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ABSTRACT 

 

The purpose of this study was to better understand the goal-striving process in the context 

of non-problem gambler’s responsible gambling. More specifically, the primary aim of this study 

was to elucidate the hierarchical structure of goals, the role of the motivational phase of the goal-

striving process, and the influence of cognitive evaluation and affective regulation on the goal-

striving process. In the first part of the study, a conceptual model is proposed, in which the intrinsic 

factors used to predict non-problem gamblers’ intentions to gamble responsibly are delineated and 

tested according to the extension of the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985, 1991), the model 

of action phases (Gollwitzer, 1990, 1993), the model of goal-directed behavior (Perugini & 

Bagozzi, 2001; Perugini & Conner, 2000), and the model of effortful decision making and 

enactment (Bagozzi, Dholakia, & Basuroy, 2003; Dholakia, Bagozzi, & Gopinath, 2007). Four 

cognitive factors explain the motivational phase of the goal-striving process, and were 

incorporated in the current study. One factor explains the goal-oriented behavior at abstract level 

(i.e., goal feasibility), and the other three explain implementation of action-oriented behavior at 

concrete level (i.e., attitude toward implementing the actions necessary to achieve the goal, 

subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control). In addition, two ways of emotional regulation 

were incorporated to explain the goal-oriented behavior at abstract level. That is, prefactual 

emotional valence factors related to the success and failure of future goal attainment (anticipated 

positive and negative emotions) affect goal desire. To sum up, this study anticipated that the 

proposed antecedent constructs (two anticipated emotions, goal feasibility, attitude, subjective 

norm, and perceived behavioral control) were strong indicators of how non-problem casino patrons 

would strive to achieve the goal (i.e., maturing or developing responsible gambling behavior) 
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through a goal-striving process, where the motivational phase plays a critical role in explaining 

intention to gamble responsibly. 

A secondary goal of the study was to explore how responsible gambling strategies 

implemented by the gambling industry influence non-problem casino customers’ goal-directed 

behavior in a responsible gambling setting. Given the ongoing controversy about the effectiveness 

of responsible gambling strategies, the focus in the second part of the current study was on how 

situational arousal factors (i.e., psychological reactance) with regard to external interventions (i.e., 

compulsory and supplementary responsible gambling strategies) would affect implementation 

intention, based on the psychological reactance theory (J. W. Brehm, 1989; S. S. Brehm & Brehm, 

1981). In other words, situational arousal factors were incorporated herein to explain the extrinsic 

part of the goal-striving process model. This study was designed to facilitate an understanding of 

how and why external interventions may fail to deliver the intended effect in the responsible 

gambling context. In order to take into account the varying effectiveness of responsible gambling 

strategies, an effort was made to discern between the different effects of each responsible gambling 

strategy type and to understand in greater detail how these effects were moderated by individual 

disposition, and especially the strength of the individual’s desire for control. A clear understanding 

of the moderating effect enables a richer understanding of the effectiveness of responsible 

gambling strategies with regard to responsible gambling behavior by non-problem casino patrons. 

Insight gained from the study through analysis of the results is discussed, and important theoretical 

and practical implications and future research agendas presented in the conclusion.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Background 

1.1.1 The expansion of the gambling market 

The gambling industry has been growing at increasing rates over recent decades 

(Blaszczynski, Ladouceur, & Shaffer, 2004; Song, Lee, Norman, & Han, 2012). In the United 

States, the gambling industry brought in $240 billion in economic impact, supported 1.7 million 

jobs, paid $73.6 billion in wages, and generated $38 billion in tax revenue in 2013 (American 

Gaming Association, 2013). Recent expansions of casinos in Asia (e.g., Macau, Singapore, and 

Korea) evidence such growth as well (Luo, Lam, Li, & Shen, 2016). The annual gambling revenue 

of Macau surpassed the revenue of the Las Vegas strip in 2007 and was five times higher than that 

of the Las Vegas strip in 2013 (Williams, Lee, & Back, 2013). In 2011, the tax revenue from the 

Macau gambling industry was the highest of any casino market in the world (Wu, Lai, Tong, & 

Tao, 2013). The expansion is also evidenced in the online market as well (C.-K. Lee, Chung, & 

Bernhard, 2013; J. Lee, Chen, Song, & Lee, 2014). In 2009, online gambling generated gross 

revenues of $21.74 billion worldwide and $6.3 billion in the United States (Spectrum Gaming 

Group, 2010).  

 

1.1.2 Gambling prevalence in population 

Several gambling-prevalence studies have been conducted on the basis of national 

population samples in recent decades (Çakıcı, Çakıcı, & Karaaziz, 2015; Ferris & Wynne, 2001; 
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Kessler et al., 2008; Lemaire, MacKay, & Patton, 2008; Williams et al., 2013). These studies show 

prevalence rates of approximately 1% for the most problematic gambling (pathological gamblers 

in DSM-IV and problem gamblers in PGSI) on average and 2%-10% for semi-problematic 

gambling (problem gamblers in DSM-IV and moderate-risk gamblers in PGSI), depending on the 

diagnostic measures and jurisdictions. The prevalence of problem gambling tends to be high in 

remote and rural areas (Lemaire et al., 2008) and higher in underdeveloped areas (Çakıcı et al., 

2015). On the other hand, the rate tends to be lower where there is strong antipathy to the gambling 

industry (Williams et al., 2013) (see Table 1). 

 

Table 1. Gambling prevalence studies 

Measures 

(Time 

frame) 

Typologies Sample 

Size 

Regions 

DSM-IV 

(Life 

time) 

Pathological 

Gamblers 

Problem Gamblers Non-

Problem 

Gamblers 

Non-

Gamblers 

  

 0.6% 2.3% 75.5% 21.6% 3,454 United 

States 

PGSI 

(Past 

year) 

Problem 

Gamblers 

Moderate

-Risk 

Gamblers 

Low-Risk 

Gamblers 

Non-

Problem 

Gamblers 

Non-

Gamblers 

  

 0.9% 2.4% 6.8% 75.9% 14.0% 3,120 Canada 

 1.4% 4.7% 9.6% 69.9% 14.4% 6,007 Manitoba, 

Canada 

 0.3% 0.7% 0.8% 39.9% 58.2% 8,330 South 

Korea 
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SOGS 

(Life 

time) 

Probable 

Pathological 

Gamblers 

Problem Gamblers Non-

Problem 

Gamblers 

Non-

Gamblers 

  

 3.5% 9.2% 53.7% 33.5% 966 North 

Cyprus 

Measures: NODS DSM-IV (National Opinion Research Center Diagnostic and Statistical 

Manual of Mental Disorders IV Screen for Gambling Problems); PGSI (Problem Gambling 

Severity Index of the Canadian Problem Gambling Index); SOGS (South Oaks Gambling 

Screen) 

Sources: United States (Kessler et al., 2008), Canada (Ferris & Wynne, 2001), Manitoba 

(Lemaire et al., 2008), South Korea (Williams et al., 2013), North Cyprus (Çakıcı et al., 2015). 

 

Kessler et al. (2008) used Part-II samples (N=3,435) from the (United States) National 

Comorbidity Survey Replication (NCS-R), which is a geographically and socio-demographically 

representative face-to-face household survey conducted between 2001 and 2003 (Kessler & 

Merikangas, 2004). They employed the National Opinion Research Center Diagnostic and 

Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders IV Screen for Gambling Problems (also known as, NODS 

DSM-IV) to diagnose pathological gambling (American Psychiatric Association, 1994). Most 

respondents (78.4%) reported having gambled at least once in their lives (Kessler et al., 2008). 

Canadian gambling prevalence studies show similar results to those found in the United 

States (Ferris & Wynne, 2001; Lemaire et al., 2008). Ferris and Wynne (2001) collected data from 

3,120 Canadian adults in 2000 and Lemaire et al. (2008) collected data from 6,007 Manitoban 

adults in 2006. Both studies gathered data through telephone surveys and employed the Problem 

Gambling Severity Index (PGSI) of the Canadian Problem Gambling Index (CPGI) (Ferris & 

Wynne, 2001). Ferris and Wynne (2001) estimated that 0.9% of the national population are most 
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likely problem gamblers, while 2.4% of them are most likely moderate-risk gamblers. In Manitoba, 

1.4% of the population were estimated as most likely problem gamblers while 4.7% of them were 

estimated as most likely moderate-risk gamblers (Lemaire et al., 2008). 

Williams et al. (2013) gathered data from 8,330 South Korean respondents (4,000 by 

cellphone survey and 4,330 by online panel survey) in 2011 using stratified sampling (age x 

gender). The results show that only 0.3% of Korean population is most likely problem gamblers, 

and 0.7% of them are most likely moderate-risk gamblers. They claimed the low prevalence of 

gambling in Korea is the result of strong negative attitudes toward gambling in Korean society 

(Williams et al., 2013). 

Yet, the prevalence of gambling in North Cyprus is higher than the international average 

(3.5% for probable pathological gamblers and 9.2% for problem gamblers) (Çakıcı et al., 2015). 

