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Abstract 

The aim of the current series of studies was to examine the efficacy of gambling 

motivations, assessed in terms of gambling related beliefs (e.g., gambling outcome 

expectancies, normative beliefs, and cognitive biases), in predicting and explaining 

gambling behaviour. To achieve this, a 3-wave longitudinal community-based survey 

was employed. In the first study (n = 2,033), the role of economic, emotion, and 

social gambling outcome expectancies in gambling behaviour were examined. The 

findings revealed the economic, emotion, and social aspects uniquely predicted 

gambling frequency, whereas only the emotion oriented dimensions of gambling 

outcome expectancies (excitement, escape, and ego enhancement) were related to 

gambling problems. These findings were further examined in Wave 2 (n = 870) by 

testing the comparative predictive ability of gambling outcome expectancies, 

normative beliefs, and cognitive biases using the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB, 

Ajzen & Madden, 1985). In general, the results supported the efficacy of the TPB 

with normative beliefs and cognitive biases contributing to the explanation of 

gambling frequency via gambling intentions. One of the notable findings was the role 

of perceived social influences (normative beliefs) in determining gambling intentions 

for low risk and at-risk gamblers. The unique influence of the Wave 2 measures of 

excitement and ego enhancement on gambling frequency underscored the role of 

emotion oriented motivations in gambling behaviour. In the final study (n = 495), the 

ability of the same constructs to predict changes in gambling risk status were 

examined. One of the major findings was that low risk gamblers who transitioned to 

an increased level of risk 2 years later scored significantly higher on the emotion 

dimensions of motivations at Wave 1 than those who remained at low risk. Taken 

together, the findings indicate that emotional reasons for gambling play an important 

role in sustained gambling behaviour. The implications for these findings are 

discussed within the context of a gambling harm minimisation framework.  
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Chapter One 

1.1 Introduction 

Typically, the efforts directed towards quantifying the negative consequences 

of gambling focus on the assessment of the prevalence of pathological or problem 

gambling (Shaffer, LaBrie, LaPlante, Nelson, & Stanton, 2004). However, within 

Australia, New Zealand, and Canada there has been a shift towards viewing 

gambling from a public health perspective (Delfabbro & King, 2012; Productivity 

Commission, 2010). One of the differences with employing a public health approach 

to conceptualise and measure problematic gambling is that the impacts of gambling 

are assessed as they occur across the spectrum of involvement (Korn & Shaffer, 

1999). This means gambling behaviour that is associated with negative outcomes, but 

fails to reach the criteria of problem gambling, is also considered as an important 

issue. Despite this shift in emphasis, many of the existing models and concepts 

employed to explain gambling are oriented towards understanding the aetiology of 

problem gambling. As a consequence, there are gaps in the understanding gambling 

that does not reach the extreme levels of involvement. This is of particular concern 

given there are at least twice as many Australians estimated to experience problems 

as a result of their gambling behaviour than those who meet the classification of 

problem gambling (Productivity Commission, 2010).  

Although there is no agreed theoretical framework to explain non-problem 

gambling, there is an emerging body of research that explores the reasons people 

gamble at different levels of intensity. Further, this research indicates there is an 

array of factors that influence the reasons people decide to gamble. However, due to 

this research being relative recent, and from varied theoretical positions, it is 

unknown whether specific reasons for gambling are more important than others in 

explaining consumers’ gambling behaviours. This is troubling given one of the 

important areas in problem gambling prevention is the use of educational initiatives. 

Moreover, the provision of relevant information is reliant on an accurate assessment 

of people’s reasons for gambling. Interestingly, little research has been directed 

towards conceptualising and clarifying the salient influences on the choice to gamble 

and subsequent gambling behaviour. 
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In light of this, a three wave longitudinal study was designed to examine the 

influences on community members’ choice to engage in commercial gambling 

activities. In this way, the current research differs from much of the traditional 

psychological research in that it was not employed to test a causative model of 

problem gambling. Rather, the current series of studies were designed to assess the 

relationship between specific types of gambling motivation, identified in the 

gambling literature, and gambling behaviour, as assessed in terms of gambling 

frequency, and gambling problems (i.e., continuous measure of problem gambling). 

To achieve this, the current studies focussed on assessing gambling behaviour which 

spanned different points on the continuum of involvement - including those who 

gamble rarely or not at all, those who gamble often and through to those who 

continue to gamble in the face of successive and unsustainable losses. The 

overarching aim was to examine the temporal relationship between gambling 

motivations, as assessed using belief-based measures, and gambling behaviour. 

Nonetheless, each of the three studies was employed to test a specific set of 

propositions. An overview of the rationale for the different studies and an outline of 

the structure of the dissertation are provided as follows.  

1.2 Structure of Thesis 

Chapter Two provides an overview of gambling and highlights important 

issues relevant to the current series of studies. More specifically, after describing the 

major forms of gambling legally available to the adult population, some of the 

challenges inherent in the assessment of problem gambling and gambling problems 

are discussed. Notwithstanding the conceptual difficulties in the assessment of 

problem gambling, it is apparent that a significant number of consumers experience 

gambling related harms. It is also evident that problem gambling occurs across socio-

demographic boundaries and is more pronounced as participation increases. Next, an 

overview of the central tenets of a public health approach provides insights into the 

rationale behind the initiatives employed to minimise gambling related harms. 

Finally, research that explores consumers’ reasons for gambling is reviewed. What 

emerges from the discussion is a potential misalignment between the approaches 

designed to minimise the risk of gambling related harms and the reasons gamblers’ 

report for gambling. 



EXPECTANCIES, CHOICE AND GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR 

3 

Chapter Three further explores the potential influence of different motivation 

factors. More specifically, the central tenets of selected gambling theories are used to 

explicate the characteristics of distinct types of gambling motivation before 

reviewing research that employs multidimensional motivation-type constructs. While 

the mechanisms and processes proposed to sustain gambling behaviour are typically 

represented in terms of explaining problem gambling, they nonetheless articulate the 

theoretical role of different types of motivation in gambling behaviour more 

generally. By drawing on this research, it becomes evident that a multidimensional 

view of gambling motivations provides one approach to extend the understanding of 

the influences involved in the initiation and maintenance of gambling behaviour. 

The main goal of the first study was to clarify the nature of the relationship 

between different dimensions of gambling motivation and gambling behaviour. To 

achieve this, the first study was separated into two chapters. Chapter Four provides a 

review of the current gambling motivational scales and the rationale for the first 

study. More specifically, the purpose of Chapter Four is to identify motivational 

aspects pertinent to understanding both gambling frequency and problem gambling. 

The ensuing review revealed five commonly assessed aspects of gambling 

motivation. However, not one of the existing scales measured these five aspects. As a 

consequence, the Gambling Outcome Expectancy Scale (GOES) was purpose 

developed to measure these conceptually distinct dimensions of gambling 

motivation.  

The second objective of the first study was to examine the relationship between 

gambling motivations, as assessed by gambling outcome expectancies, and gambling 

behaviour. Although the role of specific motivations is advanced in some of the 

existing studies, many do not account for financial expectancies. In fact, congruent 

with the premise of cognitive theories, one proposition is that beliefs about winning 

are the primary reason for continued gambling and that non-financial motivation only 

serve a secondary role. This idea and the notion that particular aspects of motivation 

operate differentially depending of the level of gambling involvement were 

examined in this chapter. Overall, the Wave 1 study provides the basis for the 

subsequent studies to further examine the influences of the emotion, social, and 

economic aspects of gambling motivation on gambling frequency and gambling 

problems with the belief-based gambling outcome expectancies scale. 
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The second study, reported in Chapter Six, examined the largely overlooked 

aspect of predictive utility. Namely, much of the existing research is conducted with 

cross-sectional studies and consequently cannot assess the associations between prior 

motivations and subsequent gambling behaviour. To this end, The Theory of Planned 

Behaviour (TPB; Ajzen & Madden, 1986) was employed as a conceptual framework 

to model the effects of prior gambling motivations, as assessed by the GOES, and 

gambling intentions on gambling frequency 12 months later. Also, consistent with 

the TPB, the role of gambling intentions was further scrutinised by including 

respondents’ perceptions of significant others approval of gambling and respondents’ 

confidence in their gambling skill and perceived abilities. Finally, one of the more 

innovative aspects of the study was the inclusion of the Wave 2 TPB constructs into 

the model to assess the relationship between changes in gambling related-beliefs 

measures and gambling frequency. In summary, this study is the first to examine the 

role of gambling motivation, perceived social influences and perception of personal 

gambling skill in predicting prospective gambling frequency. 

Chapter Seven provides a more in depth view of the role of gambling outcome 

expectancies, social influences, and perceptions of skill and knowledge in gambling 

behaviour. Of particular interest was whether the “predictor” variables operate as 

risk, or conversely, as explanatory factors. Specifically, the assumption that 

emotional focussed motivations, namely excitement and escape, may predispose 

individuals to progress to riskier levels of gambling behaviour was examined. In 

contrast, the contention that gambling itself may be a risk factor, as evidenced by 

changes in motivation and associated belief-based measures, was also tested. 

Although these two positions are not necessary mutually exclusive, research to date 

has not allowed this differentiation to be examined. 

In the final chapter, potential implications of the key findings from the three 

wave longitudinal study are discussed. Overall, the findings indicate there is utility in 

differentiating between dissimilar motivations, social influences, and perceptions of 

skill in terms of predicting and explaining gambling problems. Several suggestions 

are advanced on how the knowledge collected may assist informing pragmatic 

interventions at the different levels of gambling involvement as described in a public 

health framework. Figure 1.1 shows the design of the 3-Wave longitudinal survey. 
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Each of the studies depicted in the diagram are discussed in detail in their respective 

chapters.  

 

 

 

Figure 1.1. Flow chart of participants in 3-wave longitudinal survey.

n = 428 Volunteers

recruited via networks

n = 1,693

Panel members

(National)

Study 1A

n = 2,024

Study 2

n = 870

(12 month follow-up: Wave 2)

97 incomplete/aberant

responses removed

N = 2,121 

Combined sample

(Wave 1)

42 did not complete PGSI

-excludedStudy 1B

n = 1,982

1,089 lost from Wave 1        

241 Volunteers did not provide follow-up details         

101 Volunteers did not respond to Wave 2 survey   

747 Panel members did not respond Wave 2 survey

Study 3

n = 495

(24 month follow-up: Wave3)

50 completed Wave 1 

and Wave 3 surveys 

only

1,391 lost to Wave 3 survey

56 non-gamblers excluded from Wave 3 survey

384 Volunteers did not respond to Wave 3 survey

1,007 Panel members did not repond Wave 3 survey

23 Aberant responses removed from Wave 2 sample

17 Aberant responses removed from Wave 3 sample
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Chapter Two 

Gambling, Problem Gambling and the Minimisation of Gambling Related 

Harms 

2.1 Chapter Overview 

Gambling involves risking something of value on an event with an uncertain 

outcome (Korn & Shaffer, 1999). From this perspective, trading stocks, investing in 

property, or any other venture pursued to make a profit could qualify as “gambling”. 

However, there is one fundamental difference between regulated commercial 

gambling and other activities involving financial risk - consumers of gambling 

products should expect to lose money in the long term (Walker, 1992). More 

specifically, in all forms of commercial gambling, the odds are stacked against 

consumers in order to benefit the purveyor of the product. Thus, from an economic 

position, engaging in gambling is not economically rational. Despite this, the 

majority of the adult population participate in at least one form of gambling within a 

12 month period (Productivity Commission, 2010). Indeed, gambling is such an 

integral part of Western society’s economic and social makeup that industry groups, 

governments and community groups all have vested interests in the sustainability and 

the impacts of gambling. As such, the focus of this dissertation is limited to 

exploring commercial or regulated gambling, rather than the range of activities that 

may be considered as gambling. Of particular interest are the psychosocial influences 

on people’s decision to gamble and subsequent gambling behaviour. 

 

The current chapter outlines several key areas that need to be considered to 

contextualise gambling behaviour. To this end, first, an overview is given of the 

gambling products legally available to the adult population, the associated 

participation rates and the costs and benefits of gambling. Second, the significant 

issues around the conceptualisation, measurement, and identification of problem 

gambling are discussed. The third section focusses on the approaches taken to 

minimise the negative impacts of gambling, with an emphasis on the education 

initiatives currently employed. Finally, people’s reasons for gambling are discussed. 

More specifically, community members’ views of gambling, regular gamblers’ 

experiences, and inferred motives and problem gamblers’ self-expressed reasons for 

gambling are reviewed.  
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2.2 Gambling Activities, Involvement and Impacts 

During the 1990s, throughout all Australian jurisdictions, there was a 

liberalisation of gambling policy that led to a rapid increase in the availability of 

gambling products (Winters, 2002). The most notable changes included the provision 

of licenses to clubs and hotels to operate Electronic Gaming Machines (EGMs) in 

Victoria, Queensland, South Australia, Tasmania, and the Northern Territory. In the 

same period, sports betting facilities were introduced to all states and territories and 

Keno was variably introduced across different jurisdictions. Concomitant with 

increases in availability was a surge in gambling expenditure. More specifically, 

gambling expenditure, as a proportion of household disposable income (HDI), almost 

doubled between 1988 and 1998 (Winters, 2002). However, over the last decade, 

gambling expenditure has stabilised and was last estimated to be at 3.1% of HDI 

(Office of Economic and Statistical Research, 2011). Nonetheless, across the 

different forms of gambling, there are significant differences in participation and 

expenditure. 

In terms of participation, lotteries are by far the most popular with the majority 

of Australians (approximately 60%) engaging in this form of gambling within a 12 

month period (Delfabbro, 2008). Lotteries include several types of chance 

determined number games that vary slightly in the way they are marketed and 

played. Pools, Lotto, Powerball and instant lotteries (scratchies) are examples of 

lotteries that are available from various outlets (typically news agencies) 

(Productivity Commission, 2010). Most lotteries products, with the exception of 

instant lotteries and Keno, are classified as non-continuous forms of gambling. That 

is, consumers purchase a ticket and enter a draw where the winning numbers are 

drawn on a weekly basis. In contrast, consumers of instant lotteries and Keno know 

the result of their ticket shortly after purchase. Although often considered a less 

serious form of gambling, together lotteries gross more than $2 billion a year 

(Productivity Commission, 2010). 

Electronic Gaming Machine (EGM) gambling is the second most popular form 

of commercial gambling. EGMs provide a form of continuous gambling where the 

consumer can play uninterrupted for extend periods of time. The most common and 

contentious EGMs are poker machines or pokies as they are more commonly referred 

to in Australia (Dowling, Smith, & Thomas, 2005). Consumers can bet as little as 
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one cent per spin (trial) and up to $10 per bet depending on the jurisdiction. By 

placing maximum stakes on multiple lines, it is possible for consumers to lose up to 

$1200 per hour (Productivity Commission, 2010). EGM gambling is engaged 

similarly by males and females, with population surveys estimates indicating 

between 27% and 32% of the adult population have played a poker machine in a 12 

month period and between 4% and 7% play EGM weekly or more often (Delfabbro, 

2008). EGM gambling in clubs and hotels attracts the largest percentage of the 

gambling revenue, accounting for 55% of all regulated gambling revenue (Office of 

Economic and Statistical Research, 2011).  

Australian casinos provide a diverse range of gambling activities in one 

location. Some games are solely determined by chance (e.g., EGMs, Roulette, Bingo, 

and Keno) whereas other games involve a level of skill (e.g., Black Jack and Poker). 

Despite the variety of gambling activities available, casino gambling attracts a 

smaller percentage of gambling revenue (18.2%) compared to the revenue raised in 

clubs and hotels revenue (Office of Economic and Statistical Research, 2011). This is 

largely due to casino gambling only being available in a limited number of locations 

compared to EGM gambling which is available in more than 5,700 clubs or hotels 

(Productivity Commission, 2010). Approximately 10% of the adult population is 

estimated to participate in casino table games, with 18 to 25 years adults old being 

over represented in this cohort (Delfabbro, 2008). 

Wagering attracts a smaller portion of gambling revenue compared to EGM 

and casino gambling. Regulated wagering encapsulates the betting that occurs via 

licensed providers on horse and dog racing (either off course or trackside), and sports 

betting. Together, revenue collected from these forms of gambling is just over $2 

billion, representing 14.8% of all gambling revenue (Office of Economic and 

Statistical Research, 2011). Although between 20% and 25% of the population 

participates in at least one form of wagering, regular wagering is engaged by a 

relatively small percentage of the population (4%) and is it largely a male dominated 

form of gambling (Delfabbro, 2008). 

According to the Productivity Commission (2010), the gambling industry, as a 

whole, delivers a number of benefits to the community. In fact, of the $19 billion 

revenue generated via gambling expenditure (i.e., losses incurred by gamblers), 
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approximately $5 billion is returned to the state and territory governments in the 

form of taxation. Together, this represents 10 per cent of all state tax revenue. Over 

50,000 people are directly employed to service the gambling industry and at least 

another 50,000 jobs are associated with gambling venues. Clubs also directly 

contribute to community by providing sponsorships, mainly to sporting clubs, from 

funding derived from gaming revenue. In addition to the tangible financial benefits, 

are the social and entertainment opportunities provided by some forms of gambling. 

For example, large social spaces are provided by the 13 Australian casinos and many 

of the 5,700 clubs and hotels offer facilities to local communities.  

Despite the economic, social, and entertainment benefits of commercial 

gambling, there are significant harms associated with excessive gambling. Moreover, 

from a community level perspective, the Productivity Commission (2010) estimates 

even a modest reduction in gambling related harms would result in significant saving 

to the community. This is, in part, because of the intensity of problems associated 

with excessive gambling and also, in part, due to the diversity of gambling related 

harms. At the individual level, the impact of experiencing excessive financial losses 

is associated with a range of personal negative consequences. These include, but are 

not limited to, adverse psychological outcomes (depression, anxiety, self-harm); 

financial difficulties including excessive debt and bankruptcy; contact with the legal 

system (e.g., for fraud, and theft); relationship problems and employment difficulties 

(Productivity Commission, 2010).  

In addition to the harms experienced by the gambler, there are wider social 

costs that impact across multiple levels of the community. In terms of more 

immediate social harms, the Productivity Commission (1999) estimated that five to 

ten people are directly impacted by one person’s gambling problems. This includes, 

cost to family members (e.g., negative impact to family finances), burden placed on 

employers from lost production, and the imposition placed on those affected by 

larceny and theft. Further costs include the burden placed on community services. 

For instance, the increased use of both government and non-government service 

agencies to access mental health, primary health care and criminal-justice services 

(Productivity Commission, 1999).  
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In summary, a diverse range of gambling activities is legally available to the 

Australian adult population, in which most Australians participant in at least one 

form of gambling yearly or more. Although engaging in gambling is not necessarily 

problematic, there are advantages in attempting to minimise the negative aspects that 

flow from commercial gambling. However, first it is necessary to clarify what is 

meant by problem gambling. The following section considers the construct of 

pathological gambling, problem gambling and gambling problems and, in turn, the 

issues related to the measurement and identification of problem gambling in the 

community. 

2.3 Conceptualising, Measuring and Identifying Problem Gambling 

Fundamentally, there are two contrasting perspectives on problem gambling: a 

medical model view and a public health view (McMillen & Wenzel, 2006). From a 

medical model perspective, problem gambling (pathological gambling) is defined as 

a maladaptive behaviour that is characterised by the inability to self-regulate one’s 

gambling behaviour (Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, 4th ed., 

text rev. [DSM-IV-TR]; American Psychiatric Association, 2000). In contrast, from a 

public health perspective, problem gambling is defined by the harms associated with 

gambling behaviour, rather than the behavioural characteristics of a person. An 

overview of these two positions is outlined before discussing the approaches that are 

typically employed to assess problem gambling at a community level.  

2.3.1 Pathological gambling: A medical model view of problem gambling 

A medical model view of problem gambling (i.e., pathological gambling) 

suggests the maladaptive behaviour is caused by an underlying pathology. Although 

a medical model perspective does not require the origins of pathological gambling to 

be identified, it is implicit that pathological gamblers become addicted because of a 

pre-existing vulnerability that impairs the gamblers’ ability to regulate their 

behaviour (Blaszczynski & Nower, 2002). This means, despite an awareness of the 

destructiveness of the behaviour, pathological gamblers’ behaviour is resistant to 

their own attempts at moderating their gambling. Thus, from a medical model 

perspective, the diagnosis of the mental disorder, pathological gambling, is 

determined on the basis of the presentation of a threshold of symptoms as identified 

in the DSM-IV which signifies the presence of a disordered condition (Petry, 2005).  
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Although pathological gambling is classified as an impulse control disorder, 

the criteria are more closely aligned with that employed to define substance use 

disorders (Abbott & Volberg, 2006). In fact, due to the similarities between 

pathological gambling and substance use disorders symptom presentation, it has been 

recommended that pathological gambling be re-classified as a behavioural addiction 

in the DSM-V (Petry, 2010). More specifically, the DSM-IV diagnosis of 

pathological gambling and substance use disorders employs five criteria that assess 

the characteristics of preoccupation, withdrawal, tolerance, mood regulation and loss 

of control (Petry, 2006). In relation to gambling, preoccupation refers to an obsession 

with reliving past gambling experiences and planning the next gambling session. 

Withdrawal is characterised as feeling restless or irritable when not being able to 

gamble, whereas tolerance is evidenced by the gambler needing to gamble more to 

achieve the same level of excitement that was once reached with less gambling. 

Mood modification denotes gambling to escape negative mood and loss of control 

refers to the difficulty in moderating behaviour.  

In addition to the assumption that pathological gamblers are in some way 

qualitatively different from other gamblers, is the view that pathological gambling is 

a chronic and relapsing disorder (Abbott & Volberg, 2006). Put more simply, from a 

strict medical model perspective, pathological gambling is considered a progressive 

disease that requires on-going treatment and compliance for the patient to manage 

the symptoms (Blume, 1987). Moreover, it is expected the pathological gambler will 

continue to experience difficulties moderating their gambling behaviour and, 

therefore, the pathology is only stopped by removing the behaviour (gambling) 

(Dickerson & Baron, 2000; Jacobs, 1988). This view is also reflected in the way the 

success of treatment programs is evaluated. More specifically, the ultimate success of 

treatment programs is typically measured in terms of abstinence (Slutske, Piasecki, 

Blaszczynski & Martin, 2010).  

The contention that problem gambling is best conceptualised as a progressive 

and intractable disorder has been questioned by some researchers (Dickerson & 

Baron, 2000). Also, there is emerging research suggesting that pathological gambling 

is not immutable. For example, LaPlante, Nelson, LaBrie, and Shaffer’s (2008) 

review of longitudinal problem gambling studies found pathological gambling was 

largely temporal in nature. More specifically, the review findings did not support the 
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hypothesis that pathological gambling is chronic or progressive. First, the review 

revealed those who met the criteria for pathological gamblers at time one were more 

likely to be classified as subclinical or non-pathological at follow-up (ranging from 

two to seven years) than to remain at the pathological gambling classification. The 

second major finding was those who were assessed at subclinical thresholds of 

pathological were more likely to be classified as non-pathological (or remain at 

subclinical levels) at the follow-up period than to progress to pathological gambling. 

According to LaPlante et al., these findings are counter to what many professionals 

would propose about pathological gambling and suggest that current views may need 

to be reconsidered.  

2.3.2 Gambling problems: A public health view 

An alternative way to conceptualise problematic gambling is to focus on the 

negative consequences of excessive gambling, rather than on behavioural 

characteristics. It is this approach the public health perspective ascribes to. One of 

the important aspects of the public health model approach is the focus on the 

assessment of the outcome of gambling as opposed to identifying a single causative 

factor of problem gambling (Korn & Shaffer, 1999). More specifically, gambling 

related harms are proposed to occur due to an interaction between the individual 

characteristics, the nature of the product and the broader environmental influences 

(Korn, Gibbins, & Azmier, 2003). In other words, the emphasis given to gambling 

related harms provides a contrast to the medical model approach. However, it is 

important to note that the public health model involves much more than the 

assessment of gambling harms. As such, the rationale and scope of the public health 

approach is outlined later in this chapter. 

An advantage of conceptualising problematic gambling in terms of harms is 

that the focus is shifted from solely identifying those at the severe end of the problem 

gambling spectrum to considering all gambling behaviour. Moreover, Korn and 

Shaffer (1999) argue that a diagnostic perspective overlooks the broader population 

of gamblers. This is an important point because there are potentially many more 

individuals who experience gambling related problems than those who meet the 

criteria for pathological gambling. In other words, simply accounting for those 

classified as problem gamblers may significantly underestimate the number of 

consumers who are experiencing negative impacts from gambling. For instance, it 
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estimated that the there are two to three times the number of people who may 

experience significant problems related to their gambling behaviour than the number 

who classify as problem gamblers (Productivity Commission, 2010). 

Although there are advantages in directly assessing harm as opposed to 

gambling behaviour, there are some important limitations to consider. First, 

quantifying harm in an objective manner is somewhat difficult. More specifically, as 

Svetieva and Walker (2008) argue, what is considered a gambling related harm by 

some may not necessarily be a direct consequence of gambling. For example, 

relationship conflicts that arise over how much time or money should be spent 

gambling may be the result of a clash of beliefs as opposed to harms that actually 

stem from gambling. Another criticism is that harm-centred measures may miss early 

signs of problem gambling (Delfabbro, 2008). In other words, the behavioural 

measures that form the basis of disordered gambling measures may detect the 

potential for problematic gambling before actual harms emerge. For instance, a 

person may display behavioural and psychological tendencies that suggest the 

presence of problem behaviour (e.g., loss of control, withdrawal, and other key 

markers of addiction) but have not yet experienced any harm. This, of course, would 

be more pronounced if the individual initially has ample financial and time resources.  

2.3.3 Differentiating gambling problems from problem gambling.  

The term gambling problems is used to denote gambling related problems as 

they occur across a continuum of involvement (Korn et al., 2003). More specifically, 

Korn et al. state this term is preferred, from a public health perspective, as it captures 

the range of gambling related problems from those who are at no or low risk through 

to those at high risk on the gambling continuum. Although this conceptualisation 

includes those at the extreme end of the harm continuum, it does not make 

assumptions of the origin of the harms. Rather, the emphasis is on identifying harms 

as they occur across the spectrum of gambling behaviour.  

Within the Australian context, the term problem gambling is typically 

employed to refer to gambling that occurs at the severe end of the gambling 

problems continuum. Nonetheless, unlike the clinical diagnostic term pathological 

gambling, problem gambling does not imply a disease like state or that the individual 

is constitutionally different from non-problem gamblers (Delfabbro, 2008). More 
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specifically, Neal, Delfabbro, and O’Neil (2005) advanced a definition of problem 

gambling for use in the Australian context that encapsulates elements from both 

medical model and public health perspectives “Problem gambling is characterised 

by difficulties in limiting money and/or time spent on gambling which leads to 

adverse consequences for the gambler, others, or for the community.” (p.3). In other 

words, although there is the assumption that gambling is difficult to control it does 

not necessarily reflect the severity of loss of control reflected in the clinical diagnosis 

of pathological gambling. Rather, the definition captures the nexus between 

gambling more than can be afforded (behavioural tendencies/subjective loss of 

control) and the ensuing negative consequences (gambling harms).  

In summary, it is apparent that problems arise from gambling when individuals 

gamble more than what they can reasonably afford. From a medical model 

perspective, problem (pathological) gambling is characterised, in part, by 

behavioural characteristics. This encourages the view that problem gambling is a 

chronic disorder and that gambling problems are only experienced by those who are 

vulnerable to the disorder. In contrast, a public health or harms oriented perspective 

does not make assumptions about the person, but instead seeks to identify gambling 

problems in terms of the harms experienced. Although the public health approach 

takes a whole population perspective, and views gambling problems as occurring 

across a continuum, it is not specific in terms of defining problem gambling. 

Nonetheless, as Neal et al. (2005) suggest, problem gambling can be conceptualised 

in terms of both behavioural and harm-based measures. More specifically, it is not 

necessary to view problem gambling as a disease like condition; rather an excessive 

behaviour that is influenced by both internal and external influences. 

2.3.4 Assessment of problem gambling and gambling problems 

Unsurprisingly, there is an array of different scales employed to assess problem 

gambling. Three commonly used measures of problem gambling are the DSM-IV 

criteria, the South Oaks Gambling Screen (SOGS; Lesieur & Blume, 1987) and the 

Canadian Problem Gambling Index (CPGI; Ferris & Wynne, 2001). Each of these 

gambling measures are outlined to demonstrate the manner in which problem 

gambling and different levels of gambling problems are described and classified.  
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Although the DSM-IV is typically referred to as the gold standard measure of 

problem (pathological) gambling (Abbott & Volberg, 2006), it was specifically 

designed to be used as a clinical assessment tool. Despite this, a checklist format of 

the pathological gambling criteria is often used in surveys to estimate the prevalence 

of pathological gambling in the general community (Delfabbro, 2008). The DSM-IV 

criteria for pathological gambling consist of 10 descriptors. Six of the items reflect 

the addiction type symptoms (e.g., preoccupation, tolerance, withdrawal, gambling 

for mood regulation, loss of control, and chasing). The four remaining items refer to 

the negative consequences associated with gambling (e.g., lying about gambling, 

committing illegal acts to finance gambling, loss of significant relationships, and 

needing financial bailouts) (Petry, 2005). Gamblers who endorse less than five of the 

symptoms are considered non-pathological gamblers, whereas endorsement of five or 

more of the criteria signifies the presence of the mental disorder pathological 

gambling. Therefore, pathological gambling is conceptualised as an all or nothing 

phenomenon. 

As is evident, the DSM-IV criteria not only assesses behavioural or addiction-

like tendencies, but also symptoms that encapsulate the negative consequences of 

gambling. However, consistent with the view that pathological gambling is a chronic 

and intractable mental disorder, all of the criteria are assessed in terms of lifetime 

prevalence. That is, while the inclusion of gambling related consequences is 

congruent with harm based measures, the framing of items as enduring problems is 

more closely aligned with the person-centred pathology view than a multi-

determinant approach promoted by a public health perspective (McMillen & Wenzel, 

2006). Another commonly used scale is the National Opinion Research Centre 

Screen for Gambling Problems (NODS; Gerstein et al., 1999) which is directly 

modelled from the DSM-IV criteria and subsequently articulates the same view 

(Abbott & Volberg, 2006). 

In contrast to the DSM derived checklists, the SOGS was specifically designed 

as a screening tool (Leisure & Blume, 1987). Namely, Leisure and Blume argued 

there was a need to develop a screening tool that could be used by both professional 

and non-professionals to screen for pathological gambling. To develop the screen, a 

pool of items was composed by drawing on information gleaned from interviews 

with pathological gamblers seeking treatment, their family members and counselling 
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staff. The original item pool was reduced to 20 by selecting those which most clearly 

identified pathological gamblers seeking treatment. A series of validation studies 

were conducted by comparing the concordance between the SOGS and the DSM-

IIIR scores with diverse samples (e.g., Gambling Anonymous members, hospital 

staff, and university students). The SOGS and DSM-IIIR criteria were found to be 

highly correlated (r = .94). In terms of face validity, the 20-item SOGS has a greater 

focus on the aspects of the gamblers perceptions of their gambling and monetary 

issues (e.g., feeling guilty, and borrowing money) than the addiction or behaviour 

criteria used in the DSM-III and DSM-IV measures (Abbott and Volberg, 2006). 

However, similar to the DSM measures, the SOGS retained the focus on life time 

prevalence of symptoms and the binary scoring of items. A score of 5 or more is used 

to indicate probable pathological gambling (Leisure & Blume, 1987). 

While the SOGS is still employed in its original format, some researchers have 

modified the scale to suit their specific research needs. One common modification 

includes changing the criteria to assess pathological gambling symptoms within a six 

or twelve months period as opposed to lifetime prevalence as originally used (Abbott 

& Volberg, 2006). However, perhaps the most significant departure from the original 

design is the use of the SOGS to detect less severe levels of problem gambling. For 

example, scores between 4 and 5 have been proposed to indicate probable problem 

gambling (McMillen & Wenzel, 2006). In other words, a distinction is made between 

pathological gambling and problem gambling with the latter considered a less severe 

form of gambling problems than the former. While this conceptualisation is 

consistent with a continuum view of gambling problems, it is quite a shift from what 

the scale was originally designed for and validated against, and is counter to the 

DSM-IV position of the all or none view of pathological gambling (Blaszczynski & 

Nower, 2002; McMillen & Wenzel, 2006). Specifically, from a diagnosis 

perspective, there is no allowance for a subclinical diagnosis of pathological 

gambling using the DSM-IV criteria (Petry, 2005).  

It is this incongruence between design and use that has been at the heart of 

criticisms directed towards the SOGS (McMillen & Wenzel, 2006). More 

specifically, the psychometric properties of the SOGS were established by testing the 

ability of the scale to correctly identify those diagnosed as pathological gamblers 

from those who were not. While the SOGS demonstrated good discriminant validity 
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with divergent samples, it has been suggested it may not function as well in general 

population surveys which includes gamblers across the spectrum of involvement 

(Dickerson & O’Connor, 2006). A further criticism is that the SOGS may not be 

suitable as a measure of gambling problems due to it being designed specifically as a 

pathological gambling screen (McMillen & Wenzel, 2006). In other words, while it 

may be valid to estimate pathological gambling, it is unknown how well it assesses 

gambling problems as a continuous variable. Despite these concerns, the SOGS has 

demonstrated good psychometric properties and has been widely employed to 

estimate the prevalence of pathological gambling (Abbott & Volberg, 2006).  

In contrast to the DSM inspired scales and the SOGS, the CPGI was developed 

as a general population survey screen to assess the prevalence of problem gambling 

and gambling problems. That is, the CPGI was specifically designed to assess a 

broad range of social and economic harms associated with gambling as they occur 

across a continuum of involvement (Ferris & Wynne, 2001). However, the main 

emphasis was given to the 9-item portion of the scale (Problem Gambling Severity 

Index; PGSI) which was refined to provide an accurate measure of the prevalence of 

problem gambling. To achieve this, the PGSI included both behaviour and harms 

measures associated with gambling. While the items included within the PGSI were 

developed to assess a broader set of harms than previous scales, an effort was made 

not to include items that were “soft” or, alternatively, only indicative of pathological 

gambling. The four harms included in the PGSI were designed to measure problems 

with health or finances, feeling guilty about one’ gambling and others criticising 

one’s gambling. It is also interesting to note most of the behavioural measures 

included are not addiction oriented. For example, only two items directly focus on 

markers of addictive behaviour (e.g., gambling with larger amounts of money to feel 

the same excitement and chasing losses) whereas the remaining three items refer to 

general behaviour tendencies (e.g., betting more than can afford to lose, borrowing 

money to gamble and feeling like one might have a problem with gambling).  

Consistent with the aim of developing a screen sensitive to the spectrum of 

gambling problems, the scoring of the scale PGSI is calculated using a 4-point 

response scale. That is, as opposed to binary system used in the DSM-IV and SOGS, 

each of the nine PGSI criteria is scored as either 0 (never); 1 (sometimes) 2 (most of 

the time) and 3 (almost always) (Ferris & Wynne, 2001). The scores derived from 
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the nine items are then summed and classified into one of four categories: no risk (0-

1), low risk (2-3), moderate risk (3-7) and problem gambling (8 or more) gambling 

behaviour, respectively. To establish the validity of the scoring schema, the PGSI 

was trialled on a sample and follow-up interviews were conducted with participants 

selected from each category to confirm the appropriateness of the PGSI 

classification. Ferris and Wynne reported that the results from the clinical interviews 

supported the conceptualisation of gambling related problems categories of no risk, 

low risk, moderate risk and problem gambling.  

Although the PGSI was not specifically designed only to assess gambling 

related harms (it measures psychological aspects as well as direct harms), it has been 

criticised for not matching the definition of problem gambling advanced by the 

authors. For instance, Ferris and Wynne (2001) stated problem gambling is 

“gambling behaviour that creates negative consequences for the gambler, others in 

his or her social network, or for the community.” (p. 2). Svetieva and Walker (2008) 

point out that the design of the scale does not fit with this definition. It is interesting 

that Ferris and Wynne specifically defined problem gambling solely in terms of 

harms, but then explicitly state the PGSI is designed to include both behavioural and 

harms measures. Nonetheless, the scale is credited with making an incremental shift 

towards a non-medical model view of problem gambling and is largely successful in 

assessing gambling related problems as they occur across the continuum of 

involvement (Abbott & Volberg, 2006). Moreover, because of the efforts made at 

validating the scale with a general population sample, and its emphasis on 

encapsulating gambling related problems across the continuum of involvement, it has 

been suggested as the preferred measure of problem gambling in general community 

samples (Neal et al., 2005). 

In summary, the DSM-IV checklist type scales, the SOGS and PGSI share a 

number of similarities despite quite explicit differences being offered for their 

purpose and design. For instance, all the scales use criteria that assess behaviour 

tendencies and gambling related negative consequences. However, there are 

important differences in the way the criteria are framed. Both the DSM-IV and 

SOGS are lifetime specific whereas as the PGSI criteria are framed within a 12 

month period. Also, the PGSI was specifically developed to include criteria that 

assessed the less extreme end of the gambling continuum, while purporting to be 
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valid in assessing problem gambling. Although similar efforts have been made to 

modify the SOGS to be more consistent with a continuum view of gambling 

problems, the CPGI design and validation process appears to be superior. More 

specifically, the assessment of the validity of the behaviour and harm type measures 

across the continuum of involvement lends support to the appropriateness of the 

PGSI as a population level measure of gambling problems and as a measure of 

problem gambling.  

2.3.5 Prevalence and patterns of problem gambling 

One reason for assessing the prevalence of problem gambling is to estimate the 

cost or impact of gambling on the community (Productivity Commission, 2010). 

Another reason is to effectively target those experiencing problems with 

interventions to reduce the negative effects (Delfabbro, 2008). In terms of 

prevalence, the percentage of the adult population who are classified as problem 

gamblers is relatively low. In fact, by drawing on a series of population level studies 

conducted across different states and territories, the Productively Commission (2010) 

estimates that between 0.5 and 1.0% of Australian adults could be classified as 

problem gamblers. In addition, a further 1.4 to 2.1% of adults are estimated to be at 

risk of experiencing gambling related problems. These problem gambling rates are 

quite similar to other Western societies. For example, the United States, United 

Kingdom and New Zealand the problem gambling estimates range between 1.3 - 1.9, 

0.6 - 0.8, and 0.6% respectively (Petry, 2005). In other words, similar to other 

Western societies, most Australians do not experience difficulties due to their own 

gambling. 

In relation to identifying particular groups of people that are at-risk, the task is 

a little more challenging. This is, in part, because of the low prevalence rate, but is 

also compounded by the fact that gambling problems occur across most sections of 

the community. Despite this, there is some support for the idea that problem 

gambling is more likely to occur in some demographic profiles than others. More 

specifically, international population level research has found (e.g., Abbott et al., 

2004 [New Zealand]; Currie et al., 2006; [Canadia]; Welte et al., 2007 [America]) 

individuals belonging to ethnic minority groups and from lower socioeconomic 

status are overrepresented in the problem gambling estimates. Similar results have 

been found in Australian jurisdictions (Delfabbro, 2008). Although the research 
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suggests some segments of the community are more likely gamble problematically 

than others, gambling related problems are not confined to specific areas of the 

population. In fact, when the total variance of age, gender, socio-economic status, 

and ethnicity is accounted for, only between two and six per cent of the variance in 

problem gambling is explained (e.g., Currie et al., 2006; Young et al., 2008).  

Another approach to identify those at potential risk of gambling problems is to 

consider the intensity of gambling behaviour as a measure of risk. For instance, 

Currie et al. (2006) found that gambling intensity (as assessed by participation, 

money spent and time) predicted problem gambling scores. Similarly, Kessler et al. 

(2008) found a dose-response relationship between the number of times gambled and 

problem gambling severity. In other words, those who gambled more frequently were 

at heightened risk of experiencing gambling related problems. LaPlante et al.’s 

(2008) secondary analysis of the UK prevalence data found that gambling more 

frequently on more activities was the most salient predictor of problematic gambling 

compared to any specific form of gambling. Together, what these studies show is that 

regular gamblers, or those who gamble more intensely, are an important group to 

target with interventions. However, as these studies are cross sectional it is not 

possible to state that more intensive gambling leads to problems, only that gambling 

problems are over represented in this group.  

In summary, prevalence estimates provide a snapshot of the level of gambling 

and problem gambling at a community level. In addition, population level studies 

highlight some of the socio-demographic correlates of problem gambling. However, 

when considered as an explanatory variable, it is clear that problem gambling in not 

confined to specific aspects of the community, rather problem gambling is a 

phenomenon that occurs across social and demographic boundaries. More recent 

population based research suggests it may be more beneficially to consider the level 

of gambling involvement itself as an identifying factor, but the cause and effect 

nature of this relationship is not established.  

2.3.6 Section summary 

Problem gambling is difficult to conceptualise and even more so to measure 

and identify. This, in part, is due to different views on defining problem gambling. 

What is apparent is there are two opposing views used to characterise problem 
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gambling. From a medical model or diagnosis perspective, an emphasis is placed on 

the individual behavioural tendencies that suggest a subjective loss of control. 

Moreover, from this perspective the pathological gambler is perceived to suffer from 

a mental disorder which explains the reoccurring problematic behaviour. In contrast, 

a public health view does not take a stance on the constitution of the person, rather an 

effort is made to operationalise problem gambling in terms of the ensuing harms or 

negative consequence that stem from gambling. What is interesting is the commonly 

employed measures of problem gambling do not clearly articulate these 

dissimilarities. Rather, independent of whether the screens are designed to assess 

pathological gambling as a mental disorder or problem gambling as harms, both 

include behavioural and harms oriented measures.  

Arguably, what is more important, is the need to assess gambling related 

problems as they occur across the continuum of involvement as opposed to only at 

the extreme end of the problem spectrum. Similarly, there is emerging evidence that 

problem gambling is best considered as potentially a transitional phenomenon rather 

than an intractable disorder. Together, the varying degree of gambling problems and 

the temporal nature of problem gambling makes identifying and appropriately 

intervening a difficult task. While there is some support that particular parts of the 

community are at greater risk of gambling related harms than others, it is also 

apparent that harms occur across socio-demographic boundaries. Perhaps what 

serves as a more robust indicator of problem gambling is the intensity of gambling 

behaviour, suggesting that intervention efforts should be directed towards regular 

gamblers.  

2.4 Minimising Gambling Related Harms 

Although, in relative terms, the number of people directly impacted by problem 

gambling is small, there are, nonetheless, a significant number of people adversely 

affected by gambling. Therefore, there is a clear need to attempt to mitigate the 

negative consequences associated with gambling. Within the Australian context, a 

diverse range of strategies are employed to both minimise the incidence of gambling 

problems and to reduce the level of problem gambling (Blaszczynski, 2001; 

Delfabbro, 2008; Fogarty & Young 2008; Rodda & Cowie, 2005). One of the 

prominent approaches adopted to reduce the risk of problem gambling are 

educational initiatives. However, before discussing the rationale of educational 
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strategies, the broader framework used to minimise gambling related harms is briefly 

outlined.  

2.4.1 The public health approach  

The public health model is perhaps better described as a general perspective as 

opposed to a specific framework. In relation to gambling, a public health approach 

considers a variety of stakeholders, including governments, industry, and individuals, 

as important to the process of minimising gambling related harms (Korn et al., 2003). 

In particular, a public health perspective on gambling provides a contrast to treatment 

focussed approaches which primarily seek to identify and offer assistance to 

pathological or problem gamblers. Instead, the public health approach recognises the 

full spectrum of gambling involvement (i.e., non-gambling to pathological gambling) 

and considers a diverse range of factors involved in facilitating or reducing gambling 

harms. Moreover, the interactions between the individual, the type of gambling 

product, and the social environment are proposed to be central in understanding the 

impacts of gambling (Korn & Schaffer, 1999; Peller, LaPlante, & Shaffer, 2008).  

The strategies that flow from a public health perspective are typically classified 

into one of three groups: primary, secondary, and tertiary (Delfabbro, 2008; Korn et 

al., 2003; Messerlian, Derevensky, & Gupta, 2004). Primary gambling interventions 

consist of harm prevention measures that are designed to avert potential and current 

consumers from engaging in gambling practices that may lead to harmful outcomes. 

Secondary level inventions are specifically directed towards those already exposed to 

potential harms with the aim of preventing the current level of activity from 

progressing to riskier levels of involvement. Finally, the third level of interventions 

is directed towards assisting consumers who are experiencing significant difficulties 

due to their level of gambling involvement. Figure 2.1 depicts the relationship 

between each level of intervention and gambling problems.  
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Figure 2.1 The public health model of gambling related harms. Source: Korn and 

Shaffer (1999). 

2.4.2 Gambling harm minimisation 

Gambling harm minimisation interventions include specific strategies designed 

to prevent and ameliorate gambling related harms. More specifically, the aim of 

gambling harm minimisation strategies is to reduce the adverse health, social, and 

economic costs arising from gambling (Blaszczynski, 2001; Ladouceur, 2004; Rodda 

& Cowie, 2005). Although the idea of seeking to prevent and reduce harms is not 

new, the concept of harm minimisation originated in Australia as a response to the 

threat of the spread of human immunodeficiency virus (HIV) among injecting drug 

users in the 1980s. Moreover, it was recognised the existing abstinence type 

approaches were unlikely to be helpful in reducing the spread of HIV and that a more 

pragmatic approach was required to combat the risk (Hamilton & Rumbold, 2004). 

As a result, several strategies were employed including the provision of sterile 

injecting equipment to injecting drug users. During the 1990s, the idea of harm 
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minimisation approach was expanded to include strategies to reduce the harms 

associated with licit drugs (Ryder, Walker, & Salmon, 2006). Such strategies include 

public health campaigns warning against the health risks associated with alcohol and 

tobacco use and increased restrictions on the promotion cigarettes. It is important to 

note that the harm minimisation framework emerged when the public health 

paradigm was gaining favourability across a number of sectors (Hamilton & 

Rumbold, 2004). Consequently, the harm minimisation framework largely reflects 

the public health philosophy. 

Harm minimisation strategies are typically classified into groups that signify 

their purpose. The categories that are employed to describe the broad types of 

strategies within the alcohol and drug field, and to a lesser extent in the gambling 

domain, are demand control, supply control, and harm reduction (Cantinotti & 

Ladouceur, 2008). Within each of these bands are a range of initiatives that target 

behaviours that occur at primary, secondary, and tertiary levels of involvement. In 

relation to gambling, demand control strategies include measures adopted to 

encourage a reduction or moderation in gambling behaviour. The strategies include 

restrictions on marketing gambling products, providing specific information on 

different types of gambling products (i.e., the payout rates and chances of winning) 

and programs for problem gamblers. Supply control strategies refers to regulations 

imposed on the availability and design of gambling products and includes the 

restriction on the number of licenses granted, opening hours of venues, and the use of 

technology (e.g., smart cards that prevent further gambling when a predetermined 

monetary loss has been reached). The more contentious group of initiatives is harm 

reduction strategies. Harm reduction strategies, by definition, do not require a 

decrease in use, rather a decrease in harms (Stockwell, 2006). However, unlike 

alcohol and other drugs, the use of gambling harm reductions strategies is somewhat 

more limited. For example, as gambling problems are the direct result of spending 

too much time and/or money gambling, efforts directed at minimising harm typically 

also require a decrease in use and are therefore better considered as demand or 

supply control strategies (Cantinotti & Ladouceur, 2008).  

Another schema used to characterise gambling harm minimisation strategies, 

and one that appears to be more common in Australia, is to classify strategies in 

terms of their intended target. More specifically, gambling harm minimisation 
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strategies are either directed towards policy, the product, or the consumer 

(Blaszczynski, 2001; Delfabbro, 2008; Fogarty & Young, 2008). Although these 

three classifications do not directly map onto the traditional three bands previously 

discussed, the policy and product type strategies are similar to the supply control 

category, and the consumer is similar to the demand control strategies.  

Independent of the classification schema, the strategies that form part of a 

gambling harm minimisation approach are designed to target more than one of the 

areas identified in the public health approach. More importantly, the strategies that 

stem from gambling harm minimisation framework work together to form a mosaic 

of initiatives, which in turn, cover the primary, secondary, and tertiary levels of 

gambling risk as described by Korn et al. (2003). However, as the focus of this thesis 

is to explore consumer’s gambling behaviour and associated motivations, only the 

rationale of the educational initiatives within the consumer or demand band of 

strategies are discussed. That said, it is acknowledged that supply control and the 

policy level initiatives provide an important part of in preventing and reducing 

gambling related harms. 

2.4.3 Educational initiatives 

Educational initiatives are typically designed to prevent gambling problems 

from occurring (Williams, West, & Simpson, 2007). That is, the primary aim is to 

inform potential and current consumers on the nature of gambling to enable 

consumers to make reasoned choices on the extent of their gambling behaviour as 

opposed to directing those with problems to treatments services. Moreover, the 

common thread among the educational inventions is their focus on changing 

gambling beliefs, attitudes, and behaviours in an attempt to reduce hazardous 

gambling behaviour (Williams et al., 2007).  

Central to preventative level educational initiatives is the role of informed 

choice (Blaszczynski, Ladouceur, & Shaffer, 2004; Fogarty & Young, 2008). 

Specifically, Blaszczynski et al. argue that providing potential consumers with 

relevant and accurate information forms an essential part in enabling individuals to 

make rational decisions about their gambling involvement and intensity. Although 

Blaszczynski et al. acknowledge other factors may contribute to the decision to 

gamble, they maintain that a choice is made to engage in gambling and, to continue 
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gambling, which is primarily determined by beliefs and attitudes a person holds. As a 

consequence, it is reasoned that educating consumers of the nature and risks 

associated with gambling is an important component in guiding gambling behaviour.  

A range of strategies are employed to disseminate accurate and accessible 

information on the nature of gambling activities (Delfabbro, 2008; Hing & 

Dickerson, 2002; Fogarty & Young, 2008). At a general community level, 

information is made available via awareness campaigns aired through local media, 

and in some jurisdictions, information on the nature of gambling is included in 

school curriculum (Delfabbro, 2008; Fogarty & Young, 2008). The content of the 

messages tends to centre on one of two themes: increasing the awareness of problem 

gambling and correcting misconception about gambling (Delfabbro, 2008; IPART, 

2004). The first theme concerns providing awareness of gambling related harms. It is 

argued for potential consumers to make an informed choice, they need to be made 

aware that risky gambling practices can lead to negative consequences for 

themselves and those around them (Delfabbro, 2008; Blaszczynski et al., 2004; 

IPART, 2004).  

The second theme is directed towards addressing misconceptions about 

gambling. More specifically, several strategies are utilised to engender realistic 

expectations about the profitability of gambling (Blaszczynski et al., 2004; Hing & 

Dickerson, 2002; IPART, 2004). One approach is to explain concepts such as 

randomness (i.e., demonstrating that after a series of losses you are not more likely to 

win). Another method is to make explicit that an individual cannot control the 

outcome of chance determined games (i.e., knowledge or skill cannot change the 

outcome of a chance determined game). A different approach is to remind consumers 

that gambling is designed as a form of entertainment and should not be perceived as 

a way to make money (i.e., financially the odds favour the gambling provider).  

One criticism directed towards education initiatives is their reliance on 

increasing consumers’ knowledge about gambling as gambling a primary risk 

prevention strategy (Dickerson & O’Connor, 2006; Williams et al., 2007). More 

specifically, Dickerson and O’Connor, argue that beliefs in the ability to win at 

gambling may not be the primary cause of gambling problems and that, in fact, 

emotional reasons for gambling may be more important. Surprisingly, there is 
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relatively little research that directly assesses the relative importance of beliefs in 

skill or ability to win at gambling and with emotional oriented reasons for gambling. 

Nonetheless, there is a growing body of research that examines the role of gambling 

cognitions in gambling behaviour and problem gambling more specifically. Of this 

research, some is directed towards understanding the association between erroneous 

gambling beliefs and gambling behaviour, whereas other studies focus on factors that 

may contribute or, conversely, mitigate erroneous perceptions. As this research is 

directly related to cognitive biases, it is reviewed in the following chapter.  

2.4.4 Section summary 

The response adopted to combat the risks associated with gambling in 

Australia is consistent with a public health approach. From this perspective, 

gambling problems are considered as a general community priority. As such, a range 

of measures are employed to prevent gambling related problems, promote balanced 

attitudes and behaviour, and protect vulnerable groups. In practical terms, this means 

that the product, agent, and environment are considered as having an important role 

in shaping the impacts of gambling and that government, industry, and individuals 

have a role maximising the benefits while minimising the costs. At a strategy level, 

the ensuing initiatives fit within a harms minimisation framework which is 

characterised as an overarching goal to reduce the social, economic, and cost of 

gambling. One of the central aspects of this approach, although not in isolation from 

policy and supply control measures, is to provide potential and current consumers 

with appropriated information to facilitate an informed choice. 

The main objective of educational measures is to engender realistic attitudes 

and, in turn, reasoned gambling behaviours. Specifically, educational interventions 

aim to increase consumers understanding of gambling as a non-profitable activity 

and awareness that gambling should be pursued as a recreational activity. However, 

it is largely it is unknown whether the information provided to non-problem 

gamblers is relevant or effective in changing gambling behaviour or preventing 

gambling problems. One approach to assess the fit between the information provided 

in educational initiatives and consumers’ understanding of gambling is to examine 

their reasons for gambling. The following section discusses research that canvasses 

non-gamblers, gamblers, and problems gamblers perceptions towards gambling and 

some of the reasons given for gambling (or not gambling).  
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2.5 Reasons for Gambling  

While there are numerous theories that provide insights into the potential 

reasons for problem or pathological gambling, relatively little research has been 

directed towards understanding the specific reasons for recreational gambling (Lee, 

Lee, Bernhard, & Yoon, 2006). This means there is a gap in understanding the 

reasons why some people gamble at a certain level of intensity as opposed to another. 

Nonetheless, there is a diverse body of research which examines people’s perception 

of gambling or self-expressed reasons for gambling. By drawing on this research it is 

possible to identify similarities and differences in the reasons for gambling at 

dissimilar levels of involvement. To this end, the ensuing section presents research 

that has examined the views of those who report they gamble occasionally or not at 

all, through to those who report they are problem gamblers. The relevant research is 

organised into one of three sections on the basis of the different research 

methodologies employed. First, studies that have explored general community 

members’ perceptions and experiences of gambling are reviewed. This is followed 

by studies that have used observational approaches to infer gamblers motives. 

Finally, studies that have conducted in-depth interviews with self-identified problem 

gamblers are discussed. 

2.5.1 General community members’ views and reasons for gambling  

Community members’ reasons for gambling or not gambling have been 

investigated using various techniques. One of the more common approaches 

employed is forced-choice questionnaires. Typically, these quantitative instruments 

are designed to assess people’s general views, experiences, or expectations of 

gambling using preselected questions. In contrast, other studies have adopted a 

qualitative approach, which allows respondents to report their perceptions or 

experiences in an open response format. Independent of the different approaches, 

together the studies provide insights into people’s decision to gamble or not to 

gamble. Thus, studies that have either (1) assessed people’s views on gambling and 

their associated gambling participation, or (2) explored the specific reasons 

community members report gambling are described below.  

Attitudinal studies are one example of research that employs forced-choice 

instruments. From a theoretical perspective, attitudes reflect an individual’s views or 

subjective evaluations of a target behaviour or object (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). 
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More importantly, positive attitudes are purported to suggest a readiness to act 

(Glasman & Albarracín, 2006; Olson & Zanna, 1993). While attitudes are considered 

to be relatively stable over time, they are also proposed to be influenced by 

experience, the views of significant others and broader environmental influences 

(Olson & Zanna, 1993). Thus, attitude based measures are theoretical valuable in 

understanding general community members gambling behaviours (Orford, Griffiths, 

Wardle, Sproston & Erens, 2009).  

Several studies have examined the relationship between gambling attitudes and 

gambling involvement. However, the manner in which gambling attitudes are 

proposed to influence behaviour and the way the construct is measured varies across 

studies. For example, some of the existing attitudinal research frame attitude 

constructs within multi-dimensional conceptual models (e.g., Lee, 2013, Martin et al, 

2010; Moore & Ohtsuka, 1997; 1999; Oh & Hsu, 2001), whereas others simply 

employ attitudes a direct explanatory variable. While the former studies add to the 

body of knowledge on the reason people gamble, they are nonetheless primarily 

designed to answer specific theoretical questions rather than assess the impact of 

general attitudes on gambling behaviour. Thus, these studies are discussed within the 

relevant sections of Chapter Six.  

One of the few studies to report the association between general perceptions of 

gambling (attitudes) and gambling involvement was conducted in Petersburg, Russia. 

Kassinove, Tsytsarev and Davidson (1998) were interested in assessing attitudes 

towards gambling given Russians’ relatively recent exposure to a range of gambling 

opportunities. Moreover, they argued that attitudes provide important insights into 

the reasons why people engage in gambling activities. One hundred and seventy one 

students were recruited from a university in Petersburg to complete a survey about 

their attitudes towards gambling, their gambling participation and associated 

attitudinal measures. The findings revealed those who reported previously engaging 

in at least one form of gambling held more positive attitudes towards gambling 

compared to non-gamblers. Although gambling attitudes were partly explained by 

views on liberalism and the tendencies for risk taking; gender and religiosity were 

not significantly related to attitude. Kassinove et al. interpreted their findings to 

support the validity of attitudes as an explanatory variable of gambling involvement. 
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In a more recent study, Orford et al. (2009) assessed the relationship between 

general population members’ gambling attitudes and behaviour. The data were 

obtained from the 2006 British Gambling Prevalence Survey data which comprised 

9,003 participants. The results revealed that, on average, residents’ perception of 

gambling was negative, with most community members perceiving gambling as 

foolish, dangerous, and of greater harm than benefit to the community. However, 

those who gambled intensely (i.e., gambled on five or more activities at least 

weekly), were found to hold positive attitudes towards gambling. Further analyses 

showed attitudes served as an independent predictor of the number of gambling 

activities engaged when the socio-demographic variables were taken into account. 

Orford et al. argued the study’s findings support the premise of attitude-behaviour 

theories and suggested that attitude measures may have utility in assessing changes 

in gambling behaviour over time.  

One study that has assessed the stability of gambling attitudes and behaviour 

used a longitudinal descriptive survey employing a convenience sample of 

community members. Martin, Lichtenberg and Templin (2011) proposed that 

perceptions towards gambling at casinos may provide an understanding of the 

temporal nature of casino gambling frequency. A total of 247 community members, 

over the age of 60 years, responded to a two-stage survey. Only older adults were 

sampled as the authors claimed this cohort are at an increased risk of experiencing 

gambling related problems compared to the general population. The baseline survey 

assessed participants’ attitudes toward gambling, with five broad casino attitudinal 

type questions, and the frequency participants gambled at casinos. A follow-up 

survey was conducted the following year to assess the stability of gambling attitudes 

and behaviour and to further probe the reasons for gambling. Counter to the author’s 

expectations, the results indicated the respondents gambled less frequently at the 

follow-up period, whereas gambling attitudes remained relatively stable. More 

specifically, there were no changes in three of the five attitude questions over time 

and the remaining two items displayed conflicting results (one endorsed more often, 

the other less often). In relation to the specific reasons for participating in casino 

gambling, the majority of respondents reported they gambled for the entertainment, 

to win money, because of the excitement, to be around other people and because it 

was easy to do. Martin et al. concluded that the relationship between attitudes and 
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behaviours was more complex than expected. Further, they suggested future research 

may be enhanced by examining the relationship between aspects of motivation and 

different levels of gambling involvement as opposed to general perceptions of 

gambling.  

Several cross sectional studies have examined the association between different 

domains of motivations and gambling involvement. In fact, similar to the attitudinal 

research, a number of studies have investigated the relationship between specific 

aspects of motivation and gambling involvement (e.g., Clarke, 2004; Fang & 

Mowen, 2009; Lee, Chae, Lee, & Kim, 2007; Steward & Zack, 2008). Again, as 

these studies focus on testing the utility of specific models as opposed to exploring 

the general reasons for gambling, they will be discussed in chapters Four and Five. In 

contrast, the few studies that have adopted more of a descriptive analysis of the 

reasons for gambling are discussed here. 

