
Communication
(S)
.847
5.601
1.122
-1.134
(E)
.874
5.068
1.456
-.949
Escapism
(S)
.745
5.277
1.221
-1.024
(E)
.777
5.254
1.184
-.952
Family-gathering
(S)
.927
4.612
1.692
-.694
(E)
.958
2.863
1.895
.635
Friend-gathering
(S)
.933
4.704
1.572
-.779
(E)
.940
3.932
1.832
-.259
Information-load
(S)
.844
5.089
1.291
-.768
(E)
.820
4.822
1.448
-.730
Information-S
(S)
.844
3.886
1.675
-.060
(E)
.893
3.525
1.802
.133
Knowledge-A
(S)
.771
5.027
1.209
-.894
(E)
.837
5.469
1.281
-1.052
Personal-education (S)
.848
4.394
1.584
-.355
(E)
.834
5.494
1.288
-1.125
Skillful-P
(S)
.837
5.816
1.043
-1.222
(E)
.907
6.104
1.088
-1.878
Support
(S)
.807
5.367
1.232
-1.020
(E)
.850
5.467
1.288
-1.145
Vicarious-A
(S)
.822
5.130
1.381
-.934
(E)
.856
4.733
1.441
-.749
Wholesome-E
(S)
.827
5.081
1.208
-.688
(E)
.833
5.091
1.254
-.801
Consumption
(S)
.804
6.100
.888
-1.946
(E)
.741
5.733
1.018
-1.339
Note. M: Mean; SD: Standard deviation; S: Skewness; K: Kurtosis

K
-.678
-.805
1.814
.495
1.061
1.142
-.566
-1.049
-.222
-1.197
.334
-.009
-1.017
-1.206
.196
1.244
-.715
1.371
2.136
5.018
1.272
1.702
.609
.048
.411
.635
5.840
2.482

This study first conducted linear regression analysis to find support for the hypothesis
one through ten and answers for research question two through five (see Table 4).
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Table 4
Linear regression results for statistically significant factors.
L-Regression
P
β
T
ESPORT FACTORS
Aggressive-behavior
.000
.161
3.769
Communication
.000
.580
16.451
Escapism
.000
.258
6.177
Friend-gathering
.000
.230
5.457
Information-load
.000
.602
17.435
Information-supremacy
.000
.243
5.791
Knowledge-acquisition
.000
.563
15.758
Personal-education
.000
.499
13.267
Skillful-performance
.000
.494
13.124
Support
.000
.646 .
19.531
Vicarious-achievement
.000
.428 .
10.933
Wholesome-environment
.000
.407
10.287
SPORT FACTORS
Aggressive-behavior
.000
.159
3.688
Communication
.000
.573
16.051
Escapism
.000
.384
9.556
Family-gathering
.000
.181
4.234
Friend-gathering
.000
.229
5.394
Information-load
.000
.489
12.891
Knowledge-acquisition
.000
.284
6.818
Skillful-performance
.000
.438
11.202
Support
.000
.543
14.841
Vicarious-achievement
.000
.384
9.561
Wholesome-environment
.000
.317
7.671

R2
.026
.336
.067
.053
.363
.059
.317
.249
.244
.417
.183
.165
.025
.328
.147
.033
.052
.239
.081
.192
.294
.148
.100

The univariate level results revealed many statistically significant findings. “Aggressive
behavior” was positively associated with both eSport consumption (P < .01; β = .161; R2 = .026)
and sport consumption (P < .01; β = .159; R2 = .025). Thus, H1a and H1b were both supported.
“Communication” was also positively associated with eSport consumption (P < .01; β = .580; R2
= .336) and sport consumption (P < .01; β = .573; R2 = .328). Thus, H2a and H2b were both
supported. Regarding “escapism,” it was found to be positively associated with eSport
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consumption (P < .01; β = .258; R2 = .067) as well as sport consumption (P < .01; β = .384; R2
= .147). Therefore, H3a and H3b were also supported.
“Family gathering” was found to be positively associated with traditional sport
consumption (P < .01; β = .181; R2 = .033), but not eSport consumption (P > .05). Thus, H4a
was not supported while H4b was supported. The next factor “friend gathering” was positively
associated with both eSport consumption (P < .01; β = .230; R2 = .053) and sport consumption (P
< .01; β = .229; R2 = .052). Therefore, both H5a and H5b were supported. Regarding “knowledge
acquisition,” this factor was positively associated with eSport consumption (P < .01; β = .563; R2
= .317) and sport consumption (P < .01; β = .284; R2 = .081). Thus, H6a and H6b were both
supported.
The result indicated that “personal education” was positively associated with eSport
consumption (P < .01; β = .499; R2 = .249), but not traditional consumption (P > .05). This
means H7a was supported while H7b was not supported. “Skillful performance” was positively
associated with both eSport consumption (P < .01; β = .494; R2 = .244) and sport consumption (P
< .01; β = .438; R2 = .192). Thus, H8a and H8b were both supported. “Vicarious achievement”
was also positively associated with eSport consumption (P < .01; β = .428; R2 = .183) and sport
consumption (P < .01; β = .384; R2 = .148). Thus, H9a and H9b were both supported. Regarding
“wholesome environment,” it was found to be positively associated with eSport consumption (P
< .01; β = .407; R2 = .165) as well as sport consumption (P < .01; β = .317; R2 = .100). Therefore,
H10a and H10b were also supported.
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RQ2 asked about the motivation factor of “support.” Based on its relationship with eSport
consumption (P < .01; β = .646; R2 = .417) and sport consumption (P < .01; β = .543; R2 = .294),
the answer to this research question would be the motivation factor of “support” is positively
associated with both eSport consumption and sport consumption. Regarding “information load,”
RQ3 was answered as being positively associated with eSport consumption (P < .01; β = .602; R2
= .363) and sport consumption (P < .01; β = .489; R2 = .239). Unlike the previous factor,
“information supremacy” was found to be positively associated with only eSport consumption (P
< .01; β = .243; R2 = .059), but not traditional sport consumption (P > .05). Thus, RQ4 was
answered. Next, this study conducted multiple regression analysis to find answers for research
question five (see Table 5).
Table 5
Multiple regression results for statistically significant factors.
M-Regression
P
β
T
ESPORT FACTORS
Communication
.000
.221
5.165
Family-gathering
.033
-.090
-2.133
Information-load
.000
.261
5.220
Information-supremacy
.011
-.120
-2.558
Support
.000
.254
5.553
SPORT FACTORS
Communication
.000
.208
4.363
Escapism
.001
.126
3.347
Information-load
.000
.331
6.170
Information-supremacy
.000
-.310
-6.707
Personal-education
.005
-.126
-2.827
Skillful-performance
.010
.106
2.602
Support
.000
.214
4.574

R2

VIF

.049
.008
.068
.014
.065

2.164
2.086
2.965
2.599
2.472

.043
.016
.110
.096
.016
.011
.046

2.356
1.470
2.981
2.212
2.070
1.720
2.274

At the multivariate level, the result also revealed a few significant findings. Regarding
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the eSport data, motivation factors of “communication” (P < .01; β = .221; R2 = .049)
“information load” (P < .01; β = .261; R2 = .068) and “support” (P < .01; β = .254; R2 = .065)
was found to be positively associated with eSport consumption. Meanwhile, motivations factors
of “family gathering” (P < .05; β = -.090; R2 = .008) and “information supremacy” (P < .05; β =
-.120; R2 = .014) was found to be negatively associated with eSport consumption.
Regarding the traditional sport data, motivation factors of “information supremacy” (P
< .01; β = -.310; R2 = .096) and “personal education” (P < .01; β = -.126; R2 = .016) were found
to be negatively associated with sport consumption. “Communication” (P < .01; β = .208; R2
= .043), “escapism” (P < .01; β = .126; R2 = .016), “information load” (P < .01; β = .331; R2
= .110), “skillful performance” (P < .05; β = .106; R2 = .011), and “support” (P < .01; β = .214;
R2 = .046) was found to be positively associated with traditional sport consumption. Therefore,
RQ5a and RQ5b were answered.
In order to find answers for research question six through ten, this study conducted linear
regression analysis and one-way analysis of variances (see Table 6).
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Table 6
Statistical test results regarding the demographic factors
L-Regression (eSport)
P
β
Age
.000
-.168
L-Regression (sport)
P
β
Age
.061
-.083
ANOVA (eSport)
P
F
Sex
.000
18.981
Race
.452
.944
Education
.029
4.809
Employment
.002
4.426
ANOVA (sport)
P
F
Sex
.000
13.384
Race
.004
3.460
Education
.088
2.929
Employment
.008
3.145
Note. NOC: Number of categories; MD: Mean difference.