A total of 966 local residents participated in a face-to-face household survey using stratified quota 

sampling (age x gender x region) in 2012. The South Oaks Gambling Screen (SOGS) was 

employed to diagnose probable pathological gambling (Lesieur & Blume, 1987). The authors 

suspect this high rate can be explained by the history of colonization and economic under-

development (Çakıcı et al., 2015).  

 

1.1.3 Research streams 

Given the market size and far-reaching influence of legalized gambling (Blaszczynski et 

al., 2004; C.-K. Lee, Lee, Bernhard, & Yoon, 2006; Song, Lee, Norman, et al., 2012; Williams et 

al., 2013), research on the negative aspects of problem gambling has attracted increasing attention 

worldwide (American Gaming Association, 2013). Numerous studies have revealed the adverse 
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consequences of problem gambling and its relationship with comorbidities. Problem gambling has 

been introduced as a cause of physical, psychological, and financial problems (McBride & 

Derevensky, 2009; Wu et al., 2013). Problem gambling is positively associated with comorbidities 

such as alcohol, tobacco, and substance abuse and mental-health problems such as depression and 

anxiety (C.-K. Lee, Chung, et al., 2013; D. M. Walker, Litvin, Sobel, & St-Pierre, 2014), as well 

as poor physical health (Ferris & Wynne, 2001; Stinchfield, Govoni, & Ron Frisch, 2005; Wiebe, 

Maitland, Hodgins, Davey, & Gottlieb, 2009; Williams et al., 2013; Williams & Volberg, 2014). 

Furthermore, problem gambling causes feelings of guilt, loss of time, and anxiety (Neal, Delfabbro, 

& O’Neil, 2005) and increases debt (Ferris & Wynne, 2001). Some studies have examined 

predictors of problem gambling (T. J. Lee & Kim, 2014; Wood & Williams, 2007) or screening for 

problem gamblers (Back, Williams, & Lee, 2014; Derevensky & Gupta, 2000; Philippe & 

Vallerand, 2007; Rockloff, Ehrich, Themessl-Huber, & Evans, 2011; Stinchfield et al., 2005; 

Wickwire, Burke, Brown, Parker, & May, 2008; Williams & Volberg, 2014). 

Relatively insufficient attention, however, has been paid to the majority of non-problem 

gamblers, with most studies examining the gambling behavior of less than 1% of the population. 

In fact, some gambling researchers claim that more attention needs to be paid as to why the general 

population gambles (C.-K. Lee, Chung, et al., 2013; Mageau, Vallerand, Rousseau, Ratelle, & 

Provencher, 2005; Prentice & Wong, 2016). Given that the prevalence of gambling tends to 

transition toward a less problematic level, as evidenced by a Canadian longitudinal study (Wiebe 

et al., 2009) and another longitudinal review study (LaPlante, Nelson, LaBrie, & Shaffer, 2008), 

understanding non-problem gamblers’ behavior is equally important. 

As Platz and Miller (2001) recognize gambling behavior as a recreational activity, many 

studies approach gambling behavior from recreational/responsible perspectives in the mass-
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gaming era. One misconception regarding gambling is that gambling is entirely an income-

generating activity, rather than a form of entertainment (M. B. Walker, 1992). In fact, recreational 

gamblers are motivated by pleasure, challenge, and socialization, while problem gamblers tend to 

be motivated by the desire to win money (C.-K. Lee, Lee, Bernhard, & Lee, 2009; C.-K. Lee et al., 

2006). Typical research aims include understanding motivations for recreational gambling (Back, 

Lee, & Stinchfield, 2011; C.-K. Lee et al., 2009, 2006) and investigating ways of gambling 

responsibly without associated harms (J. Lee et al., 2014; Song, Lee, Norman, et al., 2012; D. M. 

Walker et al., 2014).  

 

1.2 Statement of the Problem 

Yet, no consensus has been reached on the definition of responsible gambling behavior 

(Breen, Buultzens, & Hing, 2005), and most existing definitions are not defined from the gaming 

player perspective. Many previous studies (e.g., Cloutier, Ladouceur, & Sévigny, 2006; C.-K. Lee, 

Song, et al., 2013; J. Lee et al., 2014; Monaghan, 2009; Song, Lee, Norman, et al., 2012; Song, 

Lee, & Lee, 2012) follow Blaszczynski’s definition of responsible gambling: “policies and 

practices designed to prevent and reduce potential harms associated with gambling” (Blaszczynski 

et al., 2004, p. 308). The current prevailing definition of responsible gambling mainly represents 

the industry perspective as shown in “policies and practices” (Haefeli, Lischer, & Schwarz, 2011); 

it focuses on the policies and practices initiated and operated by gambling companies. Given that 

the term of “responsible gambling” is a more general concept that covers issues and policies from 

individual behaviors and attitudes to public health (Dickson-Gillespie, Rugle, Rosenthal, & Fong, 

2008; Haefeli et al., 2011), individual’s responsible gambling behavior should be understood 

differently from responsible gambling strategies or practices. One possible problem arising from 
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the industry-driven conceptualization of responsible gambling is that a customer’s responsible 

gambling behavior is investigated as a passive behavior from the viewpoint of the industry, rather 

than the pro-active behavior of a human being. Thereby many studies endeavor to understand how 

to be a responsible gamer mostly from the external perspective, overlooking the individual intrinsic 

and spontaneous factors. The assumptions behind the industry-driven conceptualization are that 1) 

responsible gambling is something that can be achieved externally rather than internally, and 2) 

responsible gambling is something that only (or at least mostly) is relevant for problem gamblers. 

Given the fact that 75.5% of United States gamblers are non-problem gamblers whereas 2.9% of 

them are problem-gamblers (Kessler et al., 2008), therefore, the current understanding lacks how 

the majority of the gambling population perceives ‘gambling responsibly’ from their own 

perspective.  

Furthermore, the current responsible gambling strategy has been understood as a harm-

minimization program (Blaszczynski et al., 2004; Blaszczynski, 2001; Breen et al., 2005; Hing, 

2003; J. Lee et al., 2014; Song, Lee, Norman, et al., 2012). This avoidance-oriented approach is 

more appropriate to explain why people want to step away from ‘problem’ gambling, but may not 

be enough to explain why people gamble ‘responsibly and discretionarily’ for a recreational 

purpose, simply because both goals have a different direction to pursue (Fujita & MacGregor, 

2012). So far, the responsible gambling literature has been accumulated from the perspective of 

goal realization, where a goal implies an end-state to avoid – avoiding problem gambling 

(Blaszczynski, 2001; Blaszczynski et al., 2011; Cloutier et al., 2006; Monaghan, 2009). Put another 

way, understanding why people do not desire to gamble excessively does not necessarily relate to 

understanding why people desire to gamble responsibly. In this vein, a theoretical understanding 

from goal theories with a focus on the realization of the positive goal to approach is effectual and 
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indispensable. 

External intervention is another focal research topic in the literature of responsible 

gambling (Cloutier et al., 2006; Dickson-Gillespie et al., 2008; Monaghan, 2009; Wohl, Gainsbury, 

Stewart, & Sztainert, 2013) across other addiction-prevention areas such as alcohol, smoking, and 

drug addiction (Hingson & Compton, 2014). Yet, the current body of responsible gambling 

literature has neglected to consider the diversity of responsible gambling strategies and individual 

differences in temperament such as desire for control. Some recent research argued that there are 

more than two types of responsible gambling strategies, with different effects on the stakeholders 

(Blaszczynski, 2001; Hing, 2003, 2004; C.-K. Lee, Song, et al., 2013; J. Lee et al., 2014; Song, 

Lee, & Lee, 2012). Furthermore, the effectiveness of responsible gambling strategies varies across 

types of gamblers. Previous research has argued for the existence of unintended and mixed effects 

of unknown origin (Blaszczynski, 2001; Hing, 2003, 2004). Much systematic understanding of the 

responsible gambling strategy effects is required. 

Therefore, the following questions must be addressed: 

1. What kinds of goal-striving processes does a non-problem gambler undergo in achieving 

the goal of responsible gambling? 

2. How do antecedents affect the goal-striving process? 

3. How does a non-problem gambler perceive responsible gambling strategies operated by 

the industry, and how do they affect the responsible gambling behavior of the gamblers? 

4. Do responsible gambling strategies have different effects on the goal-striving process 

depending on the strength of the general desire of control of a non-problem gambler? 
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1.3 Research Purposes 

This study aims to propose and test a theoretical model, where the implementation 

(behavioral) intention toward the goal of maturing or developing responsible gambling behavior 

of non-problem gamblers serves as the final outcome variable. More specifically, the proposed 

research model elucidates potential predictors of the implementation intention to achieve the goal 

(i.e., maturing or developing responsible gambling behavior) and examine moderation and 

mediation in the goal-striving process. The specific objectives of this study are organized in two 

parts of the goal-striving process. The first three objectives are discussed in the intrinsic part of the 

goal-striving process model and the last two objectives are discussed in the extrinsic part of the 

goal-striving process model. Details are: 

1. to investigate the motivational phase (goal desire – goal intention – implementation goal – 

implementation intention) of the goal-striving process toward responsible gambling 

behavior; 

2. to test the effect of individual cognitive factors (goal feasibility, attitudes toward 

implementation actions necessary for achieving the goal, subjective norms, and perceived 

behavioral control) on the motivational phase of the goal-striving process; 

3. to examine the effects of prefactual emotional valence regarding future success and failure 

(anticipated positive and negative emotions) on the desire for goal achievement; 

4. to examine the effects of emotional arousal against external interventions (psychological 

reactance to compulsory and supplementary responsible gambling strategies) on the 

implementation of concrete actions toward responsible gambling behavior; 
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5. to investigate the moderating effect of the general desire for control on the relationship 

between emotional arousal (psychological reactance to external interventions) and 

implementation intention. 