Using a multi-dimensional motives questionnaire, Platz and Millar (2001) 

compared recreational and pathological gamblers’ self-reported gambling 

experiences. Platz and Millar proposed that comparing what recreational gamblers 

value most from gambling with that reported by pathological gamblers, may provide 

insight into why some people become pathological gamblers and others do not. To 

examine this premise, 996 university students with prior gambling experience 

(inclusion criteria is not provided) were recruited to complete a survey assessing 23 

motivational domains. Assessment of their gambling status revealed 111 students 

were pathological gamblers (SOGS of 5 or more), 536 problem gamblers (SOGS = 1 

to 4) and 349 recreational gamblers (SOGS = 0). In order to identify the most salient 

motivations, the top ten motivations for recreational and pathological gamblers were 

compared for commonality. Seven common domains were identified: winning, 

excitement, risk, autonomy, escape daily routine, exploration, and being with friends. 

Further analysis revealed pathological gamblers endorsed the seven motivational 

domains to a greater extent than non-problem gamblers. Platz and Millar suggested 

that opposed to having distinct gambling motivations, pathological gamblers appear 

to perceive aspects of their gambling experience as more important compared to 

recreational gamblers.  
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Also examining gambling motivations, Clarke et al. (2007) assessed the extent 

to which a community sample of gamblers endorsed a preselected set of reasons for 

gambling. The central purpose of the study was to compare regular gamblers (i.e., 

those who gambled at least weekly without problems; SOGS scores < 3) and 

problem gamblers (those who gambled at least weekly with problems; SOGS of 5 or 

more) reasons for gambling. In addition, the gamblers were asked to rate the extent 

they agreed to questions pertaining to the reasons they started gambling 

(retrospective measure) and the reason they currently gamble. Compared to regular 

gamblers, problem gamblers scored significantly higher on items referring to the 

social, excitement and entertainment, and escape reasons for starting and continuing 

gambling. In contrast, there were no differences between problem and regular 

gamblers on the hope to win money. In relation to within group differences, problem 

gamblers endorsed the item “gambling to escape from troubles” for their current 

gambling more than when they started gambling. Conversely, both problem and non-

problem gamblers reported gambling less for social reason than when they first 

started and recreational gamblers reported that gambling was less exciting than it was 

at first.  

In contrast to employing closed questions, Neighbors, Lostutter, Cronce and 

Larimer (2002) used an open ended response format questionnaire to ascertain the 

salient reasons for gambling. One hundred and eighty four university students with 

gambling experience were requested to think about what motivates them to gamble 

and to record, in rank order, the top five reasons. Qualitative analysis revealed the 

ensuing responses could be coded into 16 distinct reasons. More than 70% of the 

responses given comprised reasons that could be classified as gambling to obtain 

money; for enjoyment and fun; for the rush and excitement; to be with friends and 

socialise; or to alleviate boredom. In addition, further analysis revealed the top four 

primary reasons (first response given) were gambling for money, enjoyment, 

socialisation and excitement, respectively. Neighbors et al. considered the range of 

self-generated motivations expressed supported the biopsychosocial views of 

gambling. The authors also noted the salience of the social aspect of gambling and 

remarked that this dimensions of motivations is usually overshadowed in most of the 

existing gambling theories.  
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Also using an open response format, McGrath, Stewart, Klein, and Barrett 

(2010) investigated whether general community members’ self-generated reasons for 

gambling could be classified in accord with the tenets of the alcohol use model 

developed by Copper, Russell, Skinner, and Windle (1992). More specifically, 

Copper et al.’s model proposes that alcohol use motivation can be largely represented 

by a combination of three distinct motivations: coping (e.g., to avoid negative 

emotions), enhance (increase positive emotion) and social (increase social 

affiliation). Using data collected as part of Canadian gambling prevalence surveys, 

the responses of 3,634 participants, who gambled at least once in the previous 12 

months, were used in a qualitative analysis. The data included respondents’ answers 

to open ended questions about the reasons they gambled. McGrath et al. attempted to 

code the first response given, or the response given in relation to their favourite form 

of gambling, into one of the three pre-determined categories. However, while there 

was some support for Copper et al.’s model, the majority of responses could not be 

classified into one of the three categories. Subsequent analysis found three other 

designations were required to capture the essence of the reasons given. These were 

financial, charitable, and recreational. The authors reasoned that while Copper et al.’s 

model provides a suitable platform to capture aspects of gambling motivation, it is 

too restrictive and that the financial reasons for gambling need to be considered. 

In summary, the research cited shows the reasons for gambling are many and 

varied. Attitudinal research suggests those who report less favourable views of 

gambling are less likely to gamble than those who hold more positive perceptions of 

the outcomes of gambling. However, while general evaluations of gambling gives 

some insight into the reasons for gambling, they do not identify specific aspects that 

help explain gambling behaviours. In contrast, specific measures of the reasons for 

gambling afford a more targeted examination of the gambling motives. Together, the 

quantitative and qualitative approaches suggest people gamble for a complex set of 

reasons. In particular, the chance or hope of winning money was a prominent aspect, 

although the social and emotional reasons for gambling also emerged as important 

reasons for gambling. 

2.5.2 Ethnographic research  

Another approach employed to elucidate the reasons for gambling is 

ethnographic research. The defining feature of this research is that data are collected 
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within the gambling context. In relation to the participant observer approach, 

researchers embed themselves within a gambling context over an extended period of 

time without revealing their purpose or their status as researchers. In other cases, 

informants may consent to participating in an unstructured interview while gambling 

or between gambling sessions. Independent of the approach employed, the 

qualitative data collected from observing gamblers are used to develop working 

models or themes that identified the salient reasons for gambling. One advantage of 

this approach is that researchers are able to record people’s comments and 

behaviours while gambling as opposed to relying on gamblers to recall their 

gambling experience and motives. 

Using a participant observations approach (i.e., while working as a black jack 

dealer in a Canadian casino), Ocean and Smith (1993) developed a conceptual model 

to explain regular casino gamblers behaviour. In essence, their model underscores the 

social nature of regular casino gambling and proposed that regular gamblers (i.e., 

gambled at the casino at least three times a week) find casinos socially rewarding. 

More importantly, Ocean and Smith describe the process whereby the casino 

becomes an integral part of the regular gamblers life. The gamblers sense of identity, 

emotional wellbeing, and self-esteem are proposed to be catered for via the socials 

interactions and status they gain from being regular gamblers. However, while 

regular gamblers are establishing an identity and sense of purpose within the casino, 

they simultaneously let connections to the outside world diminish. Ocean and Smith 

claim, that for the regular gamblers, casino gambling operates as both a positive and 

negative reinforcer. First, casino gambling is positively reinforced by the social 

recognition received and second, the conflict experienced in the outside world is 

avoided (negative reinforcement) by gambling. Based on their observations, Ocean 

and Smith reasoned that regular gamblers experiencing problems may find it difficult 

to re-establish social connections outside of the casino without assistance. 

In contrast to investigating regular casino gamblers, Cotte (1997) observed 

recreational casino gamblers to ascertain their reasons for gambling. Cotte frequently 

visited a large casino as a participant observer over a six month period. Only 

gamblers who placed small wagers, moved between gambling activities and took 

breaks were observed, as it was believed these gamblers were unlikely to be 

pathological gamblers. The data were collected by taking notes after having brief 
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conversational exchanges with other gamblers or overhearing conversations between 

other gamblers. Interpreting her data from an experiential consumption perspective, 

Cotte suggested casino patrons’ motives occur across continua that involved purpose, 

focus and consumption experience. In essence, gamblers experiences were 

considered to encompass a diverse range of instrumental motivations (e.g., desire to 

learn, compete, develop skills, and win), emotional drives (e.g., seeking a rush, and 

enhancing self-image), and social elements (e.g., communing with others). Cotte’s 

study made a theoretical contribution to understanding recreational gambling by 

underscoring the diversity and complexity of gambling motivations. 

Another study has also illuminated the diverse motives associated with casino 

gambling. Loroz (2004) interviewed 20 patrons, while either gambling or between 

games, from two casinos in Colorado. Loroz specifically approached patrons who 

appeared over the age of 55 and who preferred the low skill games (e.g., EGMS and 

Keno). A further seven older gamblers, contacted via personal contacts, were 

interviewed off-site. The rationale for limiting the sample to this age group was the 

belief many of these consumers will be transitioning in their life roles and thus be 

seeking out new activities and interests. Analysis of the informants’ responses 

revealed gamblers experiences could be categorised into three broad types of 

characteristics. More specifically, it was concluded casino gambling provided a 

range of psychological benefits including experiencing lift (e.g., the fun and 

excitement from gambling), escape (e.g., getting away from normal routines), and 

control (e.g., setting limits, making choices, and changing their luck). Loroz 

concluded that gambling served as a recreational activity that enhanced the seniors’ 

sense of self and psychological wellbeing. 

Other ethnographic research that has focussed on specific gambling activities 

also points towards the diverse rewarding aspects of the gambling experience. 

Consistent with the participant observer approach, Neal (2005) collected data while 

visiting several betting shops and racecourses over 1 and 5 years, respectively. His 

aim was to establish himself as a regular among the other bettors and engage in the 

banter and conversations held by the regular gamblers. Neal’s findings revealed that 

most gamblers typically embraced the fact they were likely to lose in the long term, 

stating making money was not their long term goal. Rather their wagering was 

viewed as a sustainable leisure activity which was exciting, highly sociable and an 
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escape from normal circumstances. Neal stated while most punters’ gambling is, in 

part, sustained by the hope of winning, it is not irrational but grounded in an 

acknowledgement they are likely to lose. 

Using both participant observation and unstructured interviews, Lalander 

(2006) investigated people’s reasons for EGM gambling. As a participant observer, 

Lalander engaged 130 EGM players in brief conversations across various gambling 

settings in Sweden (e.g., restaurants, local clubs, and hotels). In addition, Lalander 

interviewed nine regular EGM players recruited from gambling venues. Similar to 

the previous studies, analysis of the data revealed EGM gamblers reported gambling 

for diverse reasons. However, while a social element was evident in some of the 

accounts given, it was not as salient as other aspects of the gamblers experience. 

Interestingly, despite EGMs in Sweden being limited to relatively small wagers and 

payout, consumers still perceived their play as exciting, a way to escape, and a way 

to demonstrate mastery, and prove their worth to others and themselves.  

In summary, the ethnographic studies provide a rich source of information. 

Although usually viewed through a relatively abstract lens of consumer experiential 

behaviour, the strength of the approach is its emphasis on explicating the reasons for 

gambling from the gamblers perspective and within the gambling setting. Moreover, 

the ethnographic research underscores the diversity of the gamblers experience. It is 

interesting to note the emphasis given to the non-financial aspect of gambling and, in 

some cases, the acknowledgement that gambling is unlikely to result in making 

money. In some ways, this is counter to the prominence given to the hope of winning 

in the survey designed studies. Nonetheless, it is implicit in many of the gamblers 

accounts they hope to win and that the chance of winning is an important aspect of 

maintaining behaviour. 

2.5.3 Problem gamblers experiences 

One limitation of the previously cited qualitative research is that it assumes that 

gamblers immediately report the reasons they gamble. In fact, some researchers 

suggest in-depth interviews are a useful approach to further explicate and clarify 

gamblers’ reasons for gambling (e.g., Wood & Griffiths, 2007). The following 

section reviews research that has employed semi-structured interviews with 

individuals and/or groups. The first three studies have employed a grounded theory 
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approach which aims to reveal salient themes to build and test a conceptual model of 

behaviour (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). The final study discussed uses a content 

analysis to determine dominant gambling motives.  

Using a grounded theory approach, Ricketts and Macaskill (2003) interviewed 

14 male treatment-seeking problem gamblers to examine and conceptualise their 

experiences. All the participants met the DSM-IV criteria for problem gambling. The 

qualitative analysis of the interviews revealed gambling was largely employed as an 

emotional management strategy, which included three non-mutually exclusive 

dimensions. The first aspect involved gambling to increase arousal which was 

experienced as excitement. These experiences were typically described as a rush or a 

buzz and were related to different aspects of the gambling experiences: from picking 

a winner, the activity itself, or the anticipation of the next gamble. The second facet 

of emotional management was gambling to avoid or shut out negative emotional 

states. Although sometimes associated with excitement, the primary purpose of 

gambling was to experience escape from negative thoughts or a distraction from 

current problems. The source of their discomfort was related to either their gambling 

behaviour (losing money and lack of control over gambling) or external stressors 

(e.g., an interpersonal dispute or stressful situation). The third dimension referred to 

gambling to increase positive mood via a sense of achievement. Even though those 

who preferred EGM gambling were aware that the outcomes were determined by 

chance, they reported the intermitted wins made them feel they were good at 

something. Ricketts and Macaskill reasoned that the gamblers may use one or more 

of these strategies as a form of emotional management and the strategy adopted may 

change depending on the need of the individual at the time. 

Also using a grounded theory approach, Wood and Griffiths (2007) categorised 

the reasons expressed for gambling of 50 self-identified problem gamblers (43 male 

and 7 female). All the participants were interviewed about their current and past 

gambling behaviours to elicit responses about their reasons for gambling. Analysis of 

the responses revealed gambling to escape as the core theme. Moreover, most of the 

gamblers (46/50) were aware that gambling would not solve their financial problems 

and gambled as a means to temporarily manage negative mood states. Similar to 

Ricketts (2003), different processes were identified in the management of emotional 

states. For example, gambling to experience a buzz or excitement was considered as 
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a distraction from boredom or unpleasant emotional states for most, although some 

gamblers reported gambling only for the buzz. Others reported gambling as a way to 

distract their attention from problems or negative mood states. Yet others reported 

gambling to escape feeling lonely and/or as a way to seek approval from other 

gamblers. Further, independent of the form of gambling preferred (e.g., EGM, casino 

table games, off-course, and on course betting etc.), the gamblers’ experiences 

centred on the concept of escape.  

Thomas, Sullivan, and Allen (2009) argued, that although previous qualitative 

research supports the idea problems gamblers gamble as a form of emotional 

management, it is unclear what role the setting plays. To address this gap, the authors 

interviewed 13 self-reported EGM problem gamblers and six counsellors to identify 

the reasons that help sustain EGM gambling involvement. As expected, the main 

theme that emerged was gambling served as a way to manage problems and negative 

emotions which is consistent with Wood and Griffiths (2007). However, central to 

the experience was the role of the gambling venue. More specifically, the gambling 

venues were often perceived as an oasis (a place to get away from life stresses) and a 

social place to seek adult company. In addition, gambling itself was perceived as an 

effective way to distract attention from unpleasant thoughts and emotions. Thomas, 

Allen, and Phillips suggested that the gambling environment is an important aspect in 

understanding the role of gambling as an emotional and social coping strategy. 

In contrast to using a grounded theory approach, Rockloff and Dyer (2006) 

interviewed problem gamblers to identify the general behavioural tendencies that 

may predispose gamblers toward experiencing gambling problems. To achieve this, 

Rockloff and Dyer conducted focus groups with self-identified problem gamblers 

attending Gamblers Anonymous. By drawing on the existing literature and 

categorising the responses obtained in the interviews, the authors determined four 

themes best represented the responses. The themes that emerged were escape 

(avoiding unpleasant emotions and social situations), esteem (avoiding negative self-

appraisal), excess (difficulty controlling impulses), and excitement (action seeking). 

Rockloff and Dyer used these broad themes to develop a trait-based forced-choice 

scale to assess risk of problem gambling. Their subsequent work supported the 

validity of the four dimensions. More specifically, exploratory and confirmatory 

factors analysis confirmed the presence of four aspects of behavioural tendencies 
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which, in turn, were found to be positively associated with problem gambling 

severity as assessed by the PGSI.  

In summary, qualitative studies have probed the reasons behind problem 

gamblers’ sustained gambling using semi-structured interviews. In contrast to the 

ethnographic qualitative methods, gamblers’ reasons were not inferred from the 

responses obtained on an open ended question format or from behavioural 

observations and/or informal conversation with gamblers. Rather, interviews were 

used to build working models that are refined and tested using information gained 

from subsequent interviews. A dominant theme within all these studies is reliance on 

gambling as a form of emotional management. In particular, compared with the 

ethnographic and self-report data of the earlier studies discussed, gambling behaviour 

features more as a way to relieve negative emotions than as a social or an exciting 

activity. Of course, the need for escape may be largely due to the problems created 

by gambling and not be the original reason for gambling. 

2.5.4 Section summary 

Taken together the surveys, consumer reported experiences, and qualitative 

studies suggest people engage in gambling activities for a variety of reasons. While 

the data from these various sources sheds light on the array of reasons people 

gamble, it is not possible to draw firm conclusions on the relationship between 

distinct gambling motivations and level of gambling involvement. However, there 

are some patterns that emerge that are worth noting.  

First, the survey type studies found community members who gambled 

perceived gambling as offering them a way to win money, as a form of 

entertainment, a social event, and as a way to wind down and relax. In terms of rank 

order or the prominence of specific reasons for gambling, Neighbors et al. (2002), 

McGrath et al. (2010) and Platz and Millar (2001) found gambling to win money 

emerged as the most popular reason. In relation to differences across levels of 

gambling problems, Platz and Millar (2001) and Clarke et al. (2007) found that non-

problem gamblers tended to endorse the same aspects of motivation as problem 

gamblers, but to a lower extent. While these studies indicate the hope to win is a 

central interest in gambling, it is also apparent that other aspects of consumers 

gambling is important.  
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In contrast, the ethnographic research, which typically focused on those who 

were described as regular or recreational gamblers, found the social and 

entertainment aspects of gambling were salient features of the gamblers experiences. 

What is interesting to note is that the hope or expectation to win or profit from 

gambling did not emerge as a dominant theme. Rather, there was a general 

acceptance that they were likely to lose money, but nonetheless valued gambling as a 

social and rewarding activity.  

Finally, the qualitative studies involving problem gamblers indicated a further 

narrowing of interests. Prominent in these studies is the notion that gambling is 

largely pursued as an emotional management strategy even amid the realisation that 

they were likely to lose rather than win money. Moreover, there was often an 

acknowledgment from the gamblers that gambling would add to their difficulties, but 

at the same time gambling was employed as an immediate release or an escape from 

unpleasant emotional states. 

2.6 Chapter Summary 

Legalised gambling provides a mix of costs and benefits. For instance, 

gambling venues provide a place for people to socialise, relax, and have a good time; 

employment is generated for thousands of people who are either directly or indirectly 

employed to service the gambling industry; and the community benefits from 

sponsorships and funding sourced from gambling revenues and taxes collected. 

However, there are risks associated with gambling opportunities. These include the 

emotion problems, social dislocation, and vocational hardships that occur due to 

individuals spending more money and/or time than they can reasonably afford. In 

addition, these negative consequences emanate to effect family, friends, and the 

broader community. 

Given the potential cost and benefits of gambling, there is an ongoing need to 

develop practices that enhance the benefits to the community while minimising the 

costs. From a public health perspective, efforts can be pursued to facilitate both safe 

gambling behaviours while attempting to reduce the incidence of problematic 

gambling. Within an Australian context, a diverse range of gambling harm 

minimisation strategies are adopted including regulatory, product, and consumer 

awareness oriented initiatives. One of the consumer awareness strategies is the use of 
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educational initiatives which are designed to provide potential and current consumers 

with relevant information on the nature of gambling products. 

Implicit in the educational approaches is that consumers’ attitudes and beliefs 

play a central role in determining behaviour. From this perspective, promoting 

realistic expectations of the profitability of gambling should help engender rational 

views and associated reasoned gambling behaviour. Despite the apparent face 

validity, it is also possible that the decision to gamble may be influenced by 

additional factors. Moreover, the findings from research cited in the preceding 

section suggest there is a diverse range of reasons associated with occasional, regular 

and potentially problematic gambling. One question that emerges from these 

observations is whether the current educational initiatives sufficiently canvass the 

non-financial aspects of gambling motivation.  

One way to determine the relative importance of different reasons for gambling 

is to compare the relationships between dissimilar aspects of gambling motivation 

and gambling behaviour. As is discussed in Chapters Four and Five, there is a 

diverse and emerging body of research which investigates the role of emotional, 

social and pecuniary reasons for gambling. Despite this area of research indicating 

gambling motivation may be more than financially oriented, the area is still 

relevantly new and it is uncertain how these different aspects of motivation influence 

gambling behaviour. In other words, while several dimensions of gambling 

motivations have been identified, their comparative explanatory utility is largely 

unknown. In essence, it is argued that to better understand the role of motivations on 

the decision to gamble, and gambling behaviour, it is necessary to examine the role 

of specific aspects of gambling motivation within a longitudinal design.  

Before reviewing the gambling motivation oriented research, the gambling 

theories and associated research that detail the theoretical function of gambling is 

discussed. Although the theories and research are predominantly concerned with 

explaining pathological gambling, they nonetheless illustrate the role of specific 

elements of the gambling experience and the role they may play in reinforcing 

continued gambling. To this end, some of the major components of the psychological 

explanations of problem gambling are reviewed in the next chapter to provide a 

context for the review of gambling motivation research in Chapters Four and Five.
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Chapter Three 

Gambling Theories, Motivations and Behaviour 

3.1 Overview of Chapter: Identifying Salient Gambling Motivations 

To effectively inform problem gambling prevention education strategies it is 

necessary to understand how motivational factors relate to gambling behaviour (Lee, 

2013; Martin et al., 2010). One method to identify the role of gambling-related 

motivational characteristics in gambling behaviour is to examine the central tenets of 

major psychological gambling theories. Although the majority of existing theories 

and associated research are concerned with explaining problem or pathological 

gambling (Lee et al., 2006), they nonetheless provide insight into the motivational 

aspects involved in gambling behaviour (Neighbors et al., 2002).  

The way in which problem gambling theories are portrayed, in psychological 

literature reviews, varies. For example, Lamberton and Oei (1997) classified the 

empirically tested explanations of problem gambling into affect, behavioural, 

arousal, and cognitive approaches. Conversely, in the Australian Psychological 

Association position paper, Blaszczynski, Walker, Sagris, and Dickerson (1999) 

argued that most psychological explanations of problem gambling can be considered 

from either learning or cognitive perspectives. In a different approach, Griffiths and 

Delfabbro (2001) propose gambling theories can be viewed from two general 

perspectives: psychological and biological. According to Griffiths and Delfabbro, the 

psychological determinants include behaviourist, need-state/addiction, and cognitive 

approaches, whereas biological perspectives emphasise dispositional characteristics 

as measured by genetic or personality differences. Raylu and Oei (2002) employ 

another schema again, dividing individual level factors into personality, 

biology/biochemistry, cognitions, and psychological states.  

Despite the diverse representations employed, explanations of problem 

gambling can be grouped by the main reasons implicated in the initiation or 

maintenance of gambling episodes. In other words, it is possible to classify 

approaches by what they propose draws a person back to begin another session. One 

advantage of exploring the psychological explanations from this perspective is that it 

allows potential influences on the decision to gamble to be identified. This, of 

course, is important from an educational perspective. Moreover, as reasoned by 
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Blaszczynski et al. (2004), a decision is made to engage in gambling (or not to 

gamble) at some point. This is not to suggest that other influences are not involved, 

rather that a decision to gamble is central to a person initiating a gambling session.  

The emphasis of the current chapter is to highlight the role of potential 

motivational factors associated in sustained gambling behaviour. To this end, the 

focus is on quantitative research that has sought to explain why some consumers 

gamble regularly and/or problematically and others do not. However, rather than 

focussing on higher order dispositional influences as explanatory variables, the 

underlying “functional” aspects of gambling itself are investigated. To achieve this, 

first, a broad distinction is made between explanations that propose gambling is 

pursued to optimise mood or emotional states and those that focus on the perceived 

financial utility of gambling (Ladouceur & Walker, 1996). Consequently, the first 

sections will review the emotion oriented approaches to understanding gambling 

behaviour, whereas the second section will discuss cognitive approaches. 

3.2 Gambling as a Mood Modifier 

One commonly cited theory that underscores the mood regulation aspects of 

gambling behaviour is Jacobs’ (1986) General Theory of Addiction. Jacobs’ theory 

comprises two main propositions. First, it is posited that the problem gambler 

gambles to moderate abnormal and unpleasant levels of arousal. That is, the gambler 

is either chronically over or under aroused and gambling serves as a way to return the 

gambler’s level of arousal to a normal level. The problem gambler’s abnormal 

physiological arousal state is proposed to be the result of a genetic predisposition 

and/or the influences of environmental factors during an individual’s developmental 

period. The second proposition is that the problem gambler is considered to be 

psychologically vulnerable which is characterised as feeling a deep sense of 

inadequacy. Again, this deficit or psychological vulnerability is considered to be pre-

existing and the result of childhood experiences. Together, the sense of inadequacy 

and need to moderate arousal converge to foster a potential for seeking out gambling 

(or other potentially addictive activities) to distract their attention from a painful 

reality.  

Central to Jacobs’ (1986) theory is that gambling serves as a means to feel 

normal as opposed to a way to feel euphoric. In other words, gambling is pursued as 
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a way to dissociate from a negative emotional state (abnormal level of arousal and 

sense of inadequacy) rather than to experience a rush or an heighten emotional state. 

Jacobs suggests that vulnerable individuals could function normally without 

gambling (addiction) if they did not experience the relief provided by the behaviour. 

However, once the relief provided by gambling is experienced, vulnerable 

individuals are unable to abstain from gambling without feeling a profound sense of 

anxiety. This, of course, leads to cycle of gambling behaviour that spirals out of 

control which is perpetuated by the accruing negative consequence and, in turn, the 

need to escape. 

In contrast, Brown (1986) suggested that the central motivation for gambling is 

to reach a subjective state of excitement. Specifically, Brown argued the action of 

gambling (e.g.,, staking money on an uncertain outcome and the hope of winning) 

produces arousal that is perceived as exciting. From this perspective, the arousal 

experienced while gambling is not necessarily contingent on making a profit; rather 

gambling may be exciting whether gambling results in a profit or loss. In other 

words, gambling is pursued to facilitate an increased sense of wellbeing and positive 

mood, regardless of the financial outcome.  

According to Brown (1987), two reasons make gambling a desired activity: 

boredom (i.e., feeling under aroused) or a state of over arousal experienced as 

anxiety. That is, an under aroused individual gambles to augment arousal, whereas an 

over aroused individual gambles to convert the negative arousal to positive arousal 

such as excitement (Brown, 1987). Although Brown conceptualises excessive 

gambling as an addiction, the mechanisms propelling behaviour are not necessarily 

biological or dispositional in nature. Rather, gambling is purported to be engaged to 

maintain a peak emotional experience and this need may change depending on the 

situational or environmental circumstances of the person.  

Evident in both theories are the principles of learning theory. Jacobs’ (1986) 

theory is consistent with the notion of negative reinforcement: gambling as a means 

to avoid an unpleasant emotional state. In contrast, Brown’s (1986) theory draws on 

the role of positive reinforcement of arousal, as experienced as excitement. However, 

the causal factors in Jacobs’ explanation are dispositional (premorbid) in nature and 

the learning processes are secondary. In contrast, Brown’s theory clearly illustrates 
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the process of positive reinforcement without the need to reference a pre-existing 

pathology or vulnerability.  

Although Jacobs’ (1986) and Brown’s (1986; 1987) views are conceptually 

different, together they underscore the major constructs incorporated in many of the 

mood or emotion oriented problem gambling theories and associated research. 

Moreover, Lamberton and Oei, (1997) claim the majority of the empirically tested 

psychological explanations of problem gambling propose gambling is pursued to 

moderate emotional states. Although there are several approaches and subgroups of 

explanations, a qualitative distinction can be made on the basis of the type of 

emotional change that is sought (Rickwood, Blaszczynski, Delfabbro, Dowling, & 

Heading, 2010). For example, as reflected in Brown’s position, gambling may be 

pursued or reinforced because of the excitement experienced. Alternately, as 

advocated by Jacobs, the need to dissociate from unpleasant emotional states may 

necessitate continued gambling. These two different propositions and associated 

research is considered separately in the ensuing sections. 

3.3 Gambling and Excitement 

In general, research that explores gamblers self-expressed reasons for gambling 

support the premise that the excitement experienced while gambling is a major 

reinforcer. More specifically, gamblers seeking treatment (Blaszczynski & 

McConaghy, 1989; Ricketts & Macaskill, 2003; Rockloff & Dyer, 2006; Wray & 

Dickerson, 1981) and regular gamblers (Dumont & Ladouceur, 1990; Griffiths, 

1991; Titz, Andrus, & Miller, 2002) commonly report they gamble because of the 

excitement experienced. Research findings have also indicated the act of placing a 

wager, waiting for the result (Dickerson, 1979) and experiencing near wins may 

increase subjectively experienced excitement (Griffiths, 1991; Reid, 1986).  

Although Brown (1986) did not specifically articulate the processes that 

engender gambling as an exciting activity, excitement is often considered a 

conditioned reinforcer. That is, via the principal of classical conditioning, the 

excitement experienced from placing the winning wager becomes paired with 

gambling and the activities performed leading up to the act of placing a wager 

(Walker, 1992). In other words, gambling itself, independent of whether a win has 
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occurred, is experienced as exciting. As long as occasional wins are experienced, the 

association between gambling and excitement is maintained.  

From a strict learning perspective, the reinforcement of excitement (or escape) 

is not considered a motivation or reason to gamble. More specifically, learning 

theories posit that behaviour is determined by stimuli, not internal motivational states 

or cognitions (Czerny, Koenig, & Turner, 2008). Nonetheless, others argue that 

learning explanations implicitly reveal the reasons gambling remains attractive (e.g., 

Neighbors et al., 2002; West, 2006) and, therefore, can be used to elucidate the 

motivations underpinning gambling behaviour. With this in mind, research that has 

explored the nature of the relationship between excitement and gambling behaviour 

will be examined. First, approaches that attempt to determine if there is a link 

between excitement and gambling behaviour are discussed. Second, studies that 

attempt to ascertain whether gambling is intrinsically exciting or if positive arousal 

states are dependent on winning are reviewed. Finally, studies that manipulate levels 

of excitement to probe the nature of the excitement-gambling behaviour relationship 

are discussed in the last subsection.  

3.3.1 Excitement and gambling behaviour 

The excitement experienced while gambling is typically assessed either by 

physiological and/or self-report measures. Physiological measures of arousal are 

purported to reflect autonomic and/or cortical activity (Goudriaan, Oosterlaan, de 

Beurs, & Van den Brink, 2004). Changes at this level are claimed to reflect 

variations in affect states and are often referred to as objective measures of arousal 

(Griffiths, 1995). One of the more common physiological measures used is heart rate, 

which is considered to be more sensitive to reward than punishment (Goudriaan et 

al., 2004; Ladouceur, Sevigny, Blaszczynski, O'Connor, & Lavoie, 2003). Heart rate, 

as a measure of arousal/excitement, has the advantage of enabling researchers to 

assess changes over a period of time with minimal interruption to the gambler and is 

also not subject to response bias. In contrast, participants are sometimes requested to 

report their level of arousal or excitement experienced while gambling using brief 

self-report measures. Although not all studies use the same self-report measure, one 

commonly employed measure of arousal consists of the 4-item subscale from the 

state portion of the State Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI; Spielberger, Gorsuch, & 
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Lushenea, 1970). The 4-item subscale assesses arousal in terms of how calm, tense, 

at ease and over-excited an individual reports to be on a four point Likert type scale.  

Both physiological and self-report measures of arousal have demonstrated 

effectiveness in detecting variance in arousal states during gambling. For instance, 

elevations in heart rate from baseline have been found while gamblers play black 

jack at casinos (Anderson & Brown, 1984; Meyer et al., 2000; Meyer et al., 2004). 

Likewise, studies have found that playing EGMs in both gambling venues (Diskin, 

Hodgins, & Skitch, 2003; Griffiths, 1993) and laboratory settings (Coulombe, 

Ladouceur, Densharnais, & Jobin, 1992; Diskin & Hodgins, 2003; Leary & 

Dickerson, 1985) is associated with an increase in heart rate. Similar results have 

been found with race betting as gamblers experience an increase in heart rate from 

placement of their bet and throughout the race broadcast (Coventry & Norman, 

1997). In addition, individuals’ self-report measures of arousal have been found to 

indicate an increase in excitement while playing EGMs (Dickerson & Adcock, 1987; 

Diskin & Hodgins, 2003, Diskin et al., 2003; Griffiths, 1995) and while engaging in 

computer simulated gambling tasks (Hills, Hills, & Dickerson, 2001). 

Several of these studies have compared arousal rates across different levels of 

gambling involvement. Griffiths (1995) found problem and frequent EGM gamblers 

experienced greater levels of subjective excitement, as assessed by a single item, 

compared to non-frequent players. Similarly, Diskin and Hodgins (2003) found 

problem gamblers reported higher levels of subjective excitement during EGM 

gambling compared to non-problem gamblers. Leary and Dickerson (1985) found 

both non-frequent and frequent EGM gamblers experienced significant increases in 

heart rate from baseline measures while playing an EGM, although the increase for 

frequent gamblers was significantly greater than non-frequent gamblers. Meyer et al. 

(2004) reported similar results with black jack players. Both non-problem and 

problem gamblers experienced increased heart rate while gambling at a casino, but 

the problem gamblers heart rate increase was more pronounced. 

However, other studies have not found differences between level of gambling 

involvement and arousal measures. Coulombe et al. (1992) and Griffiths (1993) 

failed to find a significant difference between regular and occasional EGM players’ 

heart rates while gambling. Similarly, Diskin and Hodgins (2003) and Diskin et al. 



EXPECTANCIES, CHOICE AND GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR 

48 

(2003) found that non-problem and problem EGM gamblers could not be 

distinguished by changes in heart rate during a gambling episode. Likewise, 

Coventry and Norman (1997) did not find a significant difference between high and 

low frequent gamblers heart rates while wagering at an off course betting agency. 

One reason proposed for the mixed findings across the various studies is the 

inconsistencies in the way the groups are identified (Goudriaan et al., 2004; Baudinet 

& Blaszczynski, 2012). 

A different concern with arousal-type studies is that physiological measures of 

arousal cannot differentiate between types of emotional (e.g., Brown, Rodda, & 

Phillips, 2004; Coventry & Constable, 1999; Hills et al., 2001). Specifically, Hills et 

al. state, in order to understand the reinforcement contingencies of continued 

gambling, it is important to differentiate between positive and negative states of 

arousal. That is, a high level of arousal which is perceived positively is experienced 

as excitement whereas a high level of arousal that is perceived negatively indicates 

an anxious state. This, of course, suggests psychological measures of arousal, by 

themselves, may confound quite dissimilar emotional experiences.  

Another approach to explore the relationship between excitement and gambling 

behaviour is to investigate recreational gamblers self-reported motivation for 

gambling. Pantalon, Maciejewski, Desai, & Potenza (2008) argued it is necessary to 

examine potential risk factors for recreational gamblers and proposed the over-

reliance on gambling as a way to enhance mood may be such a factor. More 

specifically, they hypothesised that those who gamble for excitement would be more 

likely to experience gambling problems compared to those who do not gamble for 

excitement. To examine this premise, the authors employed data from the United 

States National Gambling Behaviour Survey (1999). To obtain a sample that 

reflected recreational gambling, the authors excluded individuals who did not gamble 

in the past year and those at-risk of problem gambling (NODS > 2). Participants 

were then classified as either excitement seeker gamblers (n = 533) or non-

excitement seekers (n = 923) based on their response to how important excitement 

was as a reason to gamble. The findings revealed that those who gambled for 

excitement were more likely to report one or two criteria on the problem gambling 

scale compared to those who did not report gambling from excitement. Pantalon et 

al. (2008) suggested the gambling motivation of excitement may have utility in 
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predicting of at-risk gambling behaviours and argued their findings have specific 

relevance to interventions targeted at a public health level.  

In summary, there is strong support that gambling is associated with an 

increase in heart rate. However, the inability of physiological measures to distinguish 

between positive and negative affect means the explanatory utility of these findings 

are limited in terms of understanding why consumers may return another day. 

Nonetheless, Pantalon et al.’s (2008) findings suggest that those who gamble because 

they find it exciting are more likely to experience gambling related harms compared 

to those who do not gamble for excitement. As suggested by Pantalon et al., relying 

on gambling as a means of increasing positive mood may be an indicator of the early 

stages of gambling problems. However, further research is required to test this 

assumption.  

3.3.2 Arousal and winning 

Other researchers have examined the primacy of arousal and subjective 

measures of excitement in relation to gambling with and without money. More 

specifically, the proposition advanced is that changes in arousal may be primarily a 

consequence of the expectations of winning money, rather than the result of the 

action of gambling (Wulfert, Roland, Hartley, Wang, & Franco, 2005). From this 

perspective, the central variable to understanding gambling behaviour is not arousal 

per se, but perceptions of winning. The following section reviews studies that have 

examined the relationship between winning, arousal, and gambling behaviour.  

Coventry and Constable (1999) examined whether EGM players who reported 

a win during a session of EGM gambling experienced an increase in arousal 

compared to gamblers who did not report at least one win. The authors recruited 34 

female EGM players from bingo or amusement halls in the UK who were willing to 

have their heart rate measured while playing at their preferred machine with their 

own money. Only females were recruited as Coventry and Constable argued much of 

the existing research had not specifically investigated the role of arousal in female 

gambling. The researchers recorded if players had won or lost each trial and 

participants’ heart rate was recorded at 5-second intervals during the EGM gambling. 

The findings revealed there were no significant differences in heart rate between 

those who gambled frequently (at least once a week) and those who gambled less 
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than weekly. However, as expected, further analysis revealed a significant increase in 

heart rate from baseline measures for those who experienced a win on at least one 

trial. In contrast, there was no change in heart rate for those who did not experience a 

win during play. Coventry and Constable suggested that experiencing wins is central 

to increase arousal.  

Coventry and Hudson (2001) set out to extend the finding of Coventry and 

Constable (1999) by employing both male and female EGM players. Forty two EGM 

players (22 male; 20 female) volunteered to have their play observed and heart rate 

measured during three minutes of their normal play in an amusement arcade in 

England. The authors found no gender differences in heart rate during play. In 

addition, there were no differences between frequent gamblers and at-risk gamblers 

as assessed by impaired control (difficulty in self-regulating gambling behaviour). As 

expected, those who experienced at least one win were found to experience a 

significantly higher increase in heart rate during play than those who did not 

experience any wins. However, in contrast to Coventry and Constable (1999), non-

winners also experienced a modest increase in heart rate. Coventry and Hudson 

suggested the reason their study found increases on heart rate for those who did not 

experience a win may be due to sample and environment dissimilarities between the 

studies. First, their sample included a broader range of gamblers (diverse in terms of 

loss of control continuum), and second, the EGMs used had a wider range of sound 

and light features compared to Coventry and Constable (1999) study. 

Gee, Coventry, & Birkenhead (2005) compared the effects of winning and 

losing on arousal for individuals gambling on their preferred activities. The authors 

recruited 17 regular gamblers who gambled at least weekly on any gambling activity. 

Twelve of the 17 participants scored five or more on the impairment of control scale 

(ICS; Corless & Dickerson, 1989), indicating they were likely to be problem 

gamblers. All participants were provided with a mobile phone and were requested to 

call a computer automated service immediately prior to the gambling session and on 

completion of the subsequent gambling episode. Prior to a gambling session, the 

participants indicated the form of gambling they planned to gamble on, the amount 

they intended to spend and their emotional state, as assessed by the 4-item portion of 

the state STAI subscale. On completion of their gambling, the participants phoned 

and reported if they won or lost, and how they felt while gambling and after 
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gambling (i.e., completed the STAI subscale). The authors found that subjective 

arousal (STAI scores) was higher during and after gambling compared to base line 

measures. However, there were no significant differences in subjective arousal 

during play between those who won and those who had lost at the gambling episode.  

In addition to experiencing wins, Moodie and Finnigan (2005) argued that 

winning of bonuses, nudges, and features (specialist play characteristics available on 

fruit machines in the UK) could also lead to an increase in arousal. The authors 

recruited 63 participants: 21 regular EGM players (visited gambling establishments 

more than 3 times a week), 21 infrequent players (gambled approximately twice a 

month) and 21 non EGM players (participants with no gambling history) to play an 

EGM in a gambling venue. The participants were given £6 to gamble and heart rate 

was assessed prior to and post 20 plays on the EGM. As expected, winning was 

related to increased arousal during play, with the magnitude of the wins positively 

associated with heart rate. Also, winning nudges, bonuses, and features was related 

to an increase in arousal. The authors reasoned, in addition to winning, the 

interactive game features play an important role in elevating the sense of excitement 

experienced while gambling. 

A more direct approach to determine if winning is necessary to evoke arousal 

is to control the ability to win in a gambling episode. Ladouceur et al. (2003) 

examined if the expectancies of winning, or whether the activity itself, was the 

source of arousal and excitement while playing an EGM in a laboratory setting. 

Thirty four participants, with experience playing EGMs, were recruited from a 

university student population (none of the participants were classified as problem 

gamblers; SOGS < 5). The participants were randomly assigned to a low expectancy 

group (believed they were only playing for points) or a high expectancy group (who 

played for money). All participants played a pre-programmed EGM and were 

informed (after a trial period) that the payout ratio would increase by 200%. Heart 

rate was assessed during the trial period, after being informed of the payout ratio 

increase, and during and after play. A subjective measure of excitement (items about 

how excited they felt while gambling) was taken at the end of the session. The 

findings revealed heart rate increased for both low expectancy and high expectancy 

groups while playing. However, the high expectancy participants’ heart rate was 

significantly higher after being informed about the increase in payout ratio compared 
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to the low expectancy group. Similarly, the high expectancy group were more likely 

to report feeling excited during the 200% payout period than the low expectancy 

group. Ladouceur et al. (2003) considered the findings support the contention that 

arousal is largely due to the expectancy of winning. 

Wulfert et al. (2005) suggested it was necessary to examine if Ladouceur et 

al.’s (2003) findings could be generalised to other forms of gambling. More 

specifically, the authors reasoned that other types of gambling may be more 

interactive and intrinsically exciting. Wulfert et al. designed a study in which non-

wagering/wagering and win/lose conditions were controlled while wagering or 

predicting the outcome of a video recorded horse race. Heart rate was assessed 

during the race and up to 30 seconds after the race. Self-report excitement (how 

excited are you at this moment - not at all to extremely on a 10-point scale) was 

assessed twice during the race and immediately after the race. Eighty university 

students were assigned into either a non-wagering group (requested to predict the 

outcome) or the wagering group who bet $1 for the chance to win $7 on the outcome 

of a recorded horse race. To create the win/lose condition participants were assigned 

a horse that ultimately either won the race or came runner-up. Wulfert et al. 

hypothesised: 1) participants who wagered for money would experience an increase 

in arousal and excitement compared to those who predicted an outcome; and 2) and 

those who won would be more aroused and more excited than those who lost. 

The findings supported the first hypothesis with the wagering group displaying 

higher levels of physiological and subjective levels of excitement compared to the 

control group during the race. Also, wagers’ heart rate remained significantly higher 

after the finish of the race (30 seconds post the race finish) compared to non-wagers, 

although this was not reflected in the subjective measure of excitement. The 

hypothesis that those who won their wager would demonstrate significantly higher 

levels of arousal compared to those who lost had mixed findings. That is, the 

winning group had significantly higher heart rates, but not self-report level of 

excitement compared to those who lost their wager. Authors speculated the lack of 

difference in subjective measure of excitement could be due to the lack of the 

sensitively in the measurement of excitement and/or the under-powered design. 

Wulfert et al. (2005) suggested their results support the idea the arousal and 
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excitement experienced during gambling are the consequence of the expectancy to 

win money, not because gambling is intrinsically exciting.  

Wulfert, Franco, Williams, Roland, & Maxson, (2008) designed a subsequent 

study to determine if arousal is subject to a dose-response relationship. That is, the 

authors investigated if the amount of money wagered leads to increases in the level 

of arousal experienced. Similar to the previous study, university students were 

assigned to win or loss (unknown until the end of race) and wagering or non-

wagering conditions and watched a video of a horse race. However, there were three 

wagering conditions. All participants wagered $1, but the payout varied depending 

on the condition they were assigned to: the potential payouts were $2, $7, or $15. In 

total, there were eight groups of 27 students included in the analyses: two non-

wagers ($0 win and $0 loss), and six wager groups. Using the same protocols as in 

the earlier study, heart rate and subjective excitement was assessed. The findings 

supported the hypotheses with the wagering groups ($7 & $15) experiencing an 

increase in heart rate during the race compared to small and no pay off conditions ($0 

and $2). Further, heart rate after the race was significantly higher for both those who 

won or lost the $15 compared to their respective win or loss groups. In contrast, 

excitement was only significantly higher for the $15 winner group as compared to 

the other win condition. There were no differences in excitement between the losing 

conditions. Wulfert et al. (2008) interpreted their findings to support the idea that 

monetary expectancies are important in determining excitement. Moreover, as 

monetary expectancies increase so does the level of arousal and excitement. 

In summary, the previous research employs two different approaches for 

teasing apart the role of winning and arousal. One approach examines the effect of 

experiencing a win on arousal and the other focusses on differences between 

engaging in gambling activities with and without money. The first approach revealed 

mixed findings. Coventry and Constable (1999) found only those who experienced a 

win reported an increase in arousal, whereas Coventry and Hudson (2001) and Gee et 

al. (2005) found both non-winners and winners showed increases in arousal. In 

contrast, Ladouceur et al. (2003) and Wulfert et al. (2005; 2008) findings appear to 

be more conclusive. That is, the findings from these experimental studies suggest 

when money is not a factor, gambling is no longer perceived as exciting. Wulfert et 
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al. (2005) describes their findings as supporting the notion that the expectancy of 

winning money is necessary to increase arousal.  

While Ladouceur et al. (2003) and Wulfert et al. (2005) do not dispute that 

excitement and gambling behaviour are related, they do suggest excitement is largely 

dependent on the expectation of winning. In other words, the central idea is that 

excitement is best considered a secondary reinforcer. Hence, excitement is purported 

to be the result of the perception of winning, not a consequence of gambling. 

According to this interpretation, the role of arousal in gambling becomes relegated to 

a secondary concern and the beliefs about the chances of winning take primary 

position. Overall, the results from the simulation studies lend some support to this 

idea. Both Ladouceur et al. (2003) and Wulfert et al. (2005) found arousal was 

largely diminished when money was not involved. Moreover, the dose-response 

relationship found between wager amount and arousal in Wulfert el al.’s (2008) 

subsequent study is informative, in that, arousal increases as a function of bet size.  

However, as noted by Wulfert et al. (2005; 2008), the findings may be limited 

in terms of ecological validity. More specifically, the authors suggested the student 

sample may not represent the general community of gamblers and the findings may 

not extend to naturalistic gambling settings. However, another notable point that is 

not considered, is the gambling experience, in itself, may not represent what actually 

occurs for most gamblers. That is, most people who gamble at least occasionally are 

likely to experience wins, even though the outcome of a session may often result in a 

net loss. Therefore, the idea that excitement or arousal is contingent of the 

expectancy of winning may need to be clarified. In fact, Coventry and Hudson’s 

(2001) and Moodie and Finnigan’s (2005) findings suggest it is only necessary to 

experience a win to increase arousal, as most of those classified as winners in these 

studies were not winners per se, as they actually lost money over the session. Thus, 

the idea that the expectancy of winning is important to sustain arousal and excitement 

may need to be separated from the idea of gambling to make a profit. More 

importantly, it is apparent that excitement experienced while gambling (with money) 

is somewhat independent of the financial outcome. 
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3.3.3 The impact of arousal on gambling behaviours 

Another attempt to establish the importance of excitement or arousal in 

maintaining gambling behaviour is to examine the impact of manipulating arousal on 

within-session gambling behaviours. Again, although not directly relevant to why 

consumers may return to gambling another day, this level of investigation further 

explores the link between excitement and gambling behaviour.  

Rockloff, Signal, and Dyer (2007) examined the role of induced arousal on 

gambling behaviours. The authors recruited 69 university students who were given 

$20.00 credit to wager on a simulated EGM task. Students’ gambling intensity was 

assessed by average bet size placed and arousal levels were measured by Galvanic 

Skin Response (GSR). The students were randomly assigned to either the treatment 

condition, exposed to 80 db of white-noise condition every 120 seconds (to induce 

arousal) or the control condition (no noise). Rockloff et al. expected those in the 

treatment condition to experience elevated levels of arousal and to gamble more 

intensely compared to the control group. In addition, it was expected that gambling 

intensity would be more pronounced for those with many gambling problems 

compared to those with few gambling problems (determined by a medium split of 

PGSI scores). Although the white condition displayed elevated levels of arousal 

compared to the control group, the finding were largely counter to the hypotheses. 

Those with more gambling problems in the white-noise group placed smaller bets 

compared control group. In contrast, those with fewer gambling problems in the 

white-noise condition placed larger bets compared to the control groups. The authors 

speculated those with gambling problems may have associated the arousal induced 

by the white noise with losing. 

In a subsequent study, Rockloff and Greer (2010) tested the moderating effect 

of valance on the relationship between arousal and gambling behaviour. More 

specifically, Rockloff and Greer argued that the influence of arousal on gambling 

behaviour may change depending of the phenomenological experience of arousal. To 

test this assertion, visitors to a crocodile farm (n = 103) were recruited to participate 

in a simulated EGM task. The participants were randomly assigned to a treatment 

group (participants handled a crocodile as part of a tour immediately before 

participating in the gambling simulation) and a control group who handled a 

crocodile after the participating in the experiment. The participants also completed a 
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positive and negative affect scale (PANAS, Watson et al., 1988) at the conclusion of 

play. The arousal manipulation was demonstrated to be effective with the treatment 

group’s average arousal (measured with GSR) level shown to be higher than the 

control group. In relation to the hypotheses, those in the treatment group, who 

reported no gambling problems (PGSI = 0), placed smaller average bets compared to 

their counterparts in the control group. That is, the increased arousal led to more 

cautious gambling for non-problem gamblers. In contrast, at-risk gamblers’ (PGSI of 

1 or more) behaviour changed dependent of the interpretation of arousal. Those who 

experienced the arousal as negative placed smaller average bets compared the control 

group, whereas those who did not experience the arousal as negative placed larger 

bets. Interestingly, the control group of at-risk gamblers who experienced high 

negative mood (but low arousal) also placed higher average bets. Taken together, 

Rockloff and Greer considered the findings to support the contention that non-

negatively perceived arousal increases the intensity of gambling for at-risk gamblers. 

A different approach employed to assess the role of emotions in gambling 

behaviours is to manipulate affective states by controlling prior wins and losses. 

Cummins, Nardorff, and Kelly (2009) set up a two stage computer simulated card 

game experiment that involved fixing the outcome of the first tournament to result in 

either a majority of wins or a majority of losses. The second tournament was played 

under normal conditions. One hundred and eight university students were recruited to 

participate in the study with approximately half experiencing a majority of wins from 

the first tournament and the other half a majority of losses. Central to Cummins et 

al.’s argument was that prior wins or losses and the resultant emotional states could 

influence reckless gambling (operationalised as wagering too much on hands they 

were likely to lose). Their finding revealed those who won at the first round reported 

higher positive affect as assessed by the PANAS compared to the group who lost. In 

terms of subsequent gambling behaviour in the second tournament, positive affect 

was related to more reckless gambling. However, further analysis revealed that affect 

did not mediate the effects of the prior grouping into loss or win groups. Thus, the 

authors suggested the findings indicate that both prior gambling experiences 

(winning or losing) and emotional states have a direct relationship on subsequent 

behaviour. In other words, although earlier gambling experiences influence 
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subsequent gambling behaviour, affective states independently influence gambling 

behaviour.  

Although the studies investigating the impact of arousal or emotions on 

gambling behaviour are relatively scarce, they do provide another view on the 

importance of excitement and emotional experiences on gambling behaviour. 

Rockloff and Greer’s (2010) findings support the idea that emotional states may have 

a significant influence on the relationship between arousal and gambling behaviour, 

especially for at-risk gamblers. Similarly, Cummins et al. (2009) indicate positive 

affect is associated with increased reckless gambling behaviours.  

3.3.4 Section summary for gambling and excitement 

Several issues emerge from the previous literature on excitement and 

gambling. First, Brown’s (1986) contention that gambling is exciting has received 

some support. This is reflected in the findings that show heart rate or self-reported 

measures of arousal increase while gambling. However, while it appears the 

gambling is experienced as exciting, it is not possible to claim that measures of 

arousal are able to differentiate between dissimilar levels of gambling involvement. 

Despite this, some researchers suggest (e.g., Diskin & Hodgins, 2003; Griffiths, 

1995; Pantalon et al., 2008) arousal measures can be enhanced by including 

reference to the valence dimension of arousal. 

The second area examined the importance of wins in inducing excitement. 

Although there is little doubt that gambling, without money, is unlikely to engender 

the same amount of arousal as gambling with money, the primacy of money remains 

a debated issue. Previous research suggests the excitement generated from gambling 

is dependent on the experience of at least some wins, but not necessarily on making a 

profit. What remains to be explored is how gambling expectancies of winning and 

excitement compare in terms of explaining consumers gambling behaviour. The hope 

of making a profit may supersede the desire to enhance mood, or conversely, 

gambling may be largely sustained by the desire to feel good no matter the cost.  

The final subsection on arousal and/or emotional states considered the 

influences of emotional states on within-session gambling behaviour. Although not 

directly relevant to understanding the motivations to return to gambling another day, 

the research does pose an interesting premise. That is, despite arousal or excitement 
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during play not consistently differentiating between non at-risk and at-risk gambling, 

emotions do nonetheless seem to influence gambling at the time. In short, it appears 

that if positive mood states are elevated then gambling is more likely to become 

more reckless or risky (i.e., increased bets) compared to experiencing negative mood 

states. Again, this underscores the need to consider excitement as a potential 

motivation in gambling behaviour more generally. 

 3.4 Gambling and Escape 

In contrast to conceptualising excitement or arousal as a positive reinforcer of 

gambling behaviour, it is possible that positive changes in emotional states operate as 

negative reinforcers. Moreover, as reasoned by Jacobs (1986), an increase in positive 

emotional experience may be primarily desired to relieve unpleasant mood as 

opposed to create subjective feeling of euphoria. In fact, most of the research cited in 

the previous section could be taken to support either Jacobs’ or Brown’s (1986) view 

of gambling as means to regulate emotional states. Given that excitement is central to 

both positions, it is impossible, without further assessment, to differentiate the 

motivation of gambling to increase a positive hedonic state from gambling to escape 

dysphoric emotional states. 

One method used to elucidate the primary reason for gambling is to examine 

links between depressed mood, or other associated negative psychological states, and 

problem gambling severity. For example, problem gamblers have been found to 

exhibit higher rates of depressed mood (Källmén, Andersson, & Andren, 2008; 

Turner, Jain, Spence, Zangeneh, 2008), psychosocial stress (Bergevin, Gupta, 

Derevensky, & Kaufman, 2006; Elman, Tschibelu, & Borsook, 2010; Thomas, 

Allen, Phillips, & Karantzas, 2011), and psychiatric disorders (Giddens, Stefanovics, 

Pilver, Desai, & Potenza, 2012) compared to general population samples or non-

problem gamblers. The association between these negative psychological states and 

problem gambling supports the notion that gambling serves as a way of coping with 

the adverse conditions (Wohl, Matheson, Young, & Anisman, 2008). However, apart 

from the difficulties with demonstrating causality, these findings do not directly 

assess the proximal or experiential reasons for gambling.  

An alternative approach is to examine studies that investigate the role of 

perceived benefits or functions of gambling as a way to reduce negative mood or 
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self-awareness. For example, instead relying on distal constructs like depression, 

stress and coping styles to infer gambling motivations, the more proximal measures 

of gamblers’ experiences may provide more accurate views of gambling motivations. 

In light of this, the following section reviews studies that indicate gambling is a way 

experience a subjective sense of escape or negative reinforcement. In other words, 

the focus is on studies that measure phenomenological aspect of escape or 

behavioural tendencies that reflect escape as central to the gamblers’ experienceas 

opposed to pre-existing negative psychological states or measures of arousal. 

Specifically, studies that have assessed constructs such as dissociation, attention 

narrowing, and escape motivation are reviewed next.  

3.4.1 Research employing direct measures of escape 

According to Jacobs (1986), the consequence of an abnormal physiological 

resting state, and the sense of inadequacy, interact to predispose an individual to the 

risk of establishing addictive pattern of behaviour. In general terms, Jacobs proposed 

gambling serves as a way to relax and relieve stress or as a way to escape unpleasant 

feelings and live out fantasies of success and social acceptance. Later, Jacobs (1988) 

outlined three specific attributes that are proposed to be obtained via gambling. First, 

is the ability to blur out reality. That is, while gambling, the problem gambler is 

proposed to be distracted from the coexisting negative emotional states and sub-

optimal circumstances. Second, gambling also functions as a way to feel less self-

conscious and self-critical. Again, this is proposed to occur mainly due to the 

cognitive distraction or diversion away from self and may be facilitated by the 

acceptance often experienced in gambling venues. The third attribute proposed is that 

gambling provides a medium whereby fantasies and self-perceptions of control and 

importance are allowed to manifest. Jacobs (1988) states that as the intensity and 

salience of these attributes increases, so does the likelihood that a person will 

experiences a state of dissociation characterised as an altered sense of identity. 

Central to Jacobs’ (1986) theory is that problem gamblers will experience 

significantly more dissociation like experiences compared to non-problem gamblers. 

Jacobs (1988) subsequently tested the ability of dissociation to differentiate between 

problem gamblers and a control group of adults. Participants’ level of dissociation 

was assessed with a purpose developed 4-item questionnaire that assessed how often 

participants felt like they were in a trance, a different person (altered identify), 



EXPECTANCIES, CHOICE AND GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR 

60 

outside of them-self and how often they experienced a memory blackout while 

engaging in gambling. The sample included 121 problem gamblers (members from 

Gambling Anonymous and others gamblers seeking treatment from an in patience 

facility) and a control sample of 168 adults. As expected, the findings revealed 

problem gamblers endorsed the dissociation-like reactions more often than the 

control group.  

Kuley and Jacobs (1988) also employed the same short dissociation scale to 

examine the reasons for gambling. The authors recruited 30 problem gamblers 

(endorsed 7 or more criteria on the Gamblers Anonymous Twenty Questions and 

gambled at least twice weekly) and 30 social gamblers (endorsed less than 7 criteria 

on the Gamblers Anonymous Twenty Questions and gambled no more than twice 

weekly). Similar to Jacobs (1988), the findings revealed problem gamblers reported 

more dissociation like experiences than social gamblers. Further analysis revealed 

that experiencing memory blackouts and trance like states were endorsed more 

frequently than the feeling outside of one’s self. Kuley and Jacobs suggested the 

findings lend further support to the idea that dissociation like reactions are positively 

associated with gambling behaviour. 

Another approach to investigate the phenomenon of escape is to assess 

narrowing of attention while gambling. Diskin and Hodgins (1999) argued that the 

time taken to respond to irrelevant external stimuli during playing on an EGM 

provides a behavioural measure of the intensity of focus, which may be experienced 

as dissociation. The authors set up an EGM in a laboratory that was modified to 

include a series of lights attached adjacent to the display of the EGM (within the 

players peripheral vision) and response bar in front of the machine for the 

participants to press when one of the lights were illuminated. Twelve problem 

gamblers (SOGS scores > 5) were recruited from an ongoing recovery program and 

11 non-problem gamblers (SOGS scores < 4) were recruited from the community. 

The average time to respond to an illuminated light was used as the dependent 

variable. Subjective measures of dissociation were also used, including the modified 

form of Jacobs’ (1988) dissociative scale (a fifth item was added that assessed losing 

track of time). Each of the participants was asked to play the EGM as they normally 

would but, in addition, they were requested to press the response bar when they 

recognised that a light was illuminated. The results were largely consistent with the 
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authors’ expectations. Problem gamblers were significantly slower at responding to 

light stimuli compared to non-problem gamblers and were also more likely to report 

experiencing losing track of time and feeling like they had taken on another identity 

compared to the non-problem gamblers. Considered together, the finding supported 

Diskin and Hodgins’ contention that problem gamblers were more deeply 

“entranced” than non-problem gamblers. 

In a subsequent study, Diskin and Hodgins (2001) argued their previous 

findings could be examined more rigorously. More specifically, it was reasoned a 

baseline measure of response time and a larger sample would strengthen the design. 

Accordingly, Diskin and Hodgins used a counter-balanced design where half of the 

participants’ baseline response time was assessed prior to the EGM play (responding 

to the illuminated light while not playing the EGM) and the other half during the 

EGM trial session. A sample of 20 problem gamblers (SOGS of 5 or more) and 22 

non-problem gamblers (SOGS < 5) EGM players were recruited from the general 

community. Besides the changes in assessing baseline response times, the same 

protocols were employed in this study as with the previous study. In contrast to their 

previous finding, the authors did not find a difference between response time 

between problem and non-problem gamblers. However, when order effects of 

baseline assessment were taken into consideration, an interaction effect was found. 