T
-3.821
T
-1.877
NOC
2
6
2
6
NOC
2
6
2
6

R2
.026
R2
.007
R2
.035
.010
.010
.034
R2
.025
.035
.006
.030

MD
.522
.218
MD
.350

As the linear regression result indicate, age had a statistically significant negative
influence on eSport consumption (P < .01; β = -.168; R2 = .026). Comparatively, the effect of
age regarding traditional sport consumption was not statistically significant (P > .05). Therefore,
RQ6a is answered in that, for every one unit that age increased among eSport fans, the degree in
consuming eSport-related contents is predicted to decrease by .168 units. RQ6b is answered in
that, age does not seem to statistically significantly influence traditional sport spectatorship
consumption.
RQ7 asked about the difference between men and women in terms of eSport consumption
and traditional sport consumption. Based on the One-way ANOVA test results, this research
question is answered in that male fans generally have larger consumption on not only eSport (P
< .01; Mean Difference = .522) but also traditional sport (P < .01; Mean Difference = .350) than
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female fans.
RQ8 asked about the different level of eSport and traditional sport consumption among
several race groups. ANOVA test failed to get statistically significant results (P > .05). The two
main groups of the current sample- Asians (M = 5.761, SD = .831) and Whites (M = 5.746, SD =
1.087)-generally consumed eSport at a close level. Bonferroni post-hoc tests further indicated
that no two race groups among the six categories statistically significant differed with one
another regarding eSport consumption. Comparatively, ANOVA test with sport data resulted in
statistically significant findings (P < .01). Whites (M = 6.222, SD = .818) seems to have a higher
level of traditional sport consumption than Asians (M = 5.9715, SD = .760). However,
Bonferroni post-hoc tests revealed that no two race groups among the six categories statistically
significant differed with one another regarding sport consumption either. Therefore, RQ8 is
answered in that race seem to influence neither eSport consumption nor traditional sport
consumption.
RQ9 asked about the relationship between participants’ education level and
eSport/traditional sport consumption. This factor was first recoded into two groups, using the
college degree as distinctive criteria. ANOVA test came out with a statistically significant
finding for eSport participants (P < .05). Participants with college or higher degree (M = 5.673,
SD = 1.016) generally consume less eSport contents than those with a lower than college degree
(M = 5.891, SD = .926). Regarding traditional sport fans, those with a lower than college degree
(M = 6.237, SD = .875) seemingly consumer more sport contents than those with college or
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higher degree (M = 6.069, SD = .855). However, the difference was not statistically significant
(P > .05). Thus, RQ9 is answered in that fans with college or higher degree generally consume
less eSport contents than those who do not have a college degree. Meanwhile, education level
does not seem to differentiate people on traditional sport consumption.
Regarding the employment status of eSport fans, One-way ANOVA test resulted in
statistically significant findings (P < .01). Students generally consume eSport the most (M =
6.036, SD = .699) while homemakers generally consume eSport the least (M = 4.857, SD
= .1.632). However, Bonferroni post-hoc tests revealed that between-groups significances were
only found when the retired group was used as the target of comparison, and no between-groups
significance was found among the other five employment groups.
Interestingly, students generally consume sport the least (M = 5.885, SD = 1.044) while
retired fans generally consume traditional sport the most (M = 6.383, SD = .876). Even though
the ANOVA test revealed a statistically significant result (P < .01), Bonferroni post-hoc tests
indicated that the only statistically significant between-group difference was found between the
retired fans and full-time-employed fans. Therefore, RQ 10 is answered in that employment
status seem to influence neither eSport consumption nor traditional sport consumption unless
fans were retired. In that case, the retired fans generally consumed almost the least amount of
eSport contents and the most amount of traditional sport if compared to people with other
employment status.
This study then conducted independent samples t-tests between eSport consumption
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motivation factors and traditional sport consumption motivation factors to find answers for
RQ11. All the motivations factors found to statistically significantly impact either eSport
consumption or traditional sport consumption was included in this stage of statistical testing (see
Table 7).
Table 7
Independent samples t-test results for the MSESC motivation factors.
Factor Name
P
T
M
Aggressive Behavior (E)
.070
-1.811
4.300
(S)
4.476
Communication
(E)
.000
-6.682
5.068
(S)
5.601
Escapism
(E)
.755
-.312
5.254
(S)
5.274
Family Gathering
(E)
.000
-15.905
2.863
(S)
4.616
Friend Gathering
(E)
.000
-7.381
3.932
(S)
4.704
Information Load
(E)
.002
-3.179
4.822
(S)
5.089
Information S
(E)
.001
-3.387
3.525
(S)
3.886
Knowledge A
(E)
.000
5.197
5.469
(S)
5.072
Personal Education (E)
.000
12.438
5.494
(S)
4.394
Skillful Performance (E)
.000
4.414
6.104
(S)
5.816
Support
(E)
.248
1.155
5.457
(S)
5.367
Vicarious A
(E)
.000
-4.599
4.733
(S)
5.130
Wholesome E
(E)
.885
.145
5.091
(S)
5.081
Note. MD: Mean difference.
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SD
1.654
1.573
1.456
1.122
1.184
1.221
1.895
1.692
1.832
1.572
1.448
1.291
1.802
1.675
1.281
1.209
1.288
1.584
1.088
1.043
1.288
1.232
1.441
1.381
1.254
1.208

MD

-.533

-1.753
-.772
-.267
-.361
.397
1.101
.288

-.398

RQ11 asked about the differences between eSport and traditional sport spectatorship
consumption motivations. This research question is answered in that when fans spectating eSport
contents, “skillful performance,” “knowledge acquisition” and “personal education” seems to be
stronger motivations if compared to traditional sport spectatorship. Comparatively, fans are more
likely to watch traditional sport contents due to motivations of “communication,” “friend
gathering,” “family gathering,” “information load” and “information supremacy” and “vicarious
achievement” if compared to eSport watching. Statistically significant differences were not
found regarding the motivation factors of “aggressive behavior,” “escapism,” “wholesome
environment” and “support.”
To fully explore the rich data gathered in the two surveys, independent-samples t-tests
were also conducted for the remaining seventeen motivations factors that were not included in
the previous procedure. Statistical significances were found for ten of the factors. Within those
motivation factors, eSport only surpassed traditional sport for “pass time” and “availability.”
Traditional sport surpassed eSport in all the remaining factors, including “arousal,” “artistic
value,” “camaraderie,” “diversion,” “interest in player,” “interest in team,” “peer pressure” and
“visual stimuli” (see Table 8). No statistical significance between the rest of the eSport
motivation factors and the traditional sport motivation factors (see Table 9).
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Table 8
Significant independent samples t-test results for the non-MSESC motivation factors.
Factor Name
P
T
M
SD
Arousal
(E)
.029
-2.193
5.497
1.165
(S)
5.645
1.045
Artistic Value
(E)
.003
-2.982
4.543
1.540
(S)
4.821
1.496
Availability
(E)
.000
4.959
5.040
1.261
(S)
4.633
1.416
Camaraderie
(E)
.000
-.566
4.369
1.534
(S)
4.883
1.429
Diversion
(E)
.000
-4.178
4.508
1.313
(S)
4.845
1.314
Interest Player
(E)
.000
-3.784
5.034
1.307
(S)
5.334
1.275
Interest Team
(E)
.000
-12.216
4.830
1.398
(S)
5.782
1.130
Pass Time
(E)
.000
2.850
4.889
1.301
(S)
4.650
1.434
Peer Pressure
(E)
.034
-2.177
3.305
1.727
(S)
3.530
1.741
Visual Stimuli
(E)
.000
-3.889
5.291
1.152
(S)
5.566
1.155
Note. MD: Mean difference.
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MD
-.148
-.277
.407
-.514
-.337
-.299
-.952
.239
-.225
-.275

Table 9
Independent samples t-test results for the remaining non-MSESC motivation factors.
Factor Name
P
T
M
SD
Diligence
(E)
.126
1.533
5.566
1.185
(S)
5.458
1.109
Drama
(E)
.203
1.275
5.889
1.037
(S)
5.806
1.082
Enjoyment
(E)
.786
-.272
6.008
.994
(S)
6.023
.908
Novelty
(E)
.237
1.184
5.434
1.101
(S)
5.354
1.107
Profit
(E)
.170
1.373
3.403
1.682
(S)
3.257
1.798
Role Model
(E)
.387
-.866
4.982
1.357
(S)
5.052
1.289
Self Esteem
(E)
.103
-1.631
4.829
1.355
(S)
4.959
1.234
In this chapter, the current study utilized various statistical tests including regression,
ANOVA, and t-tests to evaluate the relationship between motivations and consumption and to
make systematical comparisons between consumption motivation for sport spectatorship and
eSport spectatorship. In the last chapter, the current study explained the theoretical as well as
practical implications of the findings, discussed the research limitations, and made
recommendations of future related research.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION

The 21st century had witness eSport emerged as a unique type of video game, and
quickly developed to a billion-dollar industry of spectatorship event. eSport evolved from
Blizzard Entertainment’s 1998 release of StarCraft which is widely perceived as the first eSport
game, (Karhulahti, 2017), to League of Legend, the currently most popular eSport game, which
was released in 2009 by Riot Games (Tassi, 2012), and to the 2014 release of VainGlory by
Super Evil Megacorp which marked the eSport march from computers to mobile (MoraCantalllops & Sicilia, 2018). In 2019, the release of Apex Legends by Respawn Entertainment
raised new waves of eSport popularity as this game fused the successful designs of multiple
favorite games-such as Overwatch and Playerunknown’s Battleground-together in one.
The current success and popularity of eSport is revealed in all kinds of aspect. Young
(2016) predicted that the global annual revenue of eSport would be above $1 billion in 2019
The estimation of global eSport viewer in 2019 is 460 million (Newzoo, 2018). The highest
single-tournament reward in 2018 for all eSport competition was DOTA 2 The International 8,
which was $25.5 million (Valve, 2018). Valve Corporation announced that they would make all
efforts to surpass this amount for their DOTA2 The International 9 in 2019 (Valve, 2018).
Regarding sponsorship, support came from not only related companies such as Lenovo or Dell
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but also other global corporations such as Samsung Electronics or Coca-Cola (Seo, 2013; Taylor,
2012).
The current research project started with an introduction of competitive video gaming
history, explaining how video games evolved from arcade games to home-console games, and
eventually became current eSport with the help of global internet development. In particular, this
study discussed how eSport development in South Korea-the commonly considered the
birthplace of modern eSport-triggered the global eSport boom (Taylor, 2012). The focus of this
study then turned to the heated debate the sport-like characteristics of eSport. The discussion was
not limited to the widely argued element of gross motor skills (Haibach, Reid, & Collier, 2011),
while institutionalization was thoroughly discussed due to its crucial role in eSport’s further
professionalization.
This study then applied the theoretical approach of uses and gratifications (Blumler &
McQuail, 1969) and systematically collected thirty potential motivations that were applicable to
both eSport and traditional sport spectatorship consumption. Through confirmatory factor
analysis, the current research project first established a statistically meaningful scale that
specifically targeted eSport spectatorship consumption. This scale was then utilized to examine
the similarities and differences between eSport spectatorship consumption and traditional sport
spectatorship consumption.
Core Findings and Implications of Results
The MSESC developed in the current study contained thirteen different motivation
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factors. At the univariate level, “family gathering” was the only factor that was not statistically
significantly associated with eSport consumption. Regarding traditional sport spectatorship
motivations, “information supremacy,” and “personal education” were the only two factors that
were not statistically significantly associated with sport consumption. The remaining ten factors
(aggressive behavior, communication, escapism, friend gathering, information load, knowledge
acquisition, skillful performance, support, vicarious achievement, and wholesome environment)
were statistically significantly associated with both eSport consumption and traditional sport
consumption. Moreover, all statistically significant association between spectatorship
motivations and eSport/traditional sport consumption were positive.
At the multivariate level, “family gathering” and “information supremacy” were found to
negatively predicting eSport consumption while “communication,” “information load” and
“support” were positively associated with eSport consumption. Comparatively, “information
supremacy” and “personal education” was found to negatively predicting sport consumption
while “communication,” “escapism,” “information load,” “skillful performance” and “support”
was positively associated with sport consumption.
Based on previous eSport literature, empirical support for several motivation factors
regarding their positive association with eSport consumption, including vicarious achievement
(Kim & Ross, 2006), aggressiveness (Hamari & Sjöblom, 2017), escapism (Chen, Chen, & Ross,
2010), personal education (Lee & Schoenstedt, 2011), athletic skills (Pizo et al., 2018), and
social needs (Griffiths, Davies, & Chappel, 2003). Therefore, it would be reasonable to conclude
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that the results of the current study are generally consistent with previous findings. With twelve
motivations factors statistically significantly associated with eSport consumption and some
inconsistency between univariate level results and multivariate level results, it would be more
statistically meaningful to interpret the results primarily based on multivariate level findings and
compare them to univariate level findings.
First, both the concepts of mavenism (information load) and schwabism (information
supremacy) introduced in Billings and Ruihley’s study (2013) were found to be statistically
significant factors when influence both eSport and traditional sport consumption. Interestingly
under both contexts, the association between consumption and information load was positive
while the relationship between consumption and information supremacy was negative. Such
results meant that both eSport fans and traditional sport fans believe it is important to watch the
games and get game-related information while it would be bad to show off in front of their peers.
A possible interpretation would fans value getting game-related news from the media instead of
their friends. To a certain extent, these findings emphasized the crucial role of the mass media in
offering accurate and timely eSport/sport reporting. Future research may focus specifically on
eSport/traditional sport media and discover better ways for the press to fulfill audiences’
information-seeking needs.
Next, the motivation factor of “support” was positively associated with both eSport
consumption and traditional sport consumption, while such relationships were supported at both
the univariate and the multivariate level. It is not surprising to find out that traditional sport fans
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considered the sport they like as something more than media enjoyment. Extensive studies have
explored the emotional ties between viewers and sport teams/players, and introduced concepts
such as vicarious achievement (Krohn et al., 1998; Wann, 1995), or fanship (Reysen & Loyd,
2012). What is surprising is that fans currently also possess similar notion regarding eSport. In
other words, fans see their supportive activities towards the eSport industry as one of the mean
reason that they consume eSport.
These findings somewhat indicated the urgent need for eSport international-level
institutionalization. As Seo and Jung (2014) argued, centralized eSport governing may serve this
industry better than self-regulation of game producers in various aspects, including robust
development, sponsors collaboration and further social acceptance gaining. As the result
indicated, the industry of eSport already have strong support from the fans, it would be critical to
make sure that the enthusiasm and effort from the audience can indeed properly help future
growth of eSport.
Lastly, the motivation factor of “communication” was found to be positively predicting
both eSport consumption and traditional sport consumption, while “family gathering” resulted in
a negative association with eSport consumption. These findings indicated that eSport fans do
have strong social needs to communicate with similar minds just like traditional sport fans, yet,
eSport contents may not serve as good choices for the whole family to enjoy. That is to say, it
may not be a good idea to broadcast eSport games during prime time even though that might be
the best time slot for many other TV programs. Possible explanations of these findings may lie in
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the demographic characteristics of eSport fans. A detailed examination of eSport participants’
demographic factors will be conducted in the following paragraphs.
The general stereotypical perception regarding eSport fans is young male college students
(Gaudiosi, 2012; Hjorth, Ng, & Huhh 2009; Kow & Young, 2013; Taylor, Jenson, & De Castell,
2009). To a certain extent, the results of the current study indicated that this stereotype of eSport
fans might not be completely wrong. First, the result revealed that as age increased eSport fans
consumed less eSport contents. For traditional sport fans, age did not seem to affect sport
consumption significantly. This result fit the stereotype that most eSport fans belong to the young
generation especially when compared to sport fans.
Secondly, men are more likely to consume eSport contents than women. Even though the
similar case was also found in traditional sport consumption, the mean difference between male
and female was more substantial under the eSport context than the sport context. Additionally,
the findings indicated that fans with less than college degree generally consumed more eSport
contents than fans with bachelor’s degree or higher, while students did not turn out to consume
more eSport contents or sport contents than other employment groups. In conclusion, the idea
that eSport fans are all young college males is undoubtedly inaccurate. However, it might be a
demographic fact that the majority of eSport fans are indeed young and it could be much more
likely for someone to meet male eSport fans instead of female eSport fans.
With the rich data gathered in the current study, it would be fruitful to examine the
differences between eSport motivations factors and traditional sport motivation factors without
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judging them according to their effectiveness on consumption. As the results indicated, among
the thirty different factors that may attract people to consume eSport and traditional sport
contents, most motivations were stronger for traditional sport fans if compared to eSport fans.
Explicitly speaking, sport motivations were stronger in the following fourteen factors:
“communication,” “friend gathering,” “information load,” “information supremacy,” “vicarious
achievement,” “diversion,” “interest in team,” “camaraderie,” “peer pressure,” “family
gathering,” and “artistic value,” “arousal,” “interest in player,” and “visual stimuli.”
Comparatively, eSport motivations surpass sport counterparts for the following five factors:
“skillful performance,” “personal education,” “pass time,” “knowledge acquisition,” and
“availability”.
The findings were meaningful in various aspects. First, the stronger eSport motivations in
“personal education” and “knowledge acquisition” indicated that eSport fans are more likely than
sport fans to consider these contents as the means to learn and improve personal skills.
Moreover, among all the statistically significantly different factors where eSport motivation were
stronger, the mean difference between eSport “personal education” motivation and
corresponding traditional sport motivation was the largest. Arguably, it is comparatively easier to
“watch and learn” in eSport than sport, since almost all skills in traditional sports need practices
to acquire (Wilson, Bloom, & Harvey, 2010) while knowledge such as “heroes strength” in
eSport can be possessed by watching a short video. Even though many scholars argued that
knowledge acquisition is one of the primary reason for traditional sport spectatorship (e.g.,
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Hamilton et al., 2014; Karp & Yoels, 1990), results of the current study indicated that such
functions were more widely recognized in eSport.
To better assist the educational function of eSport spectatorship, it could be beneficial for
the commentator to explain certain in-game choices, brilliant moves, and team tactics in greater
detail. Moreover, it might be extremely beneficial for the eSport broadcasting stations to have a
short video that generally explains the setting of the game, rules and goals of the match, as well
as the basic status of the tournament and the competing teams. This brief game-related
introduction would give non-eSport fans as well as eSport fans for different games the crucial
knowledge to understand the competition without feeling confused when watching the live
competition. It is likely that such change would eventually attract more fans for future eSport
spectatorship, as viewers no longer need to play the game then understand the competition as
Weiss and Schiele (2013) argued in their study.
For knowledge acquisition purposes, it could also be beneficial for the traditional sport
commentators to add the explanation of how individual action was achieved, or why specific
team tactic worked, during their broadcast. This type of explanation would help viewers to try
out such tactics in their personal play of the sport, and eventually improve their sport skills.
Secondly, motivations factors including “communication,” “friend gathering,” “family
gathering,” and “camaraderie” were all stronger among sports fans when compared to eSport
fans. This finding may be partially explained by the difference in communication channels
among eSport and traditional sport fans. Explicitly speaking, eSport fans usually communicate
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with each other online while sport fans were more likely to conduct face-to-face communication
whether in clubs or at home (Hamari & Sjöblom, 2017). Another reason might be the fact that
eSport tournaments are always held in different cities-even different countries-and fans do not
have a steady location for regular gathering (Seo & Jung, 2014).
Nevertheless, the mean difference between eSport “family gathering” motivation and
corresponding traditional sport motivation was the largest among all the statistically significantly
different factors where sport motivation was stronger. In this regard, many sport scholars