 

1.4 Significance of the Study 

To begin with, the findings of the study contribute to maintaining a non-problem gambler’s 

gambling behavior at a responsible and discretionary level. Specifically, the present study 

identifies significant factors associating with the responsible gambling behavior of non-problem 

gamblers, who are the majority of the gambling population but have got less attention so far 

(Kessler et al., 2008). This study elucidates the intrinsic and extrinsic goal-striving processes of 

promoting responsible gambling behavior. Given the overwhelming portion of non-problem 

gamblers in the market, the findings have the wider spreading effect rather than focusing on the 

constraints limiting excessive gambling behavior of problem gamblers.  

To better understand responsible gambling behavior, this study examines how people 

perceive and approach a goal-directed behavior. Unlike habitual or ordinary decision-making, 

decision-making for a goal-directed behavior requires a significant motivational phase to attain the 

goal encompassing diverse implementation actions (Bagozzi et al., 2003; Dholakia et al., 2007). 

Beyond traditional attitude theories or any other social cognition models, in this vein, a series of 

goal-achievement theories have elaborated the motivational phase that shows how people strive 

toward goal realization (Bagozzi et al., 2003; Dholakia et al., 2007; Gollwitzer, 1990, 1993; 

Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001). By relying on the theoretical framework of the goal-striving process 

model, therefore, this study contributes to the comprehensive understanding of the goal-striving 
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process of non-problem gamblers. 

Meanwhile, the gambling industry has implemented responsible gambling strategies as a 

part of corporate social responsibility (J. Lee et al., 2014; Song, Lee, Norman, et al., 2012). 

Research has demonstrated that such activities related to corporate social responsibility tend to 

attract critical attention, especially in sin industries such as gambling, drug, and alcohol industries 

(Morsing & Schultz, 2006). When consumers perceive the corporate message of social 

responsibility as insincere, the message becomes ineffective. Consumers are less likely to 

participate in such practices and to revisit the company (Rahman, Park, & Chi, 2015), devalue the 

image of the company (Yoon, Gürhan-Canli, & Schwarz, 2006) and punish the firms (Becker-

Olsen, Cudmoreb, & Hillc, 2006; Sen & Bhattacharya, 2001), furthermore, when such efforts are 

not genuine.  

Little research has focused on whether responsible gambling strategy affects customers’ 

spontaneous responsible behavior in practice. Doubts regarding the missing link between such 

activities and personal responsible behavior may generate customer mistrust and discredit to these 

companies. In fact, responsible gambling strategies promoted by the gambling industry are often 

seen as suspect. Therefore, an investigation on how a customer perceives the industry’s effort of 

responsible gambling strategy as a part of socially responsible activities and its effect on one’s 

autonomous responsible behavior are keys to demonstrating the authenticity and sincerity of these 

messages and achieving positive outcomes from the activities. 

 

1.5 Hypotheses 

To answer the research questions and to meet the research purposes, 14 hypotheses are 
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divided into two parts and proposed. In the intrinsic part of goal-striving process model, 

hypotheses 1 to 10 are examined, whereas hypotheses 11 to 14 are investigated in the extrinsic part 

of goal-striving process model. 

 

1.5.1 Intrinsic part of the goal-striving process 

Hypothesis 1. Goal desire has a significant association with goal intention. 

Hypothesis 2. Goal intention has a significant association with implementation desire. 

Hypothesis 3. Implementation desire has a significant association with implementation intention. 

Hypothesis 4. Attitude toward performing the actions necessary to achieve responsible gambling 

behavior has a significant association with implementation desire. 

Hypothesis 5. Subjective norms regarding performing the actions necessary to achieve responsible 

gambling behavior have a significant association with implementation desire. 

Hypothesis 6. Perceived behavioral control has a significant association with implementation 

intention. 

Hypothesis 7. Goal feasibility has a significant association with goal intention. 

Hypothesis 8. Goal feasibility has a significant association with perceived behavioral control. 

Hypothesis 9. Anticipated positive emotion has a significant association with goal desire. 

Hypothesis 10. Anticipated negative emotion has a significant association with goal desire. 
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1.5.2 Extrinsic part of the goal-striving process 

Hypothesis 11a. Perceived threat to freedom from compulsory responsible gambling strategies has 

a significant association with psychological reactance to compulsory responsible 

gambling strategies. 

Hypothesis 11b. Perceived threat to freedom from supplementary responsible gambling strategies 

has a significant association with psychological reactance to supplementary 

responsible gambling strategies. 

Hypothesis 12a. Psychological reactance to compulsory responsible gambling strategies has a 

negative association with implementation intention. 

Hypothesis 12b. Psychological reactance to supplementary responsible gambling strategies has a 

negative association with implementation intention. 

Hypothesis 13. The association of psychological reactance to compulsory responsible gambling 

strategies with implementation intention is significantly stronger than the 

association of psychological reactance to supplementary responsible gambling 

strategies with implementation intention. 

Hypothesis 14a. The association of psychological reactance to compulsory responsible gambling 

strategies with implementation intention is moderated by an individual’s desire for 

control. 

Hypothesis 14b. The association of psychological reactance to supplementary responsible 

gambling strategies with implementation intention is moderated by an individual’s 

desire for control. 
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Figure 1. Proposed research model: Integrated goal-striving process model 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

2.1 Responsible Gambling Strategies 

2.1.1 Approaches to responsible gambling strategies 

As a recreational activity (Platz & Millar, 2001), gambling has been known for its positive 

consequences, including positive emotions such as amusement, fun, pleasure, and excitement 

(Back et al., 2011; C.-K. Lee, Chung, et al., 2013; Mageau et al., 2005), inspiring challenge (Back 

et al., 2011; Mageau et al., 2005), enhanced concentration (Mageau et al., 2005; Ratelle, Vallerand, 

Mageau, Rousseau, & Provencher, 2004), and reduced stress (C.-K. Lee, Chung, et al., 2013). 

Despite the positive consequences of gambling (Back et al., 2011; C.-K. Lee, Chung, et al., 2013; 

Mageau et al., 2005; Ratelle et al., 2004), gambling behavior has been stigmatized as an origin of 

individual and social problems due to its adverse consequences (Back et al., 2014; Ferris & Wynne, 

2001; Neal et al., 2005; Williams et al., 2013). 

Abundant research, mostly being folded into three categories (i.e., screening, brief 

intervention, and referral to treatment), has been conducted to address the adverse consequences 

of gambling, as in any other substance-abuse research area (Hingson & Compton, 2014). The terms 

“problem” and “pathological” gambling are mostly found in the screening field (American 

Psychiatric Association, 1994; Williams et al., 2013), whereas the term “responsible gambling” is 

likely to be found in the intervention and treatment fields (Blaszczynski et al., 2011). 

Of those fields, responsible gambling strategies have been recognized as an essential tool 

to prevent problem gambling by researchers, practitioners, and policy makers (Blaszczynski et al., 
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2011, 2004). The prevailing definition of responsible gambling is “policies and practices designed 

to prevent and reduce potential harms associated with gambling” (Blaszczynski et al., 2004, p. 

308). Prior to this consensus, other researchers had contributed to defining responsible gambling 

strategies (Dickerson, 1998, 2003; Hing, 2003, 2004). Responsible gambling researchers argue 

that they target the general gambling population, rather than those who already have problematic 

symptoms, who would more likely be of interest to (rehabilitation) psychiatrists (Blaszczynski et 

al., 2004). This transition induces the momentum, where the responsible gambling (and problem 

gambling) should be considered as a part of social and public health issues beyond an individual 

medical issue (Hing, 2003). In this regard, diverse responsible gambling practices have been 

suggested (Blaszczynski, 2001; Blaszczynski et al., 2011; Blaszczynski, Gainsbury, & Karlov, 

2014; Blaszczynski, Ladouceur, Nower, & Shaffer, 2008; Blaszczynski et al., 2004; Hing, 2004; 

D. M. Walker et al., 2014) and implemented in many jurisdictions (C.-K. Lee, Song, et al., 2013; 

J. Lee et al., 2014; Monaghan, 2009; Song, Lee, Norman, et al., 2012; Song, Lee, Lee, & Song, 

2014; Song, Lee, & Lee, 2012). As the following section illustrates, many responsible gambling 

strategies in actual use seem to be implemented for problem gamblers. For example, ‘Restriction 

on the number of visits in a given period, on playing time, on betting wagers’ and ‘Provision of 

counseling/treatment programs for problem gamblers and their families’ are the cases. 