Further analysis revealed that problem gamblers who received the prime first, 

responded, on averaged, approximately 10 times faster to the light during the EGM 

play compared to problem gamblers that completed the baseline measure during the 

EGM trial period. Conversely, non-problem gamblers did not display a significant 

difference in reaction time between the conditions. The authors reasoned that the 

problem gamblers, who received the prime first, may have perceived responding to 

the light as relevant to the task. The findings in relation gambling-related dissociation 

scale were similar to their previous study, in that the problem gamblers scored 

significantly higher than the non-problem gamblers.  

In an experiment designed to manipulate feelings of self-worth, Rockloff, 

Greer, Fay, and Evans (2011) examined Jacobs’ (1986) contention that gambling 

provides a distraction from negative emotional states. Central to Rockloff et al.’s 

reasoning was the notion that participants who are prompted to think more negatively 

about themselves will be motivated to gamble more intensely than those who were 
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not. One hundred and five members were recruited from the general community to 

participate in a simulated EGM gambling task that was programmed to produce 

losses after an initial period that included wins. The participants were randomly 

assigned into one of three groups. One group audio recorded things they liked about 

themselves and another group recorded things they did not like about themselves 

immediately prior to playing the EGM. The third group served as a control condition. 

As expected, the findings revealed those in the negative recall condition gambled 

more intensely (larger average bet size, increased speed of play and played more 

trails) compared to the control group, whereas the positive recall group did not differ 

on the same play characteristics from the control group. Rockloff et al. reasoned 

these behavioural tendencies are consistent with the notions that gambling is at least 

partly motivated by the escape from negative self-perception. 

Another approach to examine the role of escape in problem gambling 

behaviour is to test the mediating effect of escape motivation or dissociation on the 

relationship between stressors and gambling behaviour. Two studies have directly 

explored this premise with EGM gambling. Thomas et al. (2011) recruited 347 EGM 

gamblers from the general community to complete a questionnaire to assess 

respondents’, stress, avoidant coping, support, gambling motivations (escape, social, 

accessibility) and gambling frequency and gambling problems. Thomas et al. 

hypothesised that stress and avoidance coping would influence escape and 

accessibility motivations and these motivation would, in turn, positively relate to 

gambling frequency and problem gambling scores. Using path analysis, the 

relationships between these constructs were tested and the results supported the 

proposed model. That is, stress and avoidance coping were positively associated with 

perceptions of gambling as an effective means to temporally cope with life stressors. 

In relation to problem gambling, gambling frequency, escape motivation and 

perceptions of accessibility were positively related to PGSI scores.  

McCormick, Delfabbro, and Denson (2012) investigated the utility of 

dissociation and psychological vulnerabilities to explain problem gambling for EGM 

players. More specifically, the ability of dissociations to explain gambling severity 

(PGSI scores) and the influence of physiological and psychological vulnerabilities on 

the dissociation was examined. One hundred and ninety regular EGM players (who 

gambled at least twice monthly) were recruited from the general community to 
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complete a battery of tests assessing sensation seeking, life stressors, psychological 

maltreatment, dissociation and the PGSI. Consistent with Jacobs’ (1986) theory, 

dissociation was positively related to problem gambling scores and trauma history 

and psychological vulnerability (assessed by depression anxiety and stress scores) 

independently explained dissociation. In other words, the path analysis supports the 

central premise of Jacobs’ theory that gambling is pursued to provide an escape from 

unpleasant psychological states. 

3.4.2 Summary of escape 

The notion that gambling serves as a means to regulate emotional states is 

central to many explanations of problem gambling (Lamberton & Oei, 1997). 

However, the emotional experience sought can be broadly classified into one of two 

types: gambling primarily to increase arousal which is experienced as excitement or 

gambling to escape from negative emotional states (Rickwood et al., 2010). 

Although there is likely to be overlap in these experiences (Wood & Griffiths, 2007), 

they are conceptually two different phenomenological states. 

The research that has explicitly examined the role of dissociation or escape-like 

constructs lends support to the idea gambling is pursued to experience a relief from 

stressors or undesirable emotional states. Moreover, the different attempts to 

demonstrate the association between escape and gambling behaviour support the 

notion advanced by Jacobs (1986) that gambling provides a medium by which 

psychological relief is obtained. However, what is not typically examined is how the 

construct of escape compares with expectations that gambling provides a sense of 

excitement. More importantly, it is not possible to determine from the research cited 

whether the constructs of excitement and escape function differentially or if they are 

largely one and the same. Nonetheless, there is an emerging body of motivation 

oriented research that allows this premise to be explored further. This research is 

reviewed in the subsequent chapters. Before examining this research, the role of 

cognitive biases is discussed in the following section. 

3.5 Gambling as a Money Making Pursuit: Section Overview 

The hope of winning money is undoubtedly a motivation for most who gamble. 

However, from a cognitive perspective, it is the degree of certainty in achieving this 

goal that differentiates problem from non-problem gambler (Ladouceur & Walker, 



EXPECTANCIES, CHOICE AND GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR 

64 

1996). Namely, it is proposed that persistent gamblers hold more optimistic 

expectations about the long term financial outcomes of gambling compared to 

occasional or infrequent gamblers. Walker (1992) claimed that the persistent 

gamblers have taken up the challenge to win, despite the fact consumers should 

reasonably expect to lose money in the long term.  

While the perception that commercial gambling has financial utility appears 

counter intuitive, it is not if one believes he or she has the ability to beat the system. 

It is this sentiment that is at the heart of cognitive theories’ approach to explaining 

regular and persistent gambling. In essence, cognitive explanations posit that the 

regular gamblers misunderstand the nature of the independence in gambling events 

(Delfabbro, 2004; Ladouceur & Walker, 1996). This involves both a 

misunderstanding in terms of what effect personal actions may have on the outcome 

of gambling and a misunderstanding about the relationship between previous 

outcomes and future gambling results. Although several types of erroneous processes 

and gambling cognitive constructs have been identified, collectively these beliefs are 

referred to as cognitive biases (Ladouceur & Walker, 1996). Nevertheless, 

commonly a distinction is made between perceptions of illusion of control and the 

gambler’s fallacy (Ladouceur & Walker, 1996; Steenbergh, Meyers, May, & 

Whelan, 2002). 

In relation to gambling, illusion of control refers to the tendency to 

overestimate one’s ability to control (or predict) the outcome of an event (Langer, 

1975; Toneatto, Blitz-Miller, Calderwood, Dragonetti, & Tsanos, 1997). These 

perceptions are clearly misplaced in the context of chance determined gambling 

activities (e.g., lotteries, poker machines, roulette) where the action of the gambler 

cannot influence the outcome of the activity. Nonetheless, even in the context of 

gambling activities that involve an element of skill (e.g., race and sports betting) 

gamblers are shown to overestimate their ability (Cantinotti, Ladouceur, & Jacques, 

2004; Ladouceur, Giroux, & Jacques, 1998). Although this overestimation of ability 

may be reflected in several behaviours or actions (e.g., holding a lucky coin or 

placing bets using a favourite system), the underlying assumption is that these 

behaviours reflect an unrealistic expectation that their system will work.  
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Gambler’s fallacy is the second broad type of cognitive biases mentioned by 

Ladouceur and Walker (1996). This is characterised by the tendency to interpret 

independent chance-determined outcomes as interrelated. For example, if a coin is 

tossed 10 times and has shown heads on each occasion, the tendency to rate the 

chance of the eleventh toss being less likely to show heads violates what objective 

probability dictates and reflects the erroneous understanding of probability. In 

relation to gambling, the gambler’s fallacy is reflected in the belief they are coming 

closer to a win after experiencing a series of losses and, therefore, explains the 

gambler’s persistence in the face of successive losses. Although this belief is not 

always reflected in gamblers pattern of gambling behaviour (e.g., Delfabbro & 

Winfield, 1999), research has shown that the gamblers tend to report erroneous 

perception that are consistent with the gambler’s fallacy while gambling (e.g., 

Griffiths, 1994; Ladouceur, 2004). However, it largely unknown whether these 

erroneous beliefs are involved in sustaining gambling behaviour or a justification of 

persistent gambling (Delfabbro, 2004). 

3.5.1 Cognitive biases as a differentiating variable  

One approach to assess the role of cognitive biases on the decision to gamble is 

to examine whether there is a positive relationship between cognitive biases and 

problem gambling severity. More importantly, the beliefs individuals hold may be 

useful in explaining why consumers return another day despite incurring mounting 

losses. Although this research is relatively recent, several studies indicate there is a 

positive relationship between measures of gambling biases and gambling behaviour. 

Joukhador, MacCallum and Blaszczynski (2003) argued there was a need to 

examine whether erroneous gambling beliefs could differentiate problem from non-

problem gamblers. Their subsequent research examined this premise by comparing 

cognitive biases of 56 treatment seeking problem gamblers (SOGS of 10 or more) 

with a convenience sample of 52 social gamblers (SOGS < 5). To measure cognitive 

biases, the researchers used a purpose developed 65-item questionnaire which 

assessed 12 categories of irrational beliefs towards gambling. The respondents 

endorsed each item to reflect the strength of their beliefs on a 5-point scale from not 

at all to very much. Consistent with the authors’ expectations, problem gamblers 

were found to endorse all the categories of beliefs, with the exception of denial, to a 

significantly greater extent compared to social gamblers. Joukhador et al. suggested 
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their preliminary work lent support to the cognitive models explanation of problem 

gambling. Subsequent studies employing the instrument developed by Joukhador et 

al. (2003) have supported the scale’s content validity (Moodie, 2007) and 

explanatory validity (Moodie, 2009). 

At about the same time Joukhador et al. (2003) published their research, 

Jefferson and Nicki (2003) identified a need for a scale to quantitatively assess 

cognitive biases. Moreover, they proposed that a psychometrically validated scale 

was required to assess the efficacy of cognitive oriented treatments in restructuring 

irrational cognitions. By drawing on the existing thinking aloud research and 

interviews with four regular EGM players, Jefferson and Nicki developed an item 

pool of 48 statements designed to reflect the cognitions of EGM gamblers. The items 

were framed on a 7-point Likert type scale from don’t agree to strongly agree. A 

total of 96 EGM players (mean SOGS scores = 5.67, S = 4.71) were recruited from 

hotels to complete the purpose developed questionnaire. Preliminary screening 

resulted in 23 items being eliminated and the remaining 25 items were subjected to 

principal components analysis. A one factor solution emerged, which the authors 

interpreted as supporting Ladouceur and Walker’s (1996) view that gambling biases 

reflect a general misconception on the nature of randomness. Further, analysis found 

the Information Biases Scale (IBS) was significantly correlated with SOGS scores 

and measures of depression and anxiety. Taken together, the findings support the 

notion irrational cognitions are assessable, interrelated, and associated with gambling 

problems.  

Raylu and Oei (2004) also advocated that cognitive related cognitions are 

central to understanding problem gambling and subsequently developed the 

Gambling Related Cognitions Scale (GRCS). Raylu and Oei reasoned it would be 

beneficial to have a scale that assessed different categories of erroneous cognitive 

perceptions as well as beliefs concerning the ability to stop gambling and gambling 

expectancies. To achieve this, the authors constructed a 53 item scale and recruited 

968 community members to complete the purpose developed scale and associated 

measures. Exploratory factor analysis was employed to refine the scale (remove 

items with cross loading and low communalities) and to reveal the final factor 

structure. A 23-item, five factor solution, was retained and was subjected to further 

analysis using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The CFA supported the 
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appropriateness of the 5-factor GRCS. Three factors were interpreted to reflect 

Toneatto’s (1997) classification of cognitive biases of illusion of control, predictive 

control and interpretive bias. The remaining two factors related to the inability to 

stop gambling and gambling expectancies. All factors were interrelated and 

significantly correlated to SOGS scores. However, the multiple regression analysis 

showed predictive control did not make an independent contribution to the statistical 

prediction of SOGS scores and illusion of control displayed a negative regression 

coefficient. In light of this, Raylu and Oei suggested the full scale may be the more 

appropriate measure of gambling related cognitions as opposed to using the subscales 

separately. Subsequent research employing the GRCS has found it is a reliable 

statistical predictor of gambling problem scores (e.g., Emond & Marmurek, 2010; 

Oei, Lin & Raylu, 2007; Oei & Raylu, 2008; Young & Wohl, 2009) 

In contrast to explaining problem gamblers’ beliefs, Wood and Clapham 

(2005) contended it is also necessary to assess cognitive biases relevant to general 

community members. Consequently, Wood and Clapham designed the Drakes 

Beliefs about Chance (DBC) scale to assess non-problem gamblers 

misunderstandings about gambling. Using a postal survey, 239 community members 

were recruited to complete the 26-item DBC scale and measures assessing residents 

gambling frequency and expenditure. Before analysing the relationship between 

cognitive bias and gambling behaviour, the DBC was subjected to a principal 

component factor analysis. The findings revealed a two factor structure which was 

interpreted as illusion of control (e.g., there may be magic in certain number) and 

superstition (e.g., there are secrets to successful casino gambling that can be learned). 

Both the subscales were positively related to gambling frequency, expenditure, and 

time spent gambling. A follow up study of treatment seeking gamblers (n = 68) 

found the treatment group scored significantly higher on superstitious beliefs 

compared to the community sample, although there was no significant difference on 

the illusion of control subscale.  

A more widely used and scrutinised scale is the Gamblers’ Beliefs 

Questionnaire (GBQ; Steenbergh et al., 2002). The GBQ was designed to assess the 

two dimensions of irrational beliefs identified by Ladouceur and Walker (1996). 

More specifically, Steenbergh et al. constructed a pool of 25 items to assess the 

constructs of illusion of control and luck/perseverance (gamblers fallacy). The GBQ 
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was evaluated by employing a sample comprising 200 community members and 203 

undergraduates. A preliminary principal-axis factoring was used to identify poorly 

performing items (loading below .4). Four items were removed and the retained 21 

items were subjected to a final principal-axis factoring to determine the factor 

structure. As expected, a two factors solution emerged reflecting the erroneous 

beliefs dimensions of illusion of control and luck/perseverance. In support of the 

GBQ criterion validity, problem gamblers (SOGS of 3 or more) scored significantly 

higher on the two subscales compared to non-problem gamblers (SOGS < 3) and the 

two factors were found to be strongly correlated (r = .62). 

More recent studies also suggest the erroneous cognitions, as assessed by the 

GBQ, are reliably associated with gambling behaviour across diverse cohorts. For 

instance, cognitive biases were positively associated frequency of EGM gambling 

(Strickland et al., 2006), and problem gambling severity (Myrseth, Brunborg, & 

Eidem, 2010; King, Abrams, & Wilkinson, 2010; MacKillop, Anderson, Castelda, 

Mattson, & Donovick, 2006; Mattson, MacKillop, Castelda, Anderson, & Donovick, 

2008). In addition, the GBQ has been employed to explain problem gambling scores 

for poker players (Mitrovic & Brown, 2009) and those who frequently gamble on the 

internet (Mackay & Hodgins, 2012). There is also some support the GBQ has utility 

in non-western populations. Specifically, the GBQ factor structure has been 

replicated in a Chinese population and the full scale scores were positively related to 

SOGS scores (Wong & Tsang, 2012). 

In summary, research employing survey instruments to assess cognitive biases 

indicates that problem gamblers hold more optimistic views on their ability to 

influence or predict a successful outcome from gambling than non-problem 

gamblers. In addition, it appears cognitive biases are strongly interrelated, indicating 

a general tendency for problem gamblers to overestimate their ability to win and 

misunderstand randomness. However, what remains less clear is whether cognitive 

biases are the result of gambling exposure or whether cognitive biases play a role in 

establishing risky gambling behaviours. Although the research to examine this 

premise is scarce, there is emerging research that provides further insight into the 

associations between cognitive biases and gambling behaviour.  
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3.5.2 Cognitive biases and knowledge of statistics  

In relations to preventing gambling related problems, some research has 

investigated whether an enhanced understanding of probability or gambling odds 

may help prevent or ameliorate cognitive biases. This has clear implications for 

strategies that assume gambling problems occur because of a misunderstanding of 

the nature of commercial gambling. Despite the apparent importance of this type of 

research, relatively few studies have directly examined the links between numerical 

reasoning skills, cognitive biases, and gambling behaviour. Nonetheless, a handful of 

studies provide insight on the association between statistical knowledge and 

erroneous beliefs, and a similar number of experimental studies have assessed the 

effectiveness of educational initiatives.  

One of the earlier studies to investigate the relationship between statistical 

knowledge and erroneous gambling beliefs employed a simulated gambling task to 

elicit gambling beliefs. Benhsain and Ladouceur (2004) recruited 15 university 

students, who had completed at least two statistics related courses, and 15 students 

who were enrolled in programs without statistical courses. Pre-test measures 

confirmed the appropriateness of group designation with the statistics group scoring 

significantly higher on a probabilities questionnaire compared to the control group. 

All the participants were given $100 worth of chips and completed a computer 

simulated roulette game. The participants were instructed that they could keep 10% 

of their winnings. At five different times throughout the gambling task, the 

participants completed a short questionnaire about how they selected their bets. The 

responses were coded into either adequate or erroneous based on whether they 

referenced chance or randomness in their explanations. The findings revealed both 

groups reported more erroneous than accurate perceptions and that the statistics 

group did not differ from the control group in the proportion of erroneous beliefs 

elicited. Benhsain and Ladouceur interpreted the findings to suggest that knowledge 

of probability may not be a protective factor against cognitive biases within a 

gambling session. Moreover, Benhsain and Ladouceur suggest their findings are 

consistent with Ladouceur’s (2004) notion of cognitive switching, which suggests 

gamblers attend to personally relevant information (i.e., the need to win) as opposed 

to objective reasoning. 
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Using both an open and closed type questionnaire, Pelletier and Ladouceur 

(2007) also assessed the influence of prior statistical knowledge on gambling related 

cognitions. Sixty university students were purposely sampled (30 recruited from 

programs that include a strong emphasis on mathematics and 30 from non-

mathematic focussed programs) to participate in the study. All the participants 

completed a survey that assessed their statistically reasoning skills (probability 

questions relating to card and dice games) and a measure of cognitive biases. 

Subsequently, the participants were requested to complete a task that required them 

to generate a random sequence of 100 heads or tails. On completion of the task, the 

participants were asked to describe how they generated the random sequence. The 

elicited responses were coded into either erroneous or accurate depending on whether 

the answers reflected the tendency to avoid repetitious patterns or trying to balance 

number of heads or tails. Initial testing confirmed that students from mathematic 

inclusive programs performed significantly better on the statistics test compared to 

the non-mathematical program students. However, counter to expectations, the 

mathematics group scored significantly higher on the cognitive bias questionnaire 

and reported the same percentage of erroneous beliefs compared to the non-

mathematic students. In other words, similar to Benhsain and Ladouceur (2004), 

these results question the utility of increased knowledge of gambling odds and 

probability in correcting or preventing misinformed gambling beliefs.  

An alternative approach to examining the influence of mathematical 

knowledge on erroneous beliefs is to compare problem and non-problem gamblers’ 

perceptions on both measures. To this end, Lambos and Delfabbro (2007) 

investigated problem gamblers and non-problem gamblers understanding of 

probability and perceptions of cognitive biases. More specifically, Lambos and 

Delfabbro recruited 44 treatment seeking EGM problem gamblers (SOGS = 5 or 

more) and 91 non-problem EGM gamblers (46 gamblers who play EGMs weekly or 

more and 45 infrequent gamblers) to complete a custom developed survey. The 

survey included questions that assessed knowledge of gambling odds (e.g., chances 

of winning lotto and return rates of EGMs), numerical reasoning, questions 

pertaining to irrational gambling beliefs and measures of gambling behaviours. Initial 

testing found no significant differences between problem, regular, and infrequent 

gamblers in the understanding of gambling odds, although infrequent gamblers 
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scored higher on numerical reasoning compared to regular and problem gamblers. 

There was no significant difference between problem and frequent gamblers 

numerical reasoning scores. In contrast, compared to regular gamblers, problem 

EGM gamblers scored significant higher on the cognitive biases scale while regular 

gamblers scored significantly higher than infrequent gamblers. Lambos and 

Delfabbro reasoned that an increased understanding of gambling odds and numerical 

reasoning is not likely to prevent further problem gambling because problem 

gamblers are likely to pick and choose the information as required.  

While these studies do not support the contention that misinformed beliefs are 

the result of a lack of understanding of gambling odds, the studies do not directly 

assess whether efforts directed at correcting misconception about gambling reduce 

cognitive biases. From a cognitive perspective, directly challenging erroneous beliefs 

should help mitigate the presence of cognitive biases and reduce the risk of 

experiencing gambling related problems. The following studies have examined this 

premise as it may apply to preventative problem gambling initiatives. 

Steenbergh, Whelan, Meyers, May, and Floyd (2004) argued, while cognitive 

problem gambling interventions have been demonstrated to be efficacious in 

reducing gambling problems, there is no evidence base to support the use of 

education initiatives to reduce cognitive biases or gambling behaviour with non-

problem gamblers. Thus, the authors employed an experimental design to assess the 

efficacy of tailored information in correcting cognitive bias and reducing gambling 

behaviours. A total of 101 participants, who reported previous gambling experience, 

were recruited from a university student population. All the participants completed 

the GBQ, a questionnaire on gambling odds and other gambling related measures 

prior to being assigned to a treatment or control group and beginning the simulated 

roulette gambling task. The experiment included three conditions (two treatment 

conditions and one control group). The first group (n = 33) received specific 

instructions on setting limits and information to challenge common gambling 

misconceptions (11 minute audio-visual presentation). The second group (n = 35) 

received a brief warning message on the problems associated with problem gambling 

and the odds of winning (22 second presentation), and the control group received 

generic information on gambling. After receiving their assigned induction, the 

participants were given $125 credit and informed that the money retained at the end 



EXPECTANCIES, CHOICE AND GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR 

72 

of the session could be used to purchase raffle tickets for a chance to win one of a 

number of prizes.  

On completion of the task (limited to a maximum of 45 minutes), the 

participants completed the GBQ and associated gambling knowledge questions. As 

expected, the two treatment groups answered a greater portion of the knowledge 

questions correctly compared to the control group. Also as predicted, the treatment 

group subjected to the specific information reported significantly lower mean GBQ 

scores (cognitive biases) compared to the warning and control groups after adjusting 

for pre-test scores. There was no significant difference between the information only 

and the control group on GBQ scores. However, in contrast to expectations, 

gambling behaviour (e.g., time, wagering size, and money left at end of session) did 

not significantly differ between groups. In other words, while the intervention was 

effective in terms of changing beliefs, this change was not associated with gambling 

behaviour. 

Williams and Connolly (2006) sought to extend the research conducted by 

Steenbergh et al. (2004) by employing a more comprehensive educational program 

and non-laboratory based measure of gambling behaviour. More specifically, 

Williams and Connolly’s study involved delivering a modified statistics course, 

which used gambling examples and discussed the influence of cognitive biases, to a 

group of university students. To assess the efficacy of the program, the study 

comprised three conditions: a treatment group of 198 students who received the 

modified statistics course and two control groups. One control group (n = 134) 

received the non-gambling specific statistics course and the other control group 

consisted of students who were enrolled in courses without statistics components (n 

= 138). All participants completed a baseline and a 6-month follow-up survey which 

assessed gambling maths skills, cognitive biases, gambling behaviour and problem 

gambling. In general, the findings were consistent with expectations. The 

experimental group significantly improved in their knowledge of gambling maths 

and held fewer cognitive biases at follow-up compared to baseline. In contrast, the 

control groups did not change. However, contrary to expectations, the experimental 

groups’ improved understanding of gambling did not translate to a decrease in 

gambling behaviour or problem gambling scores. The authors suggested that 

informing students on the nature of gambling may be analogous to informing 
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consumers of the harms associated with alcohol. That is, more comprehensive 

measures may be required to bring about behaviour change. 

 A more direct, but less controlled approach is to assess the effectiveness of 

education initiatives used in gambling venues. To this end, Boutin, Tremblay, and 

Ladouceur (2009) assessed the changes in casino visitors’ (n = 67) beliefs about 

EGMs after engaging in educational activities at an Onsite Casino Information 

Centre (OCIC). To provide a compassion group, a sample of casino visitors (n =74), 

who attended an OCIC at a different casino without specific educational initiatives, 

was employed. Participants from both groups completed a pre-test questionnaire 

which assessed their current gambling behaviours (e.g., frequency, time, and money 

spent gambling) and a 10-item questionnaire about their perceptions of randomness 

(e.g., there is nothing you can do to increase your chances of winning at an EGM). 

At the completion of the visit to the OCIC, participants completed the perception of 

randomness questionnaire again as a post-test measure. In addition to pre-test and 

post-test measures, the participants completed a mail out survey three months later to 

assess their gambling behaviour and beliefs. As expected, only the visitors to the 

OCIC with educational activities showed an improvement in their understanding of 

EGM gambling at the post-test and three month follow-up period. In contrast, there 

was no change in perceptions of randomness for those who visited the OCIC without 

the educational activities. However, contrary to expectation, there were no significant 

changes in either the education or control group’s gambling behaviour (time or 

money spent) at the three month follow-up. Although this finding was counter to 

Boutin et al.’s hypothesis, they reasoned that the idea behaviour should change after 

an education intervention may not be realistic. Rather, gambling behaviour measures 

may not be a relevant metric to assess the success of prevention programs which 

target occasional or moderately frequent gamblers. 

In summary, several studies have examined the relationship between 

knowledge of the nature of gambling (in terms of probability and gambling odds) and 

cognitive biases. Counter to expectations, the existing research suggests cognitive 

biases are not an artefact of a lack of information about randomness but more a 

failure to apply the knowledge to one’s own gambling. Thus, it appears the generic 

information on gambling may not assist in correcting misinformed or irrational 

gambling beliefs. However, the findings of the few studies that have examined the 
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efficacy of directly targeting cognitive biases are more favourable. More specifically, 

the Steenbergh et al. (2004) and Williams and Connolly (2006) experimental studies 

and Pelletier and Ladouceur’s (2004) comparison study all lend support to the notion 

that cognitive bias can be reduced via targeted interventions. Although what remains 

less clear, is whether the changes in cognitive biases are sufficient to help prevent 

problem gambling or assist moderate risk gamblers moderate their behaviour. In light 

of this, several of the theoretical and practical limitations of cognitive explanations 

and the findings from the cited studies are discussed.  

3.5.3 Section summary for cognitive biases 

The notion that gambling problems stem from a misunderstanding of gambling 

as a profitable activity has two important implications. First, it means all consumers 

of gambling products are potentially susceptible to gambling problems as opposed to 

only those with a pre-existing vulnerability. Second, the implicit assumption is that if 

consumers are provided with relevant information then they are able to make 

reasoned and rational choices about the extent of their gambling behaviour. As 

discussed in Chapter Two, the latter point has implications for how educational 

interventions are designed and disseminated to gamblers across the spectrum of 

gambling involvement.  

Despite the clear theoretical position, the existing research is somewhat mixed 

on the potential utility of a cognitive explanation of gambling problems. In short, 

there is support for the assumption that cognitive biases are related to gambling 

behaviour, but whether cognitive biases are the result of a misunderstanding of the 

nature of gambling remains questionable. Also, the issue of whether interventions 

designed to correct cognitive biases is an effective means to prevent problem 

gambling remains unknown. More specifically, interventions have only demonstrated 

utility in minimising cognitive biases, not a reduction in gambling behaviour or 

gambling related problems.  

Another issue is the lack of research that compares the explanatory value of 

cognitive biases with other cognitive based or motivation-type constructs. That is, 

while some studies (e.g., Oei & Raylu, 2008) demonstrate that erroneous beliefs 

explain gambling problems over and above socio-demographic characteristics, other 

competing motivations are not included in these models. In other words, it is unclear 
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whether cognitive biases explain gambling problems over and above other perceived 

rewards such as the anticipated emotional or social experience or whether they form 

part of broader set of influences in determining gambling behaviour. Apart from 

being important from a theoretical perspective, the ability of cognitive biases to 

explain gambling behaviour, beyond other motivational constructs, has practical 

implications for the type of education information provided to potential and current 

consumers of gambling products. Moreover, several researchers have also 

commented on the need to consider a range of potential reasons for sustained 

gambling behaviour (e.g., Delfabbro, 2004; Dickerson & O’Connor, 2006; Griffiths, 

1999; Petry, 2005; Ladouceur & Walker, 1996; Czerny, Koegig, & Turner, 2008). 

One scale that provides some insight into the relationship between cognitive 

biases and other gambling motivations or expected outcomes is the GRCS (Raylu & 

Oei, 2004). More specifically, Raylu and Oei argued that beliefs concerning the 

anticipated emotional outcomes of gambling may also be an important aspect of 

gambling related cognitions. As reported earlier, their research supports this 

assertion, with gambling outcome expectancies (e.g., gambling to escape) featuring 

as a distinct factor within the 5-factor scale of gambling related cognitions. In 

addition, gambling expectancies made an independent contribution to the prediction 

of gambling severity. While the idea that gambling expectancies may be helpful in 

explaining gambling behaviour is not new (e.g., Walters & Contri, 1998), the 

relationship between a diverse range of gambling expectancies, cognitive bias, and 

gambling behaviour is unexplored. The research pertaining specifically to gambling 

expectancies, as opposed to cognitive biases, is reviewed in the ensuing chapters and 

provides support for considering different aspects of gambling expectancies. 

Despite these limitations, it is evident cognitive biases are associated with 

gambling behaviour. Thus, it appears cognitive biases should feature in models used 

to explain gambling problems as they occur across the continuum of involvement. 

Moreover, as stated by Blaszczynski et al. (2004), cognitive factors are likely to be 

pre-eminent in the decision to gamble. Nonetheless, the nature and salience of 

consumers’ beliefs regarding the outcomes of gambling are likely to be more diverse 

than perception of skill or misunderstandings of the financial utility of gambling.  



EXPECTANCIES, CHOICE AND GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR 

76 

3.6 Chapter Summary 

The problem gambling theories and associated research advance contrasting 

views on the reasons for persistent gambling. For instance, the emotion focussed 

theories posit gambling is engaged to moderate arousal or emotional states, whereas 

cognitive explanations propose that overly optimistic expectations about winning are 

the main reason for problem gambling. Although some studies attempt to determine 

the primacy of arousal or monetary expectancies (e.g., Ladouceur et al., 2003; 

Wulfert et al., 2005; 2008), the competing positions are generally not directly 

compared. Therefore, the studies discussed do not allow the salience of the different 

gambling motivations to be determined. 

Another issue that makes determining the importance of specific motivations 

difficult is the lack of research that concurrently assesses dissimilar aspects of 

emotion-oriented motivation. For instance, although the mood modification 

explanations suggest gambling is not pursued to make a profit, the role of gambling 

as a way to experience excitement or relief from boredom is quite different from 

gambling to relax or escape. That is, while it is possible these two aspects may be 

related (Wood & Griffiths, 2007), it is also possible they are different motivations 

and may vary depending on the level of gambling involvement (Clarke et al., 2007). 

However, before these ideas can be tested, it is necessary to separate the components 

of excitement and escape at a measurement level and incorporate them into models 

of gambling behaviour.  

Similarly, from a cognitive perspective, the notion that gambling is viewed as a 

profitable activity also requires further investigating. First, the assumption that 

erroneous beliefs reflect a more optimistic view of winning at gambling in the long 

term needs to be tested. For example, if gamblers perceptions of skill do not directly 

relate to an unrealistic view of profiting from gambling then cognitive biases may not 

be an important aspect. Rather, it may be more worthwhile to educate consumers on 

practical ways to limit spending as opposed to correcting misinformed beliefs.  

In summary, the problem gambling theories illuminate a diverse range of 

reasons for gambling and are largely congruent with the ideas portrayed in the 

descriptive research reviewed in Chapter Two. However, research has not 

simultaneously assessed the role of different aspects of gambling motivations and 
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cognitive biases in one model. In addition, it is unknown how the anticipated benefits 

from gambling relate to community members choice to gamble and subsequent 

gambling behaviour. Thus, the following series of studies seeks to address this gap. 

3.7 Purpose and Objective of Ensuing Studies  

The ensuing studies were designed to assess the relationship between gambling 

expectancies, choice to gamble, and subsequent behaviour. The central argument is 

that it is necessary to assess consumers’ reasons for gambling across the full 

spectrum of gambling involvement to effectively inform educational harm 

minimisation strategies. To this end, the current studies employ a belief or 

expectancy based approach to assess gambling related motivations. The rationale and 

theoretical basis is discussed in detail in the proceeding chapters. However, it is 

suffice to say that the approach closely aligns with the cognitive biases model 

discussed, where the reasons for gambling are purported to be reflected in a person’s 

beliefs or gambling related expectancies.  

The objective of the subsequent studies can be summarised into three broad 

components. The first objective involves the identification and assessment of 

meaningfully different aspects of gambling expectancies. This is, in part, informed 

by the research discussed in the current chapter. However, there is also a broad body 

of disparate research that has measured specific gambling motivations. Together, the 

results from the literature review of gambling motivation scales (Chapter Four) and 

the concepts identified within this chapter, namely excitement, escape, and monetary 

expectancies are used to inform the approach taken to measure gambling outcome 

expectancies. The findings of the review of the gambling motivation scales and the 

ensuing analysis are discussed in Chapter Four, whereas the relationship between the 

identified motivations and gambling behaviour is examined in Chapter Five. The 

analyses conducted in Chapters Four and Five employs the data collected from the 

Wave 1 survey (see Figure 1.1). 

The second objective is to test the utility of gambling outcome expectancies 

and associated constructs to predict gambling behaviour. More specifically, 

respondents gambling behaviour 12 months from the first survey is employed as the 

criterion variable. The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB; Ajzen and Madden, 

1986) is used as a framework to model gambling expectancies and to introduce the 
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constructs of normative beliefs, cognitive biases, and gambling intention. Of 

particular interest is whether intentions to gambling predict subsequent gambling 

behaviour and the role of gambling expectations, social influences (normative 

beliefs), and beliefs in skill (cognitive biases) in explaining gambling intentions. 

These findings and the associated theoretical implications are discussed Chapter Six. 

The final objective, is to investigate the predictive versus the explanatory 

utility of gambling outcome expectancies, normative beliefs, and cognitive. The 

analyses draw on the data collected over the three waves of data collection and also 

allows issues identified in the previous studies to be further explored. Central to this 

chapter is the notion that gambling behaviours are not necessarily static and that 

gambling problems may either increase or decrease over time. The results from this 

study offer some preliminary findings that assist in understanding the temporal 

nature of gambling related beliefs and gambling problems. 

First, the following chapter (Chapter Four) provides a review of the current 

multidimensional gambling motivation scales employed.
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Chapter Four 

Assessing Gambling Motivations: Developing the Gambling Outcome 

Expectancy Scale (Study 1A) 

4.1 Introduction 

In contrast to the previous chapters, this chapter focusses on scales developed 

to assess divergent types of gambling motivation. As such, this chapter goes some 

way to investigating the complexities involved in gambling behaviour. However, 

while a number of instruments have been developed to capture the multifaceted 

reasons purported to be involved in gambling, most of the scales have only emerged 

within the last five to six years. As a consequence, many of the instruments have not 

been widely used or validated outside of their original study. Nevertheless, these 

scales do provide some insights into the ability of motivation type scales to 

differentiate between the disparate aspects of gambling motivation. This, by 

definition, is a prerequisite to investigating the role of dissimilar motivations in 

gambling behaviour and gambling problems, which is further discussed in Chapter 

Five.  

Despite the relatively recent use of multidimensional instruments, the scales 

are replete with different terms for similar constructs. Hence, it is not possible to 

recognise dominant motivational aspects by simply examining the nomenclature used 

across the specific measures. However, it is proposed, by reviewing the existing 

gambling motivation scales, that it is possible to identify prominent aspects of 

motivation. To this end, the current chapter outlines the similarities and differences 

of validated gambling motivation scales. Following the review, an approach is 

advanced to delineate potentially important gambling motivations. More specifically, 

by drawing on the findings that emerge in this review, several hypotheses are formed 

which are systematically tested using the data collected from the first wave of the 

longitudinal survey. More importantly, the findings from this chapter provide a base 

from which gambling behaviour is further explored in the subsequent chapters.  

4.2 The Measurement of Gambling Motivations 

The following discussion only considers psychometrically validated 

instruments that include at least two dimensions of gambling motivations. That is, 

studies that employ single item measures of gambling motivation or use 
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undifferentiated measures (i.e., subscales that have been compiled, but have not had 

their factor structure verified using data reduction techniques) are excluded. Further, 

to determine the motivational characteristics that are pertinent to general community 

members, scales that have been employed outside of treatment seeking samples are 

discussed. As the purpose of the following review is to describe what the existing 

motivational studies indicate about the reasons for gambling, the focus is maintained 

on the characteristics of the scales, as opposed to their explanatory utility. However, 

the associated research which employs the reviewed gambling motivation 

instruments is discussed in Chapter Five. 

To organise the ensuing discussion, gambling motivation scales are categorised 

into one of three types on the basis of their origins. First, the measures that have been 

derived from a specific theoretical position are discussed. Second, the scales that 

have been modified from existing measures employed in other domains are 

reviewed. Finally, measures developed from the results of qualitative research are 

considered.  

4.2.1 Theoretically constructed scales  

One of the earlier and most commonly cited multidimensional gambling 

motivation instruments is the Gambling Motivations Screen (GMS; Chantal, 

Vallerand, & Vallieres, 1994). The GMS was designed to reflect Deci and Ryan’s 

(1985) view of motivation and, as such, was developed on the theoretical 

understanding of motivation as opposed to a measure to capture self-expressed 

reasons for gambling. Drawing on Self Determination Theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 

1985), Chantal, Vallerand, and Vallieres (1995) reasoned that individuals with a high 

Self-Determined Motivational Profile (SDMP) would participate in gambling 

activities to greater extent compared to those with a low SDMP. That is, Chantal et 

al. postulated that those with a high SDMP would maintain an interest in gambling 

because of the satisfaction derived from performing the activity itself (e.g., the 

stimulation, learning, and sense of accomplishment). In contrast, low-SDMP 

gamblers would seek the external rewards, such as money and social acceptance. As 

these rewards are less likely to be forthcoming, it was hypothesised that low SDMP 

gamblers would be less likely to continue gambling compared to high SDMP 

gamblers.  
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While Chantal et al. (1995) conceptualise gambling motivations in terms of one 

construct, self-determination, the GMS is operationalised in seven subscales. The 

subscales include experienced stimulation (e.g., for the thrill), intrinsic motivation to 

know (e.g., improving my knowledge of the game), intrinsic motivation to 

accomplish (e.g., the feeling of efficacy), external regulation (e.g., gamble to become 

rich) introjected regulation (e.g., feel like someone important), identified regulation 

(e.g., the best way to relax), and amotivation (e.g., I ask myself what I get out of it). 

Chantal et al. reported good internal consistency for the subscales (Cronbach Alpha 

ranging from .63 to .81) from data obtained from a survey of gamblers recruited from 

a race course in Canada.  

Despite Chantal et al.’s (1995) emphasis on the role of higher-order gambling 

motivations, several studies (e.g., Clarke, 2004; Clarke & Clarkson, 2007; Oei & 

Raylu, 2010) have employed the GMS subscales to examine the association between 

discrete aspects of motivation and gambling behaviour. These studies are reported in 

Chapter Five. 

Another theoretically derived scale is the Hierarchical Gambling Motivation 

Scale (HGMS; Fang & Mowen, 2009). The HGMS is predicated on the 3M model of 

consumer motivations (Mowen, 2000) which purports consumers’ propensity to 

repeatedly engage in a specific activity can be explained by a hierarchy of 

motivations. At the dispositional level are diverse measures of individual differences 

(e.g., sensation seeking, competitiveness, impulsiveness, and so on). Conversely, 

surface level traits reflect the proximal influences on behaviour and encapsulate the 

concrete or functional gambling motives. More specifically, Fang and Mowen (2009) 

proposed that fives types of functional motives are involved in sustained gambling 

behaviour: excitement (e.g., gambling brings excitement to my life), escape (e.g., no 

matter how bad I feel, gambling helps me forget about it), social interaction (e.g., I 

gamble to socialise with other people), money (e.g., I gamble in order to make 

money), and self enhancement (e.g., gambling helps me increase my self-esteem). 

The results from an online survey of 1,158 consumer panel members indicated the 

five functional motives can be delineated into separate factors. In general, the results 

from Fang and Mowen’s study support the contention that the proximal reasons for 

gambling can be separated into discrete categories. 
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Lloyd et al. (2010) compiled a gambling motivation scale to assess the 

different psychological processes related to gambling behaviour. More specifically, 

Lloyd et al. argued gambling motivations may reflect the need to moderate different 

mood states. One of the objectives was to investigate whether it was possible to 

distinguish between gambling that provides relief from negative affect (i.e., gambling 

as a way comfort oneself) and gambling for mood enhancement (i.e., gambling to 

experience excitement and enjoyment). In addition, the authors constructed items to 

assess the gambling motivation for money. To establish whether these gambling 

motivations could be meaningfully differentiated, 4,125 online visitors to European 

gambling related web sites were recruited to complete the custom made 

questionnaire. Results from principal axis factoring supported the hypothesis that 

gambling motivation can be separated into three factors. The factor structure of the 

Gambling Mood Scale (GMODS) was interpreted as representing mood regulation 

(e.g., gambling to make yourself feel better), mood enhancement (e.g., gambling for 

the thrill of it), and money (e.g., to make money).  

In summary, the theory derived gambling motivation scales lend support to the 

idea that gambling motivations represent different aspects of the reasons for 

gambling. That is, despite the GMS and HGMS being developed from divergent 

theoretical perspectives, they both demonstrate the ability to differentiate between 

different types of gambling motivation. In contrast, while the GMODS was not 

designed to reflect higher-order motivational archetypes, the scale nonetheless 

differentiated between gambling for positive and negative emotional reinforcement 

and monetary gain. In other words, while the dimensions of motivation identified are 

not exactly the same, there is a degree of similarity between them. 

4.2.2 Adaption of scales from other domains  

Argued from a behavioural analysis perspective, Dixon and Taylor (2007) 

contended gambling behaviour could be understood by identifying the function of 

distinct domains of reinforcement. On the basis of contingencies identified in self-

injurious behaviour (Durand & Crimmins, 1988), Dixon and Taylor constructed the 

20-item Gambling Functional Assessment scale (GFA). Consistent with self-

injurious behaviours, four content areas were proposed as important in the 

maintenance of sustained problematic behaviour. The domains comprised sensory 

(e.g., feeling a rush), attention (e.g., being around friends), escape (e.g., gambling 
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when feeling stressed), and tangible rewards (e.g., for the complementary perks). 

Dixon and Taylor did not subject the scale to empirical testing, although subsequent 

studies have (e.g., Muehlenkamp & Weatherly, 2009; Weatherly, Miller, & Terrell, 

2011).  

Using a series of factor analyses (exploratory and confirmatory), Miller, Meier, 

Muehlenkamp, and Weatherly (2009) examined the factor structure of the GFA. The 

sample employed for the analysis was 614 university students who were presumed to 

have some gambling experience (i.e., from the 949 students who participated in the 

study only 614, who endorsed at least one item of the GFA, were included in the 

analysis). Although the factor analyses failed to extract four factors as separate 

domains, a two factor solution was found to best fit the data. The first factor was 

interpreted as positive reinforcement and included items from the sensory, attention, 

and tangible benefits content areas. In contrast, the second factor primarily 

comprised the items which referred to gambling as an escape activity and was 

designated as negative reinforcement. In other words, while the results of the study 

did not support the 4-component structure as proposed by Dixon and Taylor (2007), 

the factor analysis revealed behavioural contingencies can be separated into two 

meaningfully different dimensions. Subsequent research with the scale has also 

validated the factor structure with a university student population (e.g., Weatherly et 

al., 2011).  

The Gambling Motives Questionnaire (GMQ) is another scale developed to 

represent the functional reinforcements of potentially problematic behaviours. 

Drawing on similarities between alcohol and gambling dependence, Stewart and 

Zack (2008) reasoned the Drinking Motivations Questionnaire (DMQ; Cooper et al., 

1992) provided a suitable base from which to develop the GMQ. The DMQ 

comprises three distinct aspects of reinforcement, including mood enhancement (e.g., 

because it’s exciting), socialisation (e.g., to be sociable), and coping (e.g., to relax). 

Using the existing item structure of the DMQ, the GMQ was developed by changing 

the target from alcohol to gambling. For example, ‘I drink alcohol to relax’ was 

changed to ‘I gamble to relax’. Steward and Zack tested the factor structure of the 

GMQ with a sample of 193 gamblers (n = 154 classified as problem gamblers and n 

= 39 as non-problem gamblers) recruited via newspaper and television 

advertisements. The results of the factor analysis revealed the GMQ factor structure 
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was consistent with the DMQ. More recently, Dechant and Ellery (2010) found 

similar results with stratified health survey data; thus lending support to the 

suitability of the scale for general population use. 

Also from an addiction perspective, Young and Wohl (2009) developed the 

Gambling Craving Scale (GACS). The authors argued that cravings are more than 

simply the desire to seek out gambling; rather cravings are considered to consist of 

the anticipation of positive mood and the anticipation of relief from unpleasant 

emotions by engaging in gambling. Using the Questionnaire on Smoking Urges 

(USQ; Tiffany & Drobes, 1991) as a model, Young and Wohl composed a pool of 18 

items to reflect the multidimensional aspects of gambling cravings. The factor 

structure of the ensuing scale was then examined with two independent samples. 

First, the 18-item scale was given to a college student cohort (n = 220) with 

gambling experience. After removing items that did not load significantly on any 

factor, the exploratory factor analysis revealed, a 9-item, three factor solution. The 

three factors were interpreted as anticipation (e.g., “Gambling would be fun right 

now”), desire (e.g., “I need to gamble now”), and relief (e.g., “If I were to gamble 

now I would think more clearly”). In the second study, 145 gamblers were recruited, 

prior to entering a gambling venue, and completed the revised 9-item GACS. 

Consistent with the USQ, the results from the second study confirmed the findings 

from the first, suggesting that gambling cravings involve both the desire to augment 

positive affect and avoid negative emotions. Moreover, the factor structure of the 

GACS is broadly consistent with the GFA and GMQ differentiation between positive 

and negative reinforcement. 

Taken together, the measures adapted from other domains further highlight the 

diversity in gambling motivations. That is, in addition to the theory derived scales, 

the instruments constructed to reflect the experienced, or expected, reinforcing 

behavioural contingencies also suggest the reasons for gambling can be 

conceptualised as dissimilar gambling motivations. However, the theory and 

behavioural oriented scales share a common limitation: they may not capture all of 

the salient motivations associated with gambling. Specifically, it has been argued that 

reliance on information gleaned from other domains, or scales developed from non-

gambling theoretical positions, may not reflect the motivations pertinent to gambling 

(Hodgins, 2008). In contrast, the measures considered in the following section 
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circumvent this limitation as they were constructed on the basis of consumers’ self-

expressed experiences. 

4.2.3 Consumer experience  

Walters and Contri’s (1998) Gambling Expectancy Effects Questionnaire 

(GEEQ) is one of the earlier multidimensional scales developed on the basis of self-

expressed reasons for gambling. Walters and Contri recruited 29 medium security 

inmates, who were participating in a gambling education group, to report what 

outcomes they may reasonably expect from gambling. Of all the outcomes 

mentioned, those reported by a least 10% of the sample were retained for inclusion in 

the GEEQ item pool. This resulted in the construction of 66 items. Subsequently, a 

questionnaire containing these items was administered to 316 male inmates using the 

prefix “gambling for money makes me”. The participants were asked to rate the 

extent they agreed with the outcomes on a seven point scale (from never to always). 

A range of data reduction techniques (exploratory factor analysis and multi-

dimensional scaling) were employed to reduce the 66 item scale to a 12-item 

measure. The analysis revealed four outcome expectancy components. They were 

interpreted as positive valence (e.g., gambling for money makes me feel important), 

negative valence (e.g., gambling for money makes me feel miserable), arousal (e.g., 

gambling for money makes me feel excited), and sedating (e.g., gambling for money 

makes me feel bored). Walters and Contri employed the scale to explain problem 

gambling scores and the results are detailed in the following chapter. However, 

despite being one of the earlier gambling motivation scales, the GEQ was not found 

to be used in any other published studies.  

More recently, Lee et al. (2007) developed a multidimensional scale on the 

basis of gamblers reported experiences. Lee et al. recruited 34 university students 

with gambling experience (SOGS < 3) and 34 regular gamblers (n = 32; SOGS of 3 

or more) to report at least five reasons for gambling. The elicited reasons were used 

to compose a corresponding set of 51 items. To examine the factor structure of the 

generated statements, 240 undergraduate university students (n = 157 were classified 

as current gamblers; n = 6 SOGS of 3 or more) completed a questionnaire with the 

items presented on a 5-point type Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to 

strongly agree. The resultant data were subjected to a principal axis factoring. After 

removing items that did not load significantly on any factor, a 35-item, five-factor 
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model was delineated. The factors were interpreted as excitement (e.g., enjoy the 

intense feelings), money (e.g., win big money with small money), escape (e.g., feel 

troubled), socialisation (e.g., socialise with others), and amusement (e.g., change 

moods). Further analyses were also performed using confirmatory factor analysis to 

compare the 5-factor model with alternative models. Lee et al. found support for the 

earlier results, with a confirmatory factor analysis revealing the five-factor model 

provided a superior fit compared to more parsimonious models. The scale was 

subsequently employed to explain the problem gambling severity of an independent 

sample of regular gamblers. These findings are reported in Chapter Five.  

Employing a social-cognitive framework, Gillespie et al. (2007a) created the 

Gambling Expectancies Questionnaire (GEQ) to assess adolescents’ reasons for 

gambling. Argued from an expectancies perspective, the authors claimed that the 

perceived risk and benefits associated with behaviour helps direct choices and future 

behaviours. More specifically, seven domains of outcome expectancies were 

identified in the extant literature and implicated in young adult and adolescent 

alcohol and other drug use. Gillespie et al. compiled a pool of 48 items to canvass the 

domain areas by drawing on the existing literature and conducting a series of focus 

groups with 198 students between the ages of 12-18 years. The GEQ was then 

administered to a sample of 1,013 adolescents from schools in Montreal, Canada. 

Ninety per cent of the sample were between the ages of 17 and 18, and 70.3% of 

those surveyed claimed to have gambled during the last 12 months (n =161 scored 2 

or more on the DSM-IV-J; Fisher, 1992). The results from exploratory factor 

analysis indicated that gambling outcome expectancies formed five factors. Three 

factors reflected the benefits of gambling: enjoyment/arousal, self-enhancement, and 

financial gain. In contrast, the remaining two factors represented the risks of over 

involvement and emotional impact, respectively.  

More recently Wickwire, Whelan, and Meyers (2010) developed the 

Adolescent Outcome Expectancy Questionnaire (AOEQ) to assess students’ 

gambling expectancies. The authors recruited a sample of 35 school students 

between the ages of 16 and 19 years old and asked them to record on a paper-based 

questionnaire the reasons why they or others may gamble. The same students were 

also asked to endorse a preselected number of outcome expectancies as either helpful 

or unhelpful in understanding what high school students may think will happen if 
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they were to gamble. The qualitative responses were coded into categories, and the 

items selected as relevant by the students were included in a 50-item expectancy 

questionnaire. Subsequently, a sample of 1,079 school students completed the AOEQ 

by indicating the extent they expected each of the outcomes to occur on a five-point 

bipolar type scale. The resultant data were subject to a series exploratory and 

confirmatory factor analyses. After excluding redundant items, a 24-item, five-factor 

solution emerged. The factors were interpreted as material gain (e.g., win a lot of 

money), negative affect (e.g., make me a total loser), positive self-evaluation (e.g., 

feel completely free), negative social consequences (e.g., likely to get in trouble with 

the law), and parental disapproval (e.g., punished by parents). Together, Gillespie et 

al. (2007a) and Wickwire et al.’s studies show perceptions towards gambling can be 

delineated into different aspects.  

Walker, Hinch, and Weighill (2005) constructed the Motivations for Casino 

Gambling Scale (MCGS) to capture what consumers valued from gambling at 

casinos. The authors developed a pool of 14 items based on Cotte’s (1997) 

ethnographic study of casino gamblers’ motives. To test the factor structure of the 

MCGS, 900 participants were randomly selected from two major Canadian 

metropolitan areas to complete a Computer-Assisted Telephone Interview (CATI). 

The selection criteria required participants to have gambled in a casino at least once 

in the previous 12 months. In general, the results from exploratory factor analysis 

supported the work of Cotte with multiple facets of gambling motivation identified. 

More specifically, the five dimensions of motivation extracted were interpreted as 

gambling as a rush (e.g., to have thrills), cognitive self-classification (e.g., to be seen 

by others as a smart gambler), escape (e.g., to avoid everyday problems for a while), 

commune (e.g., to do things with your companions), and emotional self-classification 

(e.g., to be in control). 

Also interested in casino gambling, Lee et al. (2006) developed the Casino 

Gambling Motives Screen (CGMS) to examine the motivations of patrons in a casino 

in South Korea. The authors generated a pool of items for the CMGS by conducting 

interviews with casino visitors and consulting the extant gambling motivation 

research literature. A 30-item questionnaire, reflecting the casino patrons’ responses 

and motivations identified in previous research, was created. Subsequently, Lee et al. 

recruited 436 visitors from the same casino to complete the CGMS. Using a five-
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point Likert type scale the respondents were requested to endorse the extent they 

agreed with the 30 motivation statements. The factor structure of CGMS was 

examined by principal component analysis which revealed four types of motivation. 

The four components reflected the attributes of socialisation (e.g., to be with friends), 

challenge (e.g., for the challenge, because it offers excitement), escape (e.g., to 

release tension), and winning (e.g., to win money).  

Thomas, Allen, et al. (2009) argued, to better understand gambling 

motivations, specific types of activities should be explored as opposed to gambling 

per se. Of particular interest to Thomas, Allen, et al. were the escape, social, and 

accessibility dimensions of EGM gambling motives, as these facets featured 

prominently in an earlier qualitative study (Thomas, Sullivan, & Allen, 2009). On the 

basis of the qualitative study, Thomas, Allen, et al. composed a pool of 35 items to 

reflect the attributes of cognitive distraction from problems and emotions, and the 

social attractiveness and the accessibility of Electronic Gambling Machines (EGM) 

venues. One hundred and fifty five current EGM gamblers were recruited via 

advertisements to complete either a print-based or an electronic version of the 

questionnaire. Respondents were asked to rate how much the items applied to them 

on a six-point scale (‘doesn’t apply to me’ to ‘applies to me almost always’). The 

resultant data were subjected to exploratory factor analysis. The authors deemed that 

a three factor solution was the most appropriate representation of the data: gambling 

to escape problems (e.g., to stop thinking about problems), accessibility (e.g., 

somewhere to go when there nothing to do), and social environment (e.g., to be 

around people). Subsequent research employing the EGM motivation scale (e.g., 

Thomas et al., 2011) has found the subscales to be internally consistent and 

interrelated. 

Taken together, the scales derived from consumers’ self-expressed reasons for 

gambling point to a similar range of gambling motivations as the theory and other 

domain modified scales. That is, the consumer scales support the validity of the 

constructs identified in the non-consumer oriented measures. Nonetheless, there is 

some disparity between the consumer experiences scales in that they do not 

consistently refer to the same attributes. Further, as seen in Table 4.1, there are 

several differences between the number and type of constructs that emerge across the 

presented measures. The following section examines the properties of these scales as 
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a collective and draws on these findings to inform the current study’s approach in the 

assessment of gambling motivations.  
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Table 4.1  

Summary of Studies that Include Constructs Reflecting Specific Types of Gambling Motivation 

 

Scale/Author  

 

Validation sample 

Gambling motivation factors 

Ex Es En Sc M Other factors 

Adolescent Outcome Expectancy Scale (AOES)
 

a
Wickwire, Whelan, and Myers (2010) 

1079 Senior high school students   *  * Negative consequences: 

affect, social, and parental  

Casino Motivations Gambling Scale(CGMS) 

Lee et al. (2006) 

436 Casino patrons, Korea  *  * * Challenge (includes items 

referring to Ex) 

Electronic Gambling Machine Gambling Motives
 
 

(EGMGM)
 a
 Thomas, Allen, et al. (2009)

 
 

155 Current EGM gamblers, 

Australia 

 *  *  Accessibility 

Five-factor Gambling Motives scale (FFGMS)  

Lee et al. (2007) 

240 undergraduate students, 

Korea 

* *  * * Amusement 

Gambling Craving Scale (GACS)
 a
 

Young and Wohl (2009) 

145 gamblers prior to entering a 

gambling venue, Canada 

* *    Desire (need to gamble) 

Gambling Expectancy Effect Questionnaire (GEEQ) 

Walters and Contri (1988) 

316 Medium security prison 

inmates, USA  

*  *   Negative Valence and 

sedating (boring) 

Gambling Expectancy Questionnaire (GEQ) 

Gillespie et al. (2007) 

147 undergraduate students *  *  * Over involvement 

Emotional impact 
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Scale/Author  

 

Validation sample 

Gambling motivation factors 

Ex Es En Sc M Other factors 

Gambling Functional Assessment (GFA) 

Miller et al. (2008) 

614 undergraduate students with 

some gambling experience 

# *  #  Tangible perks 

Gambling Mood Scale (GMODS)
 a
 

Lloyd et al. (2011) 

4125 Online users who visited 

an European gambling web site 

* *   *  

Gambling Motivation Scale (GMS) 

Chantal et al. (1995) 

 * * *  * Knowledge 

Accomplishment 

Gambling Motives Questionnaire (GMQ) 

Stewart and Zack (2008)
 a
 

193 gamblers from the general 

community 

* *  *   

Hierarchical Gambling Motivation Scale (HGMS)
a
 

Fang and Mowen (2009) 

1158 Members recruited from an 

online consumer panel 

* * *  *  

Motivation for Casino Gambling Scale (MGCS) 

Walker, Hinch, and Weighill (2005) 

900 Community members, 

Canada 

* *  *  Emotional and Cognitive 

self-classification 

Notes: Ex = Excitement, Es = Escape, En = Ego Enhancement; Sc = Social; M = Money.* = Construct assessed with Factor Analysis (FA); # = 

Constructs measured, but structure not assessed/validated with FA. 
a
 indicates scales were published post 2007; thus scales were not considered 

in formulation of current scale 
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4.3 Comparison of The Gambling Motivation Scales  

Overall, the existing research supports the contention that gambling 

motivations can be delineated into separate constructs. More importantly, as shown 

in Table 4.1, the types of motivation identified broadly map on to the constructs 

mentioned in the previous chapters. Nonetheless, there are some differences between 

the existing scales in terms of the number and types of constructs, and the assessment 

methodology employed. Each of these issues is further examined in the following 

sections. 

4.3.1 Convergence of motivation types 

As discussed, most of the existing gambling motivation scales do not subscribe 

to a specific motivation theory. That is, with the exception of the GMS and the 

HGMS, the motivational measures are employed to explain the way gambling 

functions as a type of reinforcement or as a way to meet desired outcomes. In other 

words, the majority of the motivational scales identified do not refer to specific 

dispositional characteristics or higher order motivational archetypes. This does not 

mean motivation measures lack utility in explaining gambling behaviour; rather they 

are typically employed as proximal measures for the reasons for gambling.  

In relation to the specific types of motivation identified, one of the notable 

findings is the number of scales that differentiate between the emotional aspects of 

excitement and escape. More specifically, as shown in Table 4.1, more than half of 

the scales discussed distinguished between gambling as an activity to increase 

positive mood and as a means to avoid unpleasant emotional states. Overall, these 

findings are consistent with the notion that gambling for excitement and escape may 

serve as two different types of motivation, as discussed in Chapter Three. An 

interesting point is that all of the theory derived scales, and those modified from 

other domains, specified this distinction a priori. Further, the subsequent analyses 

supported the demarcation with the exception of the GFA. In contrast though, the 

scales designed to reflect consumers experiences tended to either assess one or the 

other, but not both, of the constructs. One possible reason for this difference is the 

non-consumer experience subscales may tend to operationalise their measure more 

specifically than the consumer experience derived subscales. Therefore, broader 

descriptions of the emotional aspects of gambling motivation may not allow the 
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related, but potential dissimilar, aspects of motivation to be differentiated. This issue 

of specificity is discussed further in section 4.3.3. 