emphasized the importance of fandom-namely socializing with other fans-regarding the
enjoyment and consumption of sport contents (e.g., Dietz-Uhler et al., 2000; Eastman & Land,
1997). It is rational to assume that watching eSport with others have the potential to enhance
spectatorship experience, and eventually creating a greater community of eSport fans where fans
have others to socialize with regularly.
Following this line of argument, it could be beneficial to create opportunities for eSport
fans to physically meet each other and enjoy eSport together. For instance, McCarthy (2019)
argued the success and social meaning of eSport clubs in various U.S. campuses. It could be
helpful for the growth and development of university and communities to form eSport clubs and
assemble the separated eSport fans for various eSport-related activities. Another successful case
would be eSport clubs. In fact, many owners in China and Korea already started to try out eSport
bars as a new theme for bar design (Rick, 2017). Just like sport bars that can be seen all across
the United States, eSport fans would drink, talk, play and watch eSport games with the company
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of each other in eSport bars (Johnson, 2015).
Interestingly, the motivation of “pass time” was stronger among eSport fans, while the
motivation of “diversion” was stronger among sport fans. At first glance, those two motivation
factors might belong to the same set, yet they dispersed in different groups in terms of whether
the motivation is strong among eSport fans or sport fans. It looks like traditional sport fans
consciously chose to watch sports to draw their attention from daily routines (Hamari &
Sjöblom, 2017) while eSport fans are more likely to watch eSport games when there is nothing
else to do (Seo & Green, 2008). To a certain extent, this finding indicated that sports fans
resemble the “active audience” assumed by uses and gratifications researchers (McQuail,
Blumler, & Brown, 1972) if compared to eSport fans. A detailed discussion regarding the
assumption of the active audiences is provided in the next section.
It is also arguable that people need to arrange a time for diversion purposes consciously.
Comparatively, people generally do not need to pay much attention when choosing contents to
pass the time (Chen, Chen, & Ross, 2010; Weiss & Schiele, 2013). Meanwhile, the time required
to achieve the goal of diversion may also be longer if compared to the purpose to pass the time
(Yee, 2007). Adding the factor of “availability” was a weaker motivation among traditional sport
fans when compared to eSport fans, it might be beneficial for the traditional sport broadcasting
companies to learn from eSport spectatorship means.
For instance, it could be highly popular among traditional sport fans to watch a game in
the format of short videos. Similar to many eSport game videos, editors can put the key moments
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of a full game together, with the narrator providing an introduction of the significant events that
happened during a game. This way, traditional sport fans may have more contents to watch and
not limit themselves to watching live-broadcasts or replays. Besides, they may also choose to
watch this type of sport content for the purpose of passing time since the contents are much
shorter than full games but still contain all the moments with comparatively the highest
spectatorship value.
Next, the motivations of “vicarious achievement,” “interest in team” and “interest in
player” were all stronger among sport fans if compared to eSport fans. That is to say, when
compared to eSport fans, sport fans felt more motivated with team and player association
(Reysen & Branscombe, 2010), and feel more positively aroused when their team or favorite
player performed well (Krohn et al., 1998). These findings indicated that there is a potential to
increase eSport consumption through enhancement of team and player affiliation. Nevertheless,
this idea may be hard to achieve since eSport players within the same team usually come from
different places in a country. Many European teams such as team OG and Teams Secret even
have all of their players came from different countries (Valve, 2018).
A possible solution for the eSport industry to learn from traditional sport popularizing
method to encourage the establishment of local teams and forester local-level competitions. It
can be reasonably assumed that fans would feel more connected to their home team, and more
attached to the player that came from their hometown. Even though these local teams may have a
small change to play in the international stage, they may offer the chance for players to gain
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valuable experience, demonstrate their skills and talents, and get noticed by major eSport clubs.
In other words, the encouragement may not only induce general eSport consumption but also
provide new blood for eSport clubs to continue thriving at major tournaments.
The findings also indicated that the motivations of “arousal,” “artistic value” and “visual
stimuli” were all stronger among sport fans if compared to eSport fans. These findings are also
understandable given the fact that during sport games people generally watch physically fit
humans while in eSport competitions fans usually watch computer-generated avatars instead of
human contestants. It might be irrational to suggest the eSport content producers to give more
attention to the players instead of the avatars since that may be contradictory to the fundamental
characteristics of video games.
However, it could be helpful to put extra effort on some aspects of the in-game design of
eSport. For instance, many eSport avatars have skins (the hero costumes that make each avatar
look different from its original model) that can be purchased or gained in various ways by all
players. It might be a good idea to have tournament-unique or team-specific skins for avatars, or
even arena with themed decorations for competitions. Such efforts may highly likely increase the
arousal factor-namely the feeling of excitement (Weiss, Kimmel, & Smith, 2001)-since the
audience can witness something brand new. The new visual elements may also increase the
artistic value-inherent beauty of the game (Pizzo et al., 2018)-of the completion, and
subsequently elevate the general graphic design and visual stimuli (Lee & Schoenstedt, 2011). In
fact, Riot Games have already tried this out in their game LOL, and the results were satisfying in
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terms of player satisfaction and revenue gain (Segal, 2014).
Lastly, the factors of information load, information supremacy, and peer pressure all
provided stronger motivation among traditional sport fans if compared to eSport fans. This
finding revealed that traditional sport information is comparatively more valuable than eSport
information in the contemporary climate. The findings also indicated that for traditional sport
fans, it is not only essential to have corresponding sport information, but also crucial to know
more than their fellow fans (Billings & Ruihley, 2013).
The results are highly understandable given the fact that traditional sport has a much
longer history as well as a much larger fan base when compared to eSport (Wagner, 2006; Welch,
2002). Currently, this fact might be hard to change. Nevertheless, with the swift development of
eSport and steady increase in eSport fan base, it is reasonable to believe that eSport-related
information (such as the score of matches or performance of star players) will be more and more
valuable among the general public. This process might also be accelerated with more mainstream
media coverage on the major eSport competition.
Theoretical Contribution to Social Research on eSport
Many unique characteristics of uses and gratifications research seemingly fit the eSport
situation perfectly. For instance, unlike many TV series that can be passively given by the media,
eSport fans usually need to search for eSport contents voluntarily. In this regard, the assumption
of the active audience is also the primary theoretical base for uses and gratifications approach
(Chen, 2011; Ruggiero, 2000). Moreover, the industry of eSport have a concise history of two
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decades, and many researchers argued uses and gratifications approach is extremely helpful in
the initial stages of all kinds of new media formats (e.g., Raacke, & Bonds-Raacke, 2008; Rubin,
2009).
Nevertheless, the results of the current studies indicated that it might be problematic to
assume eSport fans as active. Explicitly speaking, seven motivations factors were statistically
significantly associated with traditional sport consumption while only two eSport motivation
factors achieved statistical significance. Additionally, when eSport fans chose eSport content to
fill up their free time, traditional sport fans are more likely to use sport content to consciously
diverse their attention away from daily life. These findings implied that compare to eSport fans,
traditional sport fans are more aware of what sport content can do, or what need can the content
gratify, and consciously choose contents to achieve that goal. In other words, it seems that even
though eSport is a much younger media type than traditional sport, fans for the traditional sport
were more active than fans for eSport.
Many uses and gratifications researchers proposed concerns that gratifications in some
studies may be conceptualized too broadly and called for a detailed categorization of
gratifications (e.g., Rubin, 2009). That is to say, the choice that the current study separated
motivation factors of “pass time” and “diversion” rather than combined them as “escapism” is
indeed meaningful. In this regard, recent refinement regarding the methodological and
conceptual validity of uses and gratifications approach may provide another way to understand
the current findings. Sundar and Limpero (2013) emphasized the importance to think about
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media technology as a source of gratifications, which may large enrich the gratification
typologies. In this regard, they proposed that researchers should not only view gratifications as
human-generated psychological needs, but also consider media affordance-based needs as
possible explanations of observed phenomenon (Sundar & Limpero, 2013).
Following Sundar and Limpero (2013)’s argument in the current study on eSport and
sport consumptions motivations, it can be reasonably assumed that traditional sport (due to its
current scale and long development history) work better at fulfilling the “old” needs (humangenerated needs). Comparatively, eSport as a new type of spectator event may be more power for
viewers to obtain “new” needs (media affordance-based needs). Possible new gratifications may
be included in the category of “navigability,” “agency,” “modality” and “interactivity” (see
Sundar & Limpero, 2013).
This research project’s next theoretical contribution to the general study of eSport was
the updated definition of the word “eSport.” Based on previous studies into various core features
of traditional sport, this study examined eSport from the aspects of play (Guttman, 1978), game
(Coakley, 2008), competition, (Boyle & Walter, 2003), physicality (Tiedemann, 2004),
institutionalization (Funk et al., 2017), and sustainable popularity with audience-driven design
(Szablewics, 2016). Unlike previous definitions for eSport that primarily focused on describing
what eSport look like (e.g., Hamari & Sjöblom, 2017) in a general manner, the current study
provided a definition that emphasized the elements that separated eSport from real-world games,
traditional sports, and other non-eSport video games.
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This study defined eSport as a collective term for all video game competitions that are
held among human-controlled avatars. All eSport games are intrinsically motivated, ruleadhered, and audience-driven. Future studies can apply such definition and logically examine
whether an electronic competition can indeed be called eSport, and then utilized the
corresponding literature to analyze the target phenomenon systematically.
Another significant contribution the current study made to the study of eSport is the
establishment of the first eSport-specific academic scale. Previously, eSport researchers usually
borrow scales from sport literature since the study on traditional sport had a much longer history,
thus much more developed and comprehensive (e.g., Brown et al., 2018; Funk, Mahony, &
Ridinger, 2002; Sherry et al., 2006). With the establishment of the MSESC, researchers can have
a more field-specific way when evaluating eSport phenomenon and behaviors.
Research Reflection and Qualitative Discussion
This study submitted recruitment posts in a high number of eSport/sport themed
subreddits. Such effort not only successfully recruited more than 500 participants for each of the
two surveys, but also got rich qualitative data from the replies that redditors left in those
recruitment posts. Several meaningful insights can be draw from this data.
First of all, the current study initially constructed the dependent variables-which are
eSport consumption and traditional sport consumption-through six different items. Explicitly
speaking, these items were overall satisfaction, likelihood to watch online, likelihood to watch in
an arena, general watch frequency, intention to introduce and willingness to support the industry
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financially. Funk and colleagues (2012) believed that these variables were conceptually related
since the increase in any one of them may eventually generate more revenue for the industry in
general. However, many redditors expressed concerns regarding two of the items. They thought
it would be highly unlikely that they would introduce a game to others who were not fans,
regardless of how good the game. Additionally, they cannot be sure what counts as financial
support. Therefore after talking to other researchers, those two items were excluded from the
construction of the dependent variable.
Comparatively, most related eSport studies used one item as the dependent variable. For
instance, Hamari and Sjöblom (2017) used number weekly watching hours as the dependent
variable, while Weiss and Schiele constructed their dependent variable through measuring overall