 

2.1.2 Characteristics of a responsible gambling strategy 

Three principles are fundamental to a responsible gambling strategy: informed consent, 

social responsibility, and harm minimization (Hing, 2003, p. 10). First, a responsible gambling 

strategy should fully inform customers with respect to the type of gambling and how to make 

discretionary choices not driven by impulse or personal crisis (informed consent) (Hing, 2003). In 
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many jurisdictions, it is common to find responsible gambling flyers in casinos, and pop-up 

messages in gambling websites (Blaszczynski et al., 2008; Cloutier et al., 2006; Monaghan, 2009; 

Wohl et al., 2013). The American Gaming Association (2003), for example, produces and 

distributes a brochure, named ‘Keeping it Fun: A Guide to Responsible Gaming’, to promote 

responsible gambling. The brochure illustrates what are the characteristics of responsible gambling 

and specific guidelines (American Gaming Association, 2003). Moreover, the American Gaming 

Association (2008) introduces the responsible gambling status quo and regulations across the 

states as well.  

Second, the gambling company should operate a responsible gambling strategy as a social 

responsibility for the community. Often, empirical responsible gambling research is conducted 

within the corporate social responsibility framework in the hospitality business context (C.-K. Lee, 

Song, et al., 2013; J. Lee et al., 2014; Song, Lee, et al., 2014; Song, Lee, & Lee, 2012), in which 

a corporation has an economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic obligation to the stakeholders, 

including shareholders, employees, customers and the community (Carroll, 1979, 1991). Beyond 

the economic responsibility, a gambling company should pay extra attention to the other 

responsibilities in order to compensate the social costs that the gambling industry give rise to (C.-

K. Lee, Kang, Long, & Reisinger, 2010), and to support the sustainable growth of the industry 

(Song, Lee, et al., 2014).  

The third component of a responsible gambling strategy is harm minimization. Gambling 

related business organizations and policy makers should prepare and implement preventive 

practices to reduce the chances, risk, and severity of the adverse consequences of gambling 

(Blaszczynski, 2001; Hing, 2003). A majority of the empirical studies on responsible gambling in 

the hospitality and tourism field have investigated from the harm-minimization perspective (J. Lee 
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et al., 2014; Monaghan, 2009; Song, Lee, Norman, et al., 2012).  

 

2.1.3 Categorization of a responsible gambling strategy 

Hing (2004) categorized responsible gambling strategies as either legislated or voluntary 

from the company’s point of view, where a voluntary strategy is distinct from a legislated one in 

the way that the former is not a government-mandated movement. In the effort of facilitating 

responsible gambling, interestingly, the industry categorizes those practices more or less into two 

types: One is a compulsory customer constraint and the other is a supplementary means (C.-K. 

Lee, Song, et al., 2013; J. Lee et al., 2014; Song, Lee, & Lee, 2012). This empirical categorization 

is more likely based on how the (casino) customer may perceive each strategy. Table 2 shows the 

examples of compulsory and supplementary responsible gambling strategies. 

 

Table 2. Types of responsible gambling strategies 

Compulsory Responsible Gambling Strategies Supplementary Responsible Gambling 

Strategies 

 Government restrictions on resident 

access to casinos 

 Mandatory identification requirements to 

identify minors and restricted patrons 

 Mandatory closures for certain hours 

during the day 

 Restriction on the number of visits in a 

given period, on playing time, on betting 

wagers 

 Provision of counseling/treatment 

programs for problem gamblers and their 

families 

 Support for rehabilitation programs 

 Self-diagnostic programs 

 Education opportunities for responsible 

gambling 
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Sources: C.-K. Lee, Song, et al. (2013) and J. Lee et al. (2014) 

 

2.1.4 Potential limitations and weaknesses 

The limitations of the existing research on responsible gambling are enumerated below. 

First, this field has not fully addressed how customers perceive responsible gambling strategies. 

That is, the current responsible gambling research shows lack of empirical investigations on the 

effectiveness of responsible gambling strategy from the gambler’s point of view. Again, the 

purpose of responsible gambling strategies is to minimize gambling-related harms and protect 

gamblers. However, a study from Australia reports that customers are unconvinced by and 

skeptical about the potential effectiveness of a gambling company’s strategies (Hing, 2003). What 

was worse, the extant research outcomes represent merely the interest of the gambling industry – 

whether it benefits businesses in terms of financial performance (S. Lee & Park, 2009), internal 

marketing (C.-K. Lee, Song, et al., 2013; Song, Lee, et al., 2014), and customer marketing (J. Lee 

et al., 2014). In details, S. Lee and Park (2009) concluded that neither the long-term financial value 

(market capitalization) nor the short-term profitability (ROA and ROE) is significantly associated 

with a casino’s socially responsible activities. Song et al. (2014) found that the expectation of 

responsible gambling strategies enhances casino employees’ customer orientation significantly. 

C.-K. Lee, Song, et al. (2013) investigated how the implementation of responsible gambling 

strategies affects employees’ organizational trust and showed that a supplementary responsible 

gambling strategy has a positive effect on organizational trust, while a compulsory responsible 

gambling strategy has a negative effect (C.-K. Lee, Song, et al., 2013). J. Lee et al. (2014) 

examined how those two types of responsible gambling strategies influence customers’ future 

gambling intentions and showed that an awareness of compulsory responsible gambling strategies 
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affects gambling intention negatively through obsessive gambling passion, whereas an awareness 

of supplementary responsible gambling strategies promotes gambling intention significantly 

through both harmonious and obsessive gambling passions (J. Lee et al., 2014).  

Second, although a handful of public-health studies have been conducted to investigate the 

effectiveness of responsible gambling strategies in terms of gamblers’ behavioral changes, the 

research outcomes are controversial (Blaszczynski, 2001; Blaszczynski et al., 2011; Hing, 2004; 

Monaghan, 2009). Since the harm-minimization strategy postulates a negative end state to avoid, 

this strategy posits a particular goal direction relying on the avoidance motivation. However, the 

avoidance-oriented goal-directed behavior does not guarantee the intended outcome because 

avoidance motivation promotes any behavior that maximizes the distance between one’s present 

state and an undesired end state (Fujita & MacGregor, 2012). As avoidance-oriented goal-directed 

behavior results in unpredictable remedial actions or, even worse, brings about a contrary result 

(Elliot & Church, 1997; Gable & Strachman, 2008), the implementation of a responsible gambling 

strategy framed in harm minimization may jeopardize the desirability and success of that strategy. 

In other words, the avoidance-oriented perspective on which harm minimization is grounded 

allows open-ended outcomes in contrast to the approach-oriented motivation. In fact, Hing (2003, 

2004) found that responsible gambling strategies have different degrees of impact on awareness 

of responsible gambling and behavioral gambling patterns in different types of gamblers (i.e., 

problem, borderline, and non-problem gamblers). While the intended target of responsible 

gambling strategy is the general gambling population, the current avoidance-oriented responsible 

gambling strategy is unlikely to be effective for gamblers who play for leisure (Hing, 2003). 

Following the second limitation, the third one is that the existing research on responsible 

gambling behavior limits the research population to (potential) problem gamblers, which mainly 
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comes from the harm minimization perspective. Implicit in the avoidance-oriented (or prevention-

oriented) perspective is the assumption that recreational gamblers do not engage in goal-directed 

behavior toward responsible gambling. However, goals are not necessarily conscious (Fujita & 

MacGregor, 2012), and unconscious goals can be activated by an individual’s surroundings, 

including social situations (Custers, Eitam, & Bargh, 2012). Thus, anyone may have (or set) a goal 

of being a responsible gambler regardless of whether the individual is a recreational or problem 

gambler. The existence of a goal is not only demonstrated by judgments, decisions, and behaviors 

but also by emotional, cognitive, and behavioral reactions to various outcomes (Fujita & 

MacGregor, 2012). That is, the main difference between types of gamblers is not the existence of 

the goal of responsible gambling behavior but the antecedents and reactions to goal-related actions. 

To reiterate, there is a paucity of understanding on what and how may affect non-problem gamblers’ 

responsible gambling behavior in contrast to the studies for problem gamblers. In addition, there 

are diverse working practices aiming at problem gamblers in the industry, ignoring that how non-

problem gamblers perceive those practices and get affected with respect to responsible gambling 

behavior. A richer understanding of responsible gambling behavior on general non-problem 

gamblers is in need. 

Fourth, the current literature assumes that responsible gambling strategies have a static 

effect. As Blaszczynski (2001) noted, however, responsible gambling strategies may be impractical 

for or inapplicable to recreational gamblers, the majority of the gambling population. Hing (2004) 

also corroborates that there are mixed or unexpected effects of responsible gambling practices on 

the casino patrons most probably depending on their gambler types. In addition, responsible 

gambling strategies may have a negative effect on problem and recreational gamblers 

(Blaszczynski, 2001). The optimal contents or approaches to responsible gambling messages are 
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still under-developed (Gainsbury, Aro, Ball, Tobar, & Russell, 2015), and it has been evidenced 

from the anti-smoking campaign studies that there are meaningful combinations between the types 

of external interventions and the types of consumers (Erceg-Hurn & Steed, 2011; Grandpre, Alvaro, 

Burgoon, Miller, & Hall, 2003; Henriksen, Dauphinee, Wang, & Fortmann, 2006).  