Another construct that commonly emerges across the motivation scales is ego 

enhancement. Interestingly, this is one of the facets alluded to in Jacobs’ (1986) 

Theory of Addiction. That is, Jacobs proposed gambling not only enables problem 

gamblers to escape negative mood, but also allows them to dissociate from a sense of 

inadequacy. In other words, while escape from negative emotional states is 

considered an important motivation, the notion gambling is pursued to temporarily 

increase one sense of self-worth (by avoiding negative self-reflection) is also 

congruent with Jacobs’ position. One of the earlier scales to reflect this dimension of 

motivation with gambling involvement, as opposed to problem gambling, was the 

GMS. More specifically, the subscale of ego enhancement (introjected regulation) 

was conceptualised as a need to impress others to feel a sense of importance (Chantal 

et al., 1995). Similarly, Fang and Mowen (2009) purposed that ego enhancement was 

a distinct motivational influence and their ensuing research supported this premise. 

Also, items developed from respondents’ self-generated reasons for gambling have 

revealed ego enhancement forms a distinct factor (e.g., GEEQ, GEQ, and AOES). 

Thus, the presence of ego enhancement, as a separate factor within the various 

gambling motivation scales, suggests it may be an important and distinct aspect of 

gambling motivation and worthy of further investigation. 

In addition to the representations of emotional reasons for gambling, previous 

research indicates the social aspects of motivations should be considered. While the 

social elements of gambling have been recognised in qualitative research (e.g., Cotte, 

1997; Neighbors et al., 2002; Ocean & Smith, 1993; Thomas, Sullivan, & Allen, 

2009), it is only relatively recently that the social aspects of gambling have been 

included in quantitative measures (Lee et al., 2006; Lee et al., 2007; Thomas, Allen, 

& Phillips, 2009). As shown in Table 4.1, seven of the 11 scales make direct 

reference to gambling for social reasons. Further, the respective psychometric testing 

of the CGMS, EGMGM, FFGMS, GMQ, and HGMS found a social factor could be 

delineated from other aspects of gambling motivations. In light of these results, the 

social aspect of gambling appears to be an import motivational aspect that should be 

incorporated into multi-dimensional scales. 
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One of the more obvious aspects of the motivation to gamble is to win money. 

Indeed, several studies have shown the hope of, or chance, to win money emerges as 

a prime reason for gambling (Clarke et al., 2006; Lee et al., 2007; Neighbours et al, 

2002; Platz & Millar, 2001). Despite this, many of the gambling motivation scales do 

not directly assess this motivation. Two possible reasons for this omission are: the 

scales from which the measures were adapted do not have a direct equivalent of 

monetary motivation (e.g., GMQ and GFA) or the way in which the respondents 

were asked to report their reasons for gambling focussed on feelings, experiences, or 

the non-financial consequences of gambling (e.g., GEEQ and MCGS). However, 

compared to other potentially problematic behaviours (e.g., excessive alcohol 

consumption and cigarette smoking), the defining point of difference of gambling is 

the chance to win or lose money. Hence, the inclusion of a monetary motivation 

would appear appropriate. Moreover, the scales that assess financial reasons for 

gambling have found monetary motivation can be delineated from the emotion and 

social gambling types of motivation (e.g., CGMS, FFGM, GEQ, and GMS). 

Taken together, the research indicates that diverse aspects of gambling 

motivations can be meaningfully differentiated. In particular, most of the scales in 

Table 4.1 contained three or more psychometrically distinct dimensions of gambling 

motivations. Also, all of the scales mentioned include an emotional aspect of 

gambling motivations, and at least half refer to gambling for social and/or financial 

reasons. Furthermore, despite differences in the cited scales origins, they converge 

on specific components which reflect the motivational aspects of excitement, escape, 

ego enhancement, social, and money. Nevertheless, although these studies point to 

five potentially important types of gambling motivation, none of the existing scales 

assess all five dimensions.  

4.3.2 Measurement of gambling motivations 

Broadly speaking, there are two different approaches employed to assess 

gambling motivations. The first approach requires respondents to report how often 

they gamble for a specific reason or how well a statement describes their reasons for 

gambling. For example, respondents may be requested to indicate how often they 

gamble “to clear their mind” on a 4-point scale from never to almost always. 

Alternatively, statements may be presented as propositions that are endorsed in terms 

of how well it applies to them. For instance, respondents will endorse how well the 
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statement “I gamble to clear my mind” applies to them on a 4-point scale from not at 

all to very much. In essence, these approaches assess how often one gambles for a 

specific reason or how accurately a set of predetermined statements describes the 

reasons for gambling. In other words, the behavioural tendencies are employed to 

infer the motivations that underpin gambling involvement. 

The second broad approach adopted is to measure people’s beliefs or level of 

agreement with statements that describe gambling. That is, in contrast to the direct 

assessment of the reason for gambling, the perceptions of gambling serve as a 

measure of motivation. For example, the phrase “gambling is a good way to clear 

your mind” is endorsed on a 6-point Likert scale from strongly disagree to strongly 

agree to measure respondents’ view of gambling. In this way, perceptions of 

gambling as an activity are assessed rather than the frequency a person gambles for a 

specific reason. Often, but not always, these belief-type measures are designed from 

the theoretical perspective that beliefs about an object (gambling) or outcome 

expectancies represent a cognitive type of motivation (e.g., Walters & Contri, 1998; 

West, 2006). More specifically, beliefs about the outcome of specific action are 

considered to reflect a person’s propensity to engage in the behaviour (Ajzen, 2005). 

Although the behavioural and outcome expectancies measures are considered 

measures of motivation, they represent different theoretical positions (Reeve, 2001). 

The first is more consistent with the behavioural view, meaning that behaviour may 

simply be a response to prior learning and thus may not result from underlying 

motivation per se. In contrast, the belief-based measures are more closely aligned 

with a cognitive view of motivation and suggest that behaviour is mediated by the 

expectancy that enacting the behaviour will lead to a desirable outcome (Goldman, 

1999; West, 2006). Moreover, the notion that people learn to expect an event 

(gambling) will lead to specific outcomes is the central tenet of expectancy theories. 

That is, according to Tolman (1959), behaviour is not simply an automatic response 

to an environmental cue, but rather, a response to beliefs associated with the 

behaviour. In other words, outcome expectancies are purported to act as intervening 

variables and form a critical causal link in the stimulus behavioural chain. 

Expectancies, as a theoretical construct, are sometimes argued to imply 

behaviour is the result of considering the cost and benefits of an action (Maddux, 
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1999). However, this does not mean that a conscious decision making process is 

engaged (Bargh & Barndollar, 1996; Levesque, Copeland, & Sutcliffe, 2008). 

Rather, expectancies are also proposed to reflect the association between an activity 

and experience which is coded in memory (Goldman, 1999). Thus, outcome 

expectancies do not necessarily infer a conscious decision making process of 

weighing pro and cons, but may be more of an automatic “decision making” process. 

In other words, expectancies are considered as an approximation of people’s views of 

gambling and the reason they gamble despite the fact decisions may be automatic 

and not always consciously deliberated (Cummings & Corney, 1987). 

One advantage of employing outcome expectancies measures, compared to 

behavioural type measures, is the “reason to gamble” is not framed in relation to the 

extent gambling is engaged. This is important for the purposes of the current study. 

That is, the current study will sample across the full spectrum of gambling 

involvement and, as such, will involve those who gamble rarely or not at all, to those 

who gamble often and intensely. Moreover, it is argued that the measures that frame 

gambling in terms of beliefs or expectancies will be a more appropriate than 

behavioural type measures because beliefs about gambling are not reliant on a person 

being a regular gambler for the statements to be relevant. In addition, outcome 

expectancy and belief type measures circumvent the measures of motivation from 

being confounded with the of frequency gambling.  

In general, there is support for the utility of expectancy constructs in 

differentiating between discrete aspects of anticipated outcomes. More specifically, 

the AEOS, GEEQ, and GEQ have demonstrated the efficacy of expectancy scales to 

assess the diverse aspects of gambling motivation. Despite this, the dimensionality of 

gambling outcome expectancy scales has not been conducted with general 

community samples. Further, none of the existing expectancy or beliefs scales 

simultaneously encapsulate the dimensions of excitement, escape, ego, money, and 

socialisation. Therefore, in the absence of a suitable measure, it was deemed 

necessary to develop a measure capable of assessing these aspects of gambling 

outcome expectancies. The following section outlines the approach adopted to 

develop the purpose designed scale. 
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4.3.3 Scale specificity and dimensionality 

One option to create the five dimensional gambling outcome expectancies scale 

was to combine relevant subscales from the existing belief-based measures. For 

example, the FFGMS, GEEQ, and GEQ could be combined to assess the five facets 

identified. Despite the appeal of this as an approach, a closer inspection of the 

measures suggested merging subscales from different instruments would be 

problematic. More specifically, due to differences in the operationalisation of 

constructs, difficulties would emerge in validating the factor structure of an 

amalgamated scale. For instance, the FFGMS excitement subscale includes items 

ranging from gambling “to have fun and compete with other” to gambling “to feel 

triumph”. In contrast, the GEEQ excitement (arousal) subscale refers to gambling as 

a way to “to experience excitement” through to a way “to forget my problems”. Also, 

there is significant divergence in the way the excitement subscale of the GEQ is 

framed: gambling as a way “to have a good time” and “to experience excitement”.  

An alternative approach was to compose a set of items to specifically reflect 

each of the components of the gambling outcome expectancies described. However, 

before doing so, a determination of what each concept is required to reflect needs to 

be articulated. Moreover, before a multi-dimensional scale can be constructed, the 

concepts involved require clear definitions to establish their content validity (Clark & 

Watson, 1995). This involves the explication of the defining features of the 

constructs to ensure they can be differentiated from distinct but related concepts. 

While the process of developing the scale is described in the methods section, the 

following section outlines the theoretical underpinnings of each construct and the 

general approach adopted to ensure each factor only represents the gambling 

motivation it is designed to reflect.  

The concept that gambling is engaged to experience excitement and stimulation 

is theoretically different from other emotional attributes such as escape or ego 

enhancement. More specifically, the construct of excitement refers to gambling as a 

way to increase positive mood rather than to relieve negative mood or increase a 

sense of self-importance. Therefore, the present study’s construct of excitement was 

developed to reflect the attributes of the anticipated excitement and stimulation of 

gambling as opposed to an escape from negative emotional states, loneliness, or to 

feel in control. Also, more abstract attributes like, “fun” or “entertainment” were 
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avoided because descriptions such as these do not specifically refer to gambling as a 

means to increase positive affect. 

Similarly, the construct of escape will be constructed to specifically 

characterise gambling as an opportunity to relax and release tension. While it is 

acknowledged that gambling as an escape may also be associated with socialisation 

or avoiding loneliness, the explicit aim in developing the current scale is to 

distinguish the aspect of cognitive escape from related constructs. For example, in 

contrast to the way escape is operationalised in the GMS (includes a reference to 

socialisation) and the GFA (escape from loneliness), the current study will frame the 

construct of escape to reflect the perception gambling as a way to relieve negative 

mood and a way to relax.  

Ego enhancement, as an independent construct, refers to gambling as a means 

to increase the sense of self-worth and importance. Research employing gambling 

expectancy scales (e.g., GEQ and GEEQ) specifically refer to this aspect of gambling 

motivation as a way to feel important, in control, and powerful. Furthermore, similar 

conceptualisations of ego enhancement have emerged in the theoretical derived 

scales of the GMS and HGMS. The representation of ego enhancement is congruent 

with Jacobs’ (1986) view that gambling serves as a way to avoid negative self-

perception and a way to project a preferred image of self. To this end, ego 

enhancement is conceptualised as a distinct from the emotional elements of 

excitement and escape by referring to gambling as a way to feel good about oneself, 

sustain self-value and to avoid feelings of inferiority. 

As previously mentioned, gambling as a social activity is increasingly 

recognised in gambling motivation scales. However, there are variants in the way 

socialisation factors have been constructed. A common representation in the 

gambling motivation scales is the opportunity to be around others, although not 

necessarily to make friends or to make one’s presence known (e.g., CGMS and 

FFGMS). This is in contrast to gambling to resolve social conflict (GFA), gambling 

as a special occasion (GMQ) or to be with members of a specific group (MGCS). 

The current study will emphasise the more general aspects of socialisation captured 

in the CGMS and FFGMS, as compared to socialising with specific groups or for 

specific reasons. 
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Finally, the belief that gambling is a way to win money emerges across a range 

of gambling motivation scales (e.g., CGMS, FFGMS, GEQ, and GMS) and is 

congruent with the underpinning assumption of cognitive theories (Ladouceur & 

Walker, 1996). To address the concept of specificity, monetary motivation will be 

conceptualised, in the present study, as the extent to which gambling is perceived as 

a chance to make money. This is in contrast to constructs that reflect the attributes of 

“personal luck”, “skill “or “hope”. Rather, the emphasis is placed on the subjective 

evaluation of gambling as a potentially profitable activity. 

The issue of factor acuity also has direct relevance to the construct validity of 

the individual factors. Moreover, in order to meaningfully differentiate between 

related aspects of gambling motivations, the factors need to display sufficient 

divergent validity (Thompson, 1997). This involves more than extracting factors by 

exploratory factor analysis or establishing the internal consistency of subscales. 

Rather, subscales that are moderately to strongly correlated need to demonstrate they 

can be psychometrically differentiated. One step towards accomplishing this is to test 

the fit between items and their respective specific subscales. This can be achieved by 

using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). More specifically, CFA allows items to 

be constrained to load only on their respective subscales and then the fit between the 

proposed factor structure (measurement model) and the data is compared to establish 

the appropriateness of the scale’s structure (Kline, 2005). Of the studies cited in 

Table 4.1, only the FFGMS, GFA, and HGMS employed statistical techniques to test 

the fit of their measurement models to the data. 

The second step involves ensuring the association between factor items and 

their designated factor are higher than the indirect association of the items on related 

constructs (Thompson, 1997). In other words, while exploratory factor analyses 

allows for cross loading to be examined, a further test of discriminant validity is to 

assess the influence of items that are not designed to represent a specific factor. One 

approach to assess the indirect association between items and factors is to trace their 

indirect relationship to a factor via their association with related constructs. Despite 

the importance of demonstrating discriminant validity of multidimensional scales, 

none of the existing gambling motivation measures report this aspect of construct 

validity.  
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 4.4 Chapter Summary and Hypotheses 

The studies reviewed in this chapter help to conceptualise the salient reasons 

for gambling. Moreover, the gambling orientated motivational scales allow for the 

competing, but not mutually exclusive, aspects of motivation identified in the 

previous chapters to be examined further. That is, many of the broad motivational 

aspects alluded to in Chapter Two are characterised in some of the contemporary 

gambling motivations scale. Similarly, the constructs central to the mood modifier 

theories and the notion gambling is pursued for financial gain, as discussed in 

Chapter Three, are represented. One advantage of employing gambling motivation 

scales is that they allow for a diverse range of reasons for gambling to be canvassed. 

More importantly, they allow for dissimilar aspects of gambling motivation to be 

assessed, compared and modelled in an attempt to explain gambling behaviour. This 

is in contrast to emotion focused and cognitive explanations, which typically give 

precedence to specific aspects central to their respective approaches. However, 

before being able to measure gambling motivations, it is necessary to have a 

meaningfully differentiated instrument that is suitably framed for the target 

population. To achieve this, gambling outcome expectancies were deemed the most 

appropriate for a community member sample. Thus, the aim of this study is to 

generate and test the validity of a multidimensional Gambling Outcome Expectancy 

Scale (GOES) across a spectrum of gambling involvement.  

One approach to verify the dimensionality of a multidimensional designed 

scale is to ensure factors can be meaningfully extracted with an Exploratory Factor 

Analysis (Field, 2005). An EFA examines the relationships between items on the 

basis of the data collected. While this is an appropriate technique to explore the 

factor structure of scales, it remains a descriptive tool in the sense the emerging 

factors are an artefact of the statistical analysis employed and are not theory or 

concept driven (Thompson, 1997). In contrast, CFA allows the relationships between 

variables to be set a priori, which in turn, allows the assumptions to be tested against 

alternative representations of the factor structure or, as termed in CFA terminology, 

alternative measurement models (Kline, 2005). Consequently, the present study will 

scrutinise the factor structure of the GOES with EFA and CFA. 

In specific terms, it is expected that the five hypothesised aspects of gambling 

outcome expectancies (excitement, escape, socialisation, money, and enhancement) 
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will emerge as distinct constructs. Further, it is predicted that a five factor model of 

gambling outcomes expectancy will provide a better fit than a uni-factorial model. In 

relation to discriminant validity, it is expected that each of the gambling outcome 

expectancies factors will have higher direct loading to their respective items than the 

sum of indirect loading from items on the related factors. 
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4.5 Methods 

4.5.1 Participants 

A sample of 2,121 participants was drawn from a community-based 

population. Of these, 428 volunteers (246 females, 162 males and 20 individuals who 

did not report their gender) were part of the pilot study. These respondents were 

recruited via advertisements placed in newspapers, on a community service 

organisation web site, on two first year psychology unit web sites, and through 

networks of the researcher. The mean age of the volunteers was 38.33 (SD = 12.17). 

The majority of the respondents identified as Caucasian (72.4%). Seven per cent of 

the respondents indicated they were Indigenous, 6.3% Asian, 3.7% as other, and 

10.6% did not report their ethnicity. No inducements were offered to these 

respondents.  

A further 1693 participants (869 female, 715 males and 109 individuals who 

did not report their gender) were recruited using an online research panel. The mean 

age was 44.56 (SD = 16.30) and, similar to the pilot study, the majority of the sample 

reported to be Caucasian (71.4%). Less than one per cent (0.7%) identified as 

Indigenous, 8.2% as Asian, 3.5% as other, and 16.2% did not report their ethnicity. 

The research panel members who completed the questionnaire were awarded a 

nominal incentive for their participation. Table 4.2 shows the demographic 

characteristics and Figure 4.1 shows the gambling participation rates of the volunteer 

and panel member samples.  

As displayed in Table 4.2, there were significant differences between the 

volunteer sample and the panel members in terms of demographic characteristics. In 

relation to education level, a higher percentage of volunteers had a tertiary level 

degree (41.3%) than the panel membership (27%). Also, a higher percentage of the 

volunteers indicated they were in full time employment (65.0% vs. 34.7%) than the 

panel members, whereas proportionally fewer of the volunteers were retired (2.6% 

vs. 19.7%). Similarly, compared to the panel members, a higher percentage of the 

volunteers reported an income above $50,000 (30.2% vs. 14.4%). Finally, the 

volunteers were significantly younger (Mage = 38.33; SD = 12.17) than the panel 

members (Mage = 44.56; SD = 16.03), Mann-Whitney U test, z = 6.65, p < .01. 
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Table 4.2  

Demographic Characteristics of Volunteer (n =428), Membership Panel (n = 1,683) 

and Combined Sample (N = 2,121) 

 Sample 

Characteristic  Volunteers   Panel   Combined  

Highest education attainment**     

  Less than high school 5 (1.2) 25 (1.5) 30 (1.4) 

  High school 105 (24.5) 603 (35.6) 708 (33.4) 

  Trade or certificate level 109 (25.5) 445 (26.3) 554 (26.1) 

  Tertiary degree 111 (25.9) 302 (17.8) 413 (19.5) 

  Post graduate degree 66 (15.4) 155 (9.2) 221 (10.4) 

  Refuse/don’t know 32 (7.5) 163 (9.6) 195 (9.2) 

Employment status**    

  Employed full-time 278 (65.0) 587 (34.7) 865 (40.8) 

  Employed part-time 57 (13.3) 316 (18.7) 373 (17.6) 

  Homemaker 17 (4.0) 166 (9.8) 183 (8.6) 

  Student 33 (7.7) 80 (4.7) 113 (5.3) 

  Unemployed 6 (1.4) 70 (4.1) 76 (3.6) 

  Retired 11 (2.6) 328 (19.7) 344 (16.2) 

  Refuse/don’t know 23 (6.1) 121 (8.3) 167 (7.9) 

Income**    

  Less than $20,000 54 (12.6) 472 (27.9) 526 (24.8) 

  $20,000 to < $35,000 48 (11.2) 325 (19.2) 373 (17.6) 

  $35,000 to < $50,000 84 (19.6) 312 (18.4) 396 (18.7) 

  $50,000 to < $65,000 84 (19.6) 174 (10.3) 258 (12.2) 

  $65,000 to < $80,000 64 (15.0) 101 (6.0) 165 (7.8) 

  $80,000 to < $95,000 36 (8.4) 58 (3.4) 94 (4.4) 

  $95,000 and over 29 (6.8) 84 (5.0) 113 (5.9) 

  Refuse/don’t know 29 (6.8) 167 (9.9) 196 (9.2) 

** Significant difference between volunteer and panel sample at p < .001 (chi square 

measure of association), values in parentheses are percentages. 
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Figure 4.1. Gambling participation rate by activity and sample. 

Despite the significant differences in the samples demographic characteristics, 

the gambling participation profile was similar for the volunteers and panel members. 

For instance, as shown in Figure 4.1, 90.4% of the volunteer sample and 89.2% of 

the panel member sample engaged in some form of gambling in the previous 12 

months, χ
2
 (1, n = 2,119) = 0.72, p = .40. Also, there was no significant difference in 

the percentage of respondents gambling monthly or more, on at least one activity, 

besides lotteries, χ
2
 (1, n = 2,121) = 1.05, p = .31. More specifically, 25.5% of the 

volunteer sample and 27.9% of the panel members participated in some form of 

gambling (in addition to lotteries) at least monthly. 

In relation to problem gambling, there was no significant association between 

problem gamblers status, as assessed by a PGSI score of 8 or more, and sample 

membership, χ
2
 (5, n = 1,991) = 0.02, p = .90. Although the overall rate (6.8%) was 

higher than what would be expected in a stratified general population survey, these 

results are consistent with other research that has employed similar sampling 

techniques (e.g., Ladouceur, Arsenault, Dubé, Freeston, & Jacques, 1997). Further 

analyses revealed problem gambling was not associated with education level (χ
2
 (4, n 

= 1921) = 5.41, p = .25), employment status (χ
2
 (5, n = 1,949) = 6.42, p = .27), or 

income (χ
2
 (6, n = 1,920) = 4.17, p = .65). Also, there was no significant age 

difference between non-problem gamblers (M = 43.48; SD = 15.78) and problem 

gamblers (M = 41.03; SD = 15.28), Mann-Whitney U test, z = 1.77, p = .08. 
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However, males were more likely to be problem gamblers than females (8.5% vs. 

5.4%), χ
2
 (1, n = 2,121) = 7.44, p = .006.  

4.5.2 Measures 

The ensuing sections is organised into three subsections. The first section 

details the approach employed to develop the gambling outcome expectancy scale 

(GOES). The second section provides information on the measures of gambling 

behaviour and gambling problems used in the current and subsequent studies. 

Finally, the measures employed as predictor variables in the subsequent studies are 

outlined in the last section. 

4.5.2.1 Development of the Gambling Outcome Expectancy Scale 

As previously noted, none of the extant gambling motivation instruments 

assess the five types of motivation identified in Table 4.1. Furthermore, it was not 

possible to combine different instruments to assess the five aspects of gambling 

outcome expectancies because of dissimilarities between the measurement approach 

and level of specificity across the different scales. Therefore, the items from the 

existing scales were used to compose each of the GOES subscales. More specifically, 

items were selected from scales that reflected one of the facets of gambling outcome 

expectancies of excitement, escape, socialisation, monetary value, and self-

enhancement and pooled for further scrutiny. 

Before considering the appropriateness of the item fit to each of the specific 

GOES dimensions, the items were checked for their compatibility with the structural 

requirements of belief-based statements. That is, items were required to specifically 

link an attribute to an object (Ajzen, 2005). This belief-based criterion was employed 

to ensure the items were appropriate for members of the general community, ranging 

from non-gamblers through to frequent gamblers. For example, an item from the 

GMS ‘gambling helps release tension’ directly links the attribute of escape to the 

object gambling. In contrast, the item from the GFA subscale of escape ‘I often 

gamble when I am feeling depressed or sad’ does not directly link the attribute of 

escape with gambling and may be less pertinent to a person who gambles 

occasionally or not at all. Thus, items that were not framed as a belief (or if they 

could not be modified to comply with the criteria) were excluded.  
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Although a minimum of two items per construct can represent each facet of 

multi-factor scales (Kline, 2006), five items were retained for each GOES construct 

to allow for measurement model re-specification. If too few items were suitable, the 

common characteristics alluded to were used as a basis to compose more items. 

Conversely, if more than five items were identified as suitable, items with a similar 

pair were excluded to maintain the brevity of the scale. A detailed account of the 

construction of each subscale follows. 

Excitement. The excitement component of the GOES was designed to assess 

the degree to which gambling is perceived as emotionally stimulating or exciting. 

Five subscales were selected that represent the anticipated emotional experiences 

from gambling (from the GMS, GFA, GEQ, FFGMS, and the GEEQ). However, no 

exemplar subscale was identified that could be modified to meet the belief-based 

criterion. Therefore, the individual items within each of the five subscales were 

examined to locate suitable items or commonly used terms. An item from the GMS 

“it is exciting to play for money” was used as an item in the current scale as the 

expression excitement emerges across the five the scales. The next most commonly 

mentioned terms identified were gambling as a “rush” and gambling to “feel alive”. 

As a result, one item was composed to reflect each of these characteristics. The 

remaining items from the five subscales were pooled together to identify common 

themes. Items were excluded that that did not reflect the attribute of excitement (e.g., 

“to feel more relaxed” or to “spend more time with people”). Also, items were 

removed if they were phrased in behavioural terms (e.g., “I gamble when there is 

nothing else to do”). The remaining items were examined for similarities. One item 

“winning feels great” was constructed to represent the references to gambling as fun, 

a good time, and enjoyable. In addition, a fifth item was created “gambling is about 

enjoying the intense feelings” to reflect the statements that refer to the thrill, strong 

sensations or intense feeling expected while gambling. 

Escape. The escape facet of the GOES was developed to represent the 

emotional or cognitive relief anticipated from gambling as opposed to characterising 

gambling as an activity to negate boredom. Five of the instruments identified in the 

literature review contain subscales that refer to gambling as an escape activity (GMS, 

Casino Motivations, FFGMS, GFA, and the GMQ). However, the FFGMS, GFA, 

and GMQ predominately measure escape by the extent respondents agree that 
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specific events led to gambling (e.g., “If I have a hard day at work, I am likely to 

gamble”). In contrast, the 4-item measure of identified regulation from the GMS and 

the escape subscale from the Casino Motivation Scale directly refer to the attributes 

of gambling and together provided a pool of eight items. Items were discarded if they 

did not clearly differentiate from the other components of gambling outcome 

expectancies. For example, two items were omitted because they refer to gambling as 

a way to alleviate boredom and as an escape from everyday routine, respectively 

(i.e., the items closely reflect the excitement construct). Also, an item was removed 

that positions gambling as an activity to meet friends. Furthermore, a duplicate item 

was removed (both scales include an item that referred to gambling as a way to 

release tension). The duplicate item was replaced with the phrase “gambling is a way 

to forget everyday problems” to restore the number of items within the scale to five.  

Monetary. Several instruments identified in the literature review contain 

subscales that gauge the perceived financial favourableness of gambling (e.g., 

CGMS, FFMS, GEQ, GFA, and the GMS). The most comprehensive subscale, in 

terms of the number and acuity of items, was the monetary subscale of the FFMS. 

For instance, the CGMS monetary subscale only has two items, the 5-item GFA 

tangible scale predominately refers to non-monetary benefits offered by venues, and 

the content of the 3-item GEQ and 4-item GMS monetary scales is replicated in the 

FFMS. Therefore, it was deemed appropriate to modify the 8-item monetary scale 

from the FFMS to assess anticipated financial gain from gambling. Four items were 

retained as they met the belief-based criteria. Two items were excluded “Can’t 

change my life without gambling” and “Heard that they won jackpot” as they did not 

directly link the attribute of winning money with gambling. A further two items 

‘need big money’ and ‘have financial difficulty and no money’ were condensed into 

one item ‘gambling is a way to solve financial problems’.  

Social. The socialisation component of the GOES was derived from Lee et al 

(2006) and Lee et al.’s (2007) socialisation subscales. Although the GFA and GMQ 

include subscales on the social aspects of gambling, they were considered 

inappropriate due to their emphasis on specific situational events and/or 

consequences that encourage gambling (e.g., “something to do on special 

occasions”). Gambling, as a way to meet new people, is a common proposition in 

both Lee et al. (2006) and Lee et al.’s (2007) measures and, as a result, an item was 
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constructed to reflect this. Another two items ‘gambling provides an opportunity to 

be with friends’ and ‘provides an opportunity to be with similar people’ were created 

to correspond to content in Lee et al.’s (2007) 9-item socialisation and learning scale. 

A further two items ‘gambling is a social occasion’ and ‘provides an opportunity to 

get along with others favourably’ were composed to characterise themes in Lee et 

al.’s (2006) socialisation scale. The remaining items either referenced similar aspects 

of the social attraction to gambling previously mentioned or were omitted as they 

were inappropriate for consideration in the GOES socialisation subscale.  

Ego self-enhancement. The self-enhancement subscale of the GOES was 

designed to reflect the degree gambling is perceived to increase the sense of self-

importance. Three items from Walters and Contri’s (1998) positive expectancies 

subscale (feeling important, like an expert, and in control) formed the basis of the 

self-enhancement GOES construct. An additional two items “gambling is cool” and 

“gambling produces a feeling of being powerful” were used to refer to characteristics 

identified in Gillespie et al.’s (2007) self-enhancement subscale. The introjected 

subscale from the GMS was also considered. However, the items from the GMS 

were already represented in the items extracted from the GEEQ, so they GMS 

introjected subscale was not required.  

The complete GOES included five subscales, with five items in each 

component. The five items from the monetary scale were dispersed among the 

remaining 20 items to minimise the risk of a response set. All items were rated on a 

6-point Likert-type scales ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (6) strongly agree 

(see appendix A). A preliminary examination of the GOES subscales indicated the 

internal consistency was good, with the Cronbach alpha for the five subscales 

ranging between .80 and .93 (Flack, 2008).  

4.5.2.2 Gambling behaviour and sample characteristics. 

Gambling frequency and gambling problems were employed as the measures 

of gambling behaviour in the current series of studies. Time spent gambling was also 

used as a comparison measure in the Study 1B, but it does not feature in Study Two 

and Three. The measures of gambling behaviour are not employed until Study 1B 

where the associations between the GOES and gambling behaviour are assessed. 
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Finally, demographic characteristics were also collected from the respondents. The 

approach adopted to assess these characteristics is detailed as follows. 

Gambling Frequency Scale. The Gambling Frequency Scale (GFS; Moore & 

Ohtsuka, 1999) was used to assess past-year gambling participation. The GFS 

consists of nine items, each of which refers to a different form of gambling (e.g., 

played cards for money, bet on sports, and played poker machines at the casino). The 

items were rated on a 5-point scale from (1) never or rarely, (2) once a year, (3) less 

than once a month, (3) monthly or more, (4) weekly or more. Responses were 

summed to provide a total gambling frequency score ranging from 9 to 45. High 

scores reflect a higher frequency of gambling. Moore and Ohtsuka reported an 

internal consistency of .71. The Cronbach alpha for the current study was .72.  

Gambling Problems. The Gambling Problem Severity Index (PGSI) from the 

Canadian Problem Gambling Index ([CPGI] Ferris & Wynne, 2001) was employed 

to assess gambling problems. The 9-item scale assesses problem gambling 

behaviours (e.g., How often have you borrowed money or sold anything to get 

money to gamble? How often has your gambling caused any financial problems for 

you or your household?) The items are scored on 5-point Likert scales ranging from 

(0) never to (4) almost always. Cut off points can be used to indicate no risk (0), low 

risk (1 - 2), moderate risk (3 - 7), and problem gambling (8 or more). Validation 

studies suggest the PGSI forms a unitary factor structure and support the 

appropriateness of the scale as a continuous measure of gambling problems in non-

clinical settings (Brooker, Clara, Cox, 2009; Holtgraves, 2009; Sharp et al., 2011). 

Time spent gambling. Time spent gambling was assessed by a single item 

“How long do you typically spend gambling”. Possible responses were 1 hour or less 

increasing in one hour increments up to 5 hours or more.  

Demographics: The respondents were asked to report their age, gender, 

employment status, income bracket, ethnicity, and education level. The results 

pertaining to these questions were presented in Table 4.2 

Other questions: Five open ended questions were included that asked about the 

respondents perceptions of gambling (e.g., What are the main reason you gamble? 

Why do you think people gamble?). Also, the respondents were asked to report their 
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preferred form of gambling from a preselected set of options. Together, these 

questions were used as primes to provide a focus on the ensuing questions 

concerning their beliefs and expectations about gambling. 

The final section of the survey included a questionnaire that asked if the 

respondents agreed to participate in a follow-up survey in approximately 12 months. 

The volunteers who agreed to participate in the follow-up study were requested to 

provide contact details (either an email address or postal address) and their first name 

only. In contrast, the respondents recruited by the market research company had their 

membership number recorded so they could be identified in the follow-up surveys.  

4.5.2.3 Base line measures and variables introduced in subsequent studies.  

The longitudinal nature of this research necessitated the assessment of 

constructs related to the Theory of Planned Behaviour. Specifically, this included 

measures on normative beliefs, cognitive biases, and gambling intentions. The design 

of these instruments is detailed in Chapter Six. Appendix A contains the survey 

employed in this study. 

4.5.3 Procedure 

Ethics approval was obtained from Charles Darwin University Human Ethics 

Committee to conduct the current study using the Gambling Opinions and 

Experiences Questionnaire. Respondents were sought from the general community to 

participate in the study. The only exclusion criterion was that participants were 

required to be at least 18 years of age.  

First, a pilot study was conducted to assess the reliability of the GOES. A total 

of 428 volunteers participated at this stage. One hundred and fifty eight volunteers 

were recruited from two hospitality venues and acquaintances of the researcher. 

These participants were provided with an information sheet and those who agreed to 

be involved completed the questionnaire at that time and placed it in an unmarked 

envelope and returned it to the researcher. Completing and returning the survey 

indicated consent. A further 730 questionnaire packages were delivered to the letter 

box of residential properties in Darwin, Northern Territory and 20 questionnaire 

packages were collected by visitors to a local community service organisation. The 

questionnaire packages contained an information sheet, a questionnaire and a reply 

paid return envelope. In total, 71 questionnaires were returned (a response rate 
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9.5%). The study was also advertised (with a corresponding uniform resource locator 

[URL]) in a local newspaper, a community services organisations web page and on 

an announcement page of two first year psychology units web site. In addition, the 

survey URL was emailed to networks of the researcher. A total of 199 volunteers 

responded to the electronic version of the questionnaire. As such, a combined 

participant pool of 428 completed the pilot questionnaire. 

The main pool of respondents was acquired via a commercial research 

company. The research company was employed to send an email invitation with the 

questionnaire’s URL to a sample drawn from their membership base of 

approximately 400,000 Australians. The sampling frame parameters were set to 

reflect an Australian national representative sample in terms of age, gender, and 

geographical location. To minimise a response rate bias, the sampling frame was 

adjusted to over sample the 18-34 year cohort and under sample the 54 year and over 

cohort during data collection. State and Territory jurisdictions were sampled 

according to national population distribution. From the 7,499 invitations sent, 1,693 

members responded (22.7% response rate). Those who completed the questionnaire 

were credited with 100 membership reward points (approximately AU$1.00 in value) 

and received 10 competition entries. The medium completion time was 12.13 

minutes.   
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4.6 Results 

4.6.1 Testing the factor structure of Gambling Outcome Expectancy Scale 

The dimensionality of the GOES was examined in a series of sequential stages. 

First, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted to explore the factorability of the 

GOES. Second, each of the specific GOES constructs were calibrated to ensure they 

were uni-dimensional. Third, the divergent and convergent properties of the selected 

items were explored in the context of the five factor GOES model. Fourth, the 

stability of the re-specified five factor GOES model was examined by assessing the 

adequacy of the model fit on a hold out sample. The final aspect of the GOES 

evaluation compared the model fit of the five factor model to a one factor 

undifferentiated model. To facilitate the first four phases of the dimensionality 

analyses, the data were separated into three groups. However, subsequent analyses 

employed the full sample. The rationale and methods employed are detailed in the 

respective sections. 

4.6.2 Preliminary data screening and data preparation.  

The data from the 2,121 questionnaires were screened for anomalous 

responses. Eighty three questionnaires were discarded due to incomplete responses 

(i.e., questionnaires with more than 20% missing values on the GOES) and five 

respondents reported their age as less than 18 years and were, therefore, excluded 

from the analysis. A further nine cases were discarded due to aberrant responses 

(e.g., reported to be non-gamblers, but also endorsed items on the PGSI). In total, 

2024 surveys were retained. Of the 2024 questionnaires, 37 (1.8%) cases had minor 

missing data (between 1 and 3 values) on the GOES scale while two of the GOES 

items (13 and 16) contained univariate outliers (scores more than 3 standard 

deviations from the mean). The univariate outliers were corrected with a log linear 

transformation and the Expectation-Maximisation (EM) method was adopted to 

replace the missing GOES values. 

4.6.3 Exploratory factor analysis 

The data collected from the sample of volunteers (i.e., those who participated 

in the pilot study and who were not obtained via the research company) were used in 

the exploratory factor analysis. Preliminary inspection of the data indicated the items 

were suitably correlated to warrant data reduction: Kaiser Meyer Olkin measure of 

sample adequacy statistic was above .6 (.93) and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was 
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significant (χ
2
 = 7,425.33, p < .01). Principal Axis Factoring (PAF) was selected to 

extract the factors as it is the preferred option when examining the factorability of 

scales designed to reflect specific constructs (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Factors 

with an Eigen value of at least one were retained and an oblique (oblimin) rotation 

was used to help interpret the factor solution. Table 4.3 shows the factor loadings for 

the rotated pattern matrix.  

The PAF revealed a five factor solution, which explained 63.4 per cent of the 

total item variance. The rotated factors accounted for 25.6%, 21.2%, 12.9%, 18.6%, 

and 21.7% of the explained variance, respectively. Inspection of the rotated pattern 

matrix revealed each of the items loaded significantly (equal to or greater than .4) on 

the factors they were designed to reflect. Furthermore, the items loaded primarily on 

their respective factors apart from item six, which had a high cross loading on factor 

one. Each of the factors represented one of the proposed facets of the attraction to 

gamble and can be considered to reflect, in numerical order, the constructs of 

Enhance, Social, Excitement, Money, and Escape. These results provided initial 

support for the appropriateness of the five factor designation of gambling outcome 

expectancies and the design and development of the GOES instrument. 

  



EXPECTANCIES, CHOICE AND GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR 

114 

Table 4.3 

Rotated Pattern Matrix of the GOES 

 Factor 

Item  Description 1 2 3 4 5 

17 Gambling is about feeling like an expert .77 .03 .05 .01 .01 

18 Gambling produces a feeling of importance .89 .00 .06 -.00 -.03 

19 Gambling is about feeling in control .74 .05 -.09 .11 .07 

20 Gambling is cool .48 .22 -.06 .17 .05 

21 Gambling produces a feeling of being powerful .80 .04 .00 .08 .00 

23 Gambling is a social occasion -.01 .64 .26 .03 .01 

24 Provides an opportunity to be with similar people .10 .75 .10 -.14 .07 

25 Gambling is a way to meet new people -.01 .89 -.11 .05 .06 

26 Provides an opportunity to get along with others 

favourably 

.14 .76 -.08 .04 .04 

27 Gambling provides an opportunity to be with friends -.05 .89 .03 .07 -.05 

1 It is exciting to play for money -.05 .21 .50 .18 .04 

2 Gambling is a rush .04 .02 .65 .12 .09 

4 Winning feels great -.01 .02 .60 -.01 -.02 

5 Gambling is about enjoying intensive feelings .29 .05 .55 .03 .11 

6 Gambling gives a feeling of being really alive .39 -.04 .40 .07 .23 

3 Gambling is a way to win big money immediately -.01 .00 .24 .68 -.01 

7 Gambling provides a good chance to win big with 

small money 

-.05 .02 .14 .68 .08 

13 Gambling is a way to solve financial problems 
a
 .16 -.14 -.07 .50 .28 

16 It is easy to make money at gambling 
a
 .16 .11 -.15 .63 .03 

22 Gambling is a way to make big money .16 .14 -.03 .70 -.06 

8 Gambling is a way to forget everyday problems .15 .00 .25 -.05 .53 

9 Gambling is the best way to relax -.05 .02 -.02 .13 .78 

10 Gambling can help clear your mind -.06 .03 .07 .01 .87 

11 Gambling helps release tension .01 .04 -.09 -00 .81 

12 Gambling provides an escape from responsibilities .28 .07 .07 -.10 .41 

Notes: Bolded figures indicate factor loadings > .4. 
a 
Indicates the variable was subjected to a log 

linear transformations 
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4.6.4 Confirmatory Factor Analyses 

A series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were conducted to further 

examine the dimensionality of the GOES. AMOS version 16 was employed to 

perform the analyses and the Maximum Likelihood method was used to estimate the 

model parameters. To provide an independent sample to test the model after 

calibration, the data collected by the market research company (N = 1603) were 

randomly divided into two groups. Sample A (n = 801) was employed in the model 

calibration stage, and sample B (n = 802) was used as the hold-out sample to test the 

stability of the model. The assumptions of univariate and multivariate normality were 

tested prior to the data being split into the two groups. Univariate normality was 

assessed using the absolute skewness and kurtosis values. The estimates were less 

than two and seven respectively, indicating the distribution of the data were 

acceptable (West, Finch, & Curran, 1995). However, 14 cases were identified as 

multivariate outliers (cases with a Mahalanobis D coefficient substantially different 

from corresponding cases). To test the effect of the multivariate outliers on the 

analyses, a CFA was conducted with the full five factor measurement model with 

and without the multivariate outliers. Although a reduction was observed in the 

Mardia statistic with the multivariate outliers omitted (from 243 to 197), the model 

parameter estimates remained unchanged. Therefore, as the multivariate outliers had 

no effect on the measurement model they were retained in the subsequent analyses. 

The model generation (MG) method proposed by Jöreskog (1993) was adopted 

to calibrate the five factor GOES model. According to Jöreskog, the first phase of the 

MG process requires the adequacy of the fit between each specific construct and the 

respective indicators be established. A range of fit indices were employed to assess 

the fit of the data to the model due to the sensitivity of the Chi square statistic to 

sample size (Kline, 2005). The Standardised Root Mean Residual (SRMR) and the 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) were employed to provide a 

metric of absolute fit (the proportion of discrepancy between the proposed model and 

sample data) and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) was used to assess the incremental 

fit (the degree of improvement of the specified model over a baseline model). In 

addition, the incremental fit index, the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) was employed as it 

takes into account model complexity (Hu & Bentler, 1999). A SRMR estimate of less 

than .06 and RMSEA estimate of less than .08 are recognised as indicating a 
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relatively good fit whereas an RMSEA estimate of more than .10 indicates a poor fit 

between the hypothesised model and observed data. CFI and TLI values close to .95 

indicate the sample data are good fit to the specified model (Hu & Bentler, 1999). 

Figure 4.2 shows the parameter estimates associated with each of the 5-item, one-

factor congeneric models. Table 4.4 displays the fit indices values for the same 

models. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.2. The 5-item, one-factor GOES congeneric models. 
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Table 4.4 

Fit Indices for the 5-Item, One-Factor GOES Congeneric Models 

Model χ
2
 df SRMR RMSEA CFI TLI 

Excitement 307.37* 5 .083 .274 .867 .867 

Escape 187.76* 5 .070 .214 .925 .926 

Money 77.84* 5 .041 .134 .955 .955 

Ego enhancement 74.70* 5 .025 .131 .977 .953 

Social 110.66* 5 .033 .162 .963 .925 

* p < .001 

An inspection of the factor loadings on each of the five one-factor congeneric 

models corroborates results obtained with the PAF. More specifically, the minimum 

loading of .57 (item 4 on the Excitement factor and item 12 on the Escape factor) 

exceeded the minimum requirement of .4. An inspection of the correlation matrix for 

each of the facets revealed the inter-correlations among items were in an acceptable 

range (r = .35 to r = .80). This indicated the items, within each of their respective 

factor were related, but not singular. However, the model fit estimates, in particular 

the RMSEA, indicated the data were a poor fit to each of the five constructs.  

To detect potential areas of miss-specification the Residual Covariance Matrix 

(RCM) and the Modification Indices (MI) statistics were reviewed. The RCM 

identifies areas of misfit between data and the specified model and the MI shows 

where model fit could be improved by including additional paths. However, as 

suggested by Jöreskog (1993), these indices were employed as a guide and changes 

were only made if they could be made on substantive grounds. More specifically, 

items were re-specified or removed if they were considered ambiguous or if semantic 

differences existed between an item and its corresponding factor. In relation to the 

excitement factor, the RCM indicated a misfit for item four. Moreover, the MI 

showed item four shared error variance other items, suggesting the 5-item factor was 

not uni-dimensional. As item four (winning feels great) does not explicitly mention 

gambling or allude to excitement, it may have been interpreted differently to the 

corresponding items. As a result, it was deemed appropriate to remove item four and 

reassess the construct. Although a small improvement was observed (SRMR = .06; 
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RMSEA = .30; CFI = .92; TLI = .77), the overall fit remained poor. Further 

investigation revealed item one (it is exciting to play for money) may have been the 

source of miss-specification. Similar to item four, item one does not reference 

gambling directly and was therefore removed. However, with the two items excluded 

the model became just identified (the model has as equal number of parameters to 

estimate as the sample contains resulting in zero degrees of freedom). Thus, the 

respecified 3-item excitement construct was re-examined in the context of the full 

measurement model. 

By employing the same procedure as above, the remaining one-factor 

congeneric models were explored. The RCM and MI indicated the fit of the escape 

construct could be improved by omitting item twelve. Upon examination, it was 

apparent item 12 was framed differently to items nine, ten, and eleven (gambling as 

an escape from responsibilities, compared to gambling as an escape activity more 

generally). The fit estimates for the revised model revealed a good fit for the 4-item 

escape factor: SRMR = .01; RMSEA = .06; CFI = .99; TLI = .99. Inspection of the 

money construct revealed items 13 and 16 may be qualitatively different to the 

remaining items. For example, items 13 and 16 refer to gambling as ‘a way to solve 

financial problems’ and ‘easy to make money’ suggesting gambling as an easy way 

to make a profit, whereas items 3, 7, and 22 suggest gambling gives you a chance to 

win money. As a result, the two aspects were modelled separately. However, as there 

was a high correlation between the two components (r = .89), the money construct 

was re-specified as a one-factor 3-item measure to avoid multi-collinearity, and in 

turn, was re-assessed in the full measurement model. Enhance was respecified by 

removing item 20 (gambling is cool). As this item was based on the adolescent 

expectancy scale, the item may not have been interpreted in the same way with an 

adult population. The fit indices provided support for the appropriateness of the 4-

item enhance construct (SRMR = .01; RMSEA = .06; CFI = .99; TLI = .99). Finally, 

the social factor was remodelled with item 23 removed. The primary emphasis of 

item 23 was on gambling as a social occasion. This may have distinguished it from 

the corresponding items that framed gambling as an opportunity to socialise. The fit 

indices indicated the data was an acceptable fit to item 4-item social construct 

(SRMR = .01; RMSEA = .09; CFI = .98; TLI = .94). 
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The next phase in the MG process was to test the full measurement model. The 

five respecified constructs were combined and modelled with the factors allowed to 

co-vary. To ensure the uniqueness of the factor, items were permitted to load on only 

their respective factor. The fit estimates for the five factor GOES model indicated the 

data were a good fit to the model (SRMR = .04; RMSEA = .06; CFI = .97; TLI = 

.96). To test the robustness of the model, the fit of the five factor GOES model was 

assessed with the hold out sample (sample B). The model fit estimates were SRMR = 

.04; RMSEA = .06; CFI = .97; TLI = .96. The similarities between the fit estimates 

across sample A and B indicated the model was stable. Finally, the five factor model 

was compared to a more parsimonious model (a one-factor undifferentiated model). 

The full sample (N = 2024) was employed, with the analyses yielding superior fit 

estimates for the five factor GOES model (SRMR = .04; RMSEA = .06; CFI = .96; 

TLI = .96) compared to the one factor undifferentiated model (SRMR = .11; RMSEA 

= .20; CFI = .61; TLI = .55). Taken together, these results support the 

appropriateness of a five factor GOES measurement model. Figure 4.3 shows the 

factor loadings and inter-correlation for the five factor GOES model with the full 

sample.  
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Figure 4.3. Five factor GOES measurement model. 
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4.6.5 Factor discriminant validity 

Table 4.5 

Structure Coefficients of Final GOES 

 Factor Structure Coefficients 

Item  Excite Escape Money Enhance Social 

2... is a rush .69 .45 .42 .42 .39 

5... intensive feelings .87 .57 .53 .53 .49 

6... being really alive .89 .58 .54 .54 .50 

8... forget everyday problems .44 .68 .34 .38 .35 

9... way to relax .55 .84 .42 .47 .47 

10... clear your mind .59 .90 .45 .50 .47 

11... release tension .57 .86 .43 .48 .45 

3... win big money .49 .41 .82 .45 .37 

7... good chance to win .48 .40 .80 .44 .36 

22…make big money .47 .39 .78 .42 .35 

17…feel like an expert .52 .48 .47 .86 .47 

18…feeling import .56 .52 .51 .93 .51 

19…feeling in control .52 .47 .47 .85 .47 

21…feeling powerful .52 .48 .47 .86 .47 

24...be with similar people .42 .42 .37 .45 .81 

25...meet new people .46 .46 .40 .49 .88 

26...others favourably .46 .46 .40 .49 .89 

27...to be with friends .44 .44 .38 .46 .84 

Note: factor indicators coefficients are in boldface.  

To assess the discriminant validity of the GOES, the model structure 

coefficients were examined. In contrast to pattern coefficients, structure coefficients 

estimate the correlation between an item and factors via their indirect association 

with related factors. For example, although item eight is constrained to load only on 

the escape factor, it is indirectly associated with the excitement factor because of the 

relationship between escape and excitement factors (r = .65). Therefore, the indirect 

loading on the item is estimated as .44 (.68 x .65). For a factor to display 

discriminant validity, items should display higher loadings on their respective factors 

compared to non-specified factors (Thompson, 1997). As shown in Table 4.5, the 
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structure coefficients are higher for the factors’ designated items compared to 

loadings derived from items on the adjacent factors. For instance, the lowest 

coefficient for the excitement construct item gambling is a rush (λ =.69) is greater 

than the highest indirect item loading gambling helps clear your mind (λ =.59). Thus, 

the five-factor GOES displays suitable discriminant validity.  

4.7 Summary of Results  

The findings from a series of factor analyses supported the hypothesis that 

gambling motivations could be meaningfully differentiated as five discrete aspects of 

motivation. First, the exploratory factor analysis demonstrated the scale items formed 

separate, but related, dimensions and supported the factor structure as hypothesised. 

Next confirmatory factor analysis scrutinised the integrity of each of the factors. 

Although some re-specification was required (removal of items to increase the acuity 

of the subscale), each of the subscales was determined as uni-factorial. This yielded a 

five-factor measurement model consistent with the original conceptualising of the 

GOES. Further, the five factor model provided a better fit compared to a one factor 

undifferentiated model. Finally, the scale displayed good discriminant validity with 

the sum of indirect loading not exceeding the factor’s respective items loadings. The 

ability of the GOES to explain gambling frequency and gambling problems is 

assessed in Study 1B and the implications of the findings are discussed there also.
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Chapter Five 

The Relationship between Gambling Motivations and Gambling Behaviour 

(Study 1B) 

5.1 Chapter Overview 

The findings from Chapter Four support the premise that gambling 

motivations, as assessed by gambling outcomes expectancies, can be separated into 

distinct factors. However, the explanatory utility of different aspects of gambling 

outcome expectancies was not investigated. Thus, the current study employs the 

same data to examine the relationships between gambling frequency, gambling 

problems, and the five aspects of gambling expectancies identified in the previous 

analysis. Before proceeding with this analysis, the existing research, relevant to the 

current study, is reviewed to provide a context. Consistent with the previous chapter, 

the ensuing sections review studies that employ multi-dimensional measures to 

assess gambling motivations as opposed to studies that employ single item or 

undifferentiated measures of gambling motivation. However, rather than focusing on 

studies that simply delineate gambling motivations, the emphasis was to identify 

research that examines the associations between specific aspects of gambling 

motivation and gambling behaviour.  

A growing number of studies have employed motivation-oriented instruments 

to explain gambling behaviour. Despite this, many studies use gambling motivation 

measures as a descriptive, rather than analytical tool. For example, gambling 

motivations have been used to describe differences between male and female’s 

propensity to gamble (e.g., Burger, Dahlgren, & MacDonald, 2006; Walker et al., 

2005), to formulate, describe and/or contrast different gambling motivation profiles 

(e.g., Back, Lee, & Stinchfield, 2011; Carruthers, Platz, & Busser, 2006; Chantal et 

al., 1995; Lee et al., 2006; Mitrov & Browne, 2009), and to compare gambling 

motivations across types of gambling activities (e.g., Chantal & Vallerands, 1996; 

Clarke, 2005). Despite the utility of these studies in revealing potential reasons for 

gambling, they do not directly investigate the relationship between discrete aspects 

of gambling motivation and indices of gambling behaviour.  

Nonetheless, a number of other studies have directly explored the association 

between gambling motivation and behaviour. Moreover, these studies can be 
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classified into two broad categories: those which only explore the relationship 

between non-financial motivations and gambling behaviour and those that examine 

the relationship between both monetary and non-monetary motivations and gambling 

behaviour. Thus, the following review is organised on the basis of this distinction. 

5.2 Non-Monetary Gambling Motivation and Gambling Behaviour 

The number and type of non-monetary gambling motivations investigated vary 

between studies. This predominately occurs as a consequence of the different 

gambling motivation instruments employed. That is, some measures assess both 

emotion and social elements of motivation, whereas other scales only include 

emotional dimensions of gambling motivation. Although this makes direct 

comparisons across studies difficult, it is possible to draw tentative conclusions from 

the patterns that emerge. 

One of the earlier studies to assess the relationship between non-economic 

gambling motivations and gambling problems was by Walter and Contri (1998). 

Walter and Contri surveyed 316 male prison inmates to determine whether problem 

gamblers held significantly different gambling outcome expectancies compared to 

non-problem gamblers. Using their purpose developed Gambling Expectancy Effects 

Questionnaire (GEEQ), Walter and Contri found positive valence expectancies (ego 

enhancement) and arousal expectancies (excitement) were endorsed by problem 

gamblers (SOGS of 5 or more) to a significantly greater extent than non-problem 

gamblers (SOGS < 5) and non-gamblers. In addition, further analysis revealed 

problem gamblers had significantly higher mean scores on excitement expectancies 

compared to the other expectancies domains. The results support Walter and Contri 

proposition that positive expectancies are associated with problem gambling and, 

more specifically, that excitement expectancies play a prominent role in problem 

gambling.  

Also employing expectancy type measures, Shead and Hodgins (2009) 

investigated if reward expectancies (similar to excitement) and relief expectancies 

(similar to escape) related to undergraduate students’ gambling behaviour. Using the 

Reward and Relief Expectancy Questionnaire and the associated technique 

developed by Steward and Wall (2005), 513 students who had gambled at least twice 

monthly during the previous 12 months were classified as reward (n = 123), relief (n 
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= 136) or non-expectancy (n = 254) gamblers. Further analyses revealed participants 

identified as reward and relief gamblers scored significantly higher on the PGSI than 

the non-expectancy gamblers. In other words, students who perceived gambling as a 

way to relieve negative mood or augment positive mood had higher problem 

gambling severity scores than those who did not anticipate gambling as a way to 

regulate affect. Shead and Hodgins suggest their findings lend support to the notion 

that affect regulation is an important component of problem gambling.  

Research from an addiction perspective also supports the notion that the 

anticipated outcomes from gambling are associated with gambling behaviours. 

Young and Wohl (2009) employed a series of studies to examine the influences of 

affect and non-affect gambling urges. The authors reasoned that gambling urges 

involve more than simply the desire to gamble and suggest the anticipation of relief 

from negative affect (escape) and increased positive affect (excitement) are 

important aspects of the craving to gamble. Results from their first survey, 

employing undergraduate university students with gambling experience, found high 

risk gamblers (defined as PGSI > 3; n = 87) scored significantly higher on the 

escape, excitement, and desire (non-affect) dimensions of cravings compared to non-

problem gamblers (n = 73). A subsequent survey was conducted with gamblers from 

the community to cross validate the finding. As expected, the findings revealed 

problem gamblers (n = 54) scored significantly higher on the three dimensions of 

cravings compared to non-problem gamblers (n = 66). For the final study, the 

authors’ employed an EGM simulation experiment to assess the predictive validity of 

cravings in persistence of play despite experiencing successive loses. Forty six 

students, with a diverse range of gambling experience, played as long as they wished 

(or until out of credit) on an EGM pre-programmed to produce losses. Escape, 

excitement, and desire cravings were all related to persistence at the EGM simulation 

task but escape emerged as the only predictor when the shared variance of 

excitement and desire were taken into account.  

Other studies have found the external motivation of socialisation positively 

relates to gambling behaviour. Stewart and Zack (2008) examined the relationship 

between the gambling motivations of mood enhancement (excitement), cope 

(escape), and socialisation and gambling behaviours among a sample of 193 

gamblers drawn from the general community. The authors found the three gambling 
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motivations positively related to the frequency of gambling, number of gambling 

activities played and gambling problems. However, after controlling for the shared 

variance between gambling motivations, only excitement and escape uniquely 

explained gambling frequency and problem gambling. In terms of the rank order of 

gambling motivations, as assessed by mean differences in subscale scores, non-

problem gamblers scored highest on social and lowest on escape motivation, whereas 

potential problem gamblers scored highest on excitement and lowest on social 

motivation. Taken together, these results indicate that social and emotional 

dimensions of motivation appear to be involved in gambling behaviour, but 

emotional focused motivations appear to be the dominant force in problem gambling.  

Thomas, Allen, et al. (2009) also examined the relationships between social 

and emotional aspect of gambling motivations and gambling behaviour. Thomas, 

Allen, et al. recruited 355 EGM gamblers from the general community to completed 

their purpose developed EGM motivation scale and measures of gambling frequency 

and gambling problems. Consistent with their expectations, escape and social 

motivations were positively associated with gambling frequency and PGSI scores. 

However, the magnitude of the relationship between the social aspect of motivation 

and gambling problems was significantly smaller than the perceptions of gambling as 

an escape. The correlation coefficients were .23 and .73, respectively. Thomas, 

Allen, et al. interpreted these findings to suggest the social attraction of gambling 

may be less of a risk factor for problem gambling than seeking out EGM gambling to 

escape from negative emotional states. 

Taken together, these studies suggest the non-financial dimensions of gambling 

motivation or expectancies are involved in the initiation and/or maintenance of 

gambling behaviour. Moreover, the facets of excitement and escape are relatively 

dominant in explaining frequency and gambling problems. Conversely, social 

motivations may be less salient when taking into account the affect regulation 

aspects of gambling motivations (Steward & Zack, 2008). Despite these initial 

observations, it remains unclear how emotional and social gambling motivations 

relate to gambling behaviours when financial perceptions are taken into account. In 

fact, it is possible that the non-monetary motivations are only secondary to the goal 

of making a profit (Ladouceur et al., 2003; Wulfert et al., 2005). The following 

studies allow this premise to be explored further.  
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5.3 Comparisons of Monetary and Non-Monetary Gambling Motivation  

One of the more commonly employed multidimensional gambling motivation 

instruments is the Gambling Motivation Screen (GMS; Chantel & Vallerands, 1994). 

Although the GMS was specifically designed to assess self-determined versus non-

self-determined motivational profiles, it includes four of the motivation aspects 

captured in the GOES. More specifically, the GMS include subscales that reflect the 

motivational attributes of excitement (stimulation), escape (identified regulation), 

ego enhancement (introjected regulation), and money (external motivation). Several 

researchers have employed the GMS subscales to assess the relationship between 

specific aspects of motivation and gambling behaviour as opposed to describing 

gambling motivation per se. 