enjoyment level with one question. As argued by Robin, Hendin, & Trzesniewski (2001), such
design might not be precise enough as the representation of participants’ overall consumption of
specific media content.
Arguably, it is hard to define what really counts as “making contributions to the
industry.” If someone bought a ticket and physically attended an eSport tournament in an arena,
or donate to his/her favorite professional eSport club, that would certainly count as making a
contribution. However, if someone watches eSport on Twitch regularly and never gave any
donation to the streamer, it may be counted as making contribution as well because traffic for the
site directly links to advertisement profit. In other words, the industry of eSport will have benefit
as long as any eSport feature attracted people’s interest.
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However, it is rational to conclude that the 4-item measurement design of the current
study was successful. Such design was not only more precise and inclusive of fans’ contribution
to the industry but also resulted in many significant findings under both the context of eSport and
traditional sport. In this regard, this study suggests future research to continue the utilization of
multiple-item design in the construction of overall consumption. This study also calls for a more
logical and comprehensive way to evaluate participants’ behaviors that may increase eSport
overall revenue or popularity.
Next, many redditors also expressed their negative attitude on the notion of treating
eSport as sport. Collectively, many thought eSport and sport may have similarities but are just
too different; making the comparison between the two industries and see who is better in which
part will help neither; it would be best for eSport to develop without being attached to traditional
sport in any way. Comparatively, many scholars argued that such would have positive impact on
the eSport in terms of industry social acceptance, player social status, and tournament
sponsorship attraction (Funk, Pizzo, & Baker, 2017; Jonasson & Thiborg, 2010; Wagner, 2006).
These comments may provide a new perspective in looking as recent eSport events. For
instance, perhaps the OCA added eSport to the 2022 Asian Olympic Games because the audience
can see a completely different type of competition, not due to the similarity and resemblance
between eSport and traditional sport. Future researchers may build on such perspective and
examine whether it is indeed beneficial for the industry of eSport to label themselves as
something new and not a sport.
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Limitations and Research Reflections
The first potential limitation of the current research project would be the procedure of
scale development conducted in study one. With 30 different motivation factors to start with, this
study solely followed the indications provided by the CFA-namely factor loadings and model fit
indices. In other words, some spectatorship motivation factors may be conceptually meaningful
and essential, yet, they were dropped because of being statistically undesirable.
For instance, the importance of “enjoyment” had been stressed by many scholars in
previous studies one sport/eSport (e.g., Boyle, Connolly, & Hainey, 2011; Brock & Livingston,
2004; Klimmt et al., 2012; Weber et al., 2009). This factor was included in various widely-used
sport consumption scales such as the Sport Fan Motivation Scale (SFMS; Wann 1995), the Sport
Interest Inventory (SII; Funk, Ridinger, & Moorman, 2002) and the Motivations Scale for Sports
Consumption (MSSC; Trail & James, 2001). However, the factor of “enjoyment” was among the
very first few factors that were excluded from the CFA due to low factor loadings. Future studies
may balance the conception importance as well as the statistical significance of a given variable
when determining its utilization.
Secondly, the questions used in the two surveys of the current study were all borrowed
from previously validated scales such as SFMS (Wann, 1995), MSSC (Trail & James, 2001), or
SII (Funk, Ridinger, & Moorman, 2002). Many factors measured in those scales used five-item
design. Besides, the same factors were measured with different questions in different scales. In
this regard, some factors may have more than five items dedicated for measurement purposes.
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All factors measure in the current study utilized three-item design for several reasons.
Postmes, Haslam, and Jans (2013) argued that it might be inevitable for length survey to
cause respondent fatigue and reduce the quality of the questionnaire. The current study contained
thirty different motivation factors. With the three-item design for all factors and other questions
regarding demographic information and consumption status, the survey may take participants at
least fifteen minutes to finish. In other words, five-item measurement or seven-item
measurement might provide a more precise examination for each of the factors. Such
measurement design may also cause the whole survey to be too long to catch participants’ full
attention for completion.
While many popular factors-such as enjoyment-can be measure with more than seven
different questions, the unpopular factors-such as diligence-were usually measure with the
single-item design. The three items measuring those factor may come from a few different
scales. Thus, the three-item design utilized in the current study was also partially due to
consistency concerns. Besides, Yuan (2005) argued that the minimal requirement of CFA for each
factor would be three items in order to achieve factor stability. Nevertheless, this study suggests
that future studies may use five or more items when measuring different factors if there are much
fewer factors included in the study.
Lastly, the current study gathered all the sample from Reddit.com. Ideally, this study
wanted to collect a sample that can represent all kind of eSport/sport since DOTA 2 fans may be
different in many ways from LOL fans, and soccer fans may also be very different from
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basketball fans in one way or another. Nevertheless, this study’s requests for publishing
participant recruitment posts were denied by the moderators in both the “sport” subreddit and the
“esport” subreddit. This study somewhat blunted the situation by posting recruitment messages
in fifty different game-specific subreddits. However, the generalizability of the current research
results may still be limited since the respondents were not only enthusiast about sport enough to
join an online community but also voluntarily answer a research survey with now reward.
Given the time and funding limitations for this study, a convenient sample from fifty
different subreddits can arguably provide the highest representative power regarding the current
research topic. This study recommends future related studies to choose their sample from
different online communities or offline group. The results of the current can be used as the target
for comparison as it would be interesting to see whether fans from other communities regard
their eSport/sport spectatorship experience similar to redditors.
Recommendations for Future Research
The present study utilized the uses and gratifications approach (McQuail, Blumler, &
Brown, 1972) and examined motivations and general consumption from the audiences’
perspective. Building on the research method and results of the current study, there are several
paths to proceed with research on eSport. A possibly meaningful way would be applying other
social science theories-such as the agenda-setting theory (McCombs & Shaw, 1972)-to examine
the industry of eSport from the media’s perspective. For instance, it would be interesting to see
how media coverage of eSport have changed within the two decades of eSport existence
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(Karhulahti, 2017).
It would also be meaningful to systematically examine the change in coverage trend in
different countries, where the fundamental differences in media system may pose various
opportunities and obstacles in terms of presentation of eSport in the public eye. Building on the
research idea of the current study, it might be fruitful to compare media presentation of sport to
the coverage of eSport, in terms of coverage style, reporting themes, and reporting emphasis.
Comparing the results between media coverage difference regarding eSport and traditional sport,
and audience motivation differences when watching eSport and sport games, a holistic view
regarding these two similar fields can be provided.
Moreover, several reasonable modifications of the current spectatorship experience were
offered in the previous section, such as enhancing face-to-face communication while watching
eSport games or making short videos of sport games that contain the key moments of that
competition. These recommendations were made as interpretations of the survey data and
deduction of the statistical results. It would be academically and practically beneficial to test
these suggests through experiments in a controlled environment.
For instance, researchers can prepare a well-made eSport video as stimuli, gather a group
eSport fans and randomly separating this sample to one or two big groups, a few smaller groups,
and a dozen of individuals. In other word, researchers can have some of the participants watch
eSport video alone, some watch the same video with a few other fans, and others watch the video
in a larger group. Researchers can test participants’ enjoyment level of the same stimuli and see
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whether companionship does have a positive enhancement towards eSport spectatorship as it did
in traditional sport viewing.
Conclusions
Karhulahti (2017) argued that the industry of eSport used the developmental path of
professional sport as the blueprint. As a result, the resemblance between the two industries in the
contemporary climate is evident. Explicitly speaking, many defining features of the traditional
sport-including college scholarship, media coverage, tournaments in different levels, professional
clubs, star players, corporate sponsorship, etc.-are all successfully transferred to the eSport
industry (Crawford & Gosling, 2009; Jenny, Manning, Keiper, & Olrich, 2016).
The current research project used two different studies and systematically compared the
two spectatorship events regarding consumption and motivations. The results indicated that even
though eSport may be remarkably similar to sport in many ways, the two events do have many
differences. Similar conclusion were drawn in the study of Billings and Ruihley (2013) in their
examination on the differences between traditional sport and fantasy sport.
Undoubtedly, it will be highly beneficial for the future development of the eSport
industry to continue absorbing element and contributed to the success of the traditional sport. For
the industry of traditional sport, eSport as a young type of media enjoyment also have several
shining points that can be learned and added to the current spectatorship structure.
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APPENDIX A
Survey One Information
Thank you for considering participating in this study. My name is Jue Hou, Ph.D. Candidate in
the College of Communication and Information Sciences, University of Alabama. I am being
supervised by Dr. Andrew Billings, and I would like to invite you to participate in a dissertation
research study about eSport, called "Competitive Sport in Web 2.0: Consumer motivation,
spectatorship experience and the degree of overlap between traditional sport and eSport.”
I hope to find out motivations that drives fans to watch eSport and traditional sport in the modern
era. Specifically, I want to understand how the industry of eSport can continue to learn from
traditional sport industry and achieve greater success in terms of enhancing the spectatorship
experience for eSport fans, as well as attracting viewers who may not be interested in eSport in
the contemporary climate.
Taking part in this study involves completing an online survey that will take about 15 minutes.
This study will target the competition and overall experience associated with eSport and
traditional sport watching, instead of evaluating the game themselves. Questions in this survey
are generally about your eSport or traditional sport spectatorship experience, as well as potential
motivations that made you choose them as something to watch in your daily lives.
Your data will be anonymous. Identifiers for individual participants will not be recorded for this
research project. Only the investigators will have access to the data. The data will be saved on
personal laptop with password protection and will be analyzed inside university office. Only
summarized data will be presented at meetings or in publications.
There will be no direct benefit to you. The findings will be useful for traditional sport and eSport
scholars in their future exploration of media consumption. For eSport practitioners, the result of
this study will also be valuable towards their future efforts in developing the young industry of
eSport.
The main risk for participating in this study would be fatigue. It will take about 15 minutes to
complete this survey, and you may skip any question you do not feel comfortable to answer.
If you have questions about this study, please contact Jue Hou at (502) 889-0379, or his faculty
advisor, Dr. Andrew Billings at (205) 348-8658. If you have questions, concerns, or complaints
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about your rights as a research participant, contact Ms. Tanta Myles, the Research Compliance
Officer, at (205) 348-8461, or toll-free at 1-877-820-3066. You may email the Research
Compliance Office at rscompliance@research.ua.edu. You may also ask questions, make
suggestions, or file complaints and concerns through the IRB outreach website at
http://ovpred.ua.edu/research-compliance/prco/. Also, if you participate, you are encouraged to
complete the short survey for Research Participants online at this website. This helps UA
improve its protection of human research participants.
1. I understand the statements above and I agree to take part in this study.
2. I do not want to participate in this study.
Section One
What is your favorite game to witness eSports competitions?
______
On average, how many hours do you spend on watching eSports every week?
______