 

2.2 Goal-Directed Behavior 

2.2.1 Goal structure 

Contrary to the harm-minimization perspective, responsible gambling behavior can be 

understood as a goal that would be accomplished by an individual. In order to fathom the 

responsible gambling as a goal-directed behavior, however, the goal and goal structure should be 

understood beforehand.  

According to Fujita and MacGregor (2012, p. 85), goal is “a mental representation of 

desired end states.” In this regard, all human behaviors could be recognized as goal-driven 

behaviors. That is, goals are not necessarily effortful, conscious, magnificent, long-term, or 

abstract (Custers et al., 2012; Fujita & MacGregor, 2012). For example, the goal of being a 

responsible gambler would be a conscious and effortful goal for problem gamblers, but it also 

would be an unconscious and less-involving goal for recreational gamblers. However, the broad 

definition of goal requires researchers to consider the sub-dimensions of goals and their differences. 

Therefore, this chapter introduces three major perspectives concerning goal structure in order to 

establish responsible gambling behavior as a personal goal-directed behavior. 
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2.2.1.1 Goal hierarchy: Abstract and concrete goals 

The first goal distinction is based on a hierarchy of abstraction level (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 

1999; Fujita & MacGregor, 2012). Bagozzi and Dholakia employed a simple structure consisting 

of an abstract goal (i.e., goal) and a concrete goal (i.e., implementation) (Bagozzi et al., 2003; 

Dholakia et al., 2007). The abstract goal represents more global and general features than the 

concrete goal, which is specific and often comes with tangible rewards (Fujita & MacGregor, 

2012). That is, a concrete goal has specific criteria by which to gauge goal success or failure. In 

contrast, the fulfillment of an abstract goal requires almost impossible continual multiple behaviors 

across multiple situations (Fujita & MacGregor, 2012). As Fujita and MacGregor (2012) claim, 

however, this distinction depends on the action being discussed. For example, being a responsible 

gambler is more likely to be an abstract goal compared to the implementation goal of setting and 

securing minimum wagers or a less abstract goal compared to the goal of being a responsible 

person. 

In fact, the concept of hierarchical goal structure traces back to Bagozzi and Dholakia’s 

(1999) study, in which goals are organized in a three-tiered hierarchy as superordinate goals, focal 

goals, and subordinate goals. A focal goal shows the targeted purpose and lies between 

superordinate goals and subordinate goals. Superordinate goals motivate an individual to engage 

in a focal goal, and subordinate goals afford the means of achieving the focal goal. That is, a 

subordinate goal functions as an instrumental act to achieve a focal goal by showing how an action 

is to be performed (Park & Hedgcock, 2015). Superordinate goals provide the reason for pursuing 

the focal goal but are insufficient to activate the intention for the focal goal (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 

1999; Park & Hedgcock, 2015).  

The hierarchical distinction is delineated in terms of duration (i.e., long-term goals versus 
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short-term goals) and target (i.e., means versus ends) (Fujita & MacGregor, 2012). In detail, 

abstract goals tend to be long-term and act as the end state of the goal, while concrete goals tend 

to be short-term and are immediately implemented towards achievement of the final goal. Concrete 

goals are relatively easier to accomplish than abstract goals because people experience their social 

world concretely. Nonetheless, when an abstract goal and a concrete goal are in the same hierarchy, 

they are equivalent to a means and an end and complement each other. When a concrete goal and 

an abstract goal are competing and are not in the same goal hierarchy, the concrete goal is more 

likely to undermine the attainment of the abstract goal.  

 

2.2.1.2 Motivational orientation: Approach and avoidance goals 

The central concept of goal distinction discussed above is mainly based on whether the 

goal is the end state or the instrumental process, where the goal can be either something desirable 

or something to avoid. That is, the second distinction of goal structure is based on the motivational 

system or orientation at which a goal aims (Coats, Janoff-Bulman, & Alpert, 1996; Fujita & 

MacGregor, 2012). The approach-avoidance distinction in motivational orientation is not new 

(Elliot, 1999), but stems from modern philosophers such as Jeremy Bentham [1748–1832] and 

William James [1842–1910] and a scientific psychologist, Sigmund Freud [1856–1939]. 

Bentham’s famous quotation, “Nature has placed mankind under the governance of two sovereign 

masters, pain and pleasure. It is for them alone to point out what we ought to do, as well as to 

determine what we shall do.”, shows that he considers two opposite directions of motivational 

orientation (Bentham, 1879, p. 1). James (1890) also describes pleasure as a tremendous reinforcer 

of behavior and pain as a tremendous inhibitor of behavior. Similarly, Freud (1915) construes 

pleasure and unpleasure (i.e., pain) as the fundamental motivational impetuses of action. 
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Motivational orientation leads people to or away from the end state. When an individual 

perceives the psychological distance between the current state and the desired/positive end state, 

approach motivational orientation drives goal attainment. When the psychological distance or 

discrepancy between two states is minimized, goal-striving ceases. ‘Avoidance’ motivational 

orientation works in the opposite way. People tend to maximize the psychological distance 

between their current state and an undesired/negative end state. Unlike approach goals, however, 

avoidance goals do not have well defined goal end states. The amorphousness of the desired end 

state(s) obscures the point at which goal-striving should stop (Elliot, 1999, 2006; Fujita & 

MacGregor, 2012). Instead, avoidance motivational orientation tends to make people more 

sensitive to the presence or absence of loss. In this vein, Elliot and Fryer (2008, p. 244) define a 

goal as “a cognitive representation of a future object that one is committed to approach or avoid.” 

The approach and avoidance motivational orientations are delineated according to whether 

motivation is focused on behavioral activation (versus inhibition) or on promotion (versus 

prevention) (Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Fujita & MacGregor, 2012). That is, an approach 

motivational orientation leads people to focus on positive outcomes (Elliot, 1999, 2006), to 

activate actions (Gray, 1990), and to be sensitive to gains (Higgins, 1997). By contrast, an 

avoidance motivational orientation leads one to concentrate one’s attention on negative outcomes 

(Elliot, 1999, 2006), to inhibit the ongoing action (Gray, 1990), and to be sensitive to losses 

(Higgins, 1997). Moreover, people with avoidance goals tend to devaluate themselves and show 

lower psychological well-being, whereas people with approach goals tend to evaluate themselves 

highly and show higher psychological well-being (Coats et al., 1996). 
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2.2.1.3 Evaluation of goal accomplishment: Mastery and performance goals 

The third distinction among goal types relies on the evaluation of goal accomplishment 

(i.e., mastery versus performance goals) (Ames & Archer, 1988; Ames, 1992; Dweck & Leggett, 

1988; Fujita & MacGregor, 2012; Grant & Dweck, 2003). A mastery goal regards goal 

achievement as a learning process, where one judges one’s own competence (Ames, 1992). An 

individual with mastery goals may ask questions like “How can I do this task?” and “What will I 

learn?” (Wigfield & Cambria, 2010, p. 7). On the other hand, a performance goal regards goal 

achievement as a performance process, where others judge one’s competence (Kaplan & Maehr, 

2006). Questions such as “Am I doing this task better than my friend?” and “Does completing this 

task make me look smart?” reflect performance goals (Wigfield & Cambria, 2010, p. 7).  

Perception of a goal as a mastery goal or a performance goal has a tremendous impact on 

reactions to success and/or failure (Dweck & Grant, 2008; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Grant & 

Dweck, 2003). In a performance goal, people tend to try to gain favorable external judgment of 

their competence. By nature, this type of goal undermines intrinsic motivation. Success means that 

they are proficient, whereas failure means that they do not possess enough abilities and skills. 

Although success promotes positive outcomes under the performance goal perspective, failure 

exacerbates learned helplessness, withdrawal, and disengagement (Dweck & Leggett, 1988) 

because they attribute the failure to their low ability (Dweck & Grant, 2008). On the other hand, 

people with mastery goals tend to focus on enhancing their competence to learn the skills rather 

than to parade ostentatiously. Mastery goals not only promote intrinsic motivation but also guide 

people to positive outcomes regardless of whether they face success or failure (Grant & Dweck, 

2003; Pintrich, 2000). Success and failure only indicate the level of effort and progress; success 

promotes and supports continuation of goal-striving, whereas failure encourages reengagement 
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and greater subsequent effort (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). In the face of challenge, furthermore, 

ability-linked performance goals are more likely to result in withdrawal and poorer performance, 

whereas mastery goals are more likely to result in active coping, sustained motivation, and higher 

achievement (Grant & Dweck, 2003).  