Using the GMS, Ladouceur et al. (1997) compared the emotional and monetary 

gambling motivations of 105 gamblers recruited from the general community. 

Potential problem (SOGS 3 - 4; n = 17) and probable problem gamblers (SOGS of 

five or more; n = 30) were found to place a greater importance on the ego 

enhancement aspect of gambling motivation compared to non-problem gamblers (n = 

58). Furthermore, as problem severity increased from potential problem to probable 

problem gambling, a greater importance was placed on excitement derived from 

gambling. Conversely, no differences were found between non-problem, potential 

problem, and problem gamblers on the monetary or the escape components of 

gambling motivation. Ladouceur et al. reasoned that the desire to feel dynamic and 

important, and the thrill of gambling, may explain why problem gamblers persist at 

gambling.  

Also using the GMS, Clarke (2004) examined the relationship between 

university students’ gambling motivations and gambling behaviour. One hundred and 

forty seven students, who had gambled at least once in their life, completed the self-

report survey. Twenty five respondents were classified as potential problem gamblers 

(SOGS of 3 or more) and 122 as non-problem gamblers (SOGS < 3). The analysis 

revealed problem gamblers endorsed the motivations of excitement, ego 

enhancement and escape to a greater extent than non-problem gamblers. In contrast, 

there was no significant difference between problem gamblers and non-problem 

gamblers for monetary motivation. Further analysis revealed, after controlling for the 

shared variance between motivations and a range of background variables (e.g., 
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gambling frequency, parents gambling and personality measures), only the ego 

enhancement dimension of motivations emerged as a significant contributor to the 

explanatory model. Thus, similar to Ladouceur et al.’s (1997) findings, gambling to 

feel dynamic was found to be a prominent aspect of gambling behaviour.  

In a similar study, Clarke and Clarkson (2007) employed the GMS to explore 

the relationship between gambling motivations and gambling behaviour of adults 

over the age of 65. More specifically, Clarke and Clarkson sought to investigate 

whether the findings from Clarke’s (2004) study could be replicated with an older 

sample of adults. A total of 147 adults, over the age of 65, were recruited from 

retirement villages, senior clubs, and members of the Return Soldier Association. 

The correlational analysis revealed gambling for excitement, escape, ego 

enhancement, and to win were all positively related to gambling problems. However, 

when the shared variance between the gambling motivations and situational variables 

were controlled, only excitement was related to gambling problems. Although these 

findings are different to Clarke’s (2004) study, Clarke and Clarkson noted there was 

a strong correlation between ego enhancement and excitement (r = .78). They 

suggested the strong relationship between the constructs indicated that the 

excitement of gambling and feeling important were both central motivations to 

problem gambling.  

More recently, Oei and Raylu (2010) explored the ability of the GMS to 

explain Chinese Australian and Caucasian Australian gambling behaviour. Oei and 

Raylu argued, to effectively inform prevention and inventions measures, it is 

important to understand whether gambling motivations differ between cultural 

groups. A sample of 199 Chinese Australians and 309 Caucasian Australians 

responded to advertisements placed in Chinese clubs and societies, selected 

businesses, and surveys distributed to university students and networks of the 

researchers. No significant differences were found between Chinese Australians and 

Caucasian Australians on the SOGS scores. After controlling for the effects ethnicity 

and gender, excitement and escape emerged as unique contributors to the explanation 

of the variance in the SOGS scores. In addition, an interaction effect was found for 

ego enhancement. Further analysis revealed ego enhancement displayed a negative 

relationship with problem gambling scores for the Chinese Australians, but was not 

significant for Caucasian Australians. Overall, gambling to increase positive mood 
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and as a way to manage negative mood was associated with gambling problems over 

and above ethnicity and competing motivations. Again, these results underscore the 

salience of the emotional dimension of gambling motivations relative to monetary 

motivations.  

In contrast to the absence of research with adult populations, there is some 

research that compares the utility of financial and non-financial gambling 

expectancies measures in explaining gambling behaviour with adolescent cohorts. 

Gillespie et al. (2007b) surveyed 1,013 high school students between the ages of 11 

and 18 years. Although the majority of the respondents were under the legal age for 

gambling, 70% reported gambling on some activity over the past year. Moreover, 

five per cent of the samples were classified as problem gamblers and a further 10% 

were considered at-risk of gambling problems as assessed by an adolescent version 

of the DSM-IV checklist (DSM-IV-MR-J; Fisher, 1992). The findings revealed at-

risk gamblers and potential problem gamblers anticipated higher enjoyment/arousal 

(excitement), self-enhancement (ego), and financial gain (money) from gambling 

than social gamblers and those who did not gamble. Further, when taking into 

account the shared variance between expectancies types, the aspects of excitement 

and money emerged as possessing independent relationships to problem gambling 

scores.  

Wickwire et al. (2010) found similar results with a predominately African 

American sample of high school students. The authors surveyed 1,076 students 

between the ages of 13 to 19 years and employed a purpose developed expectancies 

scale to assess the relationship between gambling expectancies and gambling 

frequency and gambling problems. Sixty six per cent of the students reported 

gambling on some activity (e.g., either betting on team sports with friends and family 

or EGM gambling or other forms of commercial gambling). The sample included 

157 (14.6%) at-risk gamblers and 136 (12.7%) potential problem gamblers, as 

assessed by an adolescent version of the SOGS (SOGS-RA; Winters, Stinchfield, & 

Fulkerson, 1993). Path analysis revealed the gambling outcome expectancies of 

positive self-evaluation (similar to ego) and material gain (money) positively related 

to gambling frequency and gambling problems scores over and above negative 

perceptions of gambling and parent disapproval. Overall, Wickwire et al.’s findings 

suggest adolescents, who expect gambling to be profitable and as a way to feel good 



EXPECTANCIES, CHOICE AND GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR 

130 

about them-self, are more likely to gamble and experience gambling related 

problems than those who do not hold these expectations. 

Others studies have employed online surveys to recruit relatively large 

samples. For instance, Fang and Mowen (2009) recruited 1,158 participants from an 

online consumer panel and examined the relationships between discrete gambling 

motivations and gambling engagement (assessed by a composite measure of 

gambling frequency and enjoyment). Findings from the path analysis indicated that 

money, socialisation, excitement, and self-esteem (similar to ego) all positively 

contributed to the explanation of casino type gambling (e.g., table games), whereas 

excitement and escape were positively associated with EGM gambling. In contrast, 

money and socialisation did not explain any unique variance in EGM gambling 

involvement, while ego displayed a negative relationship. Despite some difference in 

gambling motivation between casino and EGM gambling, the non-financial aspects 

of gambling motivation retained an association with gambling involvement when the 

motivation for winning was taken into account. 

Also employing an online survey, Lloyd et al. (2010) examined the relationship 

between gambling behaviour and the gambling motivations of mood regulation 

(similar to escape), enjoyment (similar to excitement), and winning money. 

However, in contrast to Fang and Mowen (2009), the authors used gambling 

problems as the criterion as opposed to a measure of gambling engagement. A total 

of 4,125 visitors (n = 3263 male) to a European gambling web site volunteered to 

complete a gambling survey. The findings revealed problem gamblers (as assessed 

by meeting 3 or more of DSM-IV criteria; n = 838) gambled more often for mood 

regulation, enjoyment, and money compared to those without gambling problems (n 

= 3,287). These results suggest both emotion and financial gambling motivations are 

implicated in problem gambling, although the relative salience of these aspects was 

not compared. 

One of the more direct attempts to model the relative influences of both non-

monetary and monetary gambling motivations was by Lee et al. (2007). The authors 

recruited a total of 240 gamblers from local gambling venues and from a gambling 

treatment program in Korea. The respondents completed the purpose developed 

gambling motivation scale, which assessed the aspects of excitement, money, 
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avoidance (similar to escape), and social motivations. Gambling severity was 

assessed by the SOGS. Using covariance structure equation models (path analyses), a 

monetary mediation model, where non-monetary motivations were constrained to 

influence gambling problems via monetary motivation, was compared to a parallel 

model, where all motivations were constrained to directly relate to gambling 

problems. Comparisons of the model fit statistics revealed the mediation model was 

the superior model suggesting the motivation to win money is directly related to 

gambling problems. In contrast, the remaining motivations, except for social which 

was not related to gambling problems, realised their effect via the monetary 

motivation. In other words, while gambling motivations for excitement and to escape 

were associated with problem gambling scores, they only influenced gambling 

behaviour via the motivation of winning.  

In summary, the findings that emerge across the studies that assess both 

financial and non-financial motivation show emotion-oriented gambling motivations 

feature as a dominant aspect in explaining gambling behaviour. That is, most studies 

reveal that excitement, escape or both aspects of motivations retain a relationship 

with gambling problems after the effects of monetary gambling motivations are 

controlled for. The only exception to this observation is the study by Lee et al. (2007) 

where the authors deemed a money mediation model was the more appropriate 

model compared to a parallel model. Lee et al. notes the findings may not generalise 

to Western populations as it is unknown what effects cultural values have on 

gambling motivations. However, another difference between Lee et al. and the other 

studies is the high proportion of potential problem gamblers (82.5% had SOGS 

scores 3 or more) included in Lee et al.’s sample. Moreover, an unspecified number 

of participants were drawn from treatment centres. Thus, it is quite possible the 

problem gamblers in Lee at al.’s were more likely to perceive gambling as the only 

option to recoup their losses compared to the majority of studies that recruited 

problem gamblers from the general community. The key findings from the cited 

research are presented in Table 5.1.
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Table 5.1 

Summary of Gambling Motivations Scales 

 

Scale/Study 

 

Sample 

Gambling Frequency  Gambling Problems 

Ex Es En Sc M Ex Es En Sc M 

Adolescent Expectancy Scale (AES) 

Wickwire et al. (2010) 

1076 Senior high school students, 

Canada.  

  **  **   **  ** 

EGM Motivation Scale
 
(EGMMS) 

Thomas, Allen, et al. (2009) 

155 Current EGM gamblers, Australia.  *  *   *  *  

Five-factor Gambling Motives scale 

(FFGMS) Lee et al. (2007) 

240 Korean gamblers       * *  ns ** 

Gambling Craving Scale (GACS) 

Young and Wohl (2009) 

 

Study1: Undergraduate Students  

Study 2: Adults, gambling venue 

Study 3: Undergraduate students  

     * 

* 

* 

* 

* 

** 

   

Gambling Expectancy Effect Scale 

(GEES) Walters and Contri (1988) 

316 Medium security prison inmates, 

USA.  

     *  *   
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  Gambling Frequency Gambling Problems 

Scale/Study Sample Ex Es En Sc M Ex Es En Sc M 

Gambling Expectancy Questionnaire 

(GEQ). Gillespie et al. (2007) 

1,013School students, Canada.       **  *  ** 

Gambling Motive Scale (GMODS) 

Lloyd et al. (2010) 

4125 Online users who visited an 

European gambling related site 

     * *   * 

Gambling Motivation Scale (GMS) 

Ladouceur et al. (1997) 

105 gamblers recruited from general 

community via postal survey, USA?  

     * ns *  ns 

GMS Clarke (2004) 147 university students       * * **  ns 

GMS Clarke and Clarkson (2007) 104 adults over the age of 65 who had 

gambled in previous 12 months, NZ.  

     ** * *  * 

GMS Oei and Raylu (2010) Community-based Chinese (n = 199) 

and Caucasians (n = 306), Australia. 

     ** ** ns
a
  ns

a
 

Gambling Motives Questionnaire 

(GMQ) Stewart and Zack (2008) 

193 gamblers recruited from the 

community, Canada. 

** **  *  ** **  *  
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Notes: Ex = Excitement; Es = Escape; En = Enhance; Sc = Social; M = Monetary expectancies; * = significant zero order correlation/group 

difference; ** = significant relationship after controlling for competing motivations; ns = not significant; ns
a 
= not significant when competing 

motivations were controlled for and bivariate relationship were not reported; 
b 

indicates a negative relationship  

  Gambling Frequency Gambling Problems 

Scale/Study Sample Ex Es En Sc M Ex Es En Sc M 

Gambling Relief & Reward Scale 

Shead and Hodgins (2009) 

Study 1: Undergraduate students       * *    

Hierarchical Gambling Motivation 

Scale (HGMS). Fang and Mowen 

(2009) 

1158 panel members:  

Casino gambling 

EGM gambling  

 

* 

* 

 

*
b
 

* 

 

* 

*
b
 

 

* 

ns 

 

* 

ns 

     



EXPECTANCIES, CHOICE AND GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR 

135 

5.4 Conclusions and Hypothesis 

Despite the lack of directly comparable research, it is possible to identify some 

general patterns that emerged across the studies. In particular, the zero order 

associations between gambling problem scores and the excitement, escape, and ego 

enhancement facets of motivation suggest they are important in understanding 

gambling problems. There is also some support the social aspects of gambling 

motivation may be associated with problem gambling. In contrast, the monetary 

aspects of gambling motivation featured less prominently compared to the competing 

motivational influences assessed. This finding is counter to what would be expected 

from a cognitive explanation of problem gambling. Nonetheless, the monetary 

aspects of motivation did relate to gambling problem in just over half of the studies it 

was assessed in. 

A more stringent test of the role of types of gambling motivation is to examine 

their association to gambling behaviour when the shared variance between the 

motivational constructs is controlled for. Of the 14 specific findings reported, only 

eight simultaneously modelled the effects of dissimilar aspects gambling motivation 

on gambling problems. Of these studies, seven incorporated a measure of excitement, 

of which, four studies revealed excitement displayed a unique relationship with 

gambling problems. The facet of escape motivation also performed relatively well. 

That is, escape made an independent contribution to the explanation of problem 

gambling scores in half (3 out of the 6) of the studies it was assessed. Although ego 

enhancement was found to consistently relate to problem gambling, it was less 

prominent as an independent predictor as only two out of five studies found ego 

enhancement made a unique contribution in the regression models.  

Perhaps the most striking finding is the lack of consistency in the association 

between monetary motivation and gambling behaviour. In fact, two of the five 

studies with adult samples failed to find a zero order relationship between the 

perception that gambling was a way to win money and gambling problems. In 

addition, as can be seen in Table 5.1, only one of these studies found monetary 

gambling motivation made a unique contribution to the explanation of problem 

gambling (e.g., Lee et al, 2007). 
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Also, with the exception of Fang and Mowen (2009), none of the previous 

research assessed the five aspects of gambling motivations as identified in the GOES. 

More specifically, none of the studies simultaneously examined the relationship 

between gambling problems and the motivational aspects of excitement, escape, ego 

enhancement, socialisation, and money. In addition, most of the research has not 

explored the relationship between gambling motivations and gambling frequency. 

For example, only four of the 14 studies cited specifically assessed the association 

between diverse gambling motivations and gambling frequency. 

In light of the previous research, several hypotheses can be formulated. First, it 

is hypothesised the five expectancy dimensions will be significantly and positively 

associated with gambling frequency and problem gambling (PGSI scores). In terms 

of an explanatory model, it is expected the gambling outcome expectancies of 

excitement and escape will independently predict gambling problems over and above 

monetary expectancies. However, as the previous research with gambling frequency 

is relatively scant, no specific hypotheses are formulated on the unique associations 

between the expectancies dimensions and gambling frequency. Nonetheless, by 

extrapolating from the findings of Steward and Zack (2008), it is hypothesised 

frequent gamblers will endorse the social aspects of gambling outcome expectancies 

to a greater extent than the escape, whereas excitement will be endorsed more than 

social dimension of expectancies by problem gamblers.  
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5.5 Methods 

As the current study is an extension of Chapter Four, the participants and 

measures employed are the same as previously reported. The only exception is that 

42 cases were removed because the participants did not complete the PGSI. Hence, 

the total sample equalled 1,982 complete cases.  

5.6 Results 

The results are presented in three sections. First, the findings from the zero 

correlations between each of the GOES constructs and independent indices of 

gambling behaviour are presented. Next, the results from the multiple regressions are 

reported. The findings from these analyses test the ability of each of the GOES 

dimensions to explain gambling frequency and gambling problems, respectively. 

Finally, the between group and within group analysis is presented. This level of 

analysis allows the discriminant validity of the GOES dimensions, for both frequent 

and problem gamblers, to be explored.  

As reported in the previous chapter, univariate screening of the gambling 

outcome expectancy scales revealed the data were free from outliers and were not 

substantially non-normal. In contrast, the gambling frequency and PGSI scores were 

negatively skewed and were subjected to log transformation to correct the skewness. 

Due to the large sample size, an alpha level of p < .01 was used to determine the 

significance of relationships unless otherwise specified.  

5.6.2 Correlations between GOES and gambling behaviour  

Before testing the specific hypotheses, preliminary analyses were conducted to 

assess the relationships between the GOES and indices of gambling behaviour. The 

bi-variate relationships between the GOES subscales and gambling behaviour were 

explored using Pearson’s correlations. The relationship between age, gender, and the 

variable of interest were also examined. As gender was related to gambling 

frequency and gambling problems, the effect of gender was controlled in second 

order correlations. Table 5.2 shows the zero order correlations coefficients below the 

diagonal and the second order correlation coefficients are above the diagonal.  
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Table 5.2. 

Correlations between GOES and Indices of Gambling Behaviour 

Scale/Subscale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Excitement _ .60
*
 .53

*
 .51

*
 .51

*
 .30

*
 .28

*
 .33

*
 

2. Escape .60
*
 _ .53

*
 .49

*
 .44

*
 .35

*
 .35

*
 .38

*
 

3. Enhance .54
*
 .54

*
 _ .51

*
 .48

*
 .17

*
 .23

*
 .26

*
 

4. Social .52
*
 .49

*
 .52

*
 _ .39

*
 .27

*
 .30

*
 .19

*
 

5. Money .52
*
 .45

*
 .49

*
 .40

*
 _ .23

*
 .28

*
 .25

*
 

6. Time
a
 .31

*
 .35

*
 .18

*
 .28

*
 .24

*
 _ .68

*
 .50

*
 

7. Frequency
a
 .29

*
 .36

*
 .24

*
 .31

*
 .29

*
 .69

*
 _ .51

*
 

8. Gambling 

          Problems
a
 

.33
*
 .38

*
 .28

*
 .21

*
 .27

*
 .51

*
 .52

*
 _ 

9. Age  -.04 .05 -.03 -.04 -.05 -.05 -.01 -.05 

10. Gender .12
*
 .10

*
 .18

*
 .11

*
 .14

*
 .08

*
 .11

*
 .13

*
 

Notes: 
*
 Indicates significant at p < .001; 

a
 Indicates variable subjected to log linear 

transformation. Values above diagonal controlling for age and gender, below 

diagonal zero order correlations.  

As shown in Table 5.2, the five dimensions of gambling outcome expectancies 

were significantly related to time spent gambling and gambling frequency, indicating 

the more respondents endorsed gambling as exciting, an escape, ego enhancing, as 

social and a way to win money the higher the level of gambling involvement. 

Likewise, the same five aspects of gambling expectancies were associated with the 

number of gambling problems experienced, as assessed by the PGSI.  

The correlations matrix indicated that males gambled more often, experienced 

more problems and held higher gambling expectancies than their female 

counterparts. A series of t-tests confirmed this observation, revealing males scored 

significantly higher on gambling frequency (t = 5.02, p < .01), PGSI scores (t = 5.95, 

p < .01) and the gambling outcome expectancies of excitement (t = 5.57, p < .01), 

escape (t = 4.50, p < .01), enhance (t = 7.95, p < .01), social (t = 4.85, p < .01), and 

money (t = 6.26, p < .01). Given the gender differences, second order correlations 

were conducted to assess the impact of gender on the relationship between gambling 

expectancies and gambling behaviour. As shown in Table 5.2, there were no 
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significant differences between the zero order and second order correlations for 

gambling behaviour and gambling problems and the gambling outcome expectancies 

(correlation coefficients all within .02). Taken together, this demonstrates that the 

association between the indices of gambling behaviour and expectancies was not due 

to the effects of gender. Consequently, gender was not controlled in subsequent 

analyses.  

5.6.3 Relative explanatory utility 

To explore the unique contribution of each of the five GOES facets to the 

explanation of gambling behaviour, two multiple regressions were conducted. 

Specifically, gambling frequency and PGSI scores were regressed on the five GOES 

facets. Preliminary screening of the data revealed 14 multi-variate outliers 

(Mahalanobis distance > 20.5). To further investigate the influence of the outliers, 

the Cook leverage statistic for each of the cases was reviewed. According to Field 

(2005), estimates below 1 are considered to indicate the cases are unlikely to 

influence the stability of the model. The 14 cases were found to be well within the 

suggested limit (range from <.001 to .033). Therefore, the analyses were conducted 

inclusive of the multivariate outliers. The variance inflation factor (VIF) estimate 

was below two for each of the variables, indicating the data did not display multi-

collinearity (Field, 2005). To improve the homoscedasticity of the residuals, 

participants who gambled once a year or less (n = 414) were excluded from the 

analyses. Table 5.3 shows the summary statistics for the multiple regressions. 

Together, the GOES constructs explained 18% of the variance of gambling 

frequency F (5, 1567) = 70.06 p < .001. Escape (t = 6.56, p < .001), social (t = 5.85, 

p < .001), and money (t = 3.07, p = .002) all contributed uniquely to the model, 

whereas excitement and enhance failed to reach significance. In terms of explaining 

gambling problems, the GOES accounted for 18% of the PGSI variance F (5, 1567) 

= 68.94 p < .01 with the excitement (t = 5.36, p < .001), escape (t = 7.94, p < .001), 

and enhance (t = 2.98, p < .011) constructs independently contributing to the model. 

The money and social constructs did not make a unique contribution to the model.  
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Table 5.3 

Regression Analyses Summary for Gambling Outcome Expectancies Predicting 

Gambling Frequency and Gambling Problems (n = 1,568) 

   Frequency
a
   Problems

a
 

Predictor Beta Sig Beta Sig 

Excitement .047 ns .169 <.001 

Escape .200 <.001 .242 <.001 

Enhance .049 ns .093 <.011 

Social .165 <.001 -.068 ns 

Money .086 .002 .050 ns 

a
 indicates variable subjected to log linear transformation. 

5.6.4 Group difference 

Four mutually exclusive groups were formed on the basis of respondents 

gambling behaviour to test the discriminant utility of the five GOES constructs. For 

the purposes of this study, respondents with a PGSI score of eight or more were 

considered problem gamblers (Ferris & Wynne, 2001). Conversely, respondents with 

a PGSI score of less than eight were considered non-problem gamblers and were 

subdivided into one of three groups based on their gambling frequency. The first 

group comprised those who gambled once a year or less, the second group contained 

those who gambled occasionally in the last 12 months (more than once a year, but 

less than monthly) and the third group consisted of frequent gamblers (those who 

gambled at least monthly).  

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed to test for 

mean differences in GOES scores across the levels of gambling involvement. The 

MANOVA was a statistically significant, Wilks’ Lambda F (15, 5449) = 22.35, p < 

.001, indicating the combined gambling outcome expectancies differed across levels 

of gambling involvement. Subsequently, a series of ANOVAs were used to test each 

of the gambling outcome expectancy constructs separately. Although the 

assumptions of normality were satisfied, the equality of variance was not assumed 

(Levene’s statistic was significant for the constructs of excitement, escape, and 

social). Hence, the Brown-Forsythe correction was applied (Field, 2005). The 
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ANOVAs revealed a significant difference for gambling involvement on the 

excitement, F (3, 1244) = 44.37, p < .001, 2
 = .059, escape F (3, 686) = 69.61, p < 

.001, 2
 = .099; money F (3, 923) = 49.73, p < .001 2

 = .070; enhance F (3, 671) = 

21.19, p < .001 2
 = .034; and social F(3, 866) = 17.51, p < .001 2

 = .026 GOES 

constructs. Table 5.4 shows the mean GOES scores and standard deviations for each 

GOES dimensions across the four levels of gambling involvement.  

Table 5.4 

Goes Means and Standard Deviations for Levels of Gambling Involvement  

 
Gambling Involvement 

Factor/ 

Scale 

≤ Once a Year 

(n=414) 

Occasional 

(n=550) 

Frequent 

(n=892) 

Problem 

(n=126) 

Excitement 2.88 (1.41) 3.00 (1.26) 3.28 (1.23) 4.22 (1.00) 

Escape 1.94 (1.05) 2.05 (1.01) 2.50 (1.19) 3.39 (1.28) 

Enhance 1.93 (1.18) 1.87 (1.01) 2.09 (1.11) 2.75 (1.32) 

Social 2.72 (1.34) 2.89 (1.29) 3.23 (1.31) 3.29 (1.36) 

Money 2.27 (1.38) 2.45 (1.26) 2.98 (1.34) 3.52 (1.32) 

Note: Values enclosed within parentheses are standard deviations 

A Games-Howell post hoc analysis was employed to test for group differences 

across each of the GOES subscales. Significant mean differences emerged between 

the occasional gambler, frequent gamblers, and problem gamblers on the constructs 

of excitement, escape, and money, with the score increasing across each group, 

respectively. However, there were no significant differences between non-gamblers 

and occasional gamblers on the same constructs. Problem gamblers scored 

significantly higher on enhance compared to the frequent gamblers, occasional 

gamblers and non-gamblers. Frequent regular gamblers endorsed the enhance facet to 

a greater degree than occasional gamblers. In contrast, problem gamblers did not rate 

the social attraction differently to frequent and occasional gamblers, whereas 

frequent gamblers endorsed the social attributes of gambling to a greater extent than 

occasional gamblers and non-gamblers. Figure 5.1 displays the means and standards 

errors for the gambling outcome expectancies by level of gambling involvement.  
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Figure 5.1. Means and standard errors of GOES dimensions by level of gambling 

involvement. 

5.6.5 Within group differences 

Repeated one-way ANOVAs were employed to compare the level of 

endorsement of each of the GOES constructs for frequent and problem gambling, 

respectively. In relation to the frequent gambling group, univariate normality and 

homogeneity were assumed (Fmax < 3). However, because the assumption of 

sphericity was violated the Huynh-Feldt epsilon corrected degrees of freedom were 

used. The ANOVA results showed a significant difference between levels of 

endorsement for the GOES constructs F (3, 2845) = 293.35, p < .001, 2
L = .120. A 

series of pair wise comparison revealed the frequent gamblers rated the excitement 

(M = 3.28, SD = 1.23) and social (M = 3.23, SD = 1.31) dimensions to a greater 

extent than the remaining GOES constructs, whereas money (M = 2.98, SD = 1.34) 

was rated higher than escape (M = 2.50, SD = 1.29), and escape higher than enhance 

(M = 2.09, SD = 1.11).  

Preliminary screening of the problem gambling group data revealed the 

assumptions of univariate normality and equality of variance were satisfied, although 
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sphericity of variance was not assumed. Similar to the frequent gambling group, a 

significant difference was detected F (3, 469) = 39.19, p < .001, 2
L = .124 after the 

Huynh-Feldt correction was applied. Pair wise comparisons showed excitement (M = 

4.22, SD = 1.00) was endorsed to a greater degree than the remaining GOES 

constructs, whereas escape (M = 3.39, SD = 1.28), social (M = 3.29, SD = 1.36), and 

money facets (M = 3.52, SD = 1.32) were rated more favourably than enhance (M = 

2.75, SD = 1.32). 
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5.7 Discussion  

The aim of the current study was to examine the explanatory utility of the 

gambling outcome expectancy scale (GOES) as described in the previous chapter. To 

facilitate this, the relationship between the GOES and gambling behaviour was tested 

in several ways. First, the criterion validity of the GOES subscales was assessed by 

investigating their relationships to gambling frequency, time spent gambling and 

gambling problems. The second objective was to examine whether the emotion-

focused motivations contributed to the explanation of gambling problems over and 

above pecuniary motivations. To achieve this, the five aspects of gambling outcome 

expectancies were compared using multiple regression analyses. Finally, the ability 

of the GOES to explain differences between frequent and problem gamblers on the 

distinct dimensions of gambling outcome expectancies was examined. 

In general, the findings support the contention that gambling outcome 

expectancies are implicated in gambling behaviour. More specifically, gambling 

related problems were positively associated with the gambling outcome expectancies 

of excitement, escape, ego enhancement, socialisation, and money. Also, the 

hypothesis that non-financial expectancies would retain a significant relationship to 

gambling problems after controlling for the effects of monetary expectancies was 

supported. This, of course, suggests the expected financial outcome of gambling is 

not the primary influence in determining gambling behaviour. Similarly, the 

hypotheses that frequent and problems gamblers differ, not only in degree, but also 

type of outcome expectancies, was also supported. That is, frequent gamblers 

endorsed the social dimension of gambling outcome expectancies to a greater degree 

than escape, and problems gamblers rated excitement expectancies higher than 

social. 

5.8 Criterion Validity 

The current study is the first to examine the role of five facets of gambling 

motivation, as identified in the GOES, on general community members’ gambling 

behaviour. More specifically, the current research simultaneously assessed the 

relationship between excitement, escape, ego enhancement, socialisation, and ego 

enhancement and gambling frequency and gambling problems. Despite not being 

directly comparable to existing research, the findings are congruent with the trends 

that emerge in the previous gambling motivation research. For example, the positive 
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relationships found between gambling problems and excitement and escape were 

consistent with the findings of Clarke (2004), Clarke and Clarkson (2007), Lloyd et 

al. (2010), Shead and Hodgins (2009), Stewart and Zack (2008), and Young and 

Wohl (2009). Likewise, the positive association between socialisation and gambling 

problems corroborate Stewart and Zack, and Thomas, Allen, et al. (2009) findings. 

Also, the presence of a positive association between ego enhancement and gambling 

problems supports the findings of Clarke, and Clarke and Clarkson. In other words, 

in addition to being able to meaningfully differentiate between these five aspects of 

gambling motivations, the current study has demonstrated that a diverse range of 

expectancies, as assessed by the GOES, are associated with gambling problems. 

Although the positive relationship between monetary expectancies and 

gambling problems is consistent with the majority of the comparable previous 

research, it is incongruent with Clarke (2004) and Ladouceur et al.’s (1997) findings. 

A possible reason for the disparity between the current results and that of Clarke’s 

and Ladouceur et al.’s is the operationalisation of the construct of money motivation. 

Both Clarke and Ladouceur et al. measured gambling motivations using the GMS 

which conceptualises the monetary aspect of gambling motivation different from the 

GOES. More specifically, the items used to assess the dimension of money include 

statements such as to get rich and to make money quickly and easily. In contrast, the 

current study framed gambling as a way to win money. The former accentuates 

gambling as an easily profitable activity, while the latter suggests making a profit 

may be possible, but does not assume it will be easy. Results from the confirmatory 

factor analysis in Study 1A support the idea there is a difference between construing 

monetary items to reflect ease or certainty of profitability as opposed to a chance to 

win money. Consequently, the two items that referred to the profitability of gambling 

were removed from the GOES to enhance the unity of the subscale.  

These differences in measurement of monetary motivations may explain why 

Clarke, (2004) and Ladouceur et al. (1997) studies did not find a relationship 

between monetary motivation and gambling severity and the current study did. For 

instance, the idea money can be made easily from gambling may not resonate with 

those who gamble regularly or problematically. Rather, regular and problem 

gamblers are more likely to perceive their wins as a result of their persistence or 

skill, which is not something that can be achieved by the novice or occasional 
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gamblers. However, when gambling is framed as a possible way to win money, 

problem gamblers may be more inclined to agree. In other words, problem or at-risk 

gamblers may hesitate to endorse items that reflect the notion that money can be 

readily made from gambling, as it devalues the idea that gambling wins are the result 

of experience or skill. In contrast, the way the GOES monetary expectancies subscale 

frames the concept of monetary motivations may be more congruent with the views 

of regular and problem gambler than the GMS money (external regulation) subscale. 

Hence, the GOES may be a more sensitive measure of financial motivations and, 

therefore, more likely to detect variance in perception of the financial nature of 

gambling.  

In relations to gambling frequency, the current study’s findings support the 

hypothesis that the five aspects of gambling expectancies would positively relate to 

gambling frequency. Interestingly, only three of the studies employing adult samples 

(Fang & Mowen, 2010; Steward & Zack, 2008; Thomas, Allen, et al., 2009) reported 

this relationship. While frequency of gambling may not be of direct interest in 

understanding gambling related problems, it certainly appears to be an underexplored 

dimension of gambling behaviour. In fact, gambling frequency has begun to be 

recognised as a potential explanatory variable in problem gambling (Rodgers et al, 

2009). As such, examining the motivations that underpin gambling frequency would 

appear to be of significant relevance. 

In addition, the relationships between gambling outcome expectancies and 

gambling behaviour were not influenced by age or gender. More specifically, 

although gender was significantly related with the indices of gambling behaviour and 

the different aspects of gambling expectancies, the magnitude of the relationship 

between gambling expectancies and behaviour was not affected. That is, although 

men gambled more often and experience more gambling problems than females, they 

were also more likely to report higher levels of gambling outcome expectancies. In 

other words, the relationship between gambling outcome expectancies and gambling 

behaviour is not an artefact of gender difference. These results are consistent with the 

findings that show gambling motivations retain their relationship with gambling 

behaviour after controlling for the effects of gender (e.g., Raylu & Oei, 2010; 

Stewart & Zack, 2008; Thomas et al., 2011).  
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5.9 Explanatory Utility of GOES Dimensions 

The hypotheses that excitement and/or escape expectancies would contribute to 

the explanation of gambling problems over and above monetary expectancies was 

supported. These results are comparable to Clarke and Clarkson (2007) and Oei and 

Raylu (2010) who found that monetary motivations did not uniquely contribute to the 

explanation of gambling problems in the presence of non-financial gambling 

motivation. This suggests, although the chance to win money may be an important 

characteristic of gambling, optimism about winning money is not central to why 

people experience or develop gambling problems. These findings are problematic for 

a cognitive explanation of problem gambling and suggest other motivational factors 

need to be considered in explanatory models of problem gambling.  

Nonetheless, the failure of monetary expectancies to uniquely relate to 

gambling problems contradicts the findings of Gillespie et al. (2007), Lee et al. 

(2007) and Wickwire et al. (2010). As noted by Lee et al., the generalisability of their 

findings to Western populations may be limited. However, an alternative explanation 

for the disparate findings is the differences in gambling behaviour profiles. Lee et 

al.’s sample consisted of an undisclosed number of gamblers seeking assistance from 

a gambling treatment centre in Korea. Thus, it is possible these participants had 

gambled problematically for a substantial period of time and viewed chasing losses 

as their only hope of recouping their finances. In contrast, the current study assessed 

gambling problems as they occur across the spectrum of involvement and, therefore, 

were not biased towards the extreme end of the problem gambling continuum.  

The difference between the current study findings and the findings of Gillespie 

et al. (2007) and Wickwire et al. (2010) can also be accounted for by sample 

dissimilarities. More specifically, Gillespie et al. and Wickwire et al. examined the 

gambling expectancies of adolescents and found monetary and non-monetary aspects 

of gambling expectancies independently related to gambling problems. As noted by 

Gillespie et al. (2007), it is likely that young people with gambling problems are 

likely to perceive their financial costs as temporal. This may contrast the experiences 

of adults, who are likely to have to deal with the consequence spending more than 

they can afford in their everyday living commitments.  
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In addition to these results, two other notable findings were observed in the 

explanatory model of gambling problems. First, was the independent relationship of 

ego enhancement with gambling problems. Based on previous research it was 

expected that ego enhancement would be related to gambling problems. However, 

only one of three studies employing adult samples (Clarke, 2004) found ego 

enhancement independently contributed to the explanation of gambling problems. 

One reason that previous research does not consistently find a relationship between 

ego enhancement and problem gambling may be because of the relatively strong 

relationship between the motivations of excitement and escape. For example, Clarke 

and Clarkson (2007) reported the common variance exceeded 60%. Thus, as ego 

enhancement is an interrelated aspect of gambling motivations, it may not share 

enough unique variance with gambling problems to reach significance. In contrast, 

the current study found ego enhancement shared less than 25% of its variance with 

excitement. Taken together, it appears those experiencing gambling problems may 

gamble to prove one-self to others and to increase a sense of importance.  

The second notable finding was the absence of social expectancies in 

contributing to the explanation of gambling problems. These findings are congruent 

with Steward and Zack (2008) and Thomas, Allen, et al. (2009) studies that assessed 

non-financial aspects of gambling motivation. These authors found social motivation 

was less strongly associated with gambling problems than escape motivations. As 

Thomas, Allen, et al. suggest, the social aspects of gambling may be important to 

gamblers regardless of gambling difficulties, meaning social motivations may not 

serve as a differentiating factor between those experiencing gambling problems and 

those who are not. The findings from the current study support this contention. That 

is, although the social dimension of gambling expectancies was found to relate to 

gambling problems, the magnitude of the relationship was relatively small (r = .21). 

Thus, when compared with the other interrelated aspects of gambling expectancies, 

social expectancies did not sustain an independent relationship with gambling 

problems. In other words, any of the social benefits attained from gambling, by those 

experiencing gambling related problems, are more likely to be better explained by 

the emotional benefits afforded. 

Because of the scarcity of research on gambling motivations and gambling 

frequency, hypotheses were not formulated regarding the salience of distinct 
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dimensions of gambling expectancies. Despite this, the relationships were examined 

and the findings were compared to those observed using the gambling problem 

scores. The current study found escape was the only expectancy dimension to 

independently explain gambling problems and gambling frequency, whereas, social 

and monetary expectancies were independently associated with gambling frequency, 

but not gambling problems. Thus, gambling frequency appears to be more strongly 

associated with the idea that gambling is a way to wind down (escape), to be around 

other people (social), and the chance of winning money. In contrast, when taking into 

account the range of expectancies measured, it appears that if gambling problems 

increase, gambling becomes more about the excitement (perhaps as a distraction), the 

ability to escape and feeling dynamic and in control.  

5.10 Differences Between Frequent and Problems Gamblers 

The differences between frequent and problems gamblers were assessed using 

both between and within comparisons on the five outcome expectancies subscales. 

First, the between groups analysis revealed differences in gambling outcome 

expectancies across the levels of gambling behaviour. An increase was observed for 

all dimensions of gambling outcome expectancies between occasional and frequent 

gambling. Likewise, an increase was evident between frequent and problem 

gambling for all gambling expectancies with the exception of the social dimension of 

expectancies. These results indicate there is more of a change in the degree of 

expected outcomes than a difference in type of expectancies between frequent and 

problem gamblers. That is, an increase in gambling intensity is associated with more 

favourable view of the anticipated outcomes from gambling. However, the absence 

of a significant difference on social expectancies suggests frequent and problem 

gamblers perceive the social aspects of gambling similarly. This is consistent with 

the findings that social expectancies do not significantly contribute to the explanation 

of gambling problems.  

The within group differences provide another perspective on the findings. 

Consistent with the expectations, frequent gamblers endorsed the social aspects of 

gambling to greater extent than the escape aspect of gambling outcome expectancies. 

That is, frequent gamblers placed more emphasis on gambling as a way to socialise 

compared to perceiving gambling as a way to mitigate negative emotional states. 

These findings are consistent with Steward and Zack (2008) and suggest frequent 
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gamblers, without significant gambling problems (PGSI < 8), gamble more for the 

social aspects relative to gambling as a way to relax or escape. In addition, the 

current study showed that frequent gamblers were less optimistic about the financial 

and ego enhancement aspects of gambling compared to the social and excitement 

elements associated with gambling. 

Also, consistent with Steward and Zack (2008), problem gamblers endorsed 

excitement to a greater extent than the remaining gambling expectancies. While 

frequent gamblers, in the current study, endorsed the social and excitement aspects of 

gambling to a similar extent, problem gamblers were defined by their anticipation of 

gambling as an exciting activity. Moreover, the social, monetary, and escape 

characteristics associated with gambling were perceived as secondary compared the 

thrill and the rush expected from gambling. This is not to say that gambling to escape 

negative mood and to feel dynamic (ego enhancement) are not important, rather that 

excitement is rated more favourably compared to the other aspects of gambling 

motivation or expectancies.  

Overall, these findings support the observation made by Ladouceur et al. 

(1997) and Walter and Contri (1998) concerning problem gamblers’ motivations. 

More specifically, Ladouceur et al. suggested, while problem gamblers may be aware 

of the lack of positive outcomes from gambling, motivations such as the pursuit of 

excitement may be responsible for the ongoing interest in gambling activities. 

Similarly, Walter and Contri reasoned the main attraction to gambling for problem 

gamblers was the excitement and action of the activity. Given the similarities 

between these studies and the current study, it is likely excitement is a central 

component in explaining gambling problems and is an important aspect of sustained 

problem gambling. In fact, Walter and Contri suggested that expectancy measures of 

arousal may be more appropriate compared to dispositional type measures, as they 

are situational specific and do not assume problem gamblers engage in other 

activities to derive excitement or arousal. It is also interesting that excitement, as a 

motivation, appears to be independent of gambling as a way to manage negative 

emotional states.  
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5.11 Practical Importance 

Although the current study’s findings are relatively consistent with the existing 

body of research on gambling motivations, they extend the current understanding by 

including five clearly differentiated (although moderately intercorrelated) dimensions 

of gambling motivations as assessed by gambling outcome expectancies. In addition, 

examining the relationships of these specific aspects of gambling outcome 

expectancies across gambling frequency, as well as gambling problems, has allowed 

the role of gambling motivations to be probed further.  

The findings from the regression model indicate that gambling frequency is 

best explained by social attractiveness, the opportunity to relax and wind down, and 

the chance of winning money. However, the salient factors associated with gambling 

problems are slightly different. The chance to win money and the social aspects of 

gambling were no longer prominent, rather gambling appeared to be more about 

excitement, ego enhancement, and escape benefits derived from gambling. While 

these observations are consistent with Steward and Zack (2008) findings, the current 

study extends the previous work by controlling for the effects of monetary 

expectancies.  

In addition, the results from the current study broadly support the proposition 

advanced by Clarke et al. (2007) that the reasons for initiating gambling may differ 

from the reasons for continuing at gambling. More specifically, gambling may 

initially be motivated by the social attraction, an opportunity to relax, and the hope of 

winning money (intrinsic and extrinsic motivations). However, if gambling 

involvement becomes more intense and problems begin to accrue, then the emotional 

regulation (excitement and escape) appear to become of primary importance. That is, 

although a range of motivations are associated with the increased gambling 

frequency, it appears the sense of escape (negative reinforcement) and the excitement 

of gambling (positive reinforcement) operate over and above other motivations if 

gambling becomes problematic. Although the current findings provide empirical 

support for the proposition advanced Clarke et al., as noted by the author, further 

work with prospective studies is required to substantiate these claims.  



EXPECTANCIES, CHOICE AND GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR 

152 

5.12 Limitations and Conclusions 

As is the case with much of the previous research on gambling motivations, the 

observations in the current study can only be interpreted in light of the constraints of 

cross sectional research. More specifically, whether self-reported motivations play a 

causal role in sustained gambling behaviour or only reflect the self-justification of 

behaviour cannot be determined from this study. However, the current study does 

provide a platform from which the role of gambling motivations will be explored in 

the subsequent studies.  

Another potential limitation is the measurement approach adopted may 

underestimate the salience of specific constructs. For instance, rating the extent of 

agreement from strongly disagree to strongly agree differs from behavioural 

measures such as does not correspond at all to corresponds exactly (or other 

behaviour measures). More specifically, reporting the extent gambling is an escape 

may underestimate how often someone gambles to escape as opposed to reporting 

how often they gamble to escape. For example, gambling may become a coping 

mechanism whereby an individual will gamble in response to a stressful day at work 

or conflict experienced in another environment. Thus, behavioural measures provide 

a direct way of assessing the extent gambling is employed as a stress relieving 

strategy. In contrast, with hindsight, a person may hesitate to endorse gambling as a 

good way to relax if they are experiencing the negative consequence from gambling. 

That is, respondents may not strongly believe gambling is a way to relax, yet still 

report gambling to relax “sometimes”. Put another way, a person may endorse the 

‘disagree’ side of a Likert scale about believing that gambling is a way to relax, but 

on a behavioural measure scale may indicate that they gamble to relax occasionally 

or more often. 

A related limitation is the importance that may be attributed to the rank order 

of gambling expectancies mean scores. That is, the likelihood of an underestimation 

on the constructs of excitement and social is less likely to occur because of the 

hindsight effect compared to the measure of escape. Thus, the within mean 

differences detected between excitement and escape need to be interpreted with 

caution as they may not serve as absolute relative comparative measures. With that 

said, belief-based measures of motivation have the advantage of not asking directly 

about behaviour and are, therefore, more suitable for community samples in which 
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gambling occurs across the full spectrum of participation. Likewise, belief-based 

measures allow the relationships between gambling outcomes expectancies and 

gambling frequency to be measured without an inbuilt bias. In contrast, behavioural 

measures usually refer to how often an individual gambles because of a specific 

reason, thus indirectly measure frequency. 

In summary, the findings from the current study help consolidate what is, 

largely, a disparate body of research on gambling motivations and behaviour. First, a 

diverse, but clearly defined and psychometrically sound, measure of gambling 

outcome expectancies has been developed based on the dominant themes identified 

in similar types of research. Second, the relationships between gambling motivations 

(as assessed by the GOES) and gambling problems have been examined in light of 

previous research. Third, the relationship between gambling motivation and 

gambling frequency has been directly assessed, which is often overlooked in the 

existing studies. 

Although these findings help to clarify the relationships between gambling 

motivation and behaviour, several important questions remain unanswered. These 

include: (1) how well do gambling outcome expectancies explain the intentions to 

gamble and subsequent gambling behaviour; (2) do people gamble in line with their 

expectations or intentions; (3) how do other social influences and beliefs about 

gambling skill/control relate to gambling behaviour; (4) are the emotion focussed 

gambling motivations a consequence of experiencing gambling problems or are these 

motivations a risk factor for the development of gambling problems. The next two 

studies go some way towards answering these questions.
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Chapter Six 

Predicting Gambling Frequency: The Role of Gambling Outcome Expectancies, 

Normative Beliefs and Perceptions of Control (Study 2) 

6.1 Introduction  

The findings from the first study support the contention that gambling 

motivations can be differentiated into dissimilar aspects using beliefs-based 

measures. Moreover, the subsequent analysis found non-financial expectancies 

maintained a significant positive relationship with gambling frequency and gambling 

problems over and above beliefs about pecuniary gain, indicating the perceived 

benefits from gambling are not primarily financial. However, while these results are 

congruent with the proposition that diverse gambling motivations are associated with 

gambling behaviour, it remains unclear how gambling outcome expectancies relate to 

plans to gamble and future gambling behaviour. In other words, it is unknown how 

well gambling outcome expectancies explain consumers’ plans to gamble and predict 

prospective gambling frequency. Thus, one of the objectives in this study is to extend 

the investigation of gambling motivation by examining the predictive utility of the 

GOES. 

In addition to examining the predictive value of gambling outcome 

expectancies, the effects of social perceptions and cognitive biases on the decision to 

gamble and gambling frequency will be examined. This allows the social influences 

associated with gambling to be explored in greater depth and for the comparative 

influence of cognitive biases, discussed in Chapter Three, to be examined. More 

specifically, the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB; Ajzen & Madden, 1986) will be 

used as a framework to concurrently model the effects of gambling outcome 

expectancies; the influence of family and friends, as assessed by normative beliefs; 

and perceived behavioural control, as conceptualised by cognitive biases.  

Before testing these assertions, the major components of the TPB are outlined 

in relation to their relevance to gambling behaviour. This is followed by a review of 

the small body of gambling research that has employed the TPB or its predecessor 

the Theory of reason Action (TRA: Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Finally, the rationale 

for the current study and specific hypotheses to be tested are presented. 
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6.2 Theoretical Framework: An Overview of the Theory of Planned 

Behaviour 

There are several theories that provide a platform to model belief-based 

constructs, behavioural intentions, and behaviour (Montaño & Kasprzyk, 2008). 

However, the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB; Ajzen & Madden, 1986) and the 

Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) are arguably the most 

commonly employed social-cognitive models of behaviour. Furthermore, within the 

context of gambling behaviour, the TPB and the TRA have been successfully used to 

model the social-cognitive determinants of behaviour (e.g., Oh & Hsu, 2001; Martin 

et al., 2010; Moore & Ohtsuka, 1999; Wu & Tang, 2012).  

According to both the TRA and TPB, a person’s intentions to engage in an 

activity are the most proximal determinant of behaviour. Intentions, in turn, are 

informed by attitudes and subjective norms (Ajzen & Madden, 1986). The TPB 

includes the additional component of perceived behavioural control which is 

proposed to influence intentions and directly impact behaviour outside of volitional 

control (Ajzen, 1991). People’s beliefs about the outcome of the behaviour, the 

perception of significant others expectations (normative beliefs), and personal beliefs 

in the capacity to perform behaviour (control beliefs) are, in turn, purported to inform 

attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control, respectively. Figure 

6.1 shows the hypothesised relationships between the TPB constructs. Each of these 

components are discussed in more detail as follows. 

 

Figure 6.1. The theory of planned behaviour  

http://www.ehjournal.net/content/4/1/23/figure/F1
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6.2.1 Intention  

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) claim intentions capture the propensity (intensity 

and effort) to commit to and seek out a specific course of action and propose the 

intentions to enact a given behaviour are the most immediate predictor of subsequent 

behaviour. Typically, the behavioural intentions are operationalised as the likelihood 

of performing a specific behaviour where respondents report how often they intend, 

plan or expect to engage in an activity over a predetermined period of time (Ajzen, 

2005; Deci & Ryan, 1990; Sheeran, 2002). Moreover, the construct of intentions 

captures the notion that behaviour is purposive, which is central to social-cognitive 

theories. Specifically, social-cognitive paradigms purport behaviour is directed by 

the anticipated outcomes of performing the target behaviour as opposed to internal 

and external stimuli or reinforcement contingencies (Maddux, 1999; West, 2006). In 

other words, while the consequences of a specific behaviour may be reinforcing, it is 

the person’s perception of the outcome of performing the target behaviour that gives 

impetus to behaviour.  

One potentially limiting characteristic of the concept of intentions is that it may 

only predict behaviours to the extent they are reasoned or planned. In fact, some 

researchers suggest frequently performed behaviour may become habitual and not 

require any thought or preplanning to carry out (Sheeran, 2002; Quellette & Wood, 

1986). According to this proposition, intention is not central to frequently performed 

behaviour and, therefore, does not serve any explanatory value. However, Ajzen 

(2002a) claims this does not mean that behaviour in not intentional. Rather, 

behaviours that are performed routinely simply require less conscious awareness than 

novice behaviours. That is, although the decision to perform a commonly performed 

action may not be consciously deliberated or scrutinised, a choice is still made to 

enact the behaviour on the basis of the expected outcome (Ajzen, 2002a).  

The idea that intentions may explain and/or predict behaviour can be equally 

applied to gambling. For instance, although it is possible that gambling within a 

session may become more spontaneous or automatic, consumers who wish to return 

to the activity at a later time typically need to make arrangements to begin a 

subsequent gambling session. Specifically, the initiation of a gambling session 

usually involves a purposive effort to seek out the opportunity to gamble, including 
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acquiring transport, money, and the time to gamble. Therefore, intentions should be 

an important predictive variable of gambling frequency.  

However, intention, in itself, is limited as an explanatory variable. Namely, 

intention does not provide insight to why behaviour is engaged (Ajzen, 2005). Thus, 

the TRA and TPB expand the intentions-behaviour model to include the theoretical 

determinants of intention (Ajzen & Madden, 1986; Ajzen, 1991). 

6.2.2 Explaining intention  

According to Ajzen (1991), attitudes, social norms, and perceived behavioural 

control inform intention. Although these three constructs are interrelated, they 

nonetheless represent distinct types of influences on intentions. The defining 

characteristics of each on these components are detailed as follows. 

Attitudes reflect the degree to which a target behaviour (or object) is perceived 

as favourable or unfavourable (Ajzen, 2005; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Olson & 

Zanna, 1993). More important, central to attitude-behaviour theories is the notion 

that attitudes govern behaviour (Olson & Zanna, 1993). That is, the more favourable 

a given behaviour is perceived the more likely an individual will engage in the 

behaviour. For example, attitude-behaviour theories would predict that a person who 

perceives gambling as good, sustainable, and wise are more likely to gamble than 

someone who perceives gambling as bad, unsustainable, and foolish. Despite the 

appeal of attitudes as an explanatory variable, the early attitude-behaviour models 

were found to be weak predictors of behaviour and were, subsequently, largely 

discarded (Ajzen, 2012).  

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) offered an alternative framework to model the 

effects of attitude on behaviour. More specifically, Fishbein and Ajzen imposed 

different assumptions about the measurement and the association between attitude 

and behaviour. The first issue surrounded the importance of measurement 

compatibility. According to the compatibility principle, attitudes measures should 

refer to the perception of outcome of the behaviour rather than general perceptions 

towards the object. For example, general attitude measures emphasise the views of 

an object (e.g., should gambling be illegal) whereas behavioural attitudes would 

assess the perceived favourability towards engaging in a gambling activity (e.g., for 

me gambling would good-bad; wise-foolish). Moreover, Fishbein and Ajzen argued 
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the more specific the measure of attitude in terms of the outcome, context, and time, 

the more sensitive attitude is in predicting behaviour. 

According to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), attitudes are informed by the salient 

beliefs about the outcome of a given behaviour. In essence, outcome expectancies or 

behavioural beliefs capture the expectation that performing a specific behaviour will 

lead to a certain outcome. Thus, the more certain individuals are that a specific action 

will lead to a desirable outcome, the more likely they are to form positive attitudes 

and intend to perform the behaviour. Conversely, the more certain that the behaviour 

will lead to an adverse outcome the less likely the behaviour will be pursued. As a 

consequence of this direct association between behavioural attitudes and the beliefs 

that inform attitudes, belief-based measures are often employed to represent 

attitudes. Moreover, as beliefs reveal more about the reasons for specific actions, 

beliefs are typically the preferred measure of attitude in health behaviour related 

research (Montaño & Kasprzyk, 2008). The way in which the current study 

articulates this notion is discussed further in the latter part of the introduction. It is 

suffice to say that the belief-based construction of the GOES is congruent with the 

concept of behavioural beliefs. 

Another important characteristic of behavioural beliefs is they are considered 

mutable. This implies the beliefs about the outcomes of an action are not only 

acquired by knowledge and the observations of others, but are also amenable to 

personal experiences and the consequences of behaviour (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; 

Olson & Zanna, 1993). This indicates attitudinal beliefs are well suited to reflect 

changes that may occur in behaviour over time. Again, this feature of belief-based 

constructs is important to the current study, as it allows for changes in gambling 

related beliefs to be compared with changes in gambling behaviour.  

The second difference between TRA and that of the earlier attitude-behaviour 

models is the inclusion of subjective norms in influencing intention. More 

specifically, Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) claim the influence of others expectations of 

what should or should not be done may help explain behavioural intentions. Again, 

these social perceptions (subjective norms) are considered to be the function of 

beliefs. However, rather than behaviour outcome oriented, normative beliefs are 

socially focused. Two types of normative beliefs are purported to be important in the 
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intentions to enact a given behaviour (Ajzen, 2012). The first refers to what should or 

should not be done (injunctive beliefs), whereas the second reflects the personal 

perceptions of what others actually do (descriptive beliefs). Although these two types 

of social perceptions are often not differentiated, descriptive beliefs and injunctive 

beliefs are both proposed to be important influences on intention and behaviour 

(Ajzen, 2012; Larimer & Neighbors, 2003; Smith & Louis, 2008).  

In summary, the TRA purports that the inclusion of attitudes, as a behavioural 

outcome focused construct, and the perceived appropriateness of behaviour influence 

the decision to enact the target behaviour. In other words, the more favourable the 

personal outcome of the target behaviour is perceived and the more socially 

acceptable the behaviour is viewed, the more likely plans will be made to enact the 

behaviour. Conversely, the less favourable the perceived outcomes and less socially 

appropriate the behaviour is viewed, the less likely plans will be made to enact the 

behaviour. Meta-analytic studies provide support for the notion that attitudes and 

normative beliefs influence intentions (Armitage & Conner, 2001; Sheppard, 

Hartwick, & Warshaw, 1988). In addition, these studies have been conducted over a 

diverse range of behaviour and social contexts including cigarette smoking, illicit 

drug use, exercise, and health screening. Taken together, this broad body of research 

indicates that plans to perform an action are guided by both personal expectation of 

the outcome of the behaviour and the perceived influence of others.  

6.2.3 Extension of the TRA: The Theory of Planned Behaviour 

One of the limitations of the TRA is that it was only designed to predict actions 

that can be easily enacted if a decision is made to engage in the behaviour. That is, 

despite holding positive views towards the outcome of an action and perceiving the 

behaviour as socially appropriate, an action will not be enacted unless it is perceived 

to be within a person’s control. For example, if gambling is perceived as having 

favourable outcomes and socially appropriate, a person may not plan to gamble 

because they lack the confidence in their ability to perform it (e.g., win at gambling). 

To capture this dimensions of beliefs, Ajzen and Madden (1986) introduced the 

concept of Perceived Behaviour Control (PBC) into a revised version of the TRA, 

the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB). 
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Ajzen and Madden (1986) conceptualised PBC to capture beliefs that reflect a 

person’s perceived capacity to perform an action. In other words, it is the perception 

of control, as opposed to actual control, that is important in making the effort to plan 

and enact the target behaviour. The authors claimed the PBC closely reflects the 

construct of self-efficacy where the belief in the ability or confidence to carry out an 

action is an important variable in understanding behaviour. Of central importance to 

the TPB is that the inclusion of the PBC allows for the prediction of behaviours that 

are outside of volitional control (Ajzen, 1991). Also, Ajzen and Madden proposed 

that a direct association between PBC and behaviour (see Figure 6.1) signifies that 

behaviour may not be entirely under volition control. 

Although typically assessed as a unitary construct, PBC refers to different, but 

closely related, aspects of perceived behavioural control (Ajzen, 1991). One 

component reflects an individual’s perceived confidence and capacity to successfully 

perform a behaviour (similar to self-efficacy) and the other component is closer to 

Rotter’s (1982) construct of locus of control, which refers to the degree the target 

behaviour is within a person’s control. As a consequence of this quite diverse 

conceptualisation, the operationalization of PBC varies considerably across different 

studies. For instance, some studies emphasise the controllability aspect in terms of 

how easy or difficult it is to access the activity, whereas other measures explicitly 

refer to self-efficacy or confidence in enacting the behaviour (Ajzen, 2002b). Despite 

the diversity in the measures employed, PBC has demonstrated a positive association 

with intentions to engage in a range of health related behaviours (Armitage & 

Conner, 2001).  

In relation the TPB more generally, several meta-analytic studies provide 

support for the different components of the model across diverse behavioural 

domains. Specifically, meta-analyses have found attitudes, social norms, and PBC 

shared a robust relationship with intentions and, in many cases, independently 

contribute to the explanation of intentions (Armitage & Conner, 2001; McEachan, 

Conner, Taylor, & Lawton, 2011; Rivis, & Sheeran, 2003). Likewise, Sheeran’s 

(2002) review of 10 meta-analytic studies found intention, on average, displays a 

correlation coefficient of .53 with behaviour. In addition, meta-analyses of 

prospective designed research suggest intentions predict subsequent behaviour 

(McEachan et al., 2011). Taken together, the there is an impressive body of research 
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that supports the utility of the TRA and TPB across many and varied behavioural 

domains. 

In summary, the TPB appears to have direct relevance to explaining gambling 

behaviour. More specifically, the elements embedded with the model allow 

conceptually different influences on the intention to gamble to be modelled 

concurrently. For instance, the perceived value of gambling, in terms of the 

anticipated personal outcomes, can be modelled alongside social perceptions and the 

beliefs in skill. In this way, it is possible to examine the relative importance of these 

different constructs. In addition, these same determinants of gambling behaviour can 

be tested with a prospective design that allows the predictive utility of each of these 

facets to be further explored. An interesting observation is that despite the 

commonality of the TPB being used to explain other health related behaviours, its 

uptake in the gambling field is relatively recent. Nonetheless, there is an emerging 

body of research that points to the efficacy of the TPB as a framework to further 

explore the reasons for gambling. This research is discussed next. 

6.3 Gambling Research with the TRA and TPB 

The notion that the TRA is a suitable model for explaining gambling behaviour 

was first advanced by Cummings and Corney (1987). More specifically, Cummings 

and Corney argued the TRA provides a framework that allows the immediate 

influences of the decision to gamble to be conceptualised, assessed and modelled. 