Please indicate your general level of enthusiasm for eSport:
(1 = I do not care for eSport at all, 7 = I’m the biggest fan of eSport)
Please indicate your level of agreement on each one of the arguments below:
(1 = Extremely Disagree, 7 = Extremely Agree)
I consider eSport as a form/kind/genre of sport.
I believe professional eSport players are athletes.
I think being a professional eSport player is a legitimate career choice.
Section Two
Please indicate your level of agreement on each one of the arguments below:
(1 = Extremely Disagree, 7 = Extremely Agree)
Enjoyment
Generally speaking, professional eSport competitions are enjoyable for me.
I enjoy the excitement surrounding eSport matches.
I consider eSport watching a form of recreation.
Arousal
Generally speaking, professional eSport competitions are exciting to me.
Watching eSport keep me on the edge of my seat.
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I get emotional when watching eSport.
Self-Esteem
Generally speaking, watching eSport increases my self-esteem.
I feel my status as a fan increases when the eSport team I support wins.
I feel proud when the eSport team I support play well.
Vicarious Achievement
Generally speaking, I feel a sense of accomplishment when the eSport team I support wins.
It is important to me to feel connected to the eSport team I support.
When watching eSport, I feel like being part of the eSport team I support.
Escapism
Generally speaking, watching eSport helps me temporarily escape from reality.
Watching eSport allows me to enter a non-thinking, relaxing period.
I can temporarily forget about work when watching eSport.
Diversion
Generally speaking, watching eSport is very different from what I usually do.
Compare to what I regularly do, watching eSport is a change of pace.
It offers a different experience in life when watching eSport.
Pass Time
Generally speaking, passing time is a major reason to watch eSport for me.
When there is nothing else to do, eSport matches give me an available choice.
Watching eSport is a good option to pass time, particularly when I’m bored.
Interest in Player
Generally speaking, I consider myself a fan of the eSport player I like.
I tend to follow individual eSport player more than the eSport team.
I am a loyal fan of my favorite eSport player, no matter win or lose.
Interest in Team
Generally speaking, I consider myself a fan of the eSport team I like.
I tend to follow eSport teams rather than individual eSport players.
I am a loyal fan of my favorite eSport team, no matter win or lose.
Camaraderie
Generally speaking, I consider watching eSport as an opportunity to socialize.
I watch eSport because I enjoy the camaraderie of other eSport fans.
I tend to enjoy watching eSport more when I’m with a large crowd.
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Peer Pressure
Generally speaking, I watch eSport because many of my friends are eSport fans.
I feel the need to watch eSport because my friends do so.
Knowing many others watch eSport makes me want to watch eSport as well.
Communication
Generally speaking, I like chatting with people about eSport
I like commenting on eSport teams or players.
I enjoy debating about eSport-related issues.
Family Gathering
Generally speaking, being with my family is one reason I enjoy watching eSport.
Watching eSport give me the opportunity to spend time with my family.
Watching eSport serves as a bonding opportunity with my family members.
Friend Gathering
Generally speaking, being with my friends is one reason I enjoy watching eSport.
Watching eSport give me the opportunity to spend time with my friends.
Watching eSport serves as a bonding opportunity with my friends.
Artistic Value
Generally speaking, I consider eSport a form of art
I believe there is a certain natural beauty to eSport games.
I consider professional play of eSport as an artistic expression.
Skillful Performance
Generally speaking, the skillful performance displayed in eSport attract me to watch.
Being able to see well-executed play is one reason I watch eSport.
I enjoy eSport because I get to see superior skills of professional players.
Diligence
Generally speaking, one enjoyable aspect of eSport is the display of players’ diligent training.
The effort by eSport players to always give 100% is one reason that I follow eSport.
Esport games are more enjoyable when players do everything they can towards victory.
Knowledge gathering
Generally speaking, I consider information obtained from watching eSport useful.
I watch eSport so I can gather a wide range of related knowledge.
I get an increased awareness of the tournaments, teams, or players through watching eSport.
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Personal Education
Generally speaking, watching eSport is a good way to learn skills.
Improving my own eSport skills is one reason that I watch eSport.
Through watching eSport, I can get certain technical aspects of eSport otherwise hard to acquire.
Drama
Generally speaking, the dramatic turns in eSport games is one reason I enjoy watching eSport.
I prefer watching a close eSport game rather than a one-sided game.
I like watching eSport matches when the outcome cannot be decided until the very end.
Novelty
Generally speaking, I enjoy seeing something new happen in eSport.
One reason I watch eSport is that I get to see new players and teams.
I appreciate the opportunity to witness new eSport team grow.
Aggression
Generally speaking, I enjoy aggressive behaviors in eSport competition.
I consider provoking as a way to enhance eSport watching experience.
I think eSport games with player expressing aggressive behaviors are more enjoyable.
Profit
Generally speaking, I consider eSport as means to make money.
On reason I watch eSport games is betting.
I consider eSport matches more enjoyable when betting on the outcome.
Wholesome Environment
Generally speaking, I value the wholesome environment evident at eSport.
I consider the general atmosphere in eSport friendly.
I believe eSport competition generally express positive messages.
Role Model
Generally speaking, I believe professional eSport players act as role models for young people.
I think professional eSport players represent values and virtues that worth sharing.
I believe professional eSport players provide inspiration for others.
Information Load
Generally speaking, being knowledgeable about eSport related information is important to me.
One reason I watch eSport games is to keep up-to-date about related information.
My friends think of me as a good source when it comes to eSport information.
Information Supremacy
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Generally speaking, being the most knowledgeable person about eSport in my friend circle is
important to me.
One reason I watch eSport is to keep having more knowledge about eSport than my friends.
I enjoy knowing something about eSport that most of my friends do not know.
Availability
Generally speaking, one reason that I watch eSport is because of the abundance of the choices.
I watch eSport because they are readily available.
I watch eSport because I can do so at my own convenience.
Support
Generally speaking, I think it is important to support eSport.
I consider myself as an eSport supporter.
I watch eSport as one way to demonstrate my support.
Visual Stimuli
Generally speaking, I like the visual aspects of eSport viewing.
I watch eSport competition because they are designed for joyful spectatorship
I think some eSport avatars are good-looking