In spite of the traditional belief that performance goal orientation is associated with less 

adaptive patterns than mastery goal orientation (Ames, 1992), a multiple-goal perspective suggests 

that both performance and mastery goal orientations may be beneficial for goal achievement 

(Pintrich, 2000). Again, mastery goal theorists dispute this notion because they believe that 

performance goal orientation has been associated with detrimental consequences such as lower 

self-efficacy, higher negative affect, higher test anxiety, and higher avoidant help-seeking behavior 

(Linnenbrink, 2005). However, some studies claim the need for a trichotomous framework in 

which performance-approach goals, performance-avoidance goals, and mastery goals are 

considered separately (DeShon & Gillespie, 2005; Elliot, 1999). In this integrative synthesis of the 

performance-mastery and approach-avoidance distinctions, the performance-mastery goals are 

defined depending on the judges of competence and the approach-avoidance goals are defined 

depending on the valence of competence (Elliot, 1999). In follow-up studies, more specifically, 

performance-avoidance goals have been found to be associated with such detrimental outcomes 

(Urdan, Ryan, Anderman, & Gheen, 2002), and performance-approach goals have been suggested 

to be beneficial for cognitive engagement and achievement (Linnenbrink, 2005). The advantage 

of performance-approach goals is the ease of monitoring subgoal (implementation) 

accomplishments. The combination of high mastery goals and high performance-approach goals 

results in the highest levels of self-efficacy, task value, positive affect, and risk-taking and the 

lowest level of self-handicapping (Pintrich, 2000). As the task became more difficult (i.e., as the 
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students entered their senior year), students who endorsed high mastery goals and high 

performance-approach goals showed consistent and robust achievement in mathematics (Pintrich, 

2000). 

The perspective of mastery versus performance goals sheds light on how responsible 

gambling behavior ought to be understood. Given that (1) the goal of responsible gambling 

behavior is a continuing learning process rather than a short-term, outcome-driven performance 

process, (2) might pose a major challenge to some people, (3) the odds of success may not be high, 

and (4) people should be able to continue the goal-striving process even if they fail one time, 

responsible gambling behavior should be understood as a mastery goal, and competence should be 

judged by oneself rather than somebody else. 

 

2.2.1.4 Integrative goal perspective in the context of responsible gambling behavior 

In summary, responsible gambling behavior should be understood as an approach goal, 

rather than an avoidance goal in which the aim is to avoid unexpected and unintended 

consequences. In addition, responsible gambling behavior should be perceived and employed as a 

mastery goal in the long term but as a performance goal in the short term. As a means, furthermore, 

the short-term goal should be considered as the path toward the ultimate goal. In other words, 

responsible gambling behavior should be conceptualized as a benefit-maximization strategy in the 

learning process, rather than a harm-minimization strategy in the other self-monitoring process. 

Following the exemplification of responsible gambling behavior (see Table 3), the next chapter 

will consider the conceptualization of how the series of goals are connected. 
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Table 3. Examples of responsible gambling behavior 

Goal of Responsible Gambling Behavior 

(Ends | Long-term | Learning process) 

Implementation of Responsible Gambling 

Behavior 

(Means | Short-term | Performance process) 

 I understand that gambling by its nature 

entails risk and that the odds of winning 

are with the house. 

 As a recreational purpose, I play a game 

socially, with family, friends, or 

colleagues. 

 I experience harmony between the 

gambling activity and my daily life. 

 I predetermine acceptable win limits. 

 I play a game for limited amounts of 

time, both in frequency and duration. 

 I set a budget and stick to it. 

 I set a time limit and stick to it. 

Sources: Modified from American Gaming Association (2003), Rousseau, Vallerand, Ratelle, 

Mageau, and Provencher (2002), and D. M. Walker et al. (2014)  

 

2.2.2 Goal-striving process 

2.2.2.1 Motivational phase 

Pioneering work established a clear distinction between goal-setting and goal-striving 

(Locke & Latham, 1990): the former is of interest to decision scientists and the latter is of interest 

to action psychologists (Dholakia & Bagozzi, 2002). Action psychologists do not agree that a 

decision or a chosen goal guarantees one’s continuing behavior toward goal accomplishment; 

thereby focus on maintaining the chosen goal, protecting the chosen goal from competing 

alternatives, and implementing the actions required (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 1999; Dholakia & 

Bagozzi, 2002). That is, the goal-striving process is more likely a post-decision-making, 

motivational, and volitional mechanism, where people are involved in a continuing self-regulation 

(Dholakia & Bagozzi, 2002). Over the decades, diverse approaches have been proposed to 
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understand goal-striving in social psychology (DeShon & Gillespie, 2005; Dholakia & Bagozzi, 

2002, 2003; Fujita & MacGregor, 2012; Gollwitzer & Brandstätter, 1997; Gollwitzer & Sheeran, 

2006; Gollwitzer, 1993) and consumer research (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 1999, 2006).  

One criticism of social-cognition models such as the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein 

& Ajzen, 1975, 1980), the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985, 1991), the theory of trying 

(also known as the theory of self-regulation) (Bagozzi, 1992, 1993), and the model of goal-directed 

behavior (Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001) is whether behavioral intention is sufficient to generate a 

subsequent actual behavior (Armitage & Conner, 2000; Bagozzi & Dholakia, 1999; Dholakia & 

Bagozzi, 2002; Orbell, 2004). Some goal actionists question how an intention which is mental 

representation can be translated into actual behavior or physical action (Bagozzi, 1992; Perugini 

& Bagozzi, 2001). To answer this question, two types of goal-striving processes have been 

employed in the study of goal-directed behavior, where goal-striving illustrates how motives 

transform to goal realization (Dholakia & Bagozzi, 2002).  

 

2.2.2.1.1 Implementation and goal 

The first approach focuses on the distinction between goal and implementation actions (i.e., 

instrumental act). Gollwitzer (1993) separates the traditional behavioral intention concept into goal 

intention and implementation intention in the goal-striving process. Goal intention is directed 

towards an abstract end state and is related to willingness to achieve the goal, whereas 

implementation intention is directed towards a concrete action on given situational cues (i.e., time 

and place) (Armitage & Conner, 2000; Bagozzi & Dholakia, 1999; Gollwitzer & Brandstätter, 

1997; Gollwitzer, 1993; Orbell, Hodgkins, & Sheeran, 1997). In other words, the goal intention is 



31 

directed towards the final outcome of end states (or end performances) like abstract goals, whereas 

the implementation intention is directed towards the particular outcomes that will be achieved 

through the execution of instrumental acts like concrete goals (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 1999). Orbell 

et al. (1997) confirmed that highly specific plans tend to realize implementation intentions by 

providing a mechanism to facilitate the retrieval of goal intentions from memory. That is, the 

implementation intention needs to be complete and specific. Thus, goal-striving is a multi-stage 

process, where people’s implementation actions lead to goal attainment (Armitage & Conner, 

2000). 

Depending on which intention a theory uses, the use of attitude-intention theories diverges. 

When a study employs a goal intention as a specific act or an end performance, the traditional 

attitude-intention theories, such as the theory of reasoned action or the theory of planned behavior, 

have been widely and extensively applied (Ajzen, 1991; Bagozzi & Dholakia, 1999). In other 

words, the final dependent variable in these theories is a single performance or an action (Bagozzi, 

1992). On the other hand, if an intention is to measure outcomes that are achieved through the 

execution of multiple instrumental acts, the traditional attitude-intention theories are insufficient 

(Bagozzi & Dholakia, 1999). These outcomes are rather a sequence of attempts to achieve a final 

goal (Bagozzi, 1992). In fact, the theory of planned behavior defined intention as a measure of 

trying (endeavors) to achieve certain outcomes (Ajzen, 1985), but the definition has changed to 

the measure of end performances (Ajzen, 1991). Rather, the behavioral intention in the theory of 

trying (Bagozzi, 1992) better represents what certain outcomes try to measure in the presence of 

abstract and long-term goals. As the word ‘trying’ implies, instrumental acts are processes en route 

to final effortful goal attainment (Armitage & Conner, 2000). 

Of interest in the attainment of effortful goals is how goal intention and implementation 



32 

intention interact. Unlike implementation actions and goal achievement, goal intention precedes 

implementation intention (Bagozzi et al., 2003; Dholakia & Bagozzi, 2002, 2003; Gollwitzer, 1993) 

because goal intention is formulated in the pre-decisional phase, whereas implementation intention 

is activated later by reacting to the situational cues (Gollwitzer, 1993). It may seem that 

implementation intention is more important because it triggers actions. However, people are more 

likely to commit to the goal-striving process in the presence of goal intention because it provides 

clear guidelines for why they want to achieve the goal (Gollwitzer, 1993). In addition, those who 

are deeply committed to the ultimate goal (e.g., becoming a responsible gambler) do not succumb 

to small failures during implementation actions; rather, they perceive the failures as a part of 

learning process and keep striving to achieve the intended goal (Gollwitzer, 1993). The findings 

imply that mastery goals are not opposed to performance goals, but may generate positive synergy 

when performance goals are implemented toward the achievement of mastery goals.  

 

2.2.2.1.2 Desire and intention 

The second approach focuses on the distinction between desire and intention. In the theory 

of planned behavior, behavioral intention is assumed to include the factors motivating the behavior 

(Ajzen, 1991). However, one criticism of the theory is that it fails to consider how intentions 

become energized (Bagozzi, 1992; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001, 2004a). The antecedents of the 

theory of planned behavior (i.e., attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control) 

provide reasons for action/inaction but do not explicitly show how such antecedents induce 

behavioral intention (Bagozzi, 1992; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2004a). People may not initiate an action 

or may not show intention, even when they evaluate the activity positively and they believe they 

are capable of completing it (Bagozzi, 1992).  
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To bridge the gap between cognitive evaluations (e.g., attitude, subjective norm, and 

perceived behavioral control) and conative intentions, a series of models of goal-directed behavior 

have incorporated the concept of desire (Bagozzi et al., 2003; Dholakia et al., 2007; Perugini & 

Bagozzi, 2001). Desire is defined as “a state of mind whereby an agent has a personal motivation 

to perform an action or to achieve a goal” (Perugini & Bagozzi, 2004b, p. 71). That is, as a 

motivational impetus, desire underpins individuals’ decisions to perform an action (Armitage & 

Conner, 2000) even before an intention to perform an action arises (Perugini & Bagozzi, 2004b). 

