Supplementary Analysis
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Study 1 Multi-Level Modelling
Level 1 Model: GameEngagement = β0j + β1j(Conflictij) + rij
Level 2 Model:
Intercept: β0j = ɣ00 + ɣ01*GPAmcj + u0j
Slopes: 
β1j = ɣ10 + ɣ11*GPAmcj + u1j
Combined Model: studyij = ɣ00 + ɣ01*GPAmcj + ɣ10* Conflctij + ɣ11*GPAmcj(Conflictij) + (u0j + u1j* Conflictij + rij)

Study 2 Multi-Level Modelling
Level 1 Model: study = β0j + β1j(dayij) + β2j(daysqij) + rij
Level 2 Model:
Intercept: β0j = ɣ00 + ɣ01*GPAmcj + u0j
Slopes: 
β1j = ɣ10 + ɣ11*GPAmcj + u1j
β2j = ɣ20 + ɣ21*GPAmcj + u2j
Combined Model: studyij = ɣ00 + ɣ01*GPAmcj + ɣ10* dayij + ɣ20(daysqij) + ɣ11*GPAmcj(dayij) + ɣ21 *GPAmcj(daysqij) + (u0j + u1j* dayij + u0j* daysqij + rij)



Study 1-Exploratory Analyses.

Students reported their willingness to watch/attend basketball games in 16 diverse scenarios under high and low game-study conflict, respectively. While our primary hypothesis pertained to the effect of game-study conflict, we also explored what other factor(s) high- (vs. low-) GPA students are sensitive to.

Each of the 16 scenarios contained two pieces of information, one pertained to a game-related factor (e.g., game importance, likelihood of winning) and the other pertained to a non-game or other factor (e.g., whether friends are watching together, conflict with non-academic obligations). Some information would make the games more favorable to watch (+) and some would make them less favorable (-). As such, the 16 scenarios could be categorized into 4 groups of 4 scenarios: Game+Other+, Game-Other+, Game+Other-, Game-Other+. This setup not only allowed us to reliably measure students’ general tendency to engage in the games but also allowed us to explore if high- (low-) GPA students were sensitive to game-related factors or other-related factors.  

To confirm that our manipulations were effective, we conducted a 2 (game: + vs. -) x 2 (other: + vs. -) within-subjects ANOVA on students’ willingness to watch/attend the game under high game-study conflict revealed a large main effect of game-related factors, F(215, 1) = 96.46, p < .001, η2 = .31, and a large main effect of other-related factors, F(215, 1) = 1302.43, p < .001, η2 = .86. In general, game-related factors and other-related factors successfully affected students’ tendency to engage in the games. There was also a small but significant interaction effect, F(215, 1) = 5.31, p = .022, η2 = .02. The effect of other-related factor was slightly larger when the game-related factor was unfavorable than when the game-related factor was favorable. 

	Game
	Other
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	95% Confidence Interval

	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	favorable
	favorable
	5.365
	1.50
	5.164
	5.566

	
	unfavorable
	2.800
	1.41
	2.611
	2.989

	unfavorable
	favorable
	4.976
	1.22
	4.813
	5.140

	
	unfavorable
	2.232
	1.15
	2.078
	2.386



The key question was whether high- and low- GPA students were differentially sensitive to the game-related and other-related factors. As evident in the graph below, they were not. Multi-level analyses with level 1 modelling the effect of game-related factor and other-related factor and level 2 modelling the moderating role of GPA yielded no significant effect of GPA, all ps > .27. The difference between high- and low- GPAs was primarily observed between high and low game-study conflict. High-GPA students were uniformly less interested in the games than low-GPA students across the 4 categories of scenarios under high game-study conflict; under low game-study conflict, high-GPA students became uniformly more interested than low-GPA students.
[image: ]
Note: Willingness to engage in games (Mean ± SD). High- and low- GPA students are categorized using median split. Hi = high game-study conflict. Lo = low game-study conflict. 



Study 2-Descriptive Plot

The hour-by-hour distribution of students’ study hours as is presented as Figure 2 in the main paper. To provide more information to our reader, we plot low- and high- GPA students (median split) separately in the figure below. 

[image: ]
Note: Low- and high- GPA groups are derived from medium split. Low-GPA: GPA < 3.40, 48.9%. High-GPA: GPA ≥ 3.40, 51.1%. 

Consistent with the multi-level modelling analysis, high-GPA students show stronger quadratic pattern (studying more on Wednesday and Friday) than low-GPA students.


Study 3-Supplementary Analysis

	We also computed the time students spent on studying. Study time and game time were negatively correlated, r(530) = -.42, p < .001, and the pattern of study time was consistent with that of game time. 
	The full regression model crossing academic importance, fan identity, and GPA (R2 = .075, p < .001) yielded an opposite three-way interaction as that for the game time, B = -.60, t(522) = -2.43, p = .015, 95% CI [-1.09, -.12]. 
	The difference between high- and low- GPA students was again observed only when academic importance was high. GPA significantly interacted with fan identification, B = -1.15, t(522) = -2.47, p = .01, 95% CI [-2.07, -.24]. For high-GPA students, fan identification did not predict study time, B = -.25, t(522) = -1.21, p = .23, 95% CI [-.67, .16]; whereas for low-GPA students, fan identification positively predicted study time, B = .54, t(522) = 2.16, p = .03, 95% CI [.05, 1.03]. When the need to resolve the sports-study conflict was relevant, high-GPA students maintained a consistent study time regardless of their fan identification; by contrast, low-GPA students displayed maladaptive time management: the more they could benefit from the game activities (i.e., more of a fan), the more time they spent on studying and denying themselves the chance to reap the disproportionate benefits a home game could have offered. 


*

Note. Simple slopes of the interaction between GPA and Fan Identification on Study time, when Academic Importance is high. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

When academic importance was low (Figure 3b), there was no GPA x fan identification interaction, B = .48, t(522) = 1.03, p = .30, 95% CI [-.44, 1.40]. Fan identification did not predict study time at either high, B = .25, t(522) = .43, p = .66, 95% CI [-.39, .61], or low, B = -.22, t(522) = -1.05, p = .30, 95% CI [-.64, .19], GPA.


Note. Simple slopes of the interaction between GPA and Fan Identification on Study time, when Academic Importance is low. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

	In sum, the difference between high- and low- GPA students was observed only among those who considered academic pursuit as important. Among those who considered academic pursuit as less important, no difference between high- and low- GPA students were observed. This pattern corroborates that of game time, which was reported in the main study. 

High Academic Importance
High GPA	Weak Fan Identity	Strong Fan Identity	8.2470999999999997	7.9608999999999996	7.6745999999999999	Low GPA	Weak Fan Identity	Strong Fan Identity	6.3535000000000004	6.9634	7.5732999999999997	Study Time (hr)

Low Academic Importance
High GPA	Weak Fan Identity	Strong Fan Identity	6.2218	6.3463000000000003	6.4706999999999999	Low GPA	Weak Fan Identity	Strong Fan Identity	6.3589000000000002	6.1101000000000001	5.8612000000000002	Study Time (hr)
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