Section Three
Please indicate your overall satisfaction regarding eSport watching:
(1 = Extremely Dissatisfied, 7 = Extremely Satisfied)
Please indicate how likely you will introduce eSports to your friends and family members:
(1 = Extremely Unlikely, 7 = Extremely Likely)
Please indicate how likely you will watch eSport in the future:
(1 = Extremely Unlikely, 7 = Extremely Likely)
Please indicate how likely you would attend an eSport tournament in the future:
(1 = Extremely Unlikely, 7 = Extremely Likely)
Please indicate how frequently you usually watch eSport:
(1 = Never, 7 = Extremely Frequently)
Please indicate how likely you will support eSport financially:
(1 = Extremely Unlikely, 7 = Extremely Likely)
Section Four
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What is your gender?
1. Male
2. Female
3. Prefer not to say
What is your race or ethnicity?
1. White, not of Hispanic origin
2. Black or African American
3. American Indian or Alaskan native
4. Asian or Asian American
5. Native Hawaiian or other Pacific islander
6. White, of Hispanic origin
7. Other
8. Prefer not to say
What is your employment status?
1. Full-time.
2. Part-time.
3. Currently unemployed
4. Homemaker.
5. Retired.
6. Student
7. Other.
8. Prefer not to say
What is your educational level?
1. Did not attend high school
2. Attended high school but did not graduate
3. High school diploma or equivalent
4. Associates degree of professional trade graduate
5. Bachelor’s degree or equivalent
6. Master’s degree or higher
7. Other
8. Prefer not to say
What is your age?
______
What is your nationality?
______
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Section Five
Thank you for your participation in this survey, your time and effort are greatly appreciated.
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APPENDIX B
Survey Two Information
Thank you for considering participating in this study. My name is Jue Hou, Ph.D. Candidate in
the College of Communication and Information Sciences, University of Alabama. I am being
supervised by Dr. Andrew Billings, and I would like to invite you to participate in a dissertation
research study about eSport, called "Competitive Sport in Web 2.0: Consumer motivation,
spectatorship experience and the degree of overlap between traditional sport and eSport.”
I hope to find out motivations that drives fans to watch eSport and traditional sport in the modern
era. Specifically, I want to understand how the industry of eSport can continue to learn from
traditional sport industry and achieve greater success in terms of enhancing the spectatorship
experience for eSport fans, as well as attracting viewers who may not be interested in eSport in
the contemporary climate.
Taking part in this study involves completing an online survey that will take about 15 minutes.
This study will target the competition and overall experience associated with eSport and
traditional sport watching, instead of evaluating the game themselves. Questions in this survey
are generally about your eSport or traditional sport spectatorship experience, as well as potential
motivations that made you choose them as something to watch in your daily lives.
Your data will be anonymous. Identifiers for individual participants will not be recorded for this
research project. Only the investigators will have access to the data. The data will be saved on
personal laptop with password protection and will be analyzed inside university office. Only
summarized data will be presented at meetings or in publications.
There will be no direct benefit to you. The findings will be useful for traditional sport and eSport
scholars in their future exploration of media consumption. For eSport practitioners, the result of
this study will also be valuable towards their future efforts in developing the young industry of
eSport.
The main risk for participating in this study would be fatigue. It will take about 15 minutes to
complete this survey, and you may skip any question you do not feel comfortable to answer.
If you have questions about this study, please contact Jue Hou at (502) 889-0379, or his faculty
advisor, Dr. Andrew Billings at (205) 348-8658. If you have questions, concerns, or complaints
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about your rights as a research participant, contact Ms. Tanta Myles, the Research Compliance
Officer, at (205) 348-8461, or toll-free at 1-877-820-3066. You may email the Research
Compliance Office at rscompliance@research.ua.edu. You may also ask questions, make
suggestions, or file complaints and concerns through the IRB outreach website at
http://ovpred.ua.edu/research-compliance/prco/. Also, if you participate, you are encouraged to
complete the short survey for Research Participants online at this website. This helps UA
improve its protection of human research participants.
1. I understand the statements above and I agree to take part in this study.
2. I do not want to participate in this study.
Section One
What is your favorite game to witness sports competitions?
______
On average, how many hours do you spend on watching sports every week?
______
Please indicate your general level of enthusiasm for sport:
(1 = I do not care for sport at all, 7 = I’m the biggest fan of sport)
Section Two
Please indicate your level of agreement on each one of the arguments below:
(1 = Extremely Disagree, 7 = Extremely Agree)
Enjoyment
Generally speaking, professional sport competitions are enjoyable for me.
I enjoy the excitement surrounding sport matches.
I consider sport watching a form of recreation.
Arousal
Generally speaking, professional sport competitions are exciting to me.
Watching sport keep me on the edge of my seat.
I get emotional when watching sport.
Self-Esteem
Generally speaking, watching sport increases my self-esteem.
I feel my status as a fan increases when the sport team I support wins.
I feel proud when the sport team I support play well.
Vicarious Achievement
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Generally speaking, I feel a sense of accomplishment when the sport team I support wins.
It is important to me to feel connected to the sport team I support.
When watching sport, I feel like being part of the sport team I support.
Escapism
Generally speaking, watching sport helps me temporarily escape from reality.
Watching sport allows me to enter a non-thinking, relaxing period.
I can temporarily forget about work when watching sport.
Diversion
Generally speaking, watching sport is very different from what I usually do.
Compare to what I regularly do, watching sport is a change of pace.
It offers a different experience in life when watching sport.
Pass Time
Generally speaking, passing time is a major reason to watch sport for me.
When there is nothing else to do, sport matches give me an available choice.
Watching sport is a good option to pass time, particularly when I’m bored.
Interest in Player
Generally speaking, I consider myself a fan of the sport player I like.
I tend to follow individual sport player more than the sport team.
I am a loyal fan of my favorite sport player, no matter win or lose.
Interest in Team
Generally speaking, I consider myself a fan of the sport team I like.
I tend to follow sport teams rather than individual sport players.
I am a loyal fan of my favorite sport team, no matter win or lose.
Camaraderie
Generally speaking, I consider watching sport as an opportunity to socialize.
I watch sport because I enjoy the camaraderie of other sport fans.
I tend to enjoy watching sport more when I’m with a large crowd.
Peer Pressure
Generally speaking, I watch sport because many of my friends are sport fans.
I feel the need to watch sport because my friends do so.
Knowing many others watch sport makes me want to watch sport as well.
Communication
Generally speaking, I like chatting with people about sport
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I like commenting on sport teams or players.
I enjoy debating about sport-related issues.
Family Gathering
Generally speaking, being with my family is one reason I enjoy watching sport.
Watching sport give me the opportunity to spend time with my family.
Watching sport serves as a bonding opportunity with my family members.
Friend Gathering
Generally speaking, being with my friends is one reason I enjoy watching sport.
Watching sport give me the opportunity to spend time with my friends.
Watching sport serves as a bonding opportunity with my friends.
Artistic Value
Generally speaking, I consider sport a form of art
I believe there is a certain natural beauty to sport games.
I consider professional play of sport as an artistic expression.
Skillful Performance
Generally speaking, the skillful performance displayed in sport attract me to watch.
Being able to see well-executed play is one reason I watch sport.
I enjoy sport because I get to see superior skills of professional players.
Diligence
Generally speaking, one enjoyable aspect of sport is the display of players’ diligent training.
The effort by sport players to always give 100% is one reason that I follow sport.
Sport games are more enjoyable when players do everything they can towards victory.
Knowledge gathering
Generally speaking, I consider information obtained from watching sport useful.
I watch sport so I can gather a wide range of related knowledge.
I get an increased awareness of the tournaments, teams, or players through watching sport.
Personal Education
Generally speaking, watching sport is a good way to learn skills.
Improving my own sport skills is one reason that I watch sport.
Through watching sport, I can get certain technical aspects of sport otherwise hard to acquire.
Drama
Generally speaking, the dramatic turns in sport games is one reason I enjoy watching sport.
I prefer watching a close sport game rather than a one-sided game.
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I like watching sport matches when the outcome cannot be decided until the very end.
Novelty
Generally speaking, I enjoy seeing something new happen in sport.
One reason I watch sport is that I get to see new players and teams.
I appreciate the opportunity to witness new sport team grow.
Aggression
Generally speaking, I enjoy aggressive behaviors in sport competition.
I consider provoking as a way to enhance sport watching experience.
I think sport games with player expressing aggressive behaviors are more enjoyable.
Profit
Generally speaking, I consider sport as means to make money.
On reason I watch sport games is betting.
I consider sport matches more enjoyable when betting on the outcome.
Wholesome Environment
Generally speaking, I value the wholesome environment evident at sport.
I consider the general atmosphere in sport friendly.
I believe sport competition generally express positive messages.
Role Model
Generally speaking, I believe professional sport players act as role models for young people.
I think professional sport players represent values and virtues that worth sharing.
I believe professional sport players provide inspiration for others.
Information Load
Generally speaking, being knowledgeable about sport related information is important to me.
One reason I watch sport games is to keep up-to-date about related information.
My friends think of me as a good source when it comes to sport information.
Information Supremacy
Generally speaking, being the most knowledgeable person in my friend circle is important to me.
One reason I watch sport is to keep having more knowledge about sport than my friends.
I enjoy knowing something about sport that most of my friends do not know.
Availability
Generally speaking, one reason that I watch sport is because of the abundance of the choices.
I watch sport because they are readily available.
I watch sport because I can do so at my own convenience.
193