Bagozzi (1992) asserts that attitudes lead to intentions only by stimulating desires, and even desires 

may induce intentions without being affected by attitudes. According to his theory of trying 

(Bagozzi, 1992), motivational commitment enacts the conation (such as behavioral intention) 

beyond the cognitive evaluation (such as attitudes). The rationale behind Bagozzi’s (1992) 

argument is that (1) desire is different from attitude in terms of motivational aspect and (2) attitude 

is only an evaluative concept based on either cognitive or affective components. J. Lee et al. (2014) 

and Song, Lee, Norman, et al. (2012) also suggest that the motivational factor contributes to better 

understanding in emotional and motivational decision-making (such as gambling intention) than 

in solely rational decision-making. 

Davis’ (1984) conceptualization of desires is useful to clarify the difference between 

attitudes and desires. Davis (1984) categorizes desires into appetitive desires and volitive desires 

depending on their form and rationality. An appetitive desire is directed toward either an object of 

consumption (e.g., a desire for a hot fudge sundae) or an activity of consuming (e.g., a desire to 

eat lobster) (Bagozzi, 1992). The appetitive desires appear as nouns and are not accompanied by 

reasons for having a desire (W. A. Davis, 1984). On the other hand, a volitive desire is a 

motivational commitment to a certain act based on a certain rationale (e.g., I desire to earn a Ph.D.) 
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(Bagozzi, 1992; W. A. Davis, 1984). This type of desire appears as transitive verbs (W. A. Davis, 

1984). W. A. Davis (1984) claims that the intrinsic-extrinsic distinction can be applied into the 

concept of desires as well. 

Although an appetitive desire is not motivated, it can indirectly influence an action by 

generating volitive desires, which are a more reliable indicator of action (W. A. Davis, 1984). 

Because an appetitive desire is a reliable indicator of enjoyment, the pleasure gained by satisfying 

the appetitive desire generally provides the reasons for volitive desires (W. A. Davis, 1984). If a 

goal can be reached with a single attempt, the appetitive desire may not important. In a sequence 

of goal-directed behaviors, however, both desires are required to ensure persistent goal-striving 

attempts. Bagozzi (1992) considers the relationship between appetitive desires and volitive desires 

and asserts that attitudes can create volitive desires based on favorable evaluations, as appetitive 

desires do. Furthermore, he claims that attitudes release hidden appetitive desires (Bagozzi, 1992). 

An intention is still the variable most proximal to the behavior, but intention is a function 

of desire in the theory of trying (Armitage & Conner, 2000; Bagozzi, 1992, 1993) and in the model 

of goal-directed behavior (Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001, 2004b). In these models, instead of an 

intention, a desire is based on integrated appraisals from diverse sources such as emotional 

responses, evaluative judgments, and social norms (Bagozzi et al., 2003; Perugini & Bagozzi, 

2004b).  

Perugini and Bagozzi (2004b) demonstrate how desire is distinct from intention. Three 

conditions distinguish desire from intention: perceived feasibility, action-connectedness, and 

temporal frame (Perugini & Bagozzi, 2004a, 2004b). In comparison to intention, desires are shown 

to be less performable (or achievable), less connected to actions, and enacted over longer time 
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frames (Perugini & Bagozzi, 2004b). An intention at least contains a partial plan regarding how to 

achieve the goal (Bagozzi, 1992; W. A. Davis, 1984; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2004b). In this regard, 

perceived feasibility becomes a key indicator distinguishing desires from intentions (Perugini & 

Bagozzi, 2004b). Even action-connectedness also can be differentiated by the level of (partial) 

planning and the level of commitment between intention and desire (Perugini & Bagozzi, 2004b). 

Furthermore, experimental studies revealed that desires are associated with greater numbers of 

achievements and are more generic and more permanent than intentions (Perugini & Bagozzi, 

2004b). 

 

2.2.2.1.3 Interplay between goal and implementation and between desire and intention 

In the extended goal-directed behavior literature, goal-striving process evolves into a 

mixture of both types of distinctions between goal and implementation and between desire and 

intention (Bagozzi et al., 2003; Dholakia et al., 2007; Dholakia & Bagozzi, 2002). In the recent 

studies about the model of goal-directed behavior (Bagozzi et al., 2003; Dholakia et al., 2007), 

analysis of the goal-striving process focuses on understanding how people maintain the chosen 

goal and enact instrumental actions to realize it (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 1999; Dholakia & Bagozzi, 

2002).  

In consistency with the hierarchical structure of goals, implementation intention and goal 

intention are connected by a means-end relationship (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 1999; Fujita & 

MacGregor, 2012; Gollwitzer & Brandstätter, 1997). Goal is more likely to be related with why 

factors due to its abstract fashion, whereas implementation is more likely to be related with how 

factors due to its concrete fashion (Park & Hedgcock, 2015). People tend to define their goals or 
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actions at the higher level of abstraction (Vallacher & Wegner, 1987). The desire to achieve a 

certain goal provides a ground on which to build the desire to perform a certain detailed behavior 

that is subjectively felt to be instrumental for the goal attainment (Perugini & Conner, 2000). In 

other words, once people consider the ultimate goal in an abstract form as an end, detailed 

enforcement follows as a means to achieve the higher goal. In this goal-striving process, the 

decision maker reflects their wishes into the goal desires, which guide further planning and 

elaboration regarding how to fulfill the desires (DeShon & Gillespie, 2005; Perugini & Bagozzi, 

2004a). In fact, Elliot and Murayama (2008, p. 614) state that “a(n) (ultimate) goal is 

conceptualized at an aim that one is committed to that serves as a guide for future (implementation) 

behavior.” In this way, implementation desire plays the role of a more proximal determinant of the 

implementation (behavioral) intention to perform specific actions with an indirect effect of goal 

desire (Bagozzi et al., 2003; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2004a). Metaphorically speaking, desire is 

distinguished from implementation by the fact that desire functions as a catalyst, whereas 

implementation functions as a trigger.  

In summary, three hypotheses are suggested: 

Hypothesis 1. Goal desire has a significant association with goal intention. 

Hypothesis 2. Goal intention has a significant association with implementation desire. 

Hypothesis 3. Implementation desire has a significant association with implementation intention. 
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Figure 2. The motivational phase of the goal-striving process 

 

2.2.2.2 Antecedents of goal-striving process 

Psychological variables have been extensively explored by social psychologists over the 

decades because psychological variables are potentially more amenable to intervention than socio-

demographic variables (Armitage & Conner, 2000). Many social psychologists suggest the use of 

potential psychological antecedents to explain human behavior through diverse social cognition 

models (Armitage & Conner, 2000) such as the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, 

1980), the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985, 1991), the technology acceptance model (F. 

D. Davis, 1989), the theory of trying (Bagozzi, 1992), the model of goal-directed behavior 

(Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; Perugini & Conner, 2000), and the theory of repurchase decision-

making (Han & Ryu, 2012). The literature on the above theories has established and contributed 

to the understanding of valid predictors in the goal-striving process. In this paper, those antecedents 

are addressed from two orthogonal perspectives: nature (cognitive or affective) and time frame 

(proximal or distal). 

 

2.2.2.2.1 Cognitive factors 

In the pre-volitional stage of the goal-striving process, cognitive factors have been well 

established due to their high explanatory power regarding how people form (behavioral) intentions 
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in the social cognition models (Armitage & Conner, 2000). The theory of reasoned action (Fishbein 

& Ajzen, 1975, 1980) and its extension, the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985, 1991), are 

the most known and the most widely employed theories elucidating the relationships between 

behavioral intention and its antecedents (Richetin, Perugini, Adjali, & Hurling, 2008).  

Attitude toward the behavior refers to one’s cognitive evaluation of the extent to which a 

particular behavior is favorable or unfavorable (Ajzen, 1985, 1991; Eagly & Chaiken, 2007). The 

willingness to engage in the activity is dependent on how strongly an individual evaluates the 

activity as favorable or unfavorable (Ajzen, 1991). The possible benefits or losses arising from a 

specific behavior are crucial to engaging in the behavior (Song, You, Reisinger, Lee, & Lee, 2014). 