Central to their position was the notion people make a decision to gamble on the 

basis on their beliefs about gambling. Moreover, the authors proposed that distal 

constructs (e.g., personality and demographic characteristics) exert their influence on 

gambling behaviour via beliefs about the utility of gambling (attitudes) and the 

appropriateness of gambling (normative beliefs). Cummings and Corney also stated 

these gambling-related beliefs are not only involved in the decision to gamble for the 

first time, but also explain regular gamblers’ decisions to begin another gambling 

episode. However, it is only recently that the TPB and its predecessor, the TRA, have 

been employed to explain and/or predict gambling behaviour.  

One of the earlier studies to test the explanatory utility of the TRA was a 

survey by Moore and Ohtsuka (1999). Moore and Ohtsuka recruited 215 participants 

(58 visitors to a university open day and 157 university students) to complete a 
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questionnaire that assessed attitudes towards gambling, normative beliefs, and 

intentions to gamble and gambling behaviour. Overall, the study’s findings supported 

the assumptions of the TRA. Attitudes and normative beliefs positively related to the 

intentions to gamble and gambling intentions were positively associated with the 

retrospective measure of gambling frequency. Furthermore, as expected, the 

intention to gamble was related to problem gambling scores, as assessed by the 

SOGS. Moore and Ohtsuka stated these results support the utility of social-cognitive 

models as a way to further examine the diverse reasons for gambling and problem 

gambling. 

More recently, Martin et al. (2010) tested the TPB’s explanatory utility in 

relation to college students gambling frequency. A sample of 785 university students, 

of which 377 had gambled within the last 12 months, were recruited and completed a 

survey which was developed to assess the TPB components. Attitude was measured 

in terms of how favourably respondents viewed others students’ gambling behaviour, 

normative beliefs referred to the perceptions of others approval and gambling 

behaviour and PBC was operationalised as the beliefs in the capacity to self-regulate 

gambling (limiting the amount of time or money) in a variety of situations. The 

findings revealed the TPB was a suitable model for explaining intentions to gamble 

with attitudes, normative beliefs, and PBC independently contributing to the 

explanation of the intentions to gamble. Intentions, in turn, were positively related to 

gambling frequency in the past year. Although the findings are consistent with 

Moore and Ohtsuka (1999), they indicate PBC may also be an important determinant 

in the decision to gamble.  

In contrast to Martin et al.’s (2010) focus on gambling frequency, Wu and 

Tang (2012) examined the ability of the TPB to explain gambling problems among a 

sample of Chinese University students. Nine hundred and thirty two students from 

universities in Hong Kong and Macao participated in the survey. Forty six per cent of 

the respondents scored one or more on the Chinese version of the SOGS (C-SOGS; 

Tang et al., 2010). The Gambling Expectancies subscale from GRCS (Raylu & Oei, 

2004) was employed to represent gambling attitudes, and normative beliefs were 

assessed with the normative beliefs scale (NBS; Moore & Ohtsuka, 1999). A 

modified version of the Generalised Self-Efficacy Scale (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 

1995) was used to assess PBC (e.g., no matter what happens to me, I can usually say 
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no to gambling). Overall, the findings were consistent with the assumptions of the 

TPB. Attitude, normative beliefs, and PBC were positively related to intentions to 

gamble and intentions to gamble were positively associated with problem gambling 

scores. Considered in light of the previous studies, these results provide further 

support for the notion that anticipated outcomes from gambling, the behaviour and 

attitudes of important others as well as the beliefs in the ability to control behaviour 

are salient influences in the decision to gamble and gambling behaviour.  

Another recent study has employed an extended version of TPB to model the 

influences of media exposure on attitudes, normative beliefs, PBC, and the intention 

to gamble. Lee (2012) argued that the TPB provides a way to explore the influences 

of social learning on the intentions to gamble via shaping attitudes, social 

perceptions, and the confidence to gamble in casinos. Central to the proposed model 

was the tenet that increased exposure to the positive portrayal of gambling in the 

media would augment positive attitudes and perceived social support for gambling, 

and foster a greater confidence in the ability to access casino gambling (PBC). Two 

hundred and twenty seven university students were recruited to participate in a 

survey to test this assumption. The analyses revealed media exposure (assessed by 

how frequently participants watched gambling televisions shows and their exposure 

to gambling advertisement) positively related to both gambling attitudes and 

normative beliefs. In contrast, media exposure was not related to the confidence to 

gamble (PBC). In terms of the TPB, attitude, normative beliefs, and PBC were 

related to gambling intentions, with attitude and normative beliefs independently 

contributing to the model. Thus, these findings are consistent with the premise that 

attitudes, normative beliefs, and PBC reflect the immediate determinants of the 

intention to act, although PBC did not make a unique contribution to the model. 

Taken together, the studies mentioned provide support for the utility of the 

TPB to model the diverse influences on the decision to gamble and, in particular, the 

strength of the relationship between intention and behaviour. However, the most 

obvious limitation of these studies is the use of a retrospective measure of gambling 

behaviour. More specifically, it is unknown whether the beliefs and intentions held at 

the time of the survey reflect the reasons for the gambling behaviour in the previous 

12 months or are a reflection of current gambling behaviour. The following studies 

go some way towards addressing this issue.  
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Sheeran and Orbell (1999) conducted a series of studies to test the efficacy of 

the TPB in explaining and predicting lottery-play. Two studies, one with university 

students (n = 111) and the other with volunteers recruited from a shopping centre (n 

= 200) were conducted to assess the relationships between the TPB determinants and 

the intentions to purchase lottery tickets. Both studies found attitudes and normative 

beliefs uniquely contributed to the explanation of lottery-play intentions. In contrast, 

PBC (e.g., perceived ease or difficulty in obtaining lottery tickets) was not 

independently associated with intentions in either sample. In their third study, 

employing 66 university students, the full TPB model was tested with a prospective 

measure of lottery-play. As hypothesised, intentions predicted lottery play that 

occurred in the following two weeks. Also, consistent with the TPB, intentions 

mediated the effects of attitude and normative beliefs although, as with the two 

previous studies, PBC did not relate to the intention to purchase lottery tickets. 

In contrast to predicting lottery play, Oh and Hsu (2001) employed the TPB to 

model the social cognitive determinants of casino gambling. More specifically, Oh 

and Hsu argued that much of the existing research on recreational gambling was 

descriptive and there was need to employ theoretical models to examine the 

determinants of gambling behaviour. To this end, the authors used a 2-stage mail out 

survey to assess the predictive ability of the TPB. First, a probability sample of 485 

current gamblers (i.e., gambled at least once a year at a casino) was recruited from 

Iowa, USA to participate in the mail out surveys. A total of 352 respondents 

completed the first survey which assessed gambling attitudes, perceived normative 

beliefs, PBC (e.g., the available time, gambling skill, and self-control) and the 

intentions to gamble. Two months later, the follow-up survey was mailed out to 

assess the frequency of gambling for the previous two month period. Two hundred 

and twenty six respondents returned the follow-up survey. In general, the analyses 

supported the premise of the TPB. Attitude, normative beliefs, and PBC explained 

the intentions to gamble and the intentions to gamble predicted gambling frequency. 

Also, consistent with the TPB, intentions fully mediated the effects of attitude, 

normative beliefs, and PBC on gambling frequency. Thus, consistent with the 

previous research, perceptions of gambling and the appropriateness of gambling were 

independent determinants of the decision to gamble. Also, the single item measures 

of skill, time, and self-control were found to relate to gambling intentions.  
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In summary, the previous research supports the utility of TPB in a gambling 

behaviour context. In particular, there is strong support for the role of gambling 

attitudes in explaining gambling intentions. More importantly, the consistency of the 

attitude construct to maintain an independent relationship with the intention to 

gamble across the studies reviewed suggests the perceived utility of gambling is 

instrumental in informing the decision to gamble. Also, congruent with the TBP, 

normative beliefs independently contributed to the explanation of gambling 

intentions. Again, this was a robust finding with all of the studies cited reporting this 

association. Taken together, this indicates that social influences and the perceived 

favourableness of gambling appear to represent important but different influences on 

the decision to gamble. In other words, rather than gambling simply being a function 

of the personal perceived benefits (or costs), it appears the decision to gamble is also 

socially mediated.  

In contrast, the relationship between PBC and gambling intention was less 

consistent. Specifically, three studies found PBC independently contributed to 

gambling intentions, whereas two studies did not. One explanation for these 

disparities is the dissimilarities in the way PBC was measured across the different 

studies. For instance, both Wu and Tang (2012) and Sheeran and Orbell (1999) 

assessed PBC in terms of the ease of availability of gambling, whereas Martin et al. 

(2010) and Lee (2012) emphasised the ability to control or self-regulate gambling 

behaviour. These findings indicate that the access or availability may not be a central 

issue influencing the decision to gamble. Conversely, the studies that assessed the 

self-efficacy aspect of PBC found it was related to the decision to gamble. 

Nevertheless, Martin et al. (2010), and Lee’s (2012) measure of self-regulation 

efficacy is somewhat different to the concept of confidence in skill or the ability to 

win at gambling, which is central in cognitive explanations of gambling. In other 

words, none of the existing studies employ a scale that directly assesses perception of 

perceived confidence to win at gambling (i.e., Oh and Hsu only used single item 

measure of skill). Thus, the current study will further examine the role of perceived 

skill (cognitive biases) with a validated psychometric instrument. 

Finally, the relationship between gambling intentions and gambling behaviour 

was robust in both the cross-sectional and prospective studies. That is, independent 

of whether gambling behaviour was assessed retrospectively or in a follow-up 
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survey, gambling intentions were significantly related gambling behaviour. This 

provides some support for the role of intentions as the most proximal influence on 

gambling frequency. However, the predictive ability of gambling intentions has only 

been explored in relation to lottery play and casino gambling. Therefore, it is still 

unknown how well intentions predict gambling more generally.  

On the basis of the TPB, and the results from previous gambling related TPB 

research, several specific hypotheses can be advanced. However, before articulating 

these, the features unique to the current study, and their relative importance to the 

aims embedded within the study, are outlined. 

6.4 The Current Study and Hypotheses 

As previously stated, the current study will employ the TPB as a framework to 

further examine the role of GOES in gambling behaviour. Essentially, two different 

but complementary objectives are pursued. The first is to examine the predictive 

utility of gambling outcome expectancies in relation to broader social influences, as 

assessed using normative beliefs, and perception of skill, as assessed by cognitive 

biases. To facilitate this, the TPB is used to model the effects of these belief-based 

measures on gambling intention and gambling frequency, respectively. The second 

objective is to assess the influence of contemporaneous beliefs on gambling 

frequency after taking into account prior plans to gamble. This level of analyses will 

allow the temporal nature of gambling related beliefs to be further examined. The 

current study will test these propositions by incorporating several innovated aspects 

into its design. Each of these aspects is discussed separately.  

The first major difference between the current study and the previous research 

is the use of multidimensional belief-based measure of gambling attitude. Namely, 

the current study will use the gambling outcome expectancy scale as an indirect 

measure of gambling attitudes. Although the gambling attitudes scales typical 

employed assess the perceived personal value of gambling, they are less specific in 

terms of the assessment of the specific reasons people gamble. In other words, the 

main advantage of using the GOES is that it provides a more detailed view of 

respondents’ perception of gambling. In fact, research within other health related 

domains commonly employ belief-based measures because of their specificity in 

identifying reasons for a given behaviour (Montaño & Kasprzyk, 2008). Hence, it is 
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proposed that the GOES will provide a potentially richer understanding of adults’ 

reasons for gambling than simply assessing general behavioural perceptions towards 

gambling. Preliminary support for this approach is provided by Wu and Tang study 

(2012). Specifically, Wu and Tang found the unidimensional belief-based gambling 

expectancies scale (Raylu & Oei, 2004) was positively associated with gambling 

intentions. Although the GOES is similar in design, it differs in that it delineates 

between dissimilar aspects of expectancies or beliefs. Thus, the current study will 

examine the efficacy of a multiple dimensional belief-based measure of attitudes 

within the TPB framework.  

Another difference between the current study and the previous gambling 

research is the approach taken to conceptualise and measure PBC. Congruent with a 

cognitive view of gambling (e.g., Ladouceur and Walker, 1996), the measure of 

perceived behaviour control will reflect the confidence to affect the outcome of a 

chance determined event (cognitive biases). This contrasts the use of the PBC in the 

aforementioned gambling research. That is, the previous research emphasises the 

ease and or difficultly in accessing gambling and/or the ability to moderate or resist 

gambling. Despite the compatibility of these measures with the concept of PBC, they 

do not incorporate the dimension of beliefs that reflect personal confidence in the 

ability to succeed (win) at gambling. However, cognitive biases, also referred to as 

wagering self-efficacy (Wohl, Young, & Hart, 2007), has direct parallels with the 

self-efficacy component of PBC. In other words, the inclusion of cognitive biases in 

the TPB framework allows the gambling self-efficacy dimension of beliefs to be 

represented. Moreover, the role of cognitive biases will be assessed in relation to 

other non-cognitive bias oriented constructs in the explanation of gambling. 

The third and arguably the most important feature of the current study is the 

use of a prospective survey design. Although two of the studies reported employed a 

follow-up survey to assess gambling behaviour, the current study employs repeated 

measure design that assess the same “predictor” constructs 12 months after the initial 

survey. The advantage of reassessing the gambling frequency and the TPB 

determinants of gambling behaviour over an extended period of time is twofold. 

First, as previously stated, the predictive utility of the GOES and related belief-based 

measures can be assessed. The second advantage concerns examining the temporal 

nature of the beliefs based constructs. In other words, the explanatory value of the 
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Wave 2 belief-based measures can be examined within the context of prior beliefs 

and intentions.  

By drawing on the previous research and the central tenets of the TPB, several 

specific hypotheses can be made. First, it is expected that gambling outcome 

expectancies will significantly contribute to the explanation of intentions. Second, it 

is expected normative beliefs and cognitive biases will significantly increase in the 

amount of variance explained in intentions. Third, it is expected that prior intentions 

will predict future behaviour. Finally, it is hypothesised that intentions will mediate 

the effects of the GOES, normative beliefs and gambling biases on gambling 

frequency. Figure 6.2 shows the theoretical model to be tested.  

 

Figure 6.2 Gambling frequency predictive model. 

In light of the previous research, it is also evident the correspondence between 

intentions and behaviour is not perfect. Thus, the current study will explore whether 

contemporaneous gambling outcome expectancies, normative beliefs, and perception 

of cognitive biases (i.e., those held at wave two) help explain the discrepancy 

between intentions and behaviour. However, as there is no existing gambling 

research that explores the role of contemporaneous and prior beliefs in the one 

model, no specific hypothesis were not formulated about the expected outcomes of 
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this analysis. The conceptual model for contemporaneous beliefs is presented in 

Figure 6.3 

 

Figure 6.3 Extended model with Wave 2 belief-based constructs explain unplanned 

behaviour. Exogenous covariance paths are omitted to improve the model clarity. 
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6.5 Methods  

6.5.1Participants  

A total of 893 participants completed the 12 month follow-up survey. The 

sample included 65 (47 females and 18 males) of the 143 volunteers who furnished 

contact information at Wave 1 and 828 (456 females and 372 males) from the pool of 

1,575 Wave 1 panel members. As with the previous study, the volunteer and panel 

member samples were combined. Table 6.1 shows demographic characteristics and 

Table 6.2 shows the gambling behaviour characteristics of those who responded to 

the Wave 2 survey (n = 893) and those who only completed the Wave 1 survey (n = 

1089).  

As displayed in Table 6.1, the participants who responded to the Wave 2 

survey were similar to those who did not respond (or were not contactable) on most 

demographic measures. For instance, there was no association between response 

status and gender, education or income. However, the Wave 2 respondents were over 

represented in terms of the number of retirees compared to the non-Wave 2 

respondents (23.7% vs. 11.7%). Also, there was a significant age difference between 

the Wave 2 sample (M = 45.96, SD = 16.31) and the Wave 2 non-respondents (M = 

41.32, SD = 14.97), Mann-Whitney U test, z = 6.41, p < .01, r = .14.  

The difference in vocational status and age reflects the uneven follow-up 

response rates for the volunteer sample and panel members. More specifically, only 

65 out of the 407 volunteers were retained in the Wave 2 survey (response rate = 

16.0%). In contrast, 828 out of a possible 1,575 panel members responded to the 

Wave 2 survey (response rate = 52.6%). Given the Wave 1 panel members were 

significantly older and comprised a higher percentage of retirees compared to the 

volunteers, it is not surprising this bias is evident in the current sample. Nonetheless, 

as reported in Study 1A, employment status was not associated with problem 

gambling status. Similarly, employment status was not associated with problem 

gambling in the current study, χ
2
 (5, n = 846) = 5.35, p = .38.  
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Table 6.1 

Wave 2 Respondents and Non-Respondents on Demographic Characteristics  

Characteristic Wave 2 Wave 1 χ
2
 df 

Gender   4.95 2 

   Female 503 (56.3) 607 (55.7)   

   Male 390 (43.7) 476 (44.7)   

   Refuse/don’t know 0 (0.0) 6 (0.6)   

Highest education attainment    9.43 5 

  Less than high school 13 (1.5) 15 (1.4)   

  High school 314 (35.2) 390 (35.8)   

  Trade or certificate level 229 (25.6) 309 (28.4)   

  Tertiary degree 203 (22.7) 224 (20.6)   

  Post graduate degree 112 (12.5) 107 (9.8)   

  Refuse/don’t know 22 (2.5) 44 (4.0)   

Employment status**    62.73 6 

  Employed full-time 328 (36.7) 519 (47.7)   

  Employed part-time 164 (18.4) 193 (17.7)   

  Homemaker 73 (8.2) 102 (9.4)   

  Student 51 (5.7) 53 (4.9)   

  Unemployed 26 (2.9) 49 (4.5)   

  Retired 212 (23.7) 124 (11.4)   

  Refuse/don’t know 39 (4.4) 49 (4.5)   

Income   12.47 7 

  Less than $20,000 254 (28.4) 263 (24.2)   

  $20,000 to < $35,000 180 (20.2) 193 (17.7)   

  $35,000 to < $50,000 175 (19.6) 218 (20.0)   

  $50,000 to < $65,000 102 (11.4) 154 (14.1)   

  $65,000 to < $80,000 63 (7.1) 102 (9.4)   

  $80,000 to < $95,000 42 (4.7) 52 (4.8)   

  $95,000 and over 50 (5.6) 63 (5.8)   

  Refuse/don’t know 27 (3.0) 44 (4.0)   

Note: ** Significant association between response status and characteristic at p < .01, 

values in parentheses are percentages  
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Table 6.2 

Wave 2 Respondents and Non-Respondents on Gambling Behaviour and Problem 

Gambling  

Characteristic Wave 2 Wave 1 χ
2
 df 

Gambling activity     

  Gambled ≥ once a year (any activity) 798 (89.4) 977 (89.7) .07 1 

  Gambled ≥ monthly (except Lottery) 242 (27.1) 306 (28.1) .25 1 

Probable problem gambling (PGSI ≥8) 54 (6.0) 72 (6.6) .26 1 

Values in parenthesis are percentages. 

As shown in Table 6.2, there were no significant differences between the Wave 

2 respondents and non-respondents in terms of their gambling participation rates. 

Similarly, the groups did not differ in relation to their problem gambling prevalence. 

Further analysis revealed the Wave 2 respondents and non-respondents were not 

significantly different in terms of their GOES Wave 1 composite measure of 

gambling frequency, Mann-Whitney U test, z = 0.83, p = .40, r = .02. Finally, 

comparison of the Wave 2 respondents baseline total gambling outcomes 

expectancies (M = 2.69, SD = 0.95) was not significantly different to the non-

respondents (M = 2.63, SD = 1.00), Mann-Whitney U test, z = 1.75, p = .08, r = .04. 

Taken together, these results indicate the employment status response bias and age 

difference between the groups were not likely to negatively affect the generalisability 

of the current study’s findings.  

6.5.2 Measures 

Several scales were included in the Wave 1 survey which were not utilised 

until this study. Hence, they are introduced in the following section. These measures 

and the GOES serve as predictor variables in the sense they were measured 

approximately 12 months prior to the current assessment of gambling behaviours. 

Also, these same measures were re-employed in the current study to facilitate the 

repeated measures aspects of this study.  

6.5.2.1Basline measures 

The Gambling Intention Scale (GIS). The 22-item GIS was purposed developed 

to reflect the Gambling Frequency Scale (GFS). That is, the GIS assessed how likely 
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respondents considered they were to gamble, in the following twelve month period, 

on the same nine gambling activities referred to on the GFS. Two items were 

composed to assess the gambling intention for each activity. For example, ‘I intend 

to bet on sports” and ‘I expect to bet on sports’ were used to assess the intention to 

bet on sports. Each of the 18 items was rated on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (never) 

to 5 (weekly or more). The responses were summed and averaged to compose the 

GIS.  

Normative beliefs were measured with the 12-item Normative Beliefs Scale 

(NBS; Moore & Ohtsuka, 1999). The NBS assesses two interrelated aspects of 

normative beliefs: beliefs about the prevalence of family and friends gambling 

(descriptive normative beliefs) and beliefs about family and friends approval of 

gambling (injunctive normative beliefs). For the current study, changes were made to 

four items. First, two pairs of items were collapsed into one item each. This change 

was made to ensure the NBS was consistent with the GOES emphasis on gambling 

generally as opposed to specific types of gambling. More specifically, the two items 

“My friends would disapprove of me playing the pokies’ and “My friends would 

disapprove of me buying lottery tickets” were replaced with one item “My friends 

disapprove of gambling”. Similarly, the two items “My family would disapprove of 

me playing the pokies’ and “My family would disapprove of me buying lottery 

tickets” were replaced with one item “My family disapprove of gambling”. The 

second change was made to provide equal weighting to descriptive and injunctive 

normative beliefs. The two added items were “My friends spend $20.00 or more a 

week on gambling” and “My friends spend $100 or more a week on gambling”. 

These items mirrored existing items in which the referent was family.  

The revised NBS consisted of six items that reflected descriptive normative 

beliefs and six items that referred to injunctive normative beliefs and were rated on a 

6-point Likert type scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). A total 

score was computed by taking the average of the 12 items with the appropriate 

reversals. High scores indicate positive normative beliefs. Moore and Ohtsuka (1999) 

reported internal consistency of α = .69 and a subsequent study by Lee (2012) 

reported an alpha coefficient of .83.  
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The Gamblers’ Belief Questionnaire (GBQ; Steenbergh, Meyers, May, & 

Whelan 2002) was used to measure respondents’ perceived confidence to win at 

gambling. The GBQ assesses two closely related aspects of gambling-related 

erroneous beliefs: Luck/Perseverance (L/P) and Illusion of Control (IOC). The L/P 

subscale consists of 13 items that reflect an individual’s tendency to overestimate the 

likelihood of winning by persisting. For example, “If I am gambling and losing, I 

should continue because I don’t want to miss a win”. The IOC subscale contains 

eight items and measures an individual’s perception of their ability to control the 

outcome of a gambling event based on their use of strategy. For instance “My 

choices or actions affect the game on which I am betting”. Each item is rated on a 7-

point Likert type scale (Strongly Disagrees to Strongly Agree). Steenbergh et al. 

reported good internal consistency (α = .92) and adequate test-retest reliability (r = 

.77) for the full scale. More recent studies have found the GBQ to be positively 

associated with problem gambling scores (MacKay & Hodgins, 2012; Mattson et al., 

2008). For the current study, the GBQ was scored on a 6-point Likert type scale to be 

consistent with the GOES and NBS scoring.  

6.5.2.2 Repeated measures 

This study employed the same gambling behaviour measures as reported in 

Study 1A. That is, gambling frequency and gambling problems were reassessed at 

Wave 2 with the GFS and PGSI, respectively. Likewise, the GIS, NBS and GBQ 

were re-employed in the current study. Finally, the GOES was re-administered, 

although the seven items omitted from the original scale were replaced with 

rephrased items. However, these changes do not form part of ensuing analyses. 

Rather, the GOES was employed in the current study as it was in Study 1A and 1B to 

allow comparisons across the survey periods. Details for the revised GOES items are 

included in the appendices.  

As the GOES was purposed developed for the current series of studies, it was 

deemed necessary to assess the temporal stability of the scale. To this end, the test-

retest psychometric properties of the GOES were examined using a nested-

hierarchical approach. The rationale of this approach and the findings of these 

analyses are provided in the results section. 
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6.5.2.3 Modification to the survey instrument from Wave 1.  

Despite the same scales being employed in the current study as with Study 1, 

there were some changes to the opened ended questions. For example, the four 

opened ended questions referring to reasons for gambling were replaced with two 

closed format questions inquiring about changes in gambling behaviour. For 

example, in the first question respondents were asked to rate on a 5-point type Likert 

scale “compared to this time last year, do you think you now spend … (a lot more, a 

little more, about the same, a little less, or a lot less) time gambling. The second 

question was in the same format, but referred to money instead of time. If 

respondents indicated their gambling behaviour changed (either in terms of time or 

money), then they were prompted to answer an open format question about why the 

change in gambling behaviour occurred. The results from these questions are 

reported in Chapter Seven. With the exception of these minor changes, the Wave 2 

survey instrument was presented in the same manner as the Wave 1 survey. 

6.5.3 Procedure 

The 143 volunteers who provided contact details at Wave 1 were sent an 

invitation to participate in the Wave 2 follow-up survey. Of these, 29 volunteers were 

mailed a survey pack, whereas 114 were emailed an invitation to participate in the 

survey. Similar to the protocols employed in the Wave 1 survey, the survey packs 

included an information sheet, a print copy of the survey and a replied paid return 

envelope, and the emailed invitations contained a URL to an electronic copy of the 

survey. The response rate to the mail-out and email surveys was 48.3% (n = 14) and 

44.7% (n = 51), respectively. Those who completed the follow-up survey were asked 

to indicate whether they agreed to be invited to the final survey to be conducted in 

approximately 12 months. No inducements were offered to the volunteer cohort for 

completing the survey.  

The market research company was reengaged to invite the panel members who 

completed the Wave 1 survey. In total, 1,575 invitations were sent. Within three days 

of the survey being launched, 610 responses had been received. The survey was left 

open for two weeks and three reminder emails were sent during this period to those 

who had not responded. At the closing of the survey, a total of 823 completed 

responses were collected. Consistent with the first survey, the panel members who 
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completed the survey received 100 membership reward point (approximately value 

$1) and received 10 completion entries.  
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6.6 Results  

The data analyses are presented in four sections. The first section includes the 

screening of the data, the assessment of the scales’ reliabilities and the summary 

statistics and zero-order correlations of the TPB constructs. The second section 

presents the results from the assessment of the GOES test-retest psychometric 

properties. The third section comprises the results from the hypotheses testing and 

the examination of the role of contemporary belief-based constructs within the TPB 

framework. In the final section, the findings from a series of post hoc analyses are 

presented. These analyses were conducted to further probe the nature of the 

relationship between contemporaneous gambling-beliefs and gambling frequency.  

6.6.1 Data preparation and descriptive statistics 

The 893 cases were screened for anomalies. Nineteen cases were identified as 

aberrant because of invariant responding across the survey. In particular, these cases 

showed no variance in the responses to the GOES and Normative Beliefs Scale 

items, of which the latter scale included negatively worded items. Consequently, 

these cases were removed from the analyses. A further seven cases were visually 

inspected because of large behavioural changes between Wave 1 and Wave 2 

(changed from a non-gambler to problem gambler or vice versa). Of these seven 

cases, four were considered invalid because of inconsistent responding across scales. 

For example, if the questionnaire was answered using a systematic pattern which 

resulted in irregular results (e.g., selecting pokies as the favourite activity, but not 

reporting playing the pokies in the previous 12 months) and/or age and gender 

differences were reported across the two studies, these responses were removed. The 

remaining three cases did not contain conflicting responses and were, therefore, 

retained as the answers were plausible. In total, 23 (2.6%) cases were excluded from 

further analyses, resulting in a sample size of 870.  

The normative beliefs, gambling beliefs questionnaire, intention and gambling 

frequency scales were computed by averaging their respective summated items 

scores. A total gambling outcomes expectancy scale, as opposed to the five 

subscales, was calculated using the same method as above for several reasons. First, 

the GOES subscales collectively reflect the perceived personal expected outcomes 

from gambling. Although the importance of establishing the differences between 

each of the factors was explored in Study 1A, the primary focus of the current study 
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is to compare the influence of the personal perceived benefits (or costs) with 

normative beliefs and perception of skill. Secondly, from a psychometric perspective, 

the inclusion of the GOES subscales as separate entities in a regression model with 

related constructs would increase the chances of multicollinearity and model 

instability. Finally, the medium to high correlation between the GOES subscales 

indicates the construction of a Total GOES is appropriate within the current context. 

This approach is also consistent with Ajzen’s (2005) view that attitudes can be 

validly represented by a diverse set of salient beliefs. The internal consistency for the 

belief-based scales is reported in Table 6.3. 

Each of the computed scales was visual examined using frequency histograms 

and box plots to assess the scales for uni-variate normality. The total gambling 

outcome expectancies and the normative beliefs scale were approximately normally 

distributed and free from outliers. However, cognitive biases, intentions, and 

gambling frequency scales displayed a positive skew and were, therefore, 

transformed before including in the parametric analyses. The cognitive biases scales 

(GBQ; Wave 1 and Wave 2) were submitted to log linear transformation, whereas 

the skewness of the intention and Wave 2 gambling frequency scale were corrected 

with an inverse transformation and multiplied by a factor of -1 to restore the natural 

direction of the data. After the transformations, the Wave 1 and Wave 2 cognitive 

biases scales, and the intentions and Wave 2 gambling frequency scale, were 

considered to approximate normality. The summary statistics of the scales of interest 

and their inter-correlations and reliabilities are shown in Table 6.3.  
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Table 6.3 

Correlations, Means, Standard Deviation and Reliability of Scales 

Scale/Subscale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Wave 1 GOES - 

       
2. Wave 1 

Normative beliefs 
.34* - 

      

3. Wave 1 GBQ
a
 .71* .37* - 

     

4. Wave 1 Gambling 

intentions
b
 

.38* .50* .41* - 

    

5. Wave 2 Gambling 

frequency
b
 

.24* .36* .31* .73* - 

   

6. Wave 2 GOES .61* .27* .53* .36* .39* - 

  

7. Wave 2  

Normative beliefs  
.28* .64* .31* .44* .46* .40* - 

 

8. Wave 2 GBQ
a
 .50* .30* .65* .38* .41* .72* .42* - 

9. Age -.03 -.04 -.09* .03 .07 -.04 -.03 -.06 

10. Gender .18* .07 .21* .10* .06 .22* .08 .22* 

Mean
c
 2.70 2.98 2.00 1.62 1.65 2.39 2.97 1.90 

Standard Deviation
c
 0.94 0.87 0.83 0.51 0.53 0.91 0.86 0.81 

Cronbach Alpha .93 .86 .94 .88 .72 .93 .87 .95 

* indicates p < .01; 
a 
indicates variable was subjected to log linear transformation, 

b
 

indicates variable was subjected to log inverse transformation, 
c
 indicates statistic 

estimate prior to transformation. 

As shown in Table 6.3, positive correlations were evident between gambling 

frequency and the TPB predictor variables. That is, the more positive the evaluation 

of the gambling outcome expectancies, the more socially acceptable (normative 

beliefs), and the more confident respondents were in their gambling abilities (GBQ), 
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the more they intended to gamble and, subsequently, gambled. In contrast, there was 

no significant relationship between age and gambling frequency or gender and 

gambling frequency. Thus, age and gender were not considered as covariates in the 

subsequent analyses.  

6.6.2 Assessment of GOES stability  

As the GOES has not been tested outside of the previous study, it was deemed 

necessary to assess the stability of the scale. More specifically, one assumption of 

repeated measures analyses is that a measurement instrument performs consistently 

across measurement periods (Miller et al., 2009). That is, a scale is required to assess 

the same construct, in the same way, at different time points for comparisons to be 

valid. According to Vandenberg and Lance (2000), stepped or hierarchical invariance 

testing is a robust approach to establish the temporal properties of a scale. Essentially 

this involves testing elements of the scale by applying increasingly stricter criteria at 

different levels of analysis within a hierarchical or nested model framework. For the 

current study, this means comparing the GOES Wave 1 and Wave 2 factor parameter 

estimates for consistency.  

The first level of invariance testing involves the configural model. In a 

configural model, the indicators (items) are constrained to load on their respective 

factors (and not load on other factors as appropriate) and the model fit is assessed. 

An acceptable fit at this level indicates the factor structure is stable across the two 

time periods. Second, metric invariance is assessed. This requires the factor loadings 

to remain comparable across testings and is deemed a stronger test of invariance than 

the configural invariance test. Third, the scalar invariance, which refers to the 

stability of the regression intercepts across measurements (i.e., the intercepts of the 

factor loadings), is assessed. Scalar invariance adds another level of confidence to 

the scale invariance properties. When scalar invariance is satisfied, mean scores can 

be meaningfully compared across repeated measure intervals. Structural covariance 

model invariance testing is the next level of testing and determines the stability of 

factor variances and covariance. Although structural invariance is not necessary for a 

scale to be considered suitable for repeated measures designs (Vandenberg & Lance, 

2000), it is used in the current study because of the importance assigned to 

differentiating between the effects of the correlated GOES factors on gambling 

behaviour in later analyses. 
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Similar to the process adopted to assess the fit of the confirmatory factor 

analyses in Study 1A, several indices are employed to assess model invariance. 

Moreover, the reliance on the Chi square statistic may lead to falsely rejecting 

invariant models because of the influence of sample size (i.e., samples > 300) or 

slight departures from normality (Chen, 2007). Thus, the RMSEA, SRMR, CFI, and 

TLI were adopted to assess model fit. In addition, for subsequent models to be 

considered comparable there should not be a significant reduction in model fit. 

Again, the Chi square change statistic was considered to be too sensitive for the 

current sample. Thus, as suggested by Chen (2007), a change equal to or less than -

.01 in the CFA index was considered to represent a non-significant change in model 

parameters. Table 6.4 shows the factor loading for Wave 1 and 2 and Table 6.5 

shows the invariance models fit statistics. 

As displayed in Table 6.5 the GOES was found to be configural invariant, thus 

satisfying the first requirement of invariance testing. Similarly, the assumption of 

metric invariance was satisfied. This result is congruent with results displayed in 

Table 6.4 where the factor loading were similar across both waves (maximum 

difference between Wave 1 λ and Wave 2 λ = 0.06). The more stringent requirement 

of scalar invariance was also satisfied, with a non-significant change (∆CFI = -.006) 

indicated between the metric model (model 4) and structural model (model 5). 

Finally, the structural model demonstrated acceptable fit and a non-significant 

change from the scalar model (∆CFI = -.009). Together, these results support the 

stability of the GOES with time series measurement. 
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Table 6.4.  

GOES Confirmatory Factor Analyses Loadings at Wave 1 and Wave 2 

All factor loadings are significant at p < .001 

Factor/Items Loading 

Wave1 

Loading 

Wave 2 

Excitement   

Gambling is a rush .69 .67 

Gambling is about enjoying intensive feelings .87 .86 

Gambling gives a feeling of being really alive .89 .89 

Escape   

Gambling is a way to forget everyday problems .70 .72 

Gambling is the best way to relax .83 .84 

Gambling can help clear your mind .87 .90 

Gambling helps release tension .85 .88 

Money   

Gambling is a way to win big money immediately .84 .84 

Gambling provides a good chance to win big with small 

money 

.78 .77 

Gambling is a way to make big money .75 .81 

Ego Enhancement   

Gambling is about feeling like an expert .84 .83 

Gambling produces a feeling of importance .92 .94 

Gambling is about feeling in control .85 .84 

Gambling produces a feeling of being powerful .86 .88 

Social   

Provides an opportunity to be with similar people .79 .85 

Gambling is a way to meet new people .86 .86 

Provides an opportunity to get along with others 

favourably 

.89 .84 

Gambling provides an opportunity to be with friends .82 .83 
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Table 6.5 

Summary of Fit Statistics for CFA (Wave 1 and Wave 2) and Fit Statistics for Testing Invariance of GOES 

Model χ
2
 df SRMR RMSEA CFI TLI Model 

comparison 

∆χ
2
 ∆df ∆CFI 

1. Wave 1 CFA 515.67* 125 .043 .060 .964 .956 -    

2. Wave 2 CFA 659.96* 125 .046 .070 .955 .944 -    

3. Configural invariance 1175.63* 250 .043 .046 .959 .950 -    

4. Metric invariance 1203.81* 263 .043 .045 .958 .952 4 vs. 3 28.18 13 .001 

5. Scalar invariance 1365.22* 281 .045 .047 .952 .948 5 vs. 4 161.41* 18 .007 

6. Structural invariance 1409.59* 296 .046 .047 .943 .949 6 vs. 5 44.37* 15 -.001 

Criteria   < .06  <.08  >.90  >.90    < -.010 

* p <.001 
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6.6.3 Hypothesis testing 

As shown in Table 6.3 the variables were correlated, although not singular, 

indicating the data were appropriate for multiple regression analysis. More 

specifically, moderate relationships were observed between total gambling outcome 

expectancies, normative beliefs, cognitive biases, intention, and Wave 2 gambling 

frequency. Also, as evident from Table 6.3, there was a positive relationship between 

intention and Wave 2 gambling frequency (r = .73, p < .01). This supports the 

hypothesis that prior intentions would predict subsequent gambling behaviour.  

Hierarchical multiple regression (HMR) was employed to assess the 

relationship between TPB determinants and intention. First, the relationship between 

gambling outcome expectancies and intention was assessed. Second, the ability of 

normative beliefs to uniquely contribute to the model was tested. Third, the influence 

of cognitive biases in the model was examined. To achieve this, gambling intentions 

were regressed onto gambling outcome expectancies on step one, normative beliefs 

were entered on step two and finally cognitive biases was entered on step three.  

Prior to interpreting the HMR, the data were checked to ensure the appropriate 

assumptions were satisfied. Screening for multivariate outliers revealed five cases 

exceeded Mahalanobis critical χ
2
 = 16.266 (df = 3; α = .001). However, the Cook 

leverage distance estimate for each of the cases (range from 0.004 to <.001) was 

below the recommended cut-off of 1 (Field, 2005). Thus, it was determined the cases 

were unlikely to significantly influence the model and were therefore retained. The 

variance inflation factor (VIF) estimates were less than two for each variable, 

indicating multicollinearity was not of concern (Field, 2005). Finally, the inspection 

of standardised residuals against the predicted value plots indicated the assumptions 

of normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity of residuals were met.  

Step one of the HMR revealed gambling outcome expectancies explained 

14.2% of the variance in intention, R
2
 = .142, F(1, 868) = 144.17 p < .001. On step 

two, normative beliefs accounted for an additional 15.4% of variance in intention, 

∆R
2
 = .154, ∆F(1, 867) = 190.42, p < .001. With the inclusion of cognitive biases at 

step three, a further 1.6% of the variance was accounted for, ∆R
2
 = .016, ∆F(1, 866) 

= 190.42, p < .001. Together the full model explained 31% of the variance in 

intentions R
2
 = .313, F(3, 866) = 131.29, p < .001, with gambling outcome 
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expectancies (t = 2.09, p =. 004), normative beliefs (t = 12.08, p <. 001), and 

cognitive biases (t = 4.46, p < .001) independently contributing to the model. These 

results support the hypotheses that normative beliefs and cognitive biases contribute 

to the intention to gamble (in addition to gambling outcome expectancies).  

A second HMR was employed to test the hypothesis that intention would 

mediate the effects of gambling outcome expectancies, normative beliefs, and 

cognitive biases on Wave 2 gambling frequency. Gambling frequency was regressed 

on gambling outcome expectancies, normative beliefs, and cognitive biases on step 

one and intentions were entered on step two. The assumption of multivariate 

normality, multicollinearity, and homoscedasticity of residuals were checked and 

found to be satisfied. Results from the HMR are shown in Table 6.6. 

Table 6.6. 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Testing the Mediation Effect of Intention in 

Predicting Wave 2 Gambling Frequency 

Predictor ∆R
2
 β sr

2
 

Step 1 .167**   

GOES  -.007  

Normative Beliefs  .284* .07 

GBQ  .213* .02 

Step 2 .376**   

GOES  -.094  

Normative Beliefs  -.006  

GBQ  .080  

Intentions  .739* .38 

Total R
2
 .543**   

* indicates p < .01; ** p < .001 

As shown in Table 6.6, normative beliefs, and cognitive biases were 

independently related to gambling frequency. However, with addition of intentions 

on step two, these effects were mediated by intention, supporting the hypothesis that 

intention is the most proximal influence on gambling frequency. Taken together 

these results support the hypotheses relating to the TPB. 

The final assumption examined was whether contemporaneous beliefs account 

for unexplained variance in gambling frequency. That is, despite there being a lack of 



EXPECTANCIES, CHOICE AND GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR 

186 

research to guide specific hypotheses, the notion that the gambling outcome 

expectancies, normative beliefs, and cognitive biases, held at Wave 2, may help 

explain unexplained variance in gambling frequency, was examined. Intention was 

entered on the first step of a HMR as the control variable. The Wave 2 measures of 

gambling outcome expectancies, normative beliefs, and cognitive biases were 

entered on the second step. Using the same procedures as before, the assumption of 

multivariate normality, multicollinearity, linearity, and homoscedasticity were 

checked and found to be satisfied. Table 6.7 displays the findings of the HMR 

analysis.  

Table 6.7 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Testing the Effect of Wave 2 Belief-Based 

Constructs on Wave 2 Gambling Frequency. 

Predictor ∆R
2
 β sr

2
 

Step 1 .538**   

Intention  .733** .537 

Step 2 .034**   

Intention  .628** .394 

Wave 2 GOES  .053  

Wave 2 Normative 

Beliefs 

 .120** .014 

Wave 2 GBQ  .088* .008 

Total R
2
 .572**   

* indicates p < .01; ** p < .001 

As shown in Table 6.7, the inclusion of the Wave 2 belief-based measures 

explained an additional 3.4% of the variance in gambling frequency. That is, after 

controlling for prior intentions to gamble, gambling outcome expectancies, 

normative beliefs, and cognitive biases explained 7.4% of the unexplained variance 

in gambling frequency. Furthermore, normative beliefs and cognitive biases 

independently contributed to the model.  

6.6.4 Post hoc analyses 

The results from the previous analyses provide support for the inclusion of 

contemporaneous beliefs to help explain unexplained variance in gambling 

frequency. However, it is unknown whether the same or different aspects of the 

Wave 2 gambling-related beliefs contribute to the explanation of unplanned 
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gambling across disparate levels of gambling involvement. Moreover, the findings in 

Study 1B revealed a different pattern of relationships existed between the GOES 

components and gambling frequency and gambling problems. In other words, it 

remains unclear whether changes in gambling-beliefs apply equally across different 

levels of gambling behaviour. To examine this further, the relationship between 

Wave 2 beliefs-based measures and unplanned gambling frequency was assessed by 

conducting the same HMR with low risk and high-risk gamblers separately. 

The current sample was partitioned into low and high risk groups using PGSI 

scores. Those classified as moderate-risk or problems gamblers (PGSI score of 3 or 

more) at either Wave 1 or Wave 2 formed the at-risk group (n = 187). Conversely, 

the low risk group (n = 632) comprised gamblers who participated in at least one 

form of gambling in the previous 12 months and scored less than three on the PGSI 

at Wave 1 and Wave 2. Respondents who did not report gambling on any activity at 

Wave 1 and Wave 2 were excluded from the analysis (n = 51). Figure shows 6.4 the 

participation rate of the low risk and high risk gamblers on each activity. 

 

Figure 6.4. Participation rate in each form of gambling activity by risk status. 

As displayed in Figure 6.4, the profile of participation by type of activity is 

similar between the low risk and at-risk groups. However, in terms of overall 

gambling frequency, the at-risk group gambled more frequently (M = 2.08; SD = 
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0.65) than the low risk group (M = 1.58; SD = 0.42), as assessed by the composite 

gambling frequency scale, Mann-Whitney U test, z = 11.57, p < .001, r = .39.  

Before interpreting the 2x HMR, the assumptions of multivariate normality and 

non-multicollinearity, and normality of residuals were checked. For the low risk 

model, although three cases were identified as potential outliers (Mahalanobis 

distance > 18.47), Cook’s distance was less than 1 (between .01 and .14) so the cases 

were retained. In relation to the at-risk model, none of the cases were identified as 

potential multivariate outliers. The VIF statistics were less than two for each the 

predictor variables, for both models, indicating no problems with multicollinearity. 

Similarly, the inspection of the residual plots indicated the assumptions of linearity 

and homoscedasticity of the residuals were met for the low risk and at-risk models. 

In contrast to the previous analyses, the significance level was set at p < .05 because 

of the smaller sample sizes. Results for the two HMRs are presented in Table 6.8.  

Table 6.8 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Predicting Wave 2 Gambling Frequency by Risk 

Status 

  Low risk (n = 632)  At-risk (n = 187)  

Predictor ∆R
2
 β ∆R

2
 β 

Step 1 .374**  .386**  

Intention  .612**  .622** 

Step 2 .038**  .099**  

Intention  .520**  .512** 

Wave 2 GOES  .054  .187* 

Wave 2 N. Beliefs  .139**  .113 

Wave 2 GBQ  .071  .101 

Total R
2
 .412  .486  

* p < .05; ** p < .01 

Consistent with the full sample results, intentions were significantly predicted 

gambling frequency across the two levels of gambling involvement. Also, the 

percentage of variance explained by intentions was comparable across the models: 

37.4% for the low risk gambler (F(1, 630) = 3.76.30, p < .01) and 38.6% for the at-

risk gambling gamblers (F(1, 185) = 116.49 p < .01). Also of interest was the 
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percentage of variance in gambling frequency explained by contemporaneous 

gambling-beliefs on step two. For the low risk gamblers, the Wave 2 gambling-

beliefs together accounted for an additional 3.8% of variance in gambling frequency, 

∆F(3, 627) = 13.49, p < .01, whereas the at-risk gambling group R square increased 

by 9.9%, ∆F(3, 182) = 11.72, p < .01. More importantly, when the results are 

examined by the type of beliefs that made the additional contribution, normative 

beliefs were the significant factor for low risk gamblers (t = 3.94, p < .01) and GOES 

for the at-risk gamblers (t = 2.21, p < .03). Figure 6.5 and Figure 6.6 show the full 

path models for the low risk gamblers and at-risk gamblers, respectively. 

 

Figure 6.5. Low risk gamblers path model (n = 632). Exogenous variables 

covariance paths are omitted to improve the clarity of the model. ** indicates 

significant at p < .01. 
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Figure 6.6 At-risk gamblers path model (n = 187). Exogenous variables covariance 

paths are omitted to improve the clarity of the model. * indicates significant at p < 

.05; ** indicates significant at p < .01. 

 

Figure 6.5 and Figure 6.6 display the association between the Wave 2 gambling 

frequency and the contemporaneous beliefs reported in Table 6.8. In addition, the 

Wave 1 belief-based measures are included. As is evident, further disparities become 

apparent on the Wave 1 belief-based constructs between the low risk and at-risk 

gamblers. For instance, in the low risk gamblers model, gambling expectancies and 

normative beliefs uniquely contribute to explain variance in gambling intentions. In 

contrast, cognitive biases were the only dimension of beliefs to uniquely contribute 

to explaining the variance in gambling intentions. The fit statistics for these models 

are shown in Table 6.9. 
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Table 6.9 

Fit Indices for Low Risk Gambling Model and At-Risk Gambling Model 

Model χ
2
 df SRMR RMSEA CFI TLI 

Low risk Gamblers 56.64** 6 .039 .116 .977 .892 

At-risk Gamblers 16.56* 6 .045 .097 .984 .926 

* p < .01, * p < .001 

The fit indices indicate the data was an acceptable fit to the models, with the 

exception of RMSEA which exceeded the recommended cut of .08 for both the low 

risk and at-risk models. Although the fit statistics could be improved by specifying 

and additional paths between gambling intentions and the Wave 2 belief-based 

constructs, these modifications were not made on theoretical grounds. That is, it is 

theoretical implausible for the Wave 2 measures of gambling related beliefs to 

influence prior gambling intentions.  

In light of the relative importance of contemporaneous gambling outcome 

expectancies in the at-risk gambling model (i.e., Wave 2 Total GOES scores), the 

associations between the Wave 2 GOES subscales and gambling frequency were 

further explored. More specifically, the salience of each of the Wave 2 GOES 

subscales (excitement, escape, ego, social, and money) was examined in relation to 

explaining unexplained variance in gambling frequency.  

A Step Wise Multiple Regression (SWMR) was employed to identify the most 

salient aspects of gambling outcomes expectancies associated with unexplained 

variance in gambling frequency. SWMR is an exploratory analytic technique that 

selects “predictors” from the predetermined list of variable on the basis of their 

predictive utility (Field, 2005). In this way, only the variable(s) that add to the 

model’s explanatory value are included and those that do not are excluded from the 

final model. Preliminary inspection of the data revealed it was free from multivariate 

outliers and multicollinearity. Also, inspection of the standardised probability plots 

data indicated the residuals were normal distributed. Consistent with the previous 

HMR, intention was controlled on the first step and then the Wave 2 gambling 

outcome expectancy components were entered on step two using the forward entry 

method. The entry level was set at p = .05.  



EXPECTANCIES, CHOICE AND GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR 

192 

The SWRM revealed that excitement (t = 3.94, p < .01) and ego enhancement 

(t = 2.21, p < .03) made unique contributions to the at-risk gambling frequency 

model. That is, after holding intention constant on step one, excitement accounted for 

an additional 5.4% variance in gambling frequency, ∆F(1, 184) = 17.67, p < .01, and 

ego enhancement added 2.3% ∆F(1, 183) = 7.80, p < .01. The full model explained 

46.3% of the variance in gambling frequency, R
2
 = .463 F(3, 183) = 52.60, p < .01.  
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6.7 Discussion  

The current study employed the TPB as a framework to further investigate the 

role of gambling outcome expectancies and related belief-based constructs in the 

decision to gamble and subsequent gambling behaviour. More specifically, the aim 

was to further examine the findings from the Study 1B in a prospective design. The 

first test involved assessing the ability of gambling outcome expectancies to explain 

the decision to gamble. This was followed by examining the contribution of social 

influences and cognitive biases to the explanation of gambling intentions. The final 

test of the baseline model was the assessment of gambling intentions to predict 

subsequent gambling behaviour. Overall, the findings supported the contention that 

intentions to gamble predicts subsequent gambling behaviour and that intentions are 

informed by a combination of personal expectancies about gambling, perceptions of 

others gambling attitudes and behaviours, and confidence in the ability to win at 

gambling. 

In addition to the assessment of a predictive model, the efficacy of 

contemporaneous gambling related beliefs to explain unexplained gambling 

frequency was explored. This was facilitated by examining the relationship between 

Wave 2 measures of expectancies, normative beliefs, and cognitive biases and 

gambling frequency while taking into account prior gambling intentions. The 

analysis revealed changes in gambling beliefs partially explained the discrepancy 

between Wave 1 plans to gamble and subsequent behaviour. Further analysis 

revealed the types of beliefs involved changed depending on the level of the 

participants gambling risk status. In general, these results are congruent with the 

findings from the first study, which indicated different gambling outcome 

expectancies are more salient when explaining gambling frequency as opposed to 

gambling problems. These findings and those pertaining to the specific hypotheses 

are discussed in the ensuing sections. However, first, the characteristics of the sample 

and the properties of the GOES are discussed. 

6.7.1 Sample characteristics and GOES temporal properties 

Before testing the specific hypothesis, the sample characteristics of the follow-

up study (wave two respondents) were checked to assess potential response biases. 

The comparison revealed those who responded to the follow-up study were not 

significantly different to those who did not respond to the follow-up survey on most 
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of the most the demographic characteristics and gambling motivation. For instance, 

the Wave 2 respondents and non-respondents did not differ in terms of their Wave 1 

measure of gambling outcome expectancies. Likewise, there were no significant 

differences between Wave 2 respondents and non-respondents on the demographic 

measures of income, education, gender, or age. However, there was an association 

between employment status and response status, with a higher percentage of retirees 

completing the follow-up survey than those who did not respond (23.7 vs. 11.4%). 

Also the follow-up sample was, on average, 4.64 years older than the non-follow-up 

group.  

Given the age and employment status response bias, the Wave 2 respondents 

and non-respondents were compared on their Wave 1 gambling behaviour 

characteristics. The comparisons revealed there were no significant differences 

between the groups in terms of problem gambling prevalence, gambling participation 

rates, or gambling frequency. Further analysis revealed age was not associated with 

gambling frequency or gambling problems. Thus, given the sample response biases 

were not reflected in gambling behaviour, in particular gambling frequency (the 

dependent variable for the current study), it was deemed that the generalisability of 

the findings were unlikely to be affected.  

As the Gambling Outcome Expectancy Scale (GOES) was purpose developed 

for the current study, the scale’s temporal psychometric properties were assessed. 

More specifically, to ensure the findings related to the repeated measure aspect of the 

current study can be interpreted with confidence, the GOES consistency across the 

measurement periods was assessed. This involved testing the invariance of the GOES 

within a nested hierarchical model. First, the factor structure (configural invariance) 

was found to be equivalent across both time periods, indicating the GOES Wave 1 

factor structure was replicated with the Wave 2 data. Second, the factor loadings and 

intercepts (metric and scalar invariance) were found to be stable, indicating the 

measurements across the time periods can be meaningfully compared. Finally, the 

correlations between constructs was found to be consistent across the measurement 

periods (structural invariance), which provides an increased level of confidence in 

interpreting the subscales as separate, but related constructs. 
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While the GOES subscales displayed excellent psychometric properties, the 

subscales were combined to provide a general measure of gambling outcome 

expectancies in the main analyses. This allowed the three types of beliefs reflecting 

gambling outcome expectancies, normative beliefs, and cognitive biases, 

respectively, to be modelled within the TPB framework. More specifically, the 

perceptions of the favourableness of gambling (GOES), the perceptions of others 

gambling behaviour and attitudes (normative beliefs) and level of confidence in 

enacting the behaviour (cognitive biases) were employed as potential predictor 

variables of gambling frequency, via the influences of gambling intentions.  

6.7.2 Explaining gambling intentions and predicting gambling frequency 

The first hypothesis stated that gambling outcome expectancies held at Wave 1 

would be positively related to the intention to gamble. As expected this hypothesis 

was supported which is consisted with the previous research employing the TRA or 

TPB. Moreover, these findings support the contention that the indirect measurement 

of gambling attitudes (i.e., measurement of gambling outcome expectancies) is 

appropriate within a TPB framework. Although Wu and Tang’s (2012) study 

provided initial support for this approach, the current study was different in that it 

employed a multidimensional measure of gambling expectancies. For example, Wu 

and Tang employed Raylu and Oei’s (2004) measure of gambling expectancies, 

which focuses on the escape aspects of expectancies, whereas the present study also 

included beliefs pertaining to gambling as an exciting, social, ego enhancing and 

financial viable activity. Thus, the current findings support the appropriateness of 

using a combined measure of gambling outcome expectancies to help explain 

gambling intentions. 

The unique contribution of normative beliefs in the explanation of the 

gambling intentions supports the second hypothesis and is consistent with the 

previous research with the TRA and TPB (e.g., Moore & Ohtsuka, 1999; Martin et 

al., 2010). More specifically, the findings indicate that people’s decision to gamble is 

influenced by family and friends gambling behaviour and perceptions of gambling. 

An important feature of a normative beliefs measure is its dissimilarity to the social 

aspect of gambling outcomes expectancies. Namely, normative beliefs reflect the 

perception of significant others gambling behaviours and attitudes, whereas social 

gambling outcome expectancies refer to the perceived social value of gambling (e.g., 
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an opportunity to meet with others and be around similar people). Thus, the influence 

of normative beliefs in the current study suggests that the decision to gambling is not 

only influenced by the perceived social utility of the activity, but also by the 

perceived approval and gambling behaviour of friends and family. 

The hypothesis that cognitive biases would independently contribute to the 

explanation of intention to gamble was also supported. Although these results are 

congruent with a cognitive view of gambling, the current study is the first to test the 

role of cognitive biases within a TPB framework. The current findings suggest that 

perceived confidence in gambling skill and ability is an integral component in 

determining gambling intentions. Of interest is the finding that this dimension of 

beliefs uniquely contributed to the explanation of gambling intentions. In essence, 

this indicates, the more confident people are in their ability to win the more they plan 

to gamble, irrespective of the perceived benefits of gambling and social influences. 

The ability of intentions to predict gambling frequency is consistent with the 

existing TPB oriented research. More important, this finding supports the notion that 

gambling intentions are a determinant of gambling frequency, rather than solely a 

correlate of gambling behaviour. An equally important finding was the ability of 

gambling intention to mediate the effects of gambling outcome expectancies, 

normative beliefs, and cognitive biases. In other words, although these three 

dimensions of gambling related beliefs were found to be related to gambling 

frequency, their influence was only realised via intentions, which is consistent with 

what the TPB model predicts. This indicates prior gambling related beliefs serve as a 

catalyst for planning (or not planning) subsequent gambling episodes and that plans 

to gamble predict gambling frequency. The implications of this relationship are 

commented on further when discussing the similarities and difference between low 

risk and at-risk gamblers.  

One final observation, in relation to the TPB, is the lack of a direct relationship 

between PBC (cognitive biases) and gambling frequency. Although the nature of this 

relationship was not speculated on because of a lack of comparable research, the 

TPB purports this path will remain significant if the given behaviour is not perceived 

to be under complete volitional control (Ajzen & Madden, 1986). In respect to the 

current study, the lack of a direct association between cognitive biases suggests 
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gambling frequency is within volitional control. However, this assumption needs to 

be interpreted with caution as it is possible that gambling intentions do not 

necessarily imply gambling is entirely volitional. For instance, Deci and Ryan (1990) 

argued that in some situations behaviour may be performed to satisfy a need and 

therefore may not be consistent with one’s desires or goals. In relation to gambling, 

this could mean that immediate rewards from gambling (e.g., relief from stress or the 

buzz and excitement) results in the person being resigned to the fact they expect they 

will gamble despite efforts to the contrary. There is some indirect support for this 

proposition from the previous TPB studies. For instance, Martin et al. (2010) and Wu 

and Tang (2012) found the perceived difficulty in regulating gambling behaviour was 

associated with gambling intentions. Thus, the acknowledgement that gambling is 

difficult to moderate appears to be reflected in the “intention to gamble”. In other 

words, the construct of intention may also capture the perception that gambling will 

occur, rather than only the volitional aspects of a “planned” activity.  

Despite the findings of the current study supporting the premise of the TPB, 

there remains unexplained variance in gambling frequency. Although this is certainly 

not unusual, there remains an opportunity to further explore the discrepancy between 

intention and gambling frequency. One proposition advanced to explain the gap 

between intention and behaviour is that behaviour becomes habitual and is no longer 

under the influence of intention (e.g., Quellette & Wood, 1986). An alternative 

explanation is that intentions, beliefs and subsequent behaviour may change overtime 

(Ajzen, 2002a). It is this latter proposition that was explored in the current study. 

However, rather than test for a change in gambling intentions and frequency, the 

Wave 2 gambling related beliefs were assessed to determine whether they partially 

accounted for the unexplained variance in gambling frequency. This approach was 

adopted as it provides insight into the reasons for the discrepancy between prior 

gambling intentions and subsequent gambling frequency as opposed to a description 

of change. As such, the term unplanned gambling is used refer to the unexplained 

variance in Wave 2 gambling frequency.  

Overall the findings support the contention that contemporaneous gambling-

related beliefs help explain the difference between intentions and gambling 

frequency. More specifically, the Wave 2 gambling outcome expectancies, normative 

beliefs, and cognitive biases accounted for 7.4% of unexplained variance in Wave 2 
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gambling frequency. Moreover, although Wave 2 gambling frequency was largely 

explained by prior intentions to gamble, changes in the perceived benefits of 

gambling, perceived influences of family and friends, and perception of skill 

accounted for unexplained variance in Wave 2 gambling frequency. Thus, consistent 

with the central tenets of the TPB (Ajzen, 2002a), these finding suggests there is a 

reciprocal relationship between these perceptions and gambling behaviours.  

Of particular interest was the salience of perceived social influence and 

perceptions of skill. In fact, of the variance explained in unplanned gambling 

frequency, social influences and confidence in the ability to affect gambling wins 

were the most dominant. In other words, it is possible that the gambling behaviour 

and views family and friends, and personal perceptions of gambling skill and ability 

are significant factors in gambling either more or less than originally expected. 