Support
Generally speaking, I think it is important to support sport.
I consider myself as a sport supporter.
I watch sport as one way to demonstrate my support.
Visual Stimuli
Generally speaking, I like the visual aspects of sport viewing.
I watch sport competition because they are designed for joyful spectatorship
I think some sport players are attractive

Section Three
Please indicate your overall satisfaction regarding sport watching:
(1 = Extremely Unsatisfied, 7 = Extremely Satisfied)
Please indicate how likely you will introduce sports to your friends and family members:
(1 = Extremely Unlikely, 7 = Extremely Likely)
Please indicate how likely you will watch sport in the future:
(1 = Extremely Unlikely, 7 = Extremely Likely)
Please indicate how likely you would attend a sport tournament in the future:
(1 = Extremely Unlikely, 7 = Extremely Likely)
Please indicate how frequently you usually watch sport:
(1 = Never, 7 = Extremely Frequently)
Please indicate how likely you will support sport financially:
(1 = Extremely Unlikely, 7 = Extremely Likely)
Section Four
What is your gender?
4. Male
5. Female
6. Prefer not to say
What is your age?
______
What is your race or ethnicity?
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9. White, not of Hispanic origin
10. Black or African American
11. American Indian or Alaskan native
12. Asian or Asian American
13. Native Hawaiian or other Pacific islander
14. White, of Hispanic origin
15. Other
16. Prefer not to say
What is your employment status?
9. Full-time.
10. Part-time.
11. Student.
12. Homemaker.
13. Unemployed.
14. Retired.
15. Other.
16. Prefer not to say
What is your educational level?
9. Did not attend high school
10. Attended high school but did not graduate
11. High school diploma or equivalent
12. Associates degree of professional trade graduate
13. Bachelor’s degree or equivalent
14. Master’s degree or higher
15. Other
16. Prefer not to say
Section Five
Thank you for your participation in this survey, your time and effort are greatly appreciated.
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APPENDIX C
Motivation Scale for eSport Spectatorship Consumption (MSESC)
MOTIVATIONS:
Aggressive Behaviors
Generally speaking, I enjoy aggressive behaviors in eSport competition.
I consider provoking as a way to enhance eSport watching experience.
I think eSport games with player expressing aggressive behaviors are more enjoyable.
Communication
Generally speaking, I like chatting with people about eSport
I like commenting on eSport teams or players.
I enjoy debating about eSport-related issues.
Escapism
Generally speaking, watching eSport helps me temporarily escape from reality.
Watching eSport allows me to enter a non-thinking, relaxing period.
I can temporarily forget about work when watching eSport.
Family Gathering
Generally speaking, being with my family is one reason I enjoy watching eSport.
Watching eSport give me the opportunity to spend time with my family.
Watching eSport serves as a bonding opportunity with my family members.
Friend Gathering
Generally speaking, being with my friends is one reason I enjoy watching eSport.
Watching eSport give me the opportunity to spend time with my friends.
Watching eSport serves as a bonding opportunity with my friends.
Information Load
Generally speaking, being knowledgeable about eSport related information is important to me.
One reason I watch eSport games is to keep up-to-date about related information.
My friends think of me as a good source when it comes to eSport information.
Information Supremacy
Generally speaking, being the most knowledgeable person about eSport in my friend circle is
important to me.
One reason I watch eSport is to keep having more knowledge about eSport than my friends.
I enjoy knowing something about eSport that most of my friends do not know.
Knowledge Acquisition
Generally speaking, I consider information obtained from watching eSport useful.
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I watch eSport so I can gather a wide range of related knowledge.
I get an increased awareness of the tournaments, teams, or players through watching eSport.
Personal Education
Generally speaking, watching eSport is a good way to learn skills.
Improving my own eSport skills is one reason that I watch eSport.
Through watching eSport, I can get certain technical aspects of eSport otherwise hard to acquire.
Skillful Performance
Generally speaking, the skillful performance displayed in eSport attract me to watch.
Being able to see well-executed play is one reason I watch eSport.
I enjoy eSport because I get to see superior skills of professional players.
Support
Generally speaking, I think it is important to support eSport.
I consider myself as an eSport supporter.
I watch eSport as one way to demonstrate my support.
Vicarious Achievement
Generally speaking, I feel a sense of accomplishment when the eSport team I support wins.
It is important to me to feel connected to the eSport team I support.
When watching eSport, I feel like being part of the eSport team I support.
Wholesome Environment
Generally speaking, I value the wholesome environment evident at eSport.
I consider the general atmosphere in eSport friendly.
I believe eSport competition generally express positive messages.
CONSUMPTIONS:
Please indicate your overall satisfaction regarding eSport watching.
Please indicate how likely you will watch eSport in the future.
Please indicate how likely you would attend an eSport tournament in the future.
Please indicate how frequently you usually watch eSport.
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APPENDIX D
Variables and Statistical Tests for All Hypotheses and Research Questions
H/RQ
H1-10a
H1-10b
RQ2-4a
RQ2-4b
RQ5a
RQ5b
RQ6a
RQ6b
RQ7-10a
RQ7-10b
RQ11

IV
IV-Type
DV
DV-Type
TEST
10 eSport M
Con
eSport C
Con
L-Regression
10 sport M
Con
sport C
Con
L-Regression
3 eSport M
Con
eSport C
Con
L-Regression
3 sport M
Con
sport C
Con
L-Regression
13 eSport M
Con
eSport C
Con
M-Regression
13 sport M
Con
sport C
Con
M-Regression
eSport P-age
Con
eSport C
Con
L-Regression
sport P-age
Con
sport C
Con
L-Regression
4 eSport D
Cat
eSport C
Con
ANOVA
4 sport D
Cat
sport C
Con
ANOVA
eSport Motives
Continuous
Independent-Samples T-Test
Sport Motives
Continuous
Independent-Samples T-Test
Note. M: Motivation factors; C: Consumption; P: Participants’; D: Demographic; Con:
Continuous variables; Cat: Categorical variables; L-Regression: Linear regression; MRegression: Multiple regression; ANOVA: One-way analysis of varianc
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APPENDIX E
Institutional Review Board Certification
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