The subjective norm is an individual’s willingness to comply with the social pressure that comes 

from one’s surroundings, including important people (Ajzen, 1985, 1991; Han, Lee, & Lee, 2011; 

J. Lee et al., 2014). Salient referents have a major impact on behavior (Han et al., 2011), showing 

that subjective norms are a direct determinant of behavioral intention (Ajzen, 1991). Perceived 

behavioral control refers to an individual’s perception of the extent to which a particular behavior 

is easy or difficult to implement (Ajzen, 1985, 1991). In fact, the addition of perceived behavioral 

control is against the assumptions of the theory of reasoned action, in which all individual 

behaviors are under one’s volitional controllability regardless of circumstances such as power, 

resources, money, and time (Ajzen, 1991; Lam & Hsu, 2004). The inclusion of perceived 

behavioral control is critical in understanding responsible gambling behavior because decision 

formation is simultaneously affected by both volitional and non-volitional factors (e.g., mental 

disorder, loss of control, etc.) (Han et al., 2011). An individual’s decision is strongly affected by 

that person’s confidence regarding their perceived capability of engaging in a particular behavior 

(Ajzen & Madden, 1986; Ajzen, 1991).  
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Following the essential cognitive explanatory factor, attitude toward the behavior, 

subjective norms and perceived behavioral control have been employed in subsequent application 

studies of personal goal achievement (Bagozzi et al., 2003; Dholakia et al., 2007), online travel 

community participation (Casaló, Flavián, & Guinalíu, 2010), travel (Han et al., 2011; Lam & Hsu, 

2004, 2006; C.-K. Lee, Song, Bendle, Kim, & Han, 2012; Meng & Choi, 2015; Quintal, Lee, & 

Soutar, 2010; Sparks & Pan, 2009), wine tourism (Sparks, 2007), festival participation (Song, Lee, 

Kang, & Boo, 2012; Song, You, et al., 2014), dining out (Han & Ryu, 2012), information 

acquisition (E. Kim, Ham, Yang, & Choi, 2013), IT adoption in the airline industry (H. Kim, Kim, 

& Shin, 2009) and in the hotel industry (Lam, Cho, & Qu, 2007), gambling (Song, Lee, Norman, 

et al., 2012; Thrasher, Andrew, & Mahony, 2011; Wu et al., 2013), online gaming (J. Lee et al., 

2014), a senior meal program (K.-I. Lee & Gould, 2012), and meeting/convention participation 

(M. J. Lee & Back, 2008). Ajzen (1985, 1991) stated that the addition of perceived behavioral 

control would enhance the explanatory power of the theory of planned behavior compared to the 

theory of reasoned action, as it considers non-volitional circumstances. The significant effects of 

attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control on behavioral intention have become 

well established in numerous empirical studies (see the list of application studies above) following 

Ajzen’s (1985, 1991) initial research. In fact, a meta-analysis of 185 studies on the theory of 

planned behavior concluded that 39% of the variance in intention and 29% of the variance in 

behavior are explained by this theory (Armitage & Conner, 2001).  

Later, the theory of trying (Bagozzi, 1992), the model of goal-directed behavior (Perugini 

& Bagozzi, 2001; Perugini & Conner, 2000), and the theory of repurchase decision-making (Han 

& Ryu, 2012) shed new light on the causal relationships between attitude and intention and 

between subjective norms and intention. According to the theories, desire intervenes as a full 
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mediator in the above relationships. Again, desire is defined as a motivational commitment or 

motivational stimuli (Bagozzi, 1992; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001), which strengthens the traditional 

attitude-intention theories by taking the motivational process into account (Perugini & Bagozzi, 

2001). Perugini and Bagozzi (2001) considered that the limitation of the theory of planned 

behavior is the lack of an affective process (discussed in the next chapter) and motivational process 

(Song, You, et al., 2014) and claimed the limitations would be resolved in the model of goal-

directed behavior by letting the desire mediate the traditional relationships of attitude – intention 

and subjective norm – intention (Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001, 2004b; Perugini & Conner, 2000).  

As numerous studies claimed to require additional predictors beyond attitude, subjective 

norm, and perceived behavioral control, many empirical papers have developed and extended the 

theory of planned behavior by adding contextual factors such as eco-friendly habit and moral 

norms (Han, Hwang, Kim, & Jung, 2015), perceived disadvantages of airport shopping abroad 

(Han, Kim, & Hyun, 2014), perception of influenza A(H1N1) and non-pharmaceutical 

interventions for influenza A(H1N1) (C.-K. Lee et al., 2012), perception of responsible gambling 

strategies (J. Lee et al., 2014; Song, Lee, Norman, et al., 2012), authentic perception and 

environmental concerns (Meng & Choi, 2015), perceived risk and uncertainty (Quintal et al., 2010), 

and image fit between festival and festival site (Song, You, et al., 2014). In fact, the addition of 

new predictors is suggested by Ajzen (1991) if the extension does not distort the original structure 

of the theory of planned behavior.  

Recent refinements and elaborations of the model of goal-directed behavior add goal 

feasibility as a distal determinant of behavior (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2004a), 

whose influence is partially mediated by more proximal determinants of behavior (i.e., perceived 

behavior control) (Bagozzi et al., 2003; Dholakia et al., 2007; Dholakia & Bagozzi, 2002). Goal 
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feasibility refers to how easy or difficult it is to attain the end-state in the pre-decisional phase, 

compared to perceived behavior control that aims to shape activity in the post-decisional but pre-

actional phase (Bagozzi et al., 2003; Dholakia & Bagozzi, 2002). Feasibility is key to 

distinguishing desire from intention. Desire with intention (i.e., goal intention) is associated with 

a higher level of perceived feasibility than desire without intention (i.e., goal desire) (Perugini & 

Bagozzi, 2004b). Goal feasibility considers both personal characteristics and environmental 

contingencies, as does perceived behavior control (e.g., skill and effort required, availability of 

needed resources, the length of the window of opportunity, etc.) (Bagozzi et al., 2003).  

Perceived goal feasibility, or sometimes called perceived performability, is a function of 

self-efficacy, expected likelihood of execution, and expected likelihood of achievement (Perugini 

& Bagozzi, 2004b). An individual assesses whether the he or she can exercise control over the 

means needed to achieve a focal goal (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 1999; Bagozzi, 1992; Bandura, 1977, 

1997). During this cognitive judgment, individuals appraise and compare their competence or 

confidence in executing a selected act compared to others (Bagozzi, 1992). In addition, people 

assess the likelihood of goal achievement through the initiation of instrumental acts as a means to 

an end (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 1999), which is termed instrumental beliefs (Bagozzi, 1992) or 

action-outcome expectancies (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 1999). Based on the perceived degree to which 

the outcomes of instrumental acts are strongly and positively associated with the goal achievement, 

people choose the alternative means to execute (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 1999).  

With regard to the four cognitive factors (one distal and three proximal factors), therefore, 

five hypotheses are considered: 

Hypothesis 4. Attitude toward performing the actions necessary to achieve the goal of responsible 
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gambling behavior has a significant association with implementation desire. 

Hypothesis 5. Subjective norm regarding performing the actions necessary to achieve the goal of 

responsible gambling behavior has a significant association with implementation 

desire. 

Hypothesis 6. Perceived behavioral control has a significant association with implementation 

intention. 

Hypothesis 7. Goal feasibility has a significant association with goal intention. 

Hypothesis 8. Goal feasibility has a significant association with perceived behavioral control. 

 

 

Figure 3. Cognitive antecedents of the goal-striving process 

 

2.2.2.2.2 Affective valence factors 

Anticipated emotions are introduced to broaden the theory of planned behavior in the 

model of goal-directed behavior (Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001). Emotional consequences of the 

prefactual outcomes (i.e., advance counterfactual outcomes) have been known to function as 
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motivational stimuli, which, in turn, activate the intentions (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 1999; Gleicher 

et al., 1995). Bagozzi and his colleagues summarized the research on prefactual judgments 

categorized as two types of anticipated emotions (i.e., positive and negative) (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 

1999; Bagozzi & Warshaw, 1992; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001), and those affective reactions to 

future events have been found to influence the goal-directed behavior (Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; 

Perugini & Conner, 2000). From the perspective of self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000; 

Ryan & Deci, 2000), furthermore, the degree to which an individual perceives a goal as enjoyable 

and pleasant (i.e., the degree of affect toward the goal) is positively associated with intrinsic 

motivation of achieving the goal, regardless of the value of goal itself (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 1999).  

 An experimental study on prefactual thinking about the purchase of insurance premiums 

revealed a significant effect of anticipated emotions on the purchase intention (Gleicher et al., 

1995). In this study, the likelihood of insurance purchase increases when participants focus on 

what might happen if they do not buy the insurance before the task (Gleicher et al., 1995). Another 

experimental study also confirmed that a policy guaranteeing the lowest price on a particular 

product (e.g., computer) reduces anticipated regret and increases expected satisfaction (McConnell 

et al., 2000). These findings were also supported by many other survey studies. Most studies 

confirmed the significant effect of positive anticipated emotion on desire (Han et al., 2015, 2014; 

Song, Lee, Kang, et al., 2012; Song, You, et al., 2014), and some confirmed the effects of both 

positive and negative anticipated emotions on the formation of desire as well (C.-K. Lee et al., 

2012; Song, Lee, Norman, et al., 2012). 

Therefore, the following two hypotheses are suggested: 

Hypothesis 9. Anticipated positive emotion has a significant association with goal desire. 
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Hypothesis 10. Anticipated negative emotion has a significant association with goal desire. 

 

 

Figure 4. The intrinsic part of the goal-striving process 

 

2.3 Psychological Reactance Theory 

According to the psychological reactance theory, people become motivationally aroused 

when their freedom is threatened (J. W. Brehm, 1989; S. S. Brehm & Brehm, 1981). When an 

individual’s freedom is threatened, their