However, the question remains whether these influences operate similarly at different 

levels of gambling involvement or whether the salience of these influences changes 

in respect to level of gambling risk. To further assess the role of contemporaneous 

beliefs, the relationships were scrutinised with low risk and at-risk gamblers, 

respectively. To facilitate this level of analysis the sample was partitioned into low 

risk and at-risk gamblers on the basis of their PGSI scores. 

6.7.3 The TPB and contemporaneous beliefs by gambling risk status 

In relation to the predictive efficacy of gambling intentions, the findings were 

similar across the low risk and high risk samples. Namely, independent of gambling 

risk status, intentions were found to be a similar strength predictor of gambling 

frequency. In other words, those who were experiencing relatively more problems 

associated with their gambling were gambling in accordance with their intentions to 

much to the same extent as were those who were experiencing fewer or no gambling 

problems. This suggest the frequency of gambling for those experiencing gambling 

problems is just as intentional as those who gambling within their means. These 

results support Moore and Ohtsuka (1999) contention that gambling more than what 

can be afforded is consistent with intentions, not counter to them.  

Despite the similarities of gambling intentions across risk gambling status, 

some interesting differences emerged between the low risk and at-risk cohorts. For 

the low risk gamblers the disparity between intended and actual gambling frequency 
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was partially explained by the Wave 2 influences of family and friends. Whereas the 

Wave 2 measures of gambling outcome expectancies and cognitive biases did not 

add to the explanation of unplanned gambling behaviour. Thus, it appears the 

difference between expected gambling for those gambling at low risk is partly 

determined by changes in the views or actions of their social networks. For instance, 

those gambling non-problematically appear to be more likely to change their 

gambling behaviour in response to social influences as opposed to a response or 

change in their perceived skill or anticipated utility of gambling. Inspection of the 

full model also revealed social influences featured strongly in the formation of 

gambling intentions, contributing over and above the beliefs in skill and the personal 

perceived outcomes. Nevertheless, the anticipated outcomes independently 

contributed to explaining the variance in gambling intentions as well. 

A different pattern emerged in the at-risk gamblers contemporary belief model. 

Specifically, changes in gambling outcome expectancies were the salient explanatory 

variable, rather than changes in the perceptions of family and friends gambling 

behaviour and attitudes or changes in confidence in gambling skill. When viewed 

more closely (using the GOES components) the salience of excitement and ego 

enhancement become apparent. That is, the more gambling was perceived as exciting 

and a way to feel dynamic, the more often gambling was engaged above what was 

planned. Conversely, the less exciting and ego enhancing the less frequent gambling 

occurred. These findings are also congruent with Study 1B findings, in which the 

emotion focused expectancies contributed to the explanation of gambling problem 

severity, whereas the social, emotion, and financial expectancies related to gambling 

frequency.  

The dissimilar roles of gambling outcome expectancies and normative beliefs 

in the low risk and at-risk gambling models point to some important differences. For 

instance, for the low risk gamblers, gambling more than intended was significantly 

related the behaviour and views of family and friends. Notably, this was also 

consistent with their future plans to gamble being largely determined by social 

influences. In contrast, the at-risk gamblers differences between prior intentions and 

gambling frequency were explained by Wave 2 gambling expectancies. One possible 

implication for these findings is at-risk gambling behaviour may not be easily 

influenced by significant others. Although the previous TPB research has not directly 
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compared at-risk and low risk gamblers, Moore and Othsuka (1999) claimed that 

censure from family and friends may not be effective once gambling takes on a life 

of its own. The findings from the current study lend some support to this notion. 

Also, the current findings support Martin et al.’s (2010) conjecture that while 

normative influences may be associated with gambling intentions and gambling 

frequency, they may not be influential in problematic gambling. 

Also, of interest was the relatively muted state of cognitive biases within the 

extended model. That is, cognitive biases did not contribute to the explanation of 

unplanned gambling in either the low risk or at-risk models. Although cognitive 

explanations do not preclude the non-monetary aspects of gambling motivation, they 

do position cognitive biases as the primary influence on gambling behaviour 

(Ladouceur & Walker, 1996). Moreover, if cognitive biases were the primary 

influence on changes in gambling frequency, then they would account for the 

relationships between the other Wave 2 belief-based measures and the unexplained 

variance in Wave 2 gambling frequency for the at-risk gambling cohort. Nonetheless, 

cognitive biases did uniquely contribute to the prediction of gambling frequency via 

gambling intentions in the at-risk model. However, the role of cognitive biases in 

gambling beyond what can be reasonably afforded was not directly assessed with the 

current analyses. This will be further examined in the final study.  

In summary, the current findings support the efficacy of the TPB as a 

framework to model prior and contemporaneous gambling related beliefs. More 

specifically, the intentions to gamble appear to be a strong predictor of gambling 

frequency, independent of risk status, and intentions appears to be informed by a 

diverse set of gambling related beliefs. However, the reason for changing gambling 

frequency from what was intended appears to vary depending on a gambler’s risk 

profile. Taken together, these findings point to some complexities in the way 

dissimilar beliefs influence the decision to gamble and gambling more than or less 

than what was originally planned.  

6.7.4 Conclusions and future research  

The current study included some unique features that assist in further 

understanding the relationship between gambling related beliefs and gambling 

behaviour. This included the use of a model that not only represented personal 
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expected gambling outcomes, but also the social influences and perceptions of 

gambling skill in determining gambling frequency. Furthermore, rather than using a 

retrospective measure of gambling behaviour, the study employed prospective design 

to assess the predictive efficacy of the TPB constructs. Finally, the extension of the 

TPB yielded some novel findings in relation to the influence of contemporaneous 

beliefs in explaining unplanned gambling behaviour.  

Nevertheless, what remains unknown is whether the current findings will 

extend to explaining changes in gambling problems. For example, the findings from 

the current study indicate that social influences are important in predicting gambling 

frequency. However, this does not necessarily imply that the beliefs and behaviour of 

family and friends would help explain changes in gambling risk status. Similarly, the 

salience of gambling outcome expectancies in explaining unplanned gambling 

behaviour may not equate to explaining changes in gambling problems. Again, the 

same could be said for cognitive biases in that they may operate quite differently in 

the progression to more or less risky levels of gambling involvement than they do in 

explaining gambling frequency and unplanned gambling. 

Although an exploratory investigation of the role of the belief-based constructs 

in gambling problems could be assessed within the current study, it is not addressed 

until Study 3. The main reason for this approach is it allows a greater period of time 

between the baseline measure and comparison point. In fact, of the small body of 

research that has assessed the transitional nature of gambling problems, the time span 

used is typical between 2 and 7 years (LaPlante et al., 2008). Also, comparing risk 

status stability over a two year, as opposed to a one year period, allows more time for 

gambling behaviour to change in a way that will be reflected in a problem gambling 

scale. To this end, the following chapter will focus on the temporal nature of 

gambling risk status and the predictive and explanatory role of gambling related 

beliefs with data collect from the third and final wave of this study.
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Chapter Seven 

The Predictive Versus The Explanatory Utility of the Belief-Based Constructs 

(Study 3) 

7.1 Introduction  

The previous two studies provide different, but complementary, views on the 

role of gambling outcome expectancies and associated gambling related beliefs in 

gambling behaviour. In short, the findings from the first study demonstrate it is 

possible to distinguish between dissimilar gambling outcomes expectancies and they, 

in turn, relate differentially to gambling frequency and gambling problems. Of 

particular interest was the salience of the emotion focussed dimensions of gambling 

outcome expectancies in explaining variance in gambling problems. In contrast, the 

social, escape, and monetary dimensions of expectancies independently contributed 

to the explanation of gambling frequency. The results from the follow-up survey 

(Study 2) complemented these findings by revealing gambling outcome 

expectancies, social influences, and belief in skill contributed to the prediction of 

subsequent gambling frequency (via gambling intentions). One notable finding was 

that the nature of the relationships between the belief-based constructs and gambling 

frequency differed depending on the risk status of the gamblers. Taken together, 

these studies indicate a diverse range of gambling related beliefs are involved in the 

choice to gamble and subsequent gambling behaviour. However, the role of the 

belief-based constructs in predicting or explaining change in gambling problems was 

not directly assessed in the previous two studies. Thus, the current study is employed 

to compare the predictive and the explanatory value of gambling-related beliefs in 

relation to the temporal nature of gambling problems. 

From a predictive model perspective, prior gambling related beliefs should 

foreshadow a change in gambling behaviour. This is reflected in the assumptions of 

some of the previous gambling motivation oriented research (e.g., Shead & Hodgins, 

2009; Steward & Zack, 2008; Young & Wohl, 2009) that imply specific motivational 

characteristics predispose a person to be more likely to experience gambling related 

problems than others. For instance, Steward and Zack (2008) reasoned that 

employing gambling as an emotional management strategy may be more likely to 

lead problem gambling than gambling for social reasons. Similar arguments have 

been advanced in relation to cognitive biases where overly optimistic beliefs in skill 
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or ability are thought to explain persistent gambling in the face of successive and 

unstainable losses (Raylu & Oei 2004; Steenbergh et al., 2002). However, it is 

unknown whether specific types of motivation or expected outcomes precede the 

transition to problematic gambling.  

An alternative explanation, but not necessarily precluding the former, is that 

gambling behaviour, in itself, may lead to changes in gambling motivation. In other 

words, gambling motivations may not predispose an individual to future risk; rather 

motivations may change as a consequence of gambling. This latter proposition is 

consistent with observations made by several researchers (e.g., Blaszczynski & 

McConaghy, 1989; Clarke et al., 2007; Lund, 2011). In essence, these researchers 

propose that as gambling problems accrue, the reasons for gambling change.  

However, due to the absence of longitudinal research it is not possible to 

determine whether gambling (and in particular problematic gambling) leads to 

changes in motivation or whether pre-existing reasons for gambling predict gambling 

problems. The importance of longitudinal studies within gambling research more 

generally was raised by Abbott et al. (2006). These authors state that factors that are 

considered as potential risks in the development of gambling problems need to be 

further tested within longitudinal research designs. For instance, without the use of 

longitudinal studies it is difficult to determine whether the variables of interest 

precede problematic gambling, or alternatively, are a consequence of gambling 

problems. Despite the same issue being acknowledged in gambling motivation 

oriented research (e.g., Clarke et al., 2007; Dechant & Ellery, 2011; Steward & Zack, 

2008), the predictive utility of motivation type constructs has not been explored.  

Although not directly related to reasons for gambling, there is an emerging 

body of research that assesses the stability of gambling problems (LaPlante et al., 

2008). In short, this body of research indicates that changes in gambling problems 

occur over time. The importance of these findings to the current study is they show 

there is an opportunity to explore the role of gambling related beliefs within the 

context of changing levels of gambling problems. Thus, the primary objective of this 

study is to extend the understanding of the role of gambling motivations by assessing 

changes in gambling problems in concert with repeated measures of the gambling 

outcome expectancies. In addition, the influences of significant others (normative 
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beliefs) and perception of skill (cognitive biases) are examined. In this way, the 

current study will further examine the findings of Study 1 and Study 2 within a 

longitudinal context. 

Overall, the objective within the current study is to compare two different but 

not mutually exclusive propositions. The first is to test whether the GOES, normative 

beliefs, and cognitive biases can predict gambling problems. This will be facilitated 

by assessing the relationship between Wave 1 belief-based measures and Wave 3 

problem gambling scores. The second is to examine whether there is an association 

between the changes in GOES, normative beliefs, and cognitive biases and changes 

in problem gambling scores. Although specific hypotheses are not formulated within 

each of these two different approaches, the salience of specific beliefs-based 

constructs is nevertheless explored. Of particular interest is whether the prominence 

of the emotion oriented outcome expectancies evident in Study 1B and Study 2 are 

reflected in either (or both) of the predictive or explanatory models of gambling 

problems. Also, to provide a comparison, the same analyses will be conducted using 

gambling frequency as the dependent variable. 
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7 .2Methods 

7.2.1 Participants 

A total of 512 participants completed the survey at Wave 3. The final sample 

included 462 of the respondents who participated in both the Wave 1 and Wave 2 

surveys and 50 participants from the Wave 1 (i.e., those who did not respond to the 

Wave 2 survey). Most of those who completed the final survey were recruited via the 

research company (n = 493). The demographic characteristics for the Wave 3 survey 

respondents and Wave 3 non-respondents are presented in Table 7.1.  

As shown in Table 7.1, there was no association between response status and 

gender, education, or income. However, there was an association between response 

status and employment status. More specifically, there were a higher proportion of 

retirees who completed the Wave 3 survey than those who did not respond to the 

final survey (28.7% versus 12.9%). Also, the Wave 3 respondents were significantly 

older (Mage = 48.64, SD = 16.28) than the Wave 3 non-respondents (Mage= 41.59, SD 

= 15.15), Mann-Whitney U test, z = 8.51, p < .001 r = .19. As reported in Study 2, 

these biases are likely to be an artefact of achieving a much higher response rate 

from the panel members (32.5%) than the volunteer sample (4.7%). That is, the 

Wave 1 panel sample were, on average, older and included significantly more 

retirees than the Wave 1 volunteer sample. As reported previously, employment 

status was not associated with problem gambling. Likewise, the effects of age are 

considered in the results sections. 

Comparisons were made across the survey periods to assess the prevalence of 

low risk, moderate risk and problem gambling, as indicated using the PGSI cut off 

scores. For the purposes of the current study, the low risk classification consisted of 

those who scored less than three on the PGSI, whereas moderate risk group 

comprised those who scored between three and seven. The problem gambler group 

included those who scored eight or more on the PGSI. Table 7.2 presents the 

gambling risk profiles of the samples across the three waves (2009 - 2011) of the 

longitudinal study. The lower panel includes comparative data for the Wave 3 

respondents’ risk profiles at Wave 1. 
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Table 7.1 

Comparison of Demographic Characteristics for Wave 3 Respondents and Non-

Respondents  

Characteristic n = 512 (%) n = 1,470 (%) χ
2
 df 

Gender   2.22 2 

  Female 291 (56.8) 819 (55.7)   

  Male 221 (43.2) 645 (43.9)   

  Refuse/don’t know 0 (0.0) 6 (0.4)   

Highest education attainment    5.25 5 

  Less than high school 4 (0.8) 24 (1.6)   

  High school 185 (36.1) 519 (35.3)   

  Trade or certificate level 149 (29.1) 389 (26.5)   

  Tertiary degree 106 (20.7) 321 (21.8)   

  Post graduate degree 56 (10.9) 163 (11.1)   

  Refuse/don’t know 12 (2.3) 54 (3.7)   

Employment status* *   71.82 6 

  Employed full-time 180 (35.2) 667 (45.4)   

  Employed part-time 94 (18.4) 263 (17.9)   

  Homemaker 38 (7.4) 137 (9.3)   

  Student 20 (3.9) 84 (5.7)   

  Unemployed 13 (2.5) 62 (4.2)   

  Retired 147 (28.7) 189 (12.9)   

  Refuse/don’t know 20 (3.9) 68 (4.6)   

Income   10.17 7 

  Less than $20,000 141 (27.5) 376 (25.6)   

  $20,000 to < $35,000 111 (21.7) 262 (17.8)   

  $35,000 to < $50,000 102 (19.9) 291 (19.8)   

  $50,000 to < $65,000 60 (11.7) 196 (13.3)   

  $65,000 to < $80,000 31 (6.1) 134 (9.1)   

  $80,000 to < $95,000 21 (4.1) 73 (5.0)   

  $95,000 and over 31 (6.1) 82 (5.6)   

  Refuse/don’t know 15 (2.9) 56 (3.8)   

**Significant at p < .01  



EXPECTANCIES, CHOICE AND GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR 

207 

Table 7.2. 

Longitudinal prevalence of gambling problems (%) 

Observation 

Period 

Low Risk Moderate risk Problem  

  
All respondents  

Wave 1 

   (N = 1,943) 

82.7 10.9 6.4 

Wave 2 

   (N = 870) 

83.0 10.9 6.1 

Wave 3 

   (N = 495) 

82.6 11.1 6.3 

 
Wave 3 Respondents’ Wave 1 risk profile 

Wave 1 

   (N = 495) 

82.6 11.1 6.3 

Note: the sample sizes reported are those derived after screening the data. Thus, they 

vary from the full sample statistics.  

As shown in Table 7.2, the prevalence of problem gambling across the three 

waves of the study was consistent. That is, the proportion of respondents classified at 

each of the risk levels at Wave 2 and Wave 3 did not differ from Wave 1, Chi Square 

Goodness of Fit χ
2
 (2, n = 870) = 0.15, p = .93 and χ

2
 (2, n = 495) = 0.05, p = .98, 

respectively. Also, as displayed in the lower panel of Table 7.2, the Wave 3 

respondents’ aggregate risk profiles did not differ from Wave 1, χ
2
 (2, n = 495) = 

0.16, p = .93. Taken together, these results indicate there was no response bias in 

terms of problem gambling status at each survey point. 

7.2.2 Measures 

This survey was designed to further examine the association between the 

constructs identified in the previous two studies. As such, the same survey 

instrument was employed as used in Study 2 with one exception - the Gambling 

Intention Scale was omitted as gambling intentions were not examined in the current 

study.  
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7.2.3 Procedure 

Participants from Wave 1 were contacted to participate in the final follow-up 

survey. Thus, the sampling frame included those who did not, necessarily, respond to 

the second survey. However, the respondents who did not gamble at both Wave 1 

and Wave 2 (i.e., selected never or rarely gambled for the nine activities on both 

surveys) were not invited to participate in the final survey (6 volunteers, and 50 panel 

members).  

Despite the minor change to the sampling parameters, the same procedures 

were employed for the final survey as with the first follow-up survey. The 134 Wave 

1 volunteers (gamblers who agreed to receive a follow-up invitation) were either 

emailed an invitation (n = 123), which included a URL to an electronic copy of the 

survey or were posted a print version of the survey (n = 17) with a return paid 

envelope. In total, 19 surveys were completed between December, 2010 and January 

2011. 

Similarly, the panel members were recontacted to participant in the final 

survey. Of the 1,932 eligible Wave 1 panels members (i.e., n = 50 were excluded as 

they did not gamble at Wave 1 and Wave 2), 1,153 were still active panel members. 

These members were sent an email invitation on 16
th

 of November 2010. The survey 

was left open for three weeks and weekly reminders were sent until the survey 

closed. As with the previous surveys, the panel members who completed the survey 

were awarded membership points and competition entries for completing the survey. 

In total, 493 panel members completed the final survey.  
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7.3 Results 

The results are set out in three sections. In the first section, the respondents’ 

views about the stability of their gambling involvement and their responses to the 

opened ended questions are explored. The second section contains the analyses 

pertaining to the comparisons of the predictive and explanatory models. Namely, the 

role of gambling outcome expectancies, normative beliefs, and cognitive biases in 

predicting and explaining respondents’ Wave 3 gambling frequency and gambling 

problems are assessed. The third section provides the results from a series of 

between-group and within-group comparisons. That is, respondents who changed 

gambling risk level classifications from Wave 1 to Wave 3 are compared to those 

who remained at the same level of risk on the belief-based measures.  

Preliminary screening of the data revealed twenty one potential aberrant cases. 

Of these, thirteen cases displayed invariance across the gambling outcome 

expectancy and normative beliefs items and were, therefore, excluded from the 

analyses (the normative beliefs scale include two negatively phrased items). A 

further eight cases were visually inspected because of inconsistencies in the 

gambling behaviour measures (e.g., classified as problem gamblers, but gambled less 

than monthly and/or changed from low risk to high risk gambling). Of these, four 

were considered invalid due to inconsistencies in the gambling behaviour measures 

(e.g., reported TAB as favourite form of gambling, but did not bet on races). The 

remaining four cases were retained as the responses were considered plausible 

(although gambling less than monthly, gambling was consistent with favourite 

activity). In total, 17 cases were removed resulting in a final sample size of N = 495. 

The Wave 1 and Wave 3 belief-based measures and Wave 3 gambling 

frequency and gambling problem scale were checked for normality. Inspection of 

frequency histograms and boxplots indicated the gambling outcome expectancies and 

the normative beliefs scales were free from univariate outliers and were 

approximately normally distributed. However, the cognitive biases scale, gambling 

frequency and gambling problems scales were positively skewed. These measures 

were subjected to a logarithmic transformation and subsequent inspection revealed 

they were suitably distributed for inclusion in the correlational and regression 

analyses. The means, standard deviation, and reliabilities for these measures (prior to 

transformation) are presented in Table 7.3. 
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Table 7.3. 

Mean, Standard Deviation and Reliability of Major Study Variables  

Scale  M SD α 

Excitement 3.30 1.23 .85 

Escape 2.39 1.17 .88 

Ego Enhancement 2.01 1.05 .91 

Social 3.10 1.24 .90 

Money 2.74 1.35 .85 

Normative Beliefs 3.03 0.86 .87 

Cognitive Biases 1.98 0.80 .94 

Wave 3 Gambling frequency 1.74 0.53 .71 

Wave 3 Problem gambling 1.51 3.47 .92 

Wave 3 Excitement 2.76 1.20 .86 

Wave 3 Escape 2.21 1.15 .91 

Wave 3 Ego Enhancement 1.88 0.97 .93 

Wave 3 Social 2.61 1.18 .91 

Wave 3 Money 2.43 1.21 .85 

Wave 3 Normative Beliefs 3.01 0.81 .87 

Wave 3 Cognitive Biases 1.91 0.79 .95 

 

7.4 Respondents’ Self-expressed reasons for change in gambling behaviour  

At Wave 2 and Wave 3, respondents were asked to indicate whether the 

amount of time or money they now spend gambling was different from the same time 

last year. Of the 854 respondents who completed the Wave 2 survey, 472 (55.3%) 

reported they were spending a dissimilar amount of time or money gambling from 12 

months earlier. Of the 495 respondents who completed the Wave 3 survey, 246 

(49.6%) reported spending a different amount of time or money compared to 12 

months ago. The summary statistics for those reporting a decrease, no change, or an 

increase in their gambling behaviour are presented in Table 7.4.  
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Table 7.4. 

The Percentage of Respondents Reporting an Increase, No Change, or Decrease in 

the Time or Money Spent Gambling By Wave Number 

  
Time   Money  

 
Less Same More Less Same More 

Wave 2 38.8 56.0 5.2 40.4 53.9 5.7 

Wave 3 35.0 59.1 5.9 37.8 54.3 7.9 

 

Inspection of the data revealed that 42.9% of the respondents reported a 

reduction in either the amount of time or money gambling at Wave 2. In contrast, 

6.7% indicated they increased either the amount of time or money gambling. A 

similar pattern emerged at Wave 3: 40.8% reported a decrease and 9.5% of the 

respondents indicated an increase in their gambling behaviour compared to 12 

months earlier.  

Of the Wave 2 respondents who reported a change in their gambling behaviour, 

65.7% (310 out of 472) indicated they were spending less time and money. This 

pattern was similar at Wave 3: 52.8% (158 out of 299) indicated they were spending 

less time and money compared to the same time the previous year. In relation to 

those who increased their gambling behaviour (n = 57 at Wave 2 and n = 47 at Wave 

3), approximately half increased the amount of time and money spent gambling. 

Specifically, 52.6% (n = 30) at Wave 2 and 44.7% (n = 21) at Wave 3 reported an 

increase in the amount of time and money gambling, respectively. In contrast, only 

four respondents (n = 3 at Wave 2 and n = 1 at Wave 3) reported spending more time 

gambling but less money, whereas four reported spending less time but more money 

(n = 3 at Wave 2 and n = 1 at Wave 3). Thus, of those who reported a change in their 

gambling behaviour, the majority made changes to either decrease or increase their 

overall level of involvement; not just a change their pattern of gambling behaviour 

(i.e., gambling more often with less money or vice versa).  

The respondents who changed their gambling behaviour within the last 12 

months were invited to provide a reason for the change. In total, 336 respondents (n 

= 211 at Wave 2 and n = 125 at Wave 3) provided a response to the open ended-
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question. The elicited responses were separated and pooled into one of two groups 

according to whether the respondents indicated they reduced or increased their 

gambling.  

The responses associated with a reported decrease in gambling were classified 

into categories on the basis of the reason cited. This was achieved by reviewing the 

responses and creating categories to reflect each attribute referred to. New categories 

were created until all of the responses were able to be classified into one of the 

themes. In the event a response cited more than one reason, the first theme referred to 

was selected. The same procedure was adopted for classifying the responses elicited 

in relation to an increase in gambling. Table 7.5 and 7.6 show example responses and 

the endorsement rate for each category associated with a decrease and increase in 

gambling, respectively. 

 A total of eight categories were created to classify the responses elicited in 

response to spending less time or money gambling. The most commonly cited 

reasons for decreasing gambling behaviour referred to factors external to the person. 

For instance, having less disposable income or less time or opportunity accounted for 

66% of the responses. Personal perceptions of gambling or its place in a person’s life 

collectively accounted for the next largest portion of responses (27%). These 

categories include, in rank order of endorsement, a loss of interest, less favourable 

view of the financial utility of gambling, change in interests, and self-reflection on 

gambling behaviour (gambling too much). Concern about the economic climate and 

change in social influences also reflects external factors, although these themes were 

endorsed to a lesser extent than the other external influences (7% versus 66%).  
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Table 7.5 

Reasons for Decreasing Level of Gambling Involvement (n = 269) 

Category Sample responses % 

Less disposable 

income 

Not as much money coming into the household. 

Less money to gamble. 

42 

Less 

time/opportunity 

Now married, so don't have the time. 

Less time to do so and also less convenient. 

22 

Lost Interest/no 

longer fun 

Interest is waning. 

Not interesting any more. 

8 

Less optimistic 

about winning  

Not winning often enough. 

Fear of losing, reduced amount of gambling and the 

times. 

8 

Change in 

lifestyle/interests 

I have developed other interests and hobbies… 

Change in lifestyle and priorities. 

7 

Concern over 

economy 

Financial crisis. 

I have been trying to cut back on unnecessary 

spending to put more away 'for a rainy day'. 

6 

Gambling too 

much 

I could not afford it I was always short of money. 

Come to my senses. 

5 

Social influences New group of friends. 

Friend introduced me to table games. 

1 

 

As with the responses pertaining to a decrease in gambling behaviour, eight 

categories were developed to reflect the answers elicited in response to spending 

more money or time gambling. Inspection of the emergent categories revealed a 

distinction between external and internal factors. More specifically, the four most 

frequently endorsed themes comprised: more opportunity, more disposable income, 

gambling as more expensive and social influences. In contrast, the themes that 

referred to individual needs or perceptions were endorsed less frequently. For 

example, the need for money, mood regulation, chasing losses, and improved skill 

collectively represented 26% of the responses given in relation to an increased in 

gambling behaviour.  
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Table 7.6 

Reasons for Increasing Level of Gambling Involvement (n = 67) 

Category Sample responses % 

More 

time/opportunity 

I know more places to play at… easy access. 

Going out more. 

24 

More disposable 

income 

More money to spend. 

Earning a little more. 

21 

More expensive The pokies are charging higher prices to play. 

Because the machines do not pay out as they used to. 

16 

Social 

influences 

Friend introduced me to table games. 

I have met friends who enjoy betting on the horses. 

13 

Need more 

money 

I need to win, so I keep trying. 

Hope to retire without solely relying on pension. 

9 

Improve mood Escape from problems. 

Lifestyle stress. 

9 

Chase losses I cannot help wanting to win I keep trying to catch up. 

Chasing losses. 

4 

Improved skill Betting types and improved skills means longer 

gambling. 

3 

 

7.5 Predicting and Explaining Wave 3 Problem Gambling  

A series of tests were conducted to examine the predictive and explanatory 

utility of the GOES and associated belief-based measures. First, the relationships 

between Wave 1 gambling outcome expectancies and Wave 3 gambling frequency 

and Wave 3 gambling problems were assessed. Second, the efficacy of Wave 1 

measures of GOES, normative beliefs, and cognitive biases to predict change in 

gambling frequency and problem gambling scores was examined. Third, the change 

scores in the GOES, normative beliefs, and cognitive biases were assessed to 

examine whether they related to change in gambling frequency and PGSI scores.  

7.5.1 Predictors of gambling frequency and gambling problem  

Multiple regression analyses were employed to assess the relationship between 

the Wave 1 GOES and Wave 3 gambling frequency and Wave 3 gambling 
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behaviour. To ensure the variables were appropriate for inclusion in multiple 

regression analyses, zero-order correlations were conducted to assess the relationship 

between the five dimensions of gambling outcome expectancies, gambling frequency 

and gambling problems. The findings revealed that each of the five dimensions of 

Wave 1 gambling outcome expectancies was significantly correlated with Wave 3 

gambling frequency and PGSI scores (p < .05), indicting they were appropriate to 

include as predictor variables in the regression models. Separate standard multiple 

regression analyses were performed to regress gambling frequency and the Wave 3 

problem gambling scores on the Wave 1 GOES scores on Wave 3. 

Prior to interpreting the multiple regression analysis, the data were checked to 

ensure the required assumptions were met. Mahalanobis coefficients indicated the 

presence of two multivariate outliers (scores < 20.52). However, as the Cook 

leverage statistic was less than 1 (between 0.05 and 0.01), the cases were retained in 

the analysis (Field, 2005). The variance inflation factor (VIF) estimate was below 

two for each of the variables indicating the data did not display multi-collinearity. 

Inspection of the residual plots indicated the assumptions of linearity and 

homoscedasticity were met.  

The first model accounted for 12% of the variance in Wave 3 gambling 

frequency (F (5, 489) = 13.03 p < .01). Escape (t = 5.34, p < .01) and money (t = 

2.23, p = .02) uniquely contributed to the model, whereas excitement (t = 0.37, p = 

.73), ego enhancement (t = 1.26, p = .21), and social (t = 0.46, p = .64) did not 

independently predict gambling frequency. These findings are consistent with the 

finding in the cross sectional study (Study 1B), with the exception that social 

outcome expectancies did not contribute in the current model. 

In relation to predicting gambling problems, the full model was significant (F 

(5, 489) = 15.45 p < .01) and predicted 12% of the variance in problem gambling 

scores. The facets of excitement (t = 2.46, p = .02), escape (t = 3.85, p < .01), and 

ego enhancement (t = 2.25 p = .03) all made a unique contribution to the model. In 

contrast, money (t = 0.10, p = .99) and social (t = 1.80, p = .07) gambling outcome 

expectancies failed to independently predict Wave 3 PGSI scores. These findings are 

directly comparable to the cross-sectional findings in Study 1B, which indicate the 

relationship between gambling problems and the emotion oriented aspects of 
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gambling outcome expectancies is robust. However, these findings do not directly 

assess whether Wave 1 gambling outcome expectancies predict change in gambling 

frequency or gambling problems. 

7.5.2 Prediction of change in gambling frequency and problem gambling 

scores 

To provide a more rigorous test of the predictive efficacy of the GOES, the 

association between the Wave 1 GOES and change in both gambling frequency and 

PGSI scores were examined. The Δgambling frequency scores and the ΔPGSI 

scores variable were calculated by subtracting respondents’ Wave 1 scores from their 

Wave 3 scores on the respective measures. Only those who showed at least one point 

change on the PGSI scores were selected in the ensuing analyses as the purpose was 

to examine the predictive utility of the variables in relation to changes in gambling 

behaviour. A total of 202 participants met the criterion. Of those selected, 47.5% 

reported an increase (M = 3.24, SD = 3.58) and 52.5% a decrease (M = 2.97, SD = 

3.14) in gambling problems. 

To examine the relationships between each of the GOES facets and Δ

gambling frequency and ΔPGSI scores, a series of zero-order Pearson Correlation 

were performed. The analyses revealed there were no significant relationships 

between the Wave 1 GOES scores and Δgambling frequency (p > .05 on all 

dimensions). Similarly, there were no significant relationships between the Wave 1 

GOES dimensions and Δgambling problems. Further analyses were conducted to 

assess whether Wave 1 normative beliefs and cognitive biases were associated with a 

change in gambling behaviour. The zero-order correlations revealed normative 

beliefs and cognitive biases were not associated with either the Δgambling 

frequency or the ΔPGSI scores (all p > .05). In other words, none of the variables of 

interest predicted change in gambling frequency or change in gambling problems.  

7.5.3 Explaining change in gambling frequency and gambling problems  

In contrast to attempting to predict the changes in gambling behaviour, the 

association between changes in gambling behaviour and changes in gambling 

outcome expectancies, normative beliefs and cognitive biases was assessed. To 

achieve this, differences in Wave 1 and Wave 3 belief-based constructs were 

calculated using the same method adopted for the assessment of the Δgambling 
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frequency and the ΔPGSI scores. That is, respondents Wave 1 score was subtracted 

from their Wave 3 score on the five Gambling Outcome Expectancies subscales, 

normative beliefs, and cognitive biases, respectively.  

Preliminary analyses found the five ΔGOES components, Δnormative beliefs, 

and Δcognitive biases all significantly correlated with Δgambling frequency (p < 

.05). To determine the salience of specific aspects of the belief-based measures, 

hierarchical multiple regression was performed. Specifically, to enable the findings 

to be directly compared to the results in Study 1B, the ΔGOES dimensions were 

entered on the first step. ΔNormative beliefs and Δcognitive bias were entered on 

the second step. Prior to interpreting the analysis, the data was checked to ensure the 

relevant assumptions were satisfied. Eight potential multivariate outliers were 

detected using Mahalanobis distance (co-efficient > 20.52), although inspection of 

Cook’s distance revealed they were not of concern (values between .45 and <.001). 

The standardised residual plots indicated the assumptions of linearity 

homoscedasticity were satisfied, and the variance inflation factors were less than two 

for each of the predictor variables indicating there were no concerns with 

multicollinearity.  

On step one, the ΔGOES scores predicted 9% of the variance in the Δ

gambling frequency (F (5, 196) = 3.79 p < .01). However, the only dimension to 

uniquely contribute to the model was Δsocial outcome expectancies (t = 2.41, p = 

.02). The inclusion of Δnormative beliefs and Δcognitive biases on the second step 

added a significant 6% of variance to the model (F (2, 194) = 7.51 p < .01). The final 

model accounted for 15.4% of the variance in Δgambling frequency (F (7, 194) = 

5.03 p < .01), although Δcognitive biases (t = 2.91, p < .01) emerged as the only 

predictor variable to make a significant independent contribution to the model. 

To examine the utility of the Δbelief-based constructs to explain change in 

gambling problems, the above analysis was performed using the ΔPGSI as the 

dependent variable. The ΔGOES dimensions of excitement, ego enhancement, and 

money, and Δnormative beliefs, were not significantly related toΔPGSI scores and 

were subsequently excluded from the regression model. Step one of the HMR 
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revealed the ΔGOES dimensions of escape and social expectancies explained 3% of 

the variance in ΔPGSI scores (F (2, 199) = 3.17 p = .04). However, neither aspect of 

Δoutcome expectancies made a significant unique contribution to the model. The 

addition of Δcognitive biases on step two increased the models explanatory power 

by 9% (F (1, 198) = 19.51 p < .01), resulting in a final model which explained 12% 

of the variance in the change of gambling problems (F (3, 198) = 8.80 p < .01).  

7.5.4 Summary of hypotheses testing 

Overall, the testing of the predictive utility of the GOES and related belief-

based constructs yielded mixed results. For instance, the ability of the Wave 1 

emotional dimensions of expectancy (e.g., excitement, escape, and ego enhancement) 

to uniquely “predict” Wave 3 gambling problems was consistent with Study 1B. 

However, the fact that the Wave 1 gambling outcome expectancy subscales, 

normative beliefs, and cognitive biases did not predict changes in gambling 

frequency or changes in gambling problems was counter to what a predictive model 

would indicate. In other words, despite the belief based constructs demonstrating a 

relationship with gambling behaviour, they were not helpful in predicting changes in 

gambling behaviour. Thus, the predictive model was not supported.  

On the other hand, the explanatory model received some support. That is, all 

the change GOES facets were associated with changes in gambling frequency (i.e., 

the zero-order correlations). In addition, change in the social expectancies and 

cognitive biases made significant unique contributions to the final gambling 

frequency model. Similarly, there was partial support for the gambling problems 

model - changes in escape and social expectancies were associated with change in 

gambling problems. However, the final explanatory model revealed only cognitive 

biases uniquely explained variance in gambling problems.  

In summary, two notable findings emerged from the preceding analyse. The 

first was the dominance of cognitive biases in the explanatory model. Although this 

was somewhat unexpected, this finding is not necessarily incompatible with the 

previous studies. However, what is more surprising is the failure of the excitement, 

ego enhancement, and escape to uniquely contribute to either the predictive or 

explanatory Δmodels. Moreover, the emotion oriented aspects of gambling outcome 

expectancies did not display a zero-order relationship with changes in gambling 
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behaviour. Conversely, these same aspects of Wave 1 gambling expectancies were 

associated with Wave 3 gambling problems. In other words, although relationships 

appear to hold between Wave 1 gambling outcome expectancies and Wave 3 

gambling problems, the measures of gambling outcome expectancies were not able 

to predict or explain why these associations exist. 

In attempt to examine why these anomalous findings have occurred, a closer 

inspection of the change in PGSI was conducted. More specifically, the pattern of 

changes in gambling problems was assessed by respondents Wave 1 risk status. This 

level of analyses was performed to determine whether differences in prior levels of 

gambling risk level may help explain the unexpected findings. To facilitate this, the 

respondents were classified into one of nine categories on the basis of their Wave 1 

and Wave 3 risk classification. For example, those identified as low risk gamblers at 

Wave 1 were segregated into one of three groups according to their Wave 3 

gambling risk status: low risk (Wave 1 & 3); low risk to moderate risk; and low risk 

to problem gambling. The same procedure was employed for the Wave 1 moderate 

risk gamblers and problem gamblers. For the purposes of this study, low risk 

gambling was assessed as scoring less than three on the PGSI, moderate risk 

gambling between three and seven, and problem gambling a score of eight or more. 

The matrix presented in Table 7.7 displays the number of respondents classified into 

each of the Wave 1 by Wave 3 categories.  
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Table 7.7  

Stability of Gambling Risk Level  

 Wave 1 

Wave 3 1 2 3 Total (Wave 3) 

1. Low 380 (92.9) 25 (44.6) 4 (13.3) 409 

2. Moderate 23 (5.6) 23 (41.1) 9 (30.0) 55 

3. Problem 6 (1.5) 8 (14.3) 17 (56.7) 31 

 Wave 1 Total 409 (100%) 56 (100%) 30 (100%)  

Notes: Bold face indicates no change in risk classification between waves. Values 

within parentheses show the percentage of Wave 1 respondents who were at the same 

or different risk category at Wave 3. 

As shown in Table 7.7, 84.8% (420 out of 495 – see diagonal) of the 

respondents remained within the same risk category at Wave 1 and Wave 3. 

However, the stability was not consistent across the each level of classification. For 

example, the most stable group were the low risk gamblers, with 92.9% of those 

classified as low risk at Wave 1 remaining in this category at Wave 3. In contrast, the 

majority (58.9%) of those who were classified as moderate risk gamblers at Wave 1 

did not remain in this category. That is, despite a similar proportion of respondents 

meeting the moderate risk classification at Wave 1 and Wave 3 in aggregate terms 

(10.9% and 11.3%, respectively – see Table 7.2), more than half of the Wave 1 

moderate risk gamblers transitioned to a different level of risk. More specifically, 

significantly fewer respondents (14.3%) increased from moderate risk to problem 

gambling compared to those who moved to low risk (44.6%), chi square goodness of 

fit χ
2
 (2, n = 56) = 9.25, p = .01. Also, although the majority of those classified as 

problem gamblers at Wave 1 remained in this category at Wave 3, 40.3% 

transitioned to a lower level of risk at Wave 3. Taken together, these results 

demonstrate there was variability in problem gambling over time, although the most 

changed occurred for the Wave 1 moderate and Wave 1 problem gambling cohorts.  

Given the discrepancy in gambling risk level changes across the Wave I risk 

categories, a series of between group and within group analyses were performed to 

compare those who either showed an increase or decrease in their risk level at Wave 

3 with those who remained at their Wave 1 classification. To achieve this, the 3 x 
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Wave 1 low risk and 3 x Wave 1 problem gambling categories were collapsed into 

two groups, respectively. That is, the cohort classified as low risk at Wave 1 were 

separated into those who remained at low risk at Wave 3 and those who increased in 

risk status at Wave 3 (changed to either moderate risk or problem gambling). 

Whereas those who were classified as problem gamblers at Wave 1 were subdivided 

into those who decreased in their risk status (changed to either moderate risk or low 

risk gambling) and those who did not manifest a change in their problem gambling 

risk status. In contrast, the three group classification was retained for the Wave 1 

moderate risk cohort. For instance, those who changed from moderate risk to low 

risk formed the decrease group; those who remained at the moderate risk 

classification the no-change group; and those who changed from moderate risk to 

problem gambling the increase group. Figure 7.1 shows the resultant groups and the 

respective sections that each different group of analyses are reported in. The 

following sections describe the analyses as they relate to the Wave 1 low risk, 

moderate risk and problem gambling cohorts, respectively.
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Figure 7.1. Respondents’ Wave 1 risk profile by change status.  
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7.6 Examining the Role of Gambling Related Beliefs by Risk Status 

As shown in Figure 7.1, the ensuing analyses are progressed in three sections. 

In the first section, comparisons are made between the Wave 1 low risk gamblers 

who remained at low risk and those who transition to an increased level of risk at 

Wave 3. The second section includes the analyses pertaining to the Wave 1 moderate 

risk gamblers and the third section for the Wave 1 problem gambling cohort. In 

summary, the aim was to compare those who either showed increased or decreased in 

their risk level at Wave 3 with those who remained at their Wave 1 classification.  

7.6.1 Wave 1 low risk group 

As displayed in Figure 7.1, 29 of the 409 respondents from the Wave 1 low 

risk cohort transitioned to either moderate risk or problem gambling at Wave 3 

(change group), whereas 380 respondents remained at the low risk classification (no-

change group). Between-group comparisons were made to investigate whether the 

two groups could be differentiated in terms of their gambling-related beliefs at Wave 

1. Subsequently, repeated measures analyses were performed to determine whether 

the no-change group and increase group showed a change in gambling outcome 

expectancies, normative beliefs, or cognitive biases from Wave 1 to Wave 3.  

Prior to conducting the analyses, the continuous dependent variables were 

screened for normality at each level of the independent variable (i.e., change group 

status). Visual inspection of the histograms and boxplots indicated gambling 

frequency, number of activities frequently participated and PGSI scores data were 

positively skewed. Similarly, several of the belief-based measures scores (e.g., 

escape, ego enhancement, money, and cognitive biases) were positively skewed in 

one or both change status groups. Although MANOVAs are considered robust to 

departures from normality (Field, 2005), the parametric tests were performed with 

the following provisions. First, Welch’s adjusted degrees of freedom were applied 

when the assumption of equality of variances was violated. Second, the univariate 

analyses were replicated using the non-parametric equivalent (e.g., Mann-Whitney U 

test and Wilcoxon paired t-test) to establish the robustness of the results. Only the 

results for the parametric tests are reported, as there were no differences between the 

results obtained from the parametric and non-parametric analyses. 
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7.6.1.1 Between group comparisons. 

Before comparing the no-change group and increase group on gambling related 

beliefs, the two groups were compared in terms of age, gender and gambling 

behaviour. An independent t test revealed there was no significant difference in age 

between the no-change group (M = 49.24, SD = 16.91) and the increase group (M = 

50.03, SD = 15.92), t(407) = .25, p = .80, r = .01. Similarly, a chi square test of 

independence found there was no significant association between gender and change 

group status, χ
2
 (1, n = 409) = 1.04, p = .30. 

In terms of gambling frequency, as assessed by the composite gambling 

frequency scale, an independent t test indicated the increase group gambled more 

frequently (M = 1.90, SD = 0.58) than the no-change group (M = 1.62, SD = 0.42) at 

Wave 1, t(30) = 2.54, p = .02 r = .17. Also, on average, the increase group gambled 

on a greater number of activities frequently (M = 1.41, SD = 1.43) compared to no-

change group (M = 0.83, SD = 1.01), t(30)= 2.16, p = .04, r = .14. These differences 

in gambling behaviour were reflected in the pattern of results reported in Table 7.8. 

For example, 34.5% versus 13.9% of the increase group played EGMs at clubs or 

pubs monthly or more. Similarly, 17.2% of the increase group placed bets on races 

monthly or more compared to 5.3% of those who did not experience an escalation in 

gambling problems.  

In addition to the group differences on Wave 1 gambling frequency, the 

increase group scored significantly higher on PGSI at Wave 1 (M = 0.72, SD = 0.84) 

compared to the low risk no-change group (M = 0.27, SD = 0.57), t(30) = 2.19, p = 

.01, r = .19. Also, a higher percentage of the increase group (37.9%) reported an 

escalation in the amount of time or money they gambled in the last 12 months than 

the no-change group (5.5%), χ
2
 (2, n = 409) = 44.16, p < .001. Taken together, the 

respondents who reported an increase in gambling risk level at Wave 3 displayed a 

more intensive level of gambling involvement at Wave 1 than their no-change 

counterparts who remained at low risk, although the effect sizes were small. 
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Table 7.8 

The Percentage of Wave 1 Low Risk Group Who Frequently Participated in 

Gambling Activities at Wave 1 by Change Status 

Gambling Behaviour 

(Monthly or more) 

No-change 

(n=380) 

Increase 

(n=29) 

   Lottery 180 (47.4) 14 (48.3) 

   EGM Clubs/Pubs 53 (13.9) 10 (34.5) 

   EGMs Casino  16 (4.2) 3 (10.3) 

   Races 20 (5.3) 5 (17.2) 

   Sports 8 (2.1) 3 (10.3) 

   Table games 5 (1.3) - 

   Bingo 20 (3.4) 4 (13.8) 

   Cards 8 (2.1) 1 (3.4) 

   Internet (casino games) 6 (1.6) 1 (3.4) 

 

A one-way multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was employed to 

assess whether the increase group versus no-change group differed on gambling 

belief-based measures. As gambling frequency was the only significant covariate 

(F(7, 400) = 17.62, p < .001, 2
 = .24), it was employed as the control variable in 

MANCOVA. Box’s M was not significant indicating the assumption of homogeneity 

of variance was met. The analysis revealed a significant effect for group status on the 

combined measure of gambling belief-based measures, F(7, 400) = 2.73, p = .009, 2
 

= .05. Table 7.9 shows the unadjusted mean scores, standard deviation, and the 

between-subject effects for each of the respective belief-based measures. 
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Table 7.9 

Wave 1 Low Risk Cohort by Change Status Baseline Belief-Based Measures  

Belief-based 

measure 

No change 

(n = 380) 

Increased Risk 

(n = 29) 

F p 
2
 

Excitement 3.12 (1.22) 3.78 (1.15) 6.00 .015 .02 

Escape 2.19 (1.07) 2.80 (1.11) 4.39 .037 .01 

Ego Enhancement 1.85 (0.95) 2.65 (1.20) 15.25 <.001 .04 

Social 2.97 (1.22) 3.29 (1.17) 0.35 .555 <.01 

Money 2.62 (1.37) 3.01 (1.11) 0.83 .362 <.01 

Normative Beliefs 2.94 (0.83) 3.15 (0.85) 0.01 .997 <.01 

Cognitive Biases 1.83 (0.70) 2.20 (0.73) 3.47 .054 <.01 

 

As reported in Table 7.9, significant differences were detected for the 

constructs of excitement, escape, and ego enhancement. In contrast, there was no 

significant difference between the no-change and increase group on the social and 

monetary expectancies, and normative beliefs, and cognitive biases. 

7.6.1.2 Within group comparisons.  

Wave 1 no-change group. Repeated measure t tests were conducted to assess 

whether those who retained their low risk classification at Wave 3 reported any 

changes in their gambling behaviour or gambling related-beliefs over time. The 

Wave 1 no-change low risk group showed no change in gambling frequency from 

Wave 1 (M = 1.62, SD = 0.42) to Wave 3 (M = 1.64, SD = 0.45), t(379) = 0.99, p = 

.33, r = .05. Likewise, there was no significant difference in PGSI scores across 

Wave 1 (M = 0.27, SD = 0.57) and Wave 3 (M = 0.22, SD = 0.51), t(379) = 1.70, p = 

.09, r = .09. In contrast, on average, the no-change group gambled on a fewer 

number of gambling activities frequently at Wave 3 (M = 0.74, SD = 0.93) than at 

Wave 1 (M = 0.83, SD = 1.01), t(379) = 0.99, p = .03, r = .11, although the 

magnitude of difference was relatively small.  

A repeated measure MANOVA was employed to check for changes in 

gambling belief-based measures across the Wave 1 and Wave 3 survey periods. The 

analysis revealed a significant difference (F(5, 375) = 20.02, p < .001, 2
 = .21) 
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across time periods for the combined measure of gambling belief-based measure. 

The mean, standard deviations, and relevant test statistics for each of the belief-based 

constructs are displayed in Table 7.10.  

Table 7.10 

Belief-Based Measures Means and Standard Deviations for Low Risk No-Change 

Group (n = 380) at Wave 1 and Wave 3 

Belief-based 

measure 

Wave 1 Wave 3 F p 
2
 

Excitement 3.12 (1.22) 2.58 (1.17) 68.59 <.001 .15 

Escape 2.19 (1.07) 1.98 (0.99) 14.52 <.001 .04 

Ego Enhancement 1.85 (0.95) 1.72 (0.86) 5.75 .019 .01 

Social 2.97 (1.22) 2.47 (1.15) 54.05 <.001 .13 

Money 2.62 (1.37) 2.26 (1.15) 25.45 <.001 .06 

Normative Beliefs 2.94 (0.83) 2.91 (0.80) 0.72 .396 .02 

Cognitive Biases 1.83 (0.70) 1.73 (0.64) 7.45 .007 .19 

 

As shown in Table 7.10, there was a significant decline in the five dimensions 

of gambling outcome expectancies from Wave 1 to Wave 3. Similarly, there was a 

significant reduction in cognitive biases at Wave 3 compared to the baseline measure 

at Wave 1. However, there was no significant difference between the Wave 1 and 

Wave 3 measurement of normative beliefs.  

Wave 1 increase group. The same repeated-measure comparisons were 

conducted with the Wave 1 low risk group which increased in risk status at Wave 3 

(change group; n = 29) as with the no-change group. A repeated measure t test 

revealed the change group, on average, did not report a significant change in their 

gambling frequency at Wave 3 (M = 2.08, SD = .67) from the Wave 1 (M = 1.90, SD 

= 0.58), t(28) = 1.85, p = .08, r = .33. Also, there was no change in the number of 

activities frequently engaged at Wave 3 (M = 1.90, SD = 0.58) from Wave 1 (M = 

1.90, SD = 0.58), t(28) = 0.92, p = .38, r = .17. Thus, the 5.03 point escalation on the 

PGSI from Wave 1 to Wave 3 (t(28) = 7.37, p < .01, r = .81) was not reflected in an 

increase in gambling frequency.  
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A repeated measure MANOVA was employed to assess whether there were 

any significant differences between Wave 1 and Wave 3 belief-base measures for 

those who reported an increase in their gambling risk status. The MANOVA revealed 

there was a significant difference in the combined measure of gambling beliefs from 

Wave 1 to Wave 3, F(7, 22) = 6.08, p < .001, 2
 = .66). The means, standard 

deviation and associated test statistics for belief-based measures are displayed in 

Table 7.11. 

Table 7.11 

Belief-Based Measures Means and Standard Deviations for Low Risk Increase 

Group (n = 29) at Wave 1 and Wave 3 

Belief-based 

measure 

Wave 1 Wave 3 F p 
2
 

Excitement 3.78 (1.15) 3.29 (1.03) 1.83 .077 .11 

Escape 2.80 (1.11)  3.07 (1.14) 1.35 .188 .06 

Ego Enhancement 2.65 (1.20) 2.40 (0.94) 1.10 .279 .04 

Social 3.29 (1.17) 3.22 (1.17) 0.36 .721 .01 

Money 3.01 (1.11) 3.17 (1.08) 0.74 .467 .02 

Normative Beliefs 3.14 (0.85) 3.37 (0.75) 1.80 .083 .10 

Cognitive Biases 2.19 (0.74) 2.68 (0.83) 3.07 .005 .25 

 

As shown in Table 7.11, there were no significant change in the five 

dimensions of gambling outcome expectancies and normative beliefs for the 

increased group over the assessment periods. However, cognitive biases were 

significantly higher at Wave 3 than Wave 1 for this cohort.  

In summary, those who reported an increase in their risk status were gambling 

more frequently and held more positive gambling related beliefs at Wave 1 than 

those who did not report a change in their risk status. However, there was no 

evidence of a change in gambling frequency or gambling related beliefs concomitant 

with the increase in risk at Wave 3, with the exception of cognitive biases. 

Nonetheless, compared to the no-change group, a higher percentage of the increase 

group respondents reported spending more time or money gambling at Wave 3 than 
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at the same time the previous year. The no-change group reported a decrease in the 

number of gambling activities frequently engaged and a decline in all the belief-

based measures with the exception of normative beliefs. 

7.6.2 Wave 1 moderate risk group 

Between group and within group comparisons were made for those classified 

as reporting less gambling problems (decrease group; n = 25), those who remained at 

the moderate risk classification (no-change group; n = 23) and those who transitioned 

to problem gambling (increase group; n = 8). As with the Wave 1 low risk group 

gamblers in the previous section, the between group preliminary analyses were 

conducted to examine whether the groups differed in terms of age, gender and their 

Wave 1 gambling behaviour.  

Initial screening of the data revealed the data were suitable for parametric 

testing. Specifically, the continuous criterion variables (e.g., GOES, normative 

beliefs, and cognitive biases) were approximately normally distributed (as revealed 

by inspection of box plots) at each level of the independent variable for the between 

and within groups analyses.  

7.6.2.1 Between group comparisons.  

A one-way ANOVA revealed there was a significant effect for age, F(2,53) = 

4.27, p = .02, 2
 = .14. Tukey’s post hoc analysis indicated that the increase group 

were significantly younger (M = 36.75, SD = 12.83) than the no-change group (M = 

52.43, SD = 14.97), whereas there were no significant differences between decrease 

group (M = 42.43, SD = 12.84) and the other groups. In relation to gender, a chi 

square test of independence revealed there was no association between risk-change 

status and gender, χ
2
 (1, n = 56) = 0.93, p = .63. Also, there was no association 

between the risk change statuses and the self-reported changed in amount of time or 

money gambling in the last 12 months χ
2
 (4, n = 55) = 7.49, p = .11. 

One-way ANOVAs were conducted to tests for differences between the three 

groups in their Wave 1 gambling behaviour. There were no significant difference in 

gambling frequency between the decrease group (M = 1.93, SD = 0.48), no-change 

group (M = 1.94, SD = 0.52) and the increase group (M = 1.90, SD = 0.51), F(2, 53) 

= 0.27, p = .98, 2
 < .01. Also, there were no significant differences in the average 

number of activities frequently gambled on at Wave 1 for the decrease group (M = 
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1.32, SD = 1.25), no-change group (M = 1.61, SD = 1.31) and the increase group (M 

= 1.63, SD = 1.06), F(2, 53) = 0.38, p = .69, 2
 = .01. Similarly, there were no 

significant differences in PGSI scores at Wave 1 between the decrease group (M = 

4.24, SD = 1.77), no-change group (M = 4.49, SD = 1.47) and the increase group (M 

= 5.00, SD = 1.41), F(2, 53) = 0.90, p = .41, 2
 = .03. 

A MANCOVA was employed to assess whether there were any significant 

differences between groups on the beliefs-based measures. Age was entered as the 

covariate. Inspection of Box’s M indicated the assumption of homogeneity of 

variance-covariance was satisfied. The MANCOVA, revealed there were no 

significant differences between change status on the combined measure of gambling 

outcome expectancies F(14, 94) = 1.06, p = .4045, 2
 = .14. The means and standard 

errors estimates are displayed for each of the belief-based constructs in Figure 7.2. 

 

Figure 7.2. Unadjusted mean and standard errors of belief-based constructs by risk 

change status. 

In summary, unlike the Wave 1 low risk group, the moderate risk group were 

not able to be differentiated by their prior gambling behaviour or belief-based 

measures. 
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7.6.2.2 Within group comparisons.  

Decrease in risk status group. The Wave 1 moderate risk group who showed a 

decrease in gambling risk classification (decrease group) reported no significant 

change in their overall gambling frequency from Wave 1 (M = 1.93, SD = .48) to 

Wave 3 (M = 1.76, SD = .35), t(24) = 1.83, p = .08, r = .35. However, there was a 

decline in the number of activities frequently participated in from Wave 1 (M = 1.32, 

SD = 1.24) to Wave 3 (M = 0.88, SD = 0.88), t(24) = 2.29, p = .03, r = .42. Table 

7.12 shows the summary statistics for each type of frequent gambling activity from 

Wave 1 to Wave 3. 

Table 7.12 

The Percentage of Wave 1 Moderate Risk Decrease Group Who Frequently 

Participated in Gambling Activities at Wave 1 and Wave 3 (n = 25).  

Gambling Behaviour 

(Monthly or more) 

Wave 1 

(%) 

Wave 3 

(%) 

   Lottery 13 (52) 14 (56) 

   EGM Clubs/Pubs 7 (28) 3 (12) 

   EGMs Casino  2 (8) 1 (4) 

   Races 3 (12) 3 (12) 

   Sports 2 (8) 2 (8) 

   Table games 1 (4) 0 (0) 

   Bingo 1 (4) 0 (0) 

   Cards 3 (12) 1 (4) 

   Internet (casino games) 1 (4) 0 (0) 

 

As shown in Table 7.12, the decrease in number of number of activities 

frequently participated in is reflected in a decline in the percentage of respondents’ 

who frequently played EGMs and card games for money. Whereas, there was no 

change in race and sports betting and an increase in lottery play.  

In terms of the belief-based measures, a repeated measure MANOVA revealed 

there was no significant difference between the Wave 1 and Wave 3 measurement on 

the combined measure of gambling related beliefs, F(7, 18) = 2.47, p = . 058, 2
 = 

.49. 
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Remained at moderate risk group. Consistent with their risk classification, 

those who remained at the moderate risk at Wave 1 and Wave 3 (no-change group) 

reported no significant change in their gambling frequency, t(22) = 1.32, p = .20, r = 

.27. Similarly, there was no significant difference in the average number of gambling 

activities frequently engaged at Wave 3 (M = 1.32, SD = 1.24) and Wave 1 (M = 

1.32, SD = 1.24), t(22) = 0.81, p = .43, r = .17. 

Also consistent with the gambling behaviour indices, the repeated measures 

MANOVA revealed there were no significant changes in the gambling-related 

beliefs from Wave I to Wave 3, F(7, 16) = 2.09, p = .106, 2
 = .48. 

Wave 1 moderate risk gamblers who increased to problem gambling. The same 

series of t test were conducted on the cohort who transitioned from moderate risk to 

problem gambling (increased group) as with the previous groups. By definition, the 

increase group reported an increase in gambling problems. However, this change was 

not reflected in either gambling frequency or the number of activities frequently 

engaged. The gambling frequency of the increase group did not significantly differ 

from Wave 1 (M = 1.90, SD = 0.51) to Wave 3 (M = 2.39, SD = 0.68), t(22) = 1.83, p 

= .11, r = .57. Likewise the difference in the average number of gambling activities 

frequently participated in did not significantly change from Wave 1 (M = 1.63, SD = 

1.06) to Wave 3 (M = 1.38, SD = 1.19), t(22) = 0.42, p = .69, r = .16. 

Again, inconsistent with the increase in risk classification, there was no 

significant change in the belief-based measures from Wave 1 to Wave 3. That is, a 

repeated measure MANOVA revealed there was no significant difference between 

the Wave 1 and Wave 3 combined measure of gambling related beliefs, F(7, 1) = 

0.15, p = .965, 2
 = .51. 

In summary, for the Wave 1 moderate risk group there were no significant 

differences in the baseline belief-based measures or gambling behaviour measures 

between those who changed in risk status and those who remained at moderate risk. 

Similarly, there was no difference in the gambling belief-based measures over time. 

Also, those who remained at moderate risk and those who increased in risk level 

showed no change in their gambling frequency. Nonetheless, the decrease group, on 

average, reported a decline in the number of activities frequently participated in. 
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7.6.3. Wave 1 problem gambling  

As with the analyses of the low risk Wave 1 cohort, a series of comparisons 

were made between the change and no-change groups and again within each of 

groups. First, comparisons were made between those who remained at the problem 

gambling classification and those who reported less severe gambling problems at 

Wave 3 on the measures of gambling involvement and the belief-based measures. 

Second, within-groups comparisons were made on the same measures across the 

Wave 1 and Wave 3 periods for the different groups. That is, the analyses were 

performed to determine whether those who remained at the problem gambling status 

and those who reported less gambling problems at Wave 3 reported any change in 

their gambling behaviours or gambling-related beliefs, respectively.  

Prior to conducting the analyses, the variables of interest were screened to 

assess their suitability for inferential testing. Inspection of the box plots, at each level 

of the dependent variable, revealed the data were free from outliers and were 

approximately normally distributed indicating the data met the assumptions for 

parametric type analyses. However, further inspection of the belief-based constructs 

revealed several of the measures were highly inter-correlated (i.e., three greater than 

r = .8), indicting a MANOVA was not appropriate (Field, 2005; Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2001). Consequently, a series of t tests were performed to test for between and 

within group differences on the gambling outcome expectancies measures. The 

Bonferroni correction (alpha of .05/7 = .007) was applied to reduce the risk of a type 

1 error. 

7.6.3.1 Between group comparisons.  

As previously reported, 13 of the 30 Wave 1 problem gamblers transitioned to 

lower risk gambling (decrease group), whereas 17 remained at the problem gambling 

classification (no-change group). An independent t test revealed there were no 

significant age differences between the decrease group (M = 51.51, SD = 16.56) and 

the no-change group (M = 43.71, SD = 15.74), t(28) = 1.26, p = .22, r = .23. Also, 

although the males were over represented in the Wave 1 problem group (66.7% 

male; 33.3% female), there was no significant association between gender and risk-

change status, χ
2
 (1, n = 30) = 1.09, p = .44.  



EXPECTANCIES, CHOICE AND GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR 

234 

An independent t test revealed the gambling frequency of the no-change group 

(M = 2.45 SD = 0.57) was not significantly different from the change group (M = 

2.33, SD = 0.71) at Wave 1, t(28) = 0.50, p = .62, r = 09. Similarly, there was no 

significant difference between the average number of gambling activities frequently 

participated in between the no-change group (M = 2.71, SD = 1.86) and change 

group (M = 2.69, SD = 1.37) at Wave 1, t(28) = 0.02, p = .98, r = .01. Also, there 

were no significant differences in PGSI scores between the no-change group (M = 

12.70, SD = 4.10) and the change group (M = 12.38, SD = 3.75) , t(28) = 0.22, p = 

.83, r = .01. Finally, there was no association between risk change status and the 

percentage of respondents who reported an increase or decrease in the time or money 

they gambled at Wave 3 compared to the same time last year χ
2
 (2, n = 29) = 2.47, p 

= .29.  

A series of independent t tests were conducted to test whether differences 

emerged between the change and decrease group on the Wave 1 measures of 

gambling outcomes expectancies, normative beliefs, and cognitive biases. The t-tests 

revealed there were no significant differences between groups on gambling outcome 

expectancies, normative beliefs, or cognitive biases. Therefore, those who reported a 

decrease in gambling problems at Wave 3 could not be differentiated from those who 

remained at the problem gambling designation in terms of their gambling related 

beliefs. Table 7.13 shows the means, standard deviations, p value, and effect sizes for 

the constructs of excitement, escape, ego enhancement, social, money, normative 

beliefs, and cognitive biases respectively.  
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Table 7.13 

Wave 1 Problem Gambling Cohort by Change Status Baseline Belief-based 

Measures  

Characteristic No change 

(n = 17) 

Decreased Risk 

(n = 13) 

t p r 

Excitement 4.33 (0.96) 4.41 (0.84) 0.23 .820 .04 

Escape 3.56 (1.36) 3.08 (1.43) 0.94 .356 .17 

Ego Enhancement 2.78 (1.21) 2.33 (1.31) 0.98 .336 .18 

Social 3.49 (1.37) 3.29 (1.58) 0.37 .718 .16 

Money 3.57 (1.36) 3.05 (1.30) 1.05 .303 .19 

Normative Beliefs 3.60 (1.19) 3.40 (1.15) 0.46 .647 .09 

Cognitive Biases 2.90 (1.07) 2.93 (1.16) 0.06 .952 .01 

 

7.6.3.2 Within group comparisons. 

Wave 1 Problem gamblers who remained at the problem gambling 

classification. Seventeen of the 30 Wave 1 problem gambling cohort remained at the 

problem gambling classification at Wave 3. The no-change problem gamblers did not 

change their gambling frequency from Wave 1 (M = 2.45, SD = 0.57) to Wave 3 (M 

= 2.49, SD = 0.80), t(16) = 0.29, p = .78, r = .07. Nor did they report a change in the 

average number of activities they gambled at frequently from Wave 1 (M = 2.71, SD 

= 1.86) to Wave 3 (M = 2.53, SD = 2.03), t(16) = 0.47, p = .65, r = .12. 

Table 7.14 shows the repeated measure t test summary statistics for the series 

of comparisons conducted on the belief-based constructs. Again, consistent with their 

risk classification stability, the no-change problem gambling group did not differ in 

their perceptions towards gambling as assessed by gambling outcome expectancies 

from Wave 1 to Wave 3. Similarly, there were no significant differences in 

normative beliefs, or cognitive biases over time. 
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Table 7.14 

Belief-Based Measures Means and Standard Deviations for Problem Gambling No-

Change Group (n = 17) at Wave 1 and Wave 3 

Belief-based 

measure 

Wave 1 Wave 3 t p r 

Excitement 4.33 (0.96) 3.84 (1.19) 1.79 .093 .41 

Escape 3.56 (1.36) 3.60 (1.39) 0.10 .924 .02 

Ego Enhancement 2.78 (1.21) 2.69 (1.23) 0.20 .841 .05 

Social 3.49 (1.37) 3.04 (1.36) 1.31 .208 .31 

Money 3.56 (1.36) 3.62 (1.22) 0.25 .805 .06 

Normative Beliefs 3.60 (1.19) 3.42 (1.19) 0.94 .359 .23 

Cognitive Biases 2.90 (1.07) 2.89 (1.05) 0.07 .957 .02 

 

Wave 1 Problem gamblers who reported a decreased in gambling problems. 

Similar to the no-change problem gambling group, the decrease problem group (n = 

13) did not report a change in their gambling frequency from Wave 1 (M = 2.33, SD 

= 0.71) to Wave 3 (M = 2.14, SD = 0.66), t(12) = 1.43, p = .18, r = .38. However, the 

decrease problem gambling group, on average, reported gambling on fewer activities 

frequently at Wave 3 (M = 1.54, SD = 1.25) than Wave 1 (M = 2.69, SD = 1.38), 

t(12) = 2.55, p = .03, r = .59. Table 7.15 provides a breakdown by type of activity. 

  



EXPECTANCIES, CHOICE AND GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR 

237 

Table 7.15 

The Percentage of Wave 1 Problem Gambling Decrease-Risk Group Who Frequently 

Participated in Gambling Activities at Wave 3 

Gambling Behaviour 

(Monthly or more) 

Wave 1 Wave 3 

   Lottery 10 (76.9) 8 (61.5) 

   EGM Clubs/Pubs 7 (53.8) 3 (23.1) 

   EGMs Casino  2 (15.4) 3 (23.1) 

   Races 6 (46.2) 2 (15.4) 

   Sports 3 (23.1) - 

   Table games 1 (7.7) - 

   Bingo 3 (23.1) 1 (7.7) 

   Cards 1 (7.7) 1 (7.7) 

   Internet (casino games) 2 (15.4) 2 (15.4) 

 

As shown in Table 7.15 fewer of the decrease group gambled frequently on 

lotteries, EGMS in clubs or pubs, at the races, sports, or bingo at Wave 3 than at 

Wave 1. In contrast, there was no change in the number of participants who gambled 

frequently on card games or the internet style casino games, although relatively few 

of the gamblers engaged in these activities frequently. 

The repeated measure comparisons with the belief-based constructs also 

revealed some differences over time. As displayed in Table 7.16, the decrease group 

reported a decline in the mean rating of excitement gambling outcome expectancies 

from Wave 1 to Wave 3. Likewise, cognitive biases were endorsed to a lesser extent 

at Wave 3 than at Wave 1; however, this was not considered statistically significant 

after applying the Bonferroni correction. There were no significant changes in the 

remaining gambling outcome expectancies or normative beliefs from Wave 1 to 

Wave 3. Table 7.16 shows the summary statistics for the respective paired t tests.  
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Table 7.16 

Belief-based measures Means and Standard Deviations for Wave 1 problem 

gambling change group (n = 13) 

Belief-based 

measure 

Wave 1 Wave 3 t p r 

Excitement 4.41 (0.84) 3.31 (1.00) 3.43 .005 .70 

Escape 3.08 (1.44) 2.65 (1.26) 1.50 .160 .40 

Ego Enhancement 2.32 (1.31) 2.04 (1.23) 0.96 .358 .27 

Social 3.29 (1.58) 2.90 (1.25) 0.99 .343 .27 

Money 3.05 (1.30) 2.67 (1.24) 1.52 .154 .41 

Normative Beliefs 3.40 (1.15) 3.32 (0.83) 0.40 .700 .11 

Cognitive Biases 2.93 (1.16) 2.40 (1.12) 2.27 .042 .54 
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7.6 Discussion  

The current study was employed to further examine the associations between 

gambling outcome expectancies and gambling behaviour using a longitudinal 

research design. Specifically, the main purpose was to compare two different, but not 

mutually exclusive, propositions. The first was to test the predictive utility of 

gambling outcome expectancies. This involved examining the ability of the gambling 

outcome expectancies, as assessed two years prior to the current study, to predict 

both gambling frequency and gambling problems of a sample of community 

members. The second proposition examined was whether changes in gambling 

outcome expectancies co-varied with changes in gambling behaviour. Initial testing 

of these hypotheses found support for the latter as opposed to the former proposition. 

However, further investigation revealed a more complex pattern of results. Before 

discussing these results an overview is provided of the sample characteristics and the 

respondents’ views of the stability of their gambling behaviour.  

7.7 Sample Characteristics 

The final survey included 495 of the 1,982 respondents included in Study 1B. 

Despite the attrition rate, the respondents in the final study were comparable to those 

who did not respond to the Wave 3 survey. That is, there were no significant 

differences between those who responded to the final survey and those who did not 

in terms of age, gender, income, and education. However, the current sample was 

over represented in terms of the number of respondents reporting they were retired 

(28.7% versus 12.9%). Nonetheless, as reported in Study 1A, the demographic 

variables were not associated with problem gambling status. Also, the current study 

revealed there were no significant differences in the percentage of respondents 

classified at each level risk across the three surveys periods. Taken together, this 

indicates the attrition was unlikely to introduce a response bias impacting of the 

interpretation of the current study’s findings.  

In terms of variability of gambling behaviour, a substantial percentage of the 

respondents indicated they had changed their level of gambling involvement at some 

point between the surveys. For instance, 49.6% of the Wave 3 sample indicated they 

spent a dissimilar amount of time or money gambling as they did compared to one 

year earlier. Notably, of those who reported a change in their gambling behaviour, 

over 80% indicated they spend less time or money gambling then they did 12 months 
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earlier. In other words, the majority of the sample either spent the same or less time 

or money gambling, whereas less than 10% reported an increase in their gambling 

behaviour.  

Independent of whether the respondents reported an increase or decrease in 

gambling involvement, the self-expressed reason for the change in gambling 

typically reflected reasons external to the person. For example, the dominant reasons 

cited for spending less time or money referred to having less disposable income or 

less opportunity; and for increased gambling more disposable income and more time 

were the most common reasons given. Nevertheless, 28% of those who reported a 

decrease in gambling stated it was less interesting, no longer financially viable, 

developed other interests or changed their behaviour as they were gambling too 

much. Similarly, 25% of the reasons given for an increase in gambling activity 

reflected internal oriented reasons such as the need to win to get more money, mood 

regulation, the chasing of losses, or greater confidence in their skill. However, as 

only 47% of the respondents who reported a change in their gambling behaviour 

provided a response to the open-ended question, the representativeness of these 

findings needs to be interpreted cautiously.  

7.8 Predicting Gambling Problems  

Two approaches were adopted to assess the predictive utility of the gambling 

outcome expectancies. First, the ability of the Wave 1 gambling outcome 

expectancies to predict Wave 3 gambling frequency and gambling problems was 

assessed. The second approach focused on whether gambling outcome expectancies 

could explain changes in gambling behaviour. The results related to the first 

objective were consistent with the Study 1B. That is, the Wave 1 gambling outcome 

expectancies positively related to Wave 3 gambling frequency and gambling problem 

severity. In addition, further analysis revealed the same emotional orientated 

gambling expectancies (excitement, escape, and ego enhancement) made 

independent contributions to the prediction Wave 3 PGSI scores. Thus, these results 

lend support to the contention that gambling to moderate mood states is a central 

component in gambling problems.  

The stability of this relationship over time corroborates the view that emotion 

oriented reasons for gambling may be a risk factor for problem gambling (e.g., 
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Steward & Zack, 2008; Young & Wohl, 2009). That is, the association between the 

emotional facets and problem gambling scores suggest those who experience 

gambling problems, and rely on the emotional regulation afforded by gambling, may 

find it difficult to moderate their gambling behaviour. Conversely, those who place 

less importance on the emotional reinforcement of gambling may be less likely to 

develop gambling related problems. 

However, the association between Wave 1 gambling outcome expectancies and 

Wave 3 gambling problems does not necessarily imply that the more favourable 

views of gambling predispose an individual to problem gambling. Rather, the 

relationship between Wave 1 gambling expectancies and Wave 3 gambling problems 

may simply reflect that stability of gambling expectancies and gambling problems 

over time. In light of this, the relationship between gambling outcome expectancies 

and gambling behaviour was further scrutinised. More specifically, as opposed to 

assessing the relationship between gambling outcome expectancies and gambling 

problems two years later, the ability to predict change in gambling problem severity 

was tested. Contrary to expectations, the gambling related beliefs held at Wave 1 did 

not predict changes in gambling frequency or gambling problems.  

In summary, the finding did not favour a predictive model. That is, despite the 

Wave 1 belief-based measures ability to predict Wave 3 gambling problems, prior 

perceptions of gambling were not related to change in gambling frequency or change 

in problem gambling severity. Simply put, there was no support for the contention 

that pre-existing views of gambling, in terms of its emotional, social, or financial 

utility, place an individual at increased risk of developing gambling problems. The 

possible reasons for these unexpected findings are discussed after reviewing the 

results pertaining to the proposition that gambling outcome expectancies may serve 

as an explanatory, as opposed to, a predictive function. 

7.9 An Alternative Model: Explaining Gambling Problems  

The second proposition was that gambling outcome expectancies may change 

in concert with gambling behaviour. This view, although not necessarily 

incompatible to the former, purports that gambling experience may be involved in 

shaping perceptions. Moreover, the findings from Study 2 revealed that changes in 
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gambling related belief co-vary with unplanned gambling frequency. Thus, these 

earlier findings provide initial support for the potential of an explanatory model.  

Overall, the findings from the current study were congruent with the notion 

that a reciprocal relationship exists between expectancies and gambling behaviour. In 

particular, the changes in the five dimensions of gambling outcome expectancies 

were positively associated with the change in gambling frequency. When the shared 

variance of gambling expectancies was taken into account, the perceived social 

benefits remained the only dimension of expectancies to maintain an independent 

relationship with changes in gambling frequency. Further analyses revealed the 

perceived approval of others and confidence in skill was also positively associated 

with changes in gambling frequency. However, when these beliefs-based measures 

were introduced to the regression model, only the beliefs in skill retained a 

significant relationship with gambling frequency. Taken together, the results of the 

current study support the view that perceived benefits of gambling and the perception 

of others gambling are covariates as opposed to determinants of gambling, and that 

the beliefs in one’s skill change the most. 

Several important differences emerged when the same model was applied to 

explain changes in gambling problems. For instance, while changes in ego 

enhancement and social expectancies co-varied with changes in gambling problems, 

there was no corresponding change in the perceptions of excitement, escape, or the 

monetary value of gambling. Nevertheless, similar to the gambling frequency model, 

changes in cognitive biases maintained a positive relationship with changes in 

gambling problems, over and above the other belief-based measures. In other words, 

beliefs in skill emerged, again, as having the most salient relationship with gambling 

behaviour.  

While these findings provide partial support for the explanatory model, there is 

one striking difference between the current study’s finding and those revealed in 

Study 1B and Study 2. That is, the failure of excitement and/or the escape 

components of expectancies to predict or explain change in gambling problems. 

Moreover, this is incongruent with the previous studies’ findings which favoured a 

mood or an affect regulation view of problematic gambling. Instead, the findings 

from the current study align more strongly with a cognitive model explanation of 
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problem gambling. Due to these somewhat disparate results, further analyses were 

employed to probe the nature of these findings. 

7.10 Similarities and Differences across Risk Cohorts  

In contrast to investigating the relationship between gambling beliefs and 

behaviour across the full sample, these relationships were assessed at discrete points 

across the problem gambling continuum. This was achieved by segregating the 

respondents into different groups on the basis of their Wave 1 and Wave 3 risk 

classifications. This allowed comparisons to be made between those who increased, 

remained the same or displayed a decrease in their risk status at Wave 3. Consistent 

with the previous analyses, the purpose was to examine both the predictive and 

explanatory efficacy of the belief-based measures in relation to gambling problems. 

Differences in gambling frequency were also assessed to provide a context for the 

comparison of the different levels of risk status. 

7.10.1 Wave 1 low risk gamblers 

The initial set of analyses focussed on whether the Wave 1 low risk cohort, 

who transitioned to moderate or problem gambling, could be differentiated from 

those who remained at low risk. To establish whether the two groups differed in their 

gambling behaviour at Wave 1, the groups were compared in relation to their 

gambling frequency and their problem gambling scores. The increase risk group of 

gamblers (n = 29) were found to have gambled more frequently and to have engaged 

in a greater number of activities frequently (monthly or more) than those who 

remained in the low risk category. Also, the increase risk group scored significantly 

higher at Wave 1 on PGSI, although the magnitude of difference was modest. Hence, 

although the increased risk cohort was expressing a more intense level of gambling 

involvement at Wave1, their gambling behaviour was not, at this stage, deemed to be 

problematic as assessed by the PGSI. 

In relation to the baseline (Wave 1) measure of gambling-related beliefs, the 

two groups displayed differences on several of the belief-based dimensions, after 

controlling the effects gambling frequency. For instance, the increase risk group 

reported gambling as more exciting, relaxing, and ego enhancing than those who 

remained low risk gamblers. Notably though, the increase risk gamblers did not 

perceive gambling as any more social, and were no more optimistic about the 
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financial utility of gambling than the who remained at low risk. Also, there were no 

differences between the two groups on their perception of the appropriateness of 

gambling or confidence in their beliefs of skill compared to the no-change group. In 

other words, those who transitioned to an increased level of gambling risk at Wave 3 

could be differentiated from those remained low risk gamblers on the emotion 

focussed gambling outcome expectancies held at Wave 1.  

In terms of changes in beliefs and behaviour over time, there were several 

interesting patterns to note. First, the increase group, compared to the no-change 

group, were more likely to report spending more time or money gambling at Wave 3 

than they did 12 months earlier. However, this increase was not reflected in a change 

of their gambling frequency. Rather, the increase group did not report a change in 

their gambling frequency from Wave 1 to Wave 3, whereas for the no-change group 

reported a decline in their gambling frequency for the same period. Similarly, the 

increase group did not report any change in their gambling related beliefs, with the 

exception of the confidence in their gambling skill and knowledge, which increased. 

This was in contrast to the no-change group who reported a decline in all of the 

gambling related beliefs, apart from their perception of others gambling behaviour in 

which there was no change. Thus, the Wave 1 low risk group who transitioned to 

moderate risk or problem gambling showed an increase in their cognitive biases over 

time.  

In summary, the low risk cohort that demonstrated an increased in gambling 

risk profile at Wave 3 was, on average, gambling more intensely compared to those 

who remained low risk gamblers at Wave 1. Despite this, the increase risk group did 

not report an increase in their gambling frequently over time, but they were more 

likely to report an escalation in time or money gambling compared to the no change 

group. A notable parallel occurred in relation to their gambling related beliefs. That 

is, the increase risk group held more positive views toward the excitement, escape, 

and ego enhancement aspects of gambling at Wave 1 compared to the no-change 

group, and these beliefs remained elevated at Wave 3. 

Together these findings provide some support for the predictive utility of 

emotion–oriented gambling expectancies. One possibility is those in the increase risk 

group transitioned to more problematic gambling as they were more prone to rely on 
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gambling as a means to moderate emotional states. While it is not possible to assign 

a causative status to gambling outcome expectancies, the findings indicate that more 

favourable views of the emotion-focussed benefits of gambling preceded an increase 

in gambling problems. In contrast, the finding that the increase risk group was, on 

average, no more confident in their level of gambling skill, compared to their no risk 

change counterparts, indicates that pre-existing beliefs in gambling skills may not 

play a part in the transition to more risky gambling. Similarly, the increase risk group 

were not any more positive about the financial utility of gambling than the remain-at 

low risk group. Thus, as opposed to an unrealistic view of pecuniary gain or over-

confidence in gambling skill, perhaps the need to rely on gambling as a way to cope 

or regulate mood states makes gambling a difficult behaviour to moderate. 

There was little support for a reciprocal model, at least in terms of the emotion 

oriented constructs. That is, the increase risk group continued exposure to gambling 

did not influence gamblers views of the excitement, escape, or ego enhancing 

expectation from gambling. Of course, it is possible their views are already 

entrenched and that gambling may still serve to provide the same types of anticipated 

benefits as before. Nonetheless, there was an increase in confidence over time. 

Interestingly, this was not paired with an increase in perceived monetary value of 

gambling. This disconnect between an increase in perceptions of skill and the 

likelihood of making money suggest greater confidence in gambling skill may not 

necessarily reflect an increased belief in profitability of gambling. Alternatively, an 

increase in skill may relate to not losing so quickly and, therefore, more time may be 

spent gambling as opposed to gambling more frequently. 

7.10.2 Wave 1 moderate risk gamblers 

The second group of analyses focussed on comparing those who changed from 

the moderate risk classification at Wave 1 to either low risk or problem gambling at 

Wave 3 with those who remained moderate risk gamblers. Thus, this group of 

analyses included three groups: those who reported a decrease in their gambling 

problems, those who remained moderate risk gamblers and those who transitioned to 

problem gambling. 

Unlike Wave 1 low risk cohort, there were no differences in gambling 

behaviour or gambling beliefs at Wave 1 between those who reported an increase, 
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decrease or no change in gambling problems. In other words, at this level of analyses 

there was no support for the view prior beliefs, representing any of the dimensions 

assessed, predicted subsequent changes in gambling problems. One reasons that 

these results contrast those obtained with the low risk cohort is that the behaviour 

and beliefs of moderate risk gamblers were already higher by this time (Wave 1). 

That is, any belief differences that may have existed at an earlier point in time may 

no longer be evident.  

Those who remained moderate risk or increased to problem gambling did not 

report any changes in their gambling behaviour or perceptions towards gambling, 

broader social influences, or beliefs in skill from Wave 1 to Wave 3. Thus, these 

finding were consistent with the explanatory model. That is, the consistency in the 

level of gambling involvement, in terms of problems and frequency, was congruent 

with the stability in gambling-related beliefs. Similarly, those who increased from 

moderate risk to the problem gambling did not display a change in their gambling 

frequency. Thus, the increase risk group only differed in terms of the accrual of 

gambling related harms as opposed to a change in gambling behaviour or gambling-

related beliefs. For these gamblers, the prolonged investment of time and/or money 

gambling, rather than a change in gambling behaviour itself, may be the reason for 

increase in risk status.  

In contrast, the Wave 1 moderate risk gamblers who gambled less 

problematically at Wave 3 reported a concomitant reduction in the number of 

activities frequently participated in. Nonetheless, there was no change in the 

anticipated gambling outcomes, the perceived social influences, or personal beliefs in 

skill. In other words, these respondents retained their views about perceived benefits 

(or costs) of gambling, the perceived approval and behaviour of family and friends, 

and confidence in gambling skill.  

In summary, these findings relating to the Wave 1 moderate risk cohort did not 

support the predictive model or explanatory model. That is, there was no pre-existing 

difference in the gambling frequency or gambling-related beliefs at baseline for the 

gamblers who showed an increase, decrease, or no change in risk status. 

Nevertheless, the gamblers who displayed a reduction in their risk status showed an 

associated decline in the number of activities they frequently gambled on. In other 
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words, although the decrease group did not show a decline in their overall gambling 

frequency, they tended to gamble less frequently on EGMs and more on lotteries. 

While it is not possible to determine why these changes occurred, it is conceivable 

these gamblers still held gambling in high regard, but changed their behaviour as 

they were concerned about gambling more than they could afford. Alternatively, 

external circumstances, such as less opportunity to gamble, may have led to less 

gambling and a reduction in gambling related problems. One aspect that is more 

certain is that the changes towards financial utility of gambling, beliefs in skill and 

the social and emotion aspects of gambling were not related to the reduction in 

gambling problems.  

7.10.3 Wave 1 problem gamblers 

The final set of analyses compared Wave 1 problem gamblers who displayed a 

decrease in gambling problems at Wave 3 with those who remained in the problem 

gambling category. As with the previous comparisons, the emphasis was to 

determine whether gambling behaviour or gambling related beliefs were able to 

differentiate the groups prior to the change in risk status or whether differences 

emerged subsequently. 

The findings from the between group level of analyses revealed a similar 

pattern of results as found with the moderate risk cohort. That is, there were no 

differences between those who remained at the problem gambling classification and 

those who transitioned to a lower risk classification on the Wave 1 gambling 

behaviour and belief-based measures. Thus, these results do not support the premise 

of a predictive model. 

In contrast, there was partial support for the explanatory role of the belief-

based measures. First, consistent with the central tenets of an explanatory model, 

those who remained in the problem gambling category did not report any changes in 

their gambling frequency or gambling related beliefs. Hence, as noted with the 

moderate risk group, it appears the gambling behaviour and expectations for the no-

change cohort may simply reflect their current gambling behaviour and experiences. 

In relation to the decrease risk group, there was some support for gambling related 

beliefs changing in concert with the reduction in risk status. Specifically, the 

decrease risk group reported that gambling was less exciting than two years earlier. 
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Also, the decrease group tended to hold more reserved views about their confidence 

in gambling at Wave 3 than Wave 1, but this difference failed to reach statistical 

significance. There were no changes over time in the perceptions of others gambling, 

beliefs about the financial utility of gambling or the escape and ego enhancement 

aspect of gambling behaviour. These latter findings are similar to the moderate risk 

gamblers who transitioned to low risk gambling.  

In summary, the results from the group level analyses reveal of a more 

complex set of relationship exist than those detected in the full sample analyses. In 

particular, the targeted comparisons highlighted how the emotional oriented 

perception of gambling works differently across the levels of risk and change status. 

Moreover, these findings illuminated some of the potential influences involved that 

are not immediately apparent in the previous studies or full models tested in the 

current study. The potential implications for this set of more specific analyses are 

discussed in the ensuing section in light of the previous findings and theoretical 

considerations.  

7.11 Comparisons of Findings and Implications 

The findings that the anticipated feelings of excitement and escape from 

gambling featured as both a predictors and covariates of risk status change augurs 

well with the cross section finding from Study 1B. Moreover, the current study’s 

findings offer some insight into the nature of these relationships. For example, the 

independent relationships between gambling problems and excitement and escape 

indicate these aspects are central to problematic gambling. However, the nature of 

these relationships was not known, apart from those reporting greater levels of 

gambling problems were also more likely to express that gambling was exciting and 

a way to relax. The current results indicate that “low risk” gamblers may be more 

likely to transition problematic gambling when it is increasingly valued as way to 

relax and/or enhance their mood as opposed to holding a more reserved outlook of 

the emotional benefits of gambling. Similarly, given those who either retained or 

increased their risk status continued to report gambling as exciting and as a way to 

relax suggests the emotional rewards afforded by gambling are an important aspect 

in the maintenance of gambling behaviour.  
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From a theoretical perspective these finding underscore the importance of 

recognising the influence that emotional reinforcement has in sustained gambling. 

Moreover, the current findings indicate that measures of affect regulation (or the 

anticipated emotional benefits of gambling) should be embedded into models of 

gambling behaviour. As evident in the current findings, this is not only important to 

identify those already experiencing problems, but also for models that attempt to 

explain the transition from non-problematic gambling to gambling problems. In other 

words, the relatively strong relationship between excitement and gambling problems 

suggests that gambling for mood enhancement is not only associated with current 

problem gambling, but may also serve as a marker for future gambling problems for 

those already gambling frequently.  

From an applied standpoint, this means gambling as a way to enhance affective 

states may serve as a potential risk factor for problematic gambling. The salience of 

the emotional expectancies facets across the different levels of analyses suggests that 

significant attention needs to be afforded to these elements in the design of education 

initiatives. In particular, strategies that target low risk and moderate risk gamblers 

may be enhanced by including information relevant to recognising the role gambling 

may play as a mood modifier. The implication for how this fits within a harm 

minimisation framework will be commented on further in the final chapter.  

Also of interest was that the relationship identified between normative beliefs 

and gambling frequency in Study 2 did not emerge in the risk change status analyses 

in the current study. That is, despite the salient influence of the perception of family 

and friends gambling attitudes and behaviour in determining the decision to gamble 

(Study 2), these same perceptions were not involved in predicting or explaining 

gambling problems. In other words, although social influences appear to influence 

the initiation of gambling, they were not of any explanatory value in terms of 

gambling problems. This may suggest, while gambling itself is partially mediated by 

the influence of friends and family, the transition to problematic level of gambling is 

not. Likewise, the reduction in gambling problems does not appear to be related to 

the gambling behaviour or views of significant others.  

There was some support for a cognitive explanation of problem gambling. This 

was reflected in the Wave 1 low risk gamblers who showed an increase in their 
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gambling problems at Wave 3. That is, the concomitant increase in cognitive biases 

with risk status change is consistent with an explanatory model. More important, the 

findings that a change in risk status was associated with an increase in cognitive 

biases accords well with a learning perspective of cognitive biases. Specifically, 

these findings are consistent with the view that erroneous perceptions increase as a 

direct consequence of continued exposure to gambling, in particular rapid forms of 

gambling (Lund et al., 2011). This increased sense of confidence, in turn, helps 

perpetuate persistent gambling. Thus, from a theoretical perspective, challenging or 

correcting these misconceptions may help to prevent problematic gambling.  

Nonetheless, the disconnect between monetary beliefs and cognitive biases is 

somewhat problematic for a cognitive model. More specifically, this lack of 

correspondence between changes in monetary expectancies and gambling problems 

suggests sustained gambling may not necessarily be the result of overly optimistic 

views about winning (at least in the long term). Perhaps increased beliefs in skill 

reflect less about the perceived profitability of gambling and more about a 

confidence in gambling and the affect regulation that it affords. The results from the 

current study lend some support to this view.  

Although not central to the current study objectives, the closer inspection of the 

stability of risk classifications provided some interesting findings. That is, while the 

inspection of the full sample revealed 43% of the respondents reported some 

variance on the PGSI scores, the pattern of these shifts was not immediately clear. 

What became evident in the inspection by risk classification by survey period is the 

transitional nature of risk status was very uneven. For example, low risk gamblers 

were the least likely to move to higher levels of risk whereas those classified as 

moderate risk were the least likely to remain in this classification. A closer 

inspection of the Wave 1 moderate risk gamblers revealed fewer transitioned to 

problem gambling whereas more moved to the low risk classification. In relation to 

the Wave 1 problem gamblers, more were likely to remain in this category than to 

revert to lower levels of risk. Nonetheless, a significant portion of the problem 

gamblers reported a decrease in problem severity; either gambling at a moderate risk 

(30%) or low risk (10.3%) levels two years after the baseline measures.  
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This variability in risk status highlights two important issues. The first issue 

concerns the identification of risk. Although most of the Wave 3 problem gamblers 

were either gambling at this level or at moderate risk at Wave 1, almost one in five 

(19.3%) were previously classified as low risk. Similarly, almost one in two (42%) of 

the Wave 3 moderate risk gamblers were Wave 1 low risk gamblers. In other words, 

a significant percentage of those identified as moderate or problem gambling at 

Wave 3 were considered as low risk at Wave 1 according to their PGSI scores. These 

findings reveal somewhat of paradox. Risk, as a measure of the stability of problem 

gambling status, shows the low risk gamblers were the most likely to remain in this 

level of classification. However, in terms of the percentage of moderate risk and 

problem gamblers, a significant number in these groups were made up of Wave 1 

low risk gamblers. Taken together, this illustrates the importance of including a 

diverse range of gambling behaviours in longitudinal gambling surveys. Conversely, 

sampling predominantly moderate risk gamblers as the primary “at risk” group may 

miss a large portion of those who are at risk. 

 The second issue concerns the type of measurement instruments required to 

assess changes in gambling behaviour. More specifically, as previously indicated, the 

belief-based measures provide one way to assess the changing nature of the reasons 

for gambling. This is in contrast to dispositional measures which are less likely to be 

sensitive to changes in gambling behaviour. In other words, the movement across 

levels of risk classifications highlights the need for research to assess the reasons or 

drivers behind the behaviour changes at all levels in including low risk. That is, 

despite knowing that many do not remain problem gamblers, the reduction in 

gambling problems, in aggregate terms, is replaced by others transitioning to riskier 

levels of gambling behaviour. From this perspective, the challenge remains to better 

understand what influences these changes and how to best go about preventing 

gambling from transitioning into a problematic behaviour. 

7.12 Limitation, Future Research and Conclusions 

One objective of the current series of studies was to capture a segment of the 

population that was representative of non-treatment seeking gamblers and those who 

did not gamble. However, the extent to which this the current study reflects this 

cohort is difficult to ascertain. What is evident is that the present study over 

represents problem gamblers. For instance, population surveys indicate that 
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approximately 1% of the adult population are problem gamblers (Productivity 

Commission, 2010), whereas the current study is over 6%. This, in itself, is not 

uncommon when employing convenience based samples (Clarke & Clarkson, 2007; 

Ladouceur et al., 1997). Moreover, several researchers have argued that it is not 

necessary for a sample to represent the general population to explore the relationship 

between psychological variable and gambling behaviour (e.g., Clarke et al., 2007; 

Ladouceur et al., 1997). Despite the current sample not necessarily being an 

impediment in having confidence in the relationships identified, there is a need for 

these finding to be replicated in other longitudinal studies.  

The issue of generalisability also becomes apparent when the magnitude of 

some of the relationships is considered. For example, the modest unique associations 

between specific belief-based dimensions and risk status suggest these results may 

not replicate across diverse groups of gamblers. Thus, the importance of specific 

aspects of beliefs in relation to changes in gambling behaviour need to be further 

explored within targeted longitudinal studies. One approach to more closely examine 

the relationship between specific dimensions of gambling beliefs and gambling 

problems is to purposively sample frequent low risk gamblers. This would allow the 

relationship between emotion, social, and financial anticipated outcomes to be 

scrutinised further. For example, it may be possible to detect differences between 

frequent gamblers who remain at the low risk gambling classification and those who 

do not.  

One of the strengths of belief-based measures is their ability to measure to 

change in a diverse range of motivations over time. Nevertheless, they lack the 

capacity separate the distal and interpersonal influences on behaviour. For instance, 

the ability of emotion oriented outcome expectancies to predict subsequent change in 

gambling risk status does not explain why these changes in the anticipated outcomes 

exist. One explanation is dispositional differences exist between those who transition 

to riskier levels of gambling involvement and those who did not. That is, the more 

favourable views of gambling as way to moderate emotional states may be the result 

of a propensity to seek out stimulating activities to avoid unpleasant emotional states. 

Alternatively, the impetus behind the more positive expectation of gambling may 

originate from situational stressors or distal influences that do not reflect individual 

differences.  



EXPECTANCIES, CHOICE AND GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR 

253 

Some support for the latter emerges from the ability of the belief-based 

constructs to mirror the changes in gambling risk status. In particular, the 

commonality of gambling to be perceived as less exciting by those who transitioned 

to lower risk level of gambling is consistent with a situational view of the attraction 

to gambling. Nonetheless, the tempered expectancies may have resulted because of a 

decline in the perceived excitement of gambling, rather than an abated need to 

moderate emotional states. In other words, the gamblers who transitioned to less 

risky levels of gambling may still seek out behaviours or other means to regulate 

emotional states because gambling no longer satisfies this requirement. Thus, future 

research could employ a complementary measure that assesses both dispositional and 

situational measures of emotional needs. This would permit the processes and 

reasons underpinning the function of the emotional oriented beliefs to be further 

elucidated.  

One approach to further explore the temporal relationships between beliefs and 

gambling problems is to assess gambling beliefs and gambling behaviours more 

regularly. For instance, repeating the survey at six monthly intervals would increase 

the sensitivity of the study to detect changes in gambling related beliefs and 

behaviour. Also, given the transitional nature of gambling problems, extending the 

duration of the study would allow more robust comparisons to be made on the 

episodic nature of gambling problems.  

In summary, the current study has allowed the relationships identified in the 

previous two studies to be further scrutinised. This is not to say the patterns that 

emerged in the Study 1B and Study 2 were not valid; rather that the role of gambling 

related-beliefs in gambling problems were not examined within a longitudinal 

context. Namely, this level of analyses helped to illuminate the role of salient beliefs 

in the temporal nature of problematic gambling. Moreover, the results of this study 

have provided further support for the practical role of multi-dimensional measures in 

the assessment of the proximal influences on gambling behaviour. How these finding 

related to the broader context of gambling harm minimisation is discussed in the next 

chapter. 
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Chapter Eight: General Discussion 

8.1 Chapter Overview 

There is an emerging body of research that suggests gambling behaviour is 

determined by a diverse set of influences. However, this research is still 

predominantly focussed on explaining problem gambling and is typically conducted 

within cross-sectional designed studies. In contrast, the current series of studies were 

designed to assess the salient types of gambling-related beliefs and examine their 

utility in explaining and predicting gambling behaviour as it occurs across the 

continuum of involvement. 

The findings from these studies serve two primary purposes. First, they enable 

a greater theoretical understanding of the role of gambling motivations in gambling 

behaviour. More specifically, the role of emotion, social, and financial aspects of 

gambling motivation have been explored in relation to gambling frequency, 

gambling problems, and changes in problem gambling risk status. By considering 

these different aspects of gambling motivation and associated beliefs concurrently, it 

is possible to identify the influences that may be involved in the progression to 

gambling problems and those aspect that are not. Moreover, the current findings 

provide some insights as to why some people are more likely to experience gambling 

related problems than others. 

Second, these findings have direct relevance to harm minimisation education 

strategies employed at a general community level. Although the range and scope of 

gambling harm minimisation is much broader than educational initiatives, such 

approaches are, nonetheless, a central part in preventing gambling related harms. 

Interestingly, relatively little research has examined the role of personal perceptions 

towards gambling, the influences of significant others and the role of personal beliefs 

of gambling skill in determining gambling behaviour. Understanding the linkages 

between these constructs and gambling behaviour can inform the design of 

educational initiatives and the way they are deployed. To this end, this chapter 

provides a review of the overarching findings from the three studies and their 

specific relevance to harm minimisation education strategies. 
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8.2 Key Findings From The 3-Wave Longitudinal Study 

The overarching aim of the three studies was to examine the role of gambling 

motivations in gambling behaviour. Of particular interest was whether specific 

aspects of motivation predicted or explained why people chose to gamble and why 

some, but not others, transitioned to increased levels of gambling risk. Although the 

findings from the three studies have already been discussed in relation to their 

directly relevant research, the findings can also be interpreted in light of the broader 

themes discussed in Chapters Two and Three. Also, the similarities and differences 

across the three studies will be discussed within the context of the major assumptions 

enunciated in the previous chapters.  

8.2.1 Gambling motivations and gambling behaviour (Study 1) 

The primary objective of the first study was to develop the Gambling 

Outcomes Expectancies Scale (GOES) to assess the relationship between gambling 

behaviour and the emotion, social, and economic aspects of gambling motivations. 

Of particular interest was the relative importance of non-economic and economic 

gambling outcome expectancies in explaining gambling problems. The findings from 

this first study supported the proposition that gambling problems are not primarily 

determined by optimistic expectations that gambling is a profitable activity. Rather, 

the perceived excitement, escape, and ego enhancement aspects of gambling 

emerged as having the more dominant associations with gambling problems. In other 

words, gambling problems were best explained by the perceptions of gambling as a 

way to experience excitement, promote self-importance and to escape from negative 

emotions. These findings are consistent with the contention that winning 

expectancies may not be important for those who gamble as a means to moderate 

undesirable emotional states (Wood & Griffiths, 2007; Young & Hodgins, 2009).  

Another approach to examine whether gambling for affect regulation is a 

salient aspect of gambling problems is to determine the role of the same gambling 

outcome expectancies in explaining gambling frequency (Steward & Zack, 2008). 

Central to this premise is that gambling more intensely (frequently) may be related to 

internal rewards (emotion oriented expectancies) as well as external rewards 

(socialisation and chance of winning money). Conversely, problematic gambling 

could be primarily maintained by the need to moderate emotional states. The 

different pattern of association between the five facets of gambling expectancies and 
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gambling frequency and gambling problems provided some support for this 

proposition. Specifically, the findings from Study 1B indicated that the emotional 

(escape), monetary, and social expectancies independently contributed to the 

explanation of gambling frequency. In contrast, the emotion focussed dimensions of 

gambling expectancies (excitement, escape, and ego enhancement) were preeminent 

in explaining gambling problems. Taken together, it appears that gambling frequency 

is better explained by a diverse range of motivations, whereas gambling problems are 

predominately emotion oriented. 

In addition to comparing the monetary and non-monetary dimensions of 

gambling motivations, an emphasis was also placed on differentiating the emotion 

oriented aspects of gambling outcome expectancies. This is important as it allows 

two different views of the role of gambling, as a mood modifier, to be explored. The 

first position is consistent with Jacobs’s (1987) contention that gambling is pursued 

as a distraction from unpleasant emotional states. From this perspective, the 

excitement experienced while gambling operates as a form of negative reinforcement 

(Wood & Griffiths, 2007). Namely, the excitement from gambling serves as way to 

escape (dissociate) from everyday problems as opposed to a way enhance positive 

affect. An alternative view is that excitement and escape function as separate types of 

motivation (Steward & Zack, 2008; Young & Wohl, 2009). Specifically, gambling 

for excitement (positive reinforcement), for relief from negative emotional states 

(negative reinforcement), or both, may help sustain continued gambling in the face of 

successive losses. The ability of the GOES to psychometrically differentiate these 

dimensions was the first step in being able to assess the role of excitement and 

escape as potentially different influences on gambling behaviour. More important, 

the findings from the first study support the contention that gambling for excitement 

and gambling for a sense of escape operate as related, but separate, types of 

motivation. 

Together, these finding raise the possibility that the gambling motivations of 

those experiencing gambling related problems may be different to those who are 

gambling at non problematic levels. However, it was not possible to determine 

whether these differences in gambling motivation are the result of gambling (i.e., 

gambling related problems lead to the need to gamble more to deal with the 

associated stress) or whether pre-existing differences in gambling motivation 
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predisposed gamblers to a problem gambling trajectory. These two possibilities were 

further explored in Study 3. 

8.2.2 Predicting gambling frequency (Study 2):  

Before examining the efficacy of the emotion oriented expectancies to predict 

problem gambling, Study 2 was employed to test the ability of gambling outcome 

expectancies, normative beliefs, and cognitive biases to predict gambling frequency. 

The purpose of including these diverse types of beliefs in one model is that it allowed 

the relative importance of different influences on the decision to gamble to be 

directly explored. More specifically, according to the Theory of Planned Behaviour 

(TPB; Ajzen & Madden, 1987), the propensity to enact a behaviour is not only 

governed by perceptions towards the activity, but also by the perceptions of 

significant others and the belief in one’s own ability to perform the behaviour. The 

findings from Study 2 supported the view that personal perceptions towards the 

outcomes of gambling, the perceived influence of others and beliefs in skill converge 

to predict gambling frequency. Thus, these findings support the utility of the TPB in 

predicting gambling behaviour.  

One of the novel findings from Study 2 was that both the low risk and at-risk 

gamblers were, in part, influenced by social factors. For instance, the perceptions of 

significant others gambling was independently and positively related to the gambling 

intentions for both cohorts. This implies, irrespective of problem gambling status, the 

decision to gamble is congruent with people’s perceptions of their family and friends 

gambling attitudes and gambling behaviour. Perhaps this reflects that an interest in 

gambling is, in general, influenced by significant others. This could include early 

influences from family or the influences over time of family and friends. 

Nonetheless, this does not suggest that gambling problems are directly related to the 

gambling problems of family and friends. Rather the frequency of gambling is 

associated with the perceptions of how often family and friends gamble; not other’s 

problem gambling status. The role of social influences in problem gambling was 

explicitly examined in the third study. 

Despite the perceived social influences consistently relating to gambling 

intention, the prominence of gambling expectancies and cognitive biases differed for 

the low risk and at-risk gambling groups. In relation to the low risk gamblers, 
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gambling intentions were also informed by beliefs pertaining to the anticipated 

outcomes of gambling. That is, the more favourably low risk gamblers perceived the 

emotional, social, and financial outcomes of gambling and the more they believed 

others approved of gambling (and gambled), the more the respondents intended to 

gamble and subsequently gambled. These findings were largely consistent with 

Study 1B indicating gambling frequency is determined by a broad range of 

influences. Notably though, beliefs in skill did not independently explain gambling 

intentions or behaviour.  

For the at-risk cohort, the belief in skill and the perceptions of other’s gambling 

informed gambling intentions. In other words, the confidence in winning at gambling 

and the perceived influence of others overshadowed the effects of the anticipated 

benefits (or costs) of gambling. Perhaps, for this group, gambling is a prominent 

aspect of their social lives and their relatively high gambling frequency (i.e., gambled 

more frequently than the low risk group) leads to an elevated sense of confidence in 

gambling knowledge and skill. Nonetheless, while gambling intentions predicted 

subsequent gambling behaviour, it is unlikely these gamblers intended to exacerbate 

their gambling problems. Rather, the results indicate that gambling is likely to be 

continued as a social activity with the hope that an improvement in their gambling 

skills may provide an opportunity to recoup previous losses, or at least, help 

minimise losses.  

The results from the extended models (i.e., inclusion of the Wave 2 belief-

based constructs) provided another perspective on the potential differences between 

the low risk and at-risk gambling cohorts. For instance, for the low risk gamblers, the 

discrepancy between prior plans to gamble (at Wave 1) and actual gambling 

behaviour (at Wave 2) was best accounted for by changes in perceived social 

influences. Conversely, for the at-risk gamblers, the difference between prior plans to 

gamble and subsequent gambling behaviour was best explained by a change in 

emotional oriented gambling outcome expectancies (excitement and ego 

enhancement). Taken together, this indicates that gambling behaviour that departs 

from prior gambling intentions is largely socially determined for low risk gamblers, 

whereas it appears to be predominately related intrinsic reasons (i.e., perceived 

emotional rewards) for at-risk gamblers.  
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8.2.3 Predicting and explaining gambling problems (Study 3) 

The association revealed between the belief-based constructs and gambling 

behaviour in the previous two studies was further examined in the final study. 

Specifically, the nature of the relationship between gambling outcome expectancies, 

in particular the emotion oriented measures, and gambling problems was further 

scrutinised. Also, the role of perceived social influences and personal beliefs in 

gambling confidence was examined in relation to problem gambling. In essence, the 

main aim was to determine whether the associations identified in the previous studies 

could be further elucidated by examining their temporal relationship to gambling 

problems.  

The relationship between emotion oriented gambling expectancies and 

gambling problems in Study 1B and, the latter finding in Study 2, suggest that 

gambling may be perpetuated by the desire to manage affect states. However, these 

findings do not directly answer whether prior gambling motivations are a risk factor 

in the development of gambling problems or if gambling to regulate mood states is a 

consequence of gambling problems. Study 3 provided some support for the premise 

that gambling, to manage undesirable emotional states, may predispose a person to 

problematic gambling. In particular, the ability of the emotion focused motivations to 

predict the transition from low risk gambling to moderate risk or problem gambling 

is congruent with this assumption. This was contrasted by the absence of differences 

on the other baseline measures. Specifically, the belief-based measures of monetary 

and social expectancies (external rewards) did not differentiate the remain-low risk 

from the increased risk group. Also, there were no significant differences between 

the remain-low risk group and increased group on the perceptions of family and 

friends gambling and confidence in gambling skill. In general, these findings concord 

with the qualitative findings reported in Chapter Two (e.g., Wood & Griffiths, 2007; 

Ricketts & Macaskill, 2003) which revealed those who were gambling problematical 

were aware they are unlikely to recoup their financial losses but continue their 

gambling as a means to moderate emotional states. 

Also of interest were the findings that the low risk gamblers, who increased in 

gambling risk, could be differentiated on excitement, escape, and ego enhancement. 

That is, in addition to extending the findings from study 1B, in a longitudinal design, 

these results indicate the anticipated positive and negative reinforcement aspects of 
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gambling contribute to making gambling a difficult behaviour to moderate. In other 

words, rather than gambling only serving as a way to manage negative emotions, 

those who are reliant on gambling as a way to increase positive emotional states may 

also be at increased risk of experiencing gambling related problems. 

In terms of the explanatory model, cognitive biases emerged as the dominant 

dimension of beliefs to co-vary with gambling risk levels. Those who increased from 

low risk to at-risk shared a concomitant change in their confidence in skill. Similarly, 

the problem gamblers who showed a decrease in risk level reported a decline in the 

perceptions of skill. Although it is not possible to determine whether the changes in 

skill are simply a reflection of the justification for their change in behaviour, the 

changes are consistent with a cognitive perspective of problem gambling. The 

salience of these changes is further enhanced when considered in light of the other 

belief-based measures. That is, if the change in perception of skill was only a 

justification for a change in behaviour, then the other dimensions of gambling beliefs 

should have also changed. 

One of the major differences to emerge between predicting gambling frequency 

(Study 2) and predicting gambling problems (Study 3) was the association between 

normative beliefs and gambling behaviour. For instance, the perception of others 

gambling behaviour (and approval of gambling) was a dominant influence in the 

gambling frequency models for both low risk and at-risk gamblers. However, when 

the influence of significant others gambling is directly assessed, in relation to 

gambling problems, the association diminished. In other words, the consistency 

between views of significant others gambling and people’s own gambling behaviour 

did not help explain why gambling became problematic for some and remained 

“social” for others. This tendency was also reflected in the social dimension of 

gambling outcome expectancies. Namely, the perceived social utility of gambling 

was not a predictor of an increase in gambling risk status for the low risk gamblers. 

The failure of social influences or expectancies to predict or explain gambling 

problems does not necessarily imply that social aspects of gambling are not an 

important component of problematic gambling. As suggested by Thomas, Allen, et 

al. (2009), the social dimensions of gambling may be central to gambling behaviour 

regardless of a person’s problem gambling status. In other words, it is possible the 
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social dimensions of gambling are equally important to both non at-risk gamblers 

and potential problem gamblers and, as such, are an important part of understanding 

gambling behaviour. 

In summary, the major strength of the longitudinal study was the ability to 

further scrutinise the relationships identified in Study 1B. For instance, while the 

cross-sectional findings are informative in understanding the reasons for gambling 

and gambling problems more specifically, it was not possible to examine the 

direction of these associations. The ensuing analyses revealed there is some support 

that emotion oriented gambling motivations may operate as risk factors of gambling 

problems. In contrast, it appears that gambling, itself, may lead to an inflated sense 

of skill that makes gambling a difficult behaviour to change. In relation to social 

influences, although not be directly implicated in gambling problems, they may 

nevertheless be an important aspect to consider in the explanation of persistence 

gambling behaviour. The ensuing section will discuss the relevance of the previous 

findings within the context of educational initiatives.  

8.3 Findings in Relation to Educational Initiatives  

The purpose of education initiatives is to provide relevant information to 

potential and current consumers about gambling so they can make informed choices 

about their level of gambling involvement. Although these initiatives include generic 

information on recognising gambling problems and how to seek help, a central aspect 

of education strategies is to engender realistic expectation about winning at 

gambling. As previously discussed, this rationale centres on the notion that 

consumers will make reasoned and rational decisions on the basis of their 

understanding that gambling is not a way to make money. However, the results from 

the current studies indicate that the emotional and social aspects of gambling should 

also been considered. Although direct recommendations about the efficacy of 

specific gambling educational strategies cannot be advanced from the current 

studies’ findings, it is possible to draw on the observations and suggest several 

theoretical applications. 

The major finding of the current studies was the role of non-financial 

expectancies in sustained gambling behaviour. Although this does not mean that 

education about the profitability of gambling is misplaced, it does suggest 
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educational initiatives need to be tailored to the many and varied reasons people 

gamble and may find gambling a difficult behaviour to moderate. Also, in addition to 

suggesting ways in which emotional and social factors may be considered, the 

potential of role gambling biases is also commented on. However, it is important to 

note that the ideas raised are not about ameliorating problem gambling. Rather, the 

suggestions are advanced within the context of preventing a transition to problematic 

levels of gambling or assisting in moderating gambling behaviour. 

The dominance of the emotion oriented motivations across the three studies 

suggests gambling, as a way to moderate emotional states, should feature strongly in 

education initiatives. One approach is to challenge or counter-market some of the 

ideas portrayed in gambling advertising (Lee, 2013). For instance, the mass media 

campaigns that seek to increase awareness about problem gambling could caution 

against the notion that if gambling is fun and exciting that it is risk free. Wu and 

Tang (2012) argued that moderating gambling attitudes and perception towards 

gambling may provide a way to correct idealistic images of gambling and promote 

less favourable views of gambling as a safe and social form of entertainment. The 

findings from the current study indicate that messages could be made more specific 

and focus on the contention gambling for excitement and fun does not necessarily 

imply it is a healthy or safe behaviour. Another approach is to increase the awareness 

that gambling for a good time may be just as risky as using gambling to escape. In 

other words, gambling for the buzz can be just as addictive as gambling for other 

reasons. Also, the notion that gambling problems only happen to others (i.e., those 

with emotional vulnerabilities) could be challenged by suggesting it is not only those 

with emotional needs that experience difficulties with their gambling. 

Other researchers have suggested that gambling could be encouraged to be 

seen as only a part of an individual’s leisure activity and not the sole form of 

socialisation or entertainment (Pantalon et al., 2008;Shead & Hodgins, 2009). Again, 

perhaps this could be made more salient by specifically referring to the importance of 

engaging in different activities for the challenge or excitement rather than simply 

derive this solely from gambling. A further idea that has been raised (e.g., Cummins 

et al., 2009) is reminding consumers not get carried away with the buzz of gambling. 

One simple way of conveying these types of messages, to those already gambling, 

would be to place prompts (short sentences or sayings) on the gambling help 



EXPECTANCIES, CHOICE AND GAMBLING BEHAVIOUR 

263 

information cards placed in venues. This may help gamblers think about other 

activities they could be seeking out instead of gambling. 

Although the social aspects of gambling, as reflected in normative beliefs and 

social expectancies, did not feature in the problem gambling models, these influences 

were prominent in the gambling frequency models. This suggests social influences 

are potentially an important aspect to consider for those attempting to moderate their 

gambling behaviour. For example, it may be difficult to reduce gambling problems 

without decreasing the level of gambling behaviour. Therefore, identifying aspect 

that makes gambling difficult to reduce, in terms of frequency, may be helpful in 

moderating problem gambling. As social aspects of gambling were found to uniquely 

relate to gambling frequency and the intentions to gamble this suggests the social 

context of gambling may be especially important. In some ways this is against 

conventional wisdom, which holds that social gambling is safe gambling. In contrast 

though, the social aspects of gambling may be the very aspect of gambling that 

makes gambling a difficult behaviour to resist due to the strong social influences 

which help maintain the behaviour. Hence, it may be helpful to alert gamblers to the 

fact that they may need to think about the role of their social circle and what other 

activities could be pursued if attempting to change their behaviour.  

Despite cognitive biases not dominating the results, they still made a 

contribution to the explanation of gambling behaviour. Specifically, cognitive biases 

changed in concert with gambling problems as opposed to cognitive biases preceding 

a change in problem gambling status. This reflects the view that the relationship 

between cognitive biases and behaviour may be more reciprocal in nature than 

causative. Therefore, reminding consumers that practice at chance determined games 

will not increase your chances of winning may help prevent excessive betting. In 

other words, strategies that attempt to stall an increase in the perception of skill may 

help circumvent behaviour from escalating to a point that problems begin to accrue. 

A potential application is the use of within session warning messages on EGMs to 

remind consumers that practice does not make perfect.  

The current findings also indicate that information that targets erroneous 

perceptions, as opposed the more generic information about the profitability of 

gambling, would be beneficial. For instance, although gambling related beliefs were 
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found to be related to change in gambling problems, the perceived financial utility 

was not. In other words, an increase in cognitive biases does not mean consumers are 

becoming more optimistic of making a profit. Therefore, targeting beliefs about 

profitability may not be as salient as addressing the beliefs about perceived skill.  

In summary, the role of educational initiatives is to inoculate consumers 

against developing problem gambling behaviour. Although the measures typically 

employed to obtain this goal are directed towards informing consumers about the 

chances of winning at gambling, the rationale of gambling strategies concord with a 

multifaceted approach. Specifically, Blaszczynski et al. (2004) suggest that measures 

directed toward changing values, attitudes, and beliefs are consistent with this 

approach. As discussed, the current findings provide support for this approach and, 

more importantly, specific information on how such approaches could be tailored to 

enhance their effectiveness. 

8.4 Conclusions 

The current series of studies lend support to the notion that a diverse set of 

motivations are associated with gambling behaviour. In addition, the current studies 

have furthered the understanding of the temporal nature of these relationships by 

differentiating between related, but different, aspect of gambling motivation. 

Namely, these findings help to explain why gambling may continue to be pursued 

despite an awareness that problems are beginning to accrue. Arguably, one of the 

more important aspects of these findings, is they relate to community members 

gambling behaviours as they occur across the spectrum of involvement. This 

contrasts much of the existing motivation research that is conducted with university 

students or small convenience samples. 

Nonetheless, there are some limitations with the current sample. Although 

these of have been mention in previous chapters, there are some points that should be 

reiterated. The first is concerning the sample characteristics. The extent the current 

studies’ findings may generalise to other community samples may be limited because 

of the relative high participation rate of retirees. This bias was further exacerbated by 

the attrition rate in the subsequent studies. Although there was no direct evidence for 

this to be a concern, it remains unknown whether the same results would emerge in 

more diverse population samples. Another limitation, also related to the attrition rate, 
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is the relative small sample at Wave 3 (n = 495). As a consequence, it was not 

possible to delineate the sample by preferred forms of gambling to examine the 

findings more closely. Perhaps future studies, which employ measures to enhance the 

retention, could scrutinise the role of specific aspects of gambling related beliefs in 

relation to changes in gambling behaviour.  

Finally, a limitation that is common to all repeated measure studies is the 

possibility that unforeseeable events may impact on the respondents’ between survey 

periods. For the current series of studies, the influence of the global financial crisis 

(GFC) may have affected respondents’ views of gambling and more generally 

cautiousness about finances than would typically be expected. Although the first 

wave of data collection occurred at the beginning of the GFC, the GFC endurance 

over the years may have resulted in the respondents reporting more subdued 

expectancies about financially risky behaviours, and gambling in particular. This 

appears to be reflected to some extent in the gamblers’ beliefs that remained at the 

low risk gambling designation. Specifically, their general perception of gambling 

declined over the three waves. Nonetheless, this was not reflected in the other 

cohorts. Whether the decrease in gambling beliefs for the low risk was related to the 

GFC or a reflection of a genuine decline in an interest in gambling is not possible to 

determine. 

Overall, the current studies have provided insights into the relationship 

between gambling motivations and behaviour not otherwise explored. These novel 

findings have both theoretical and practical implications that support the contention 

that gambling is a complex behaviour that needs to be considered using multi-

dimensional models. Specifically, gambling behaviours are related to a diverse set of 

perceptions that reflect anticipated emotional and social outcomes from gambling, as 

well as, the influences of others and beliefs in one’s own skill. However, the 

economic perceptions towards gambling were less pronounced in explaining 

gambling behaviour. Ironically, if it was not possible to win at gambling then it 

would cease to be gambling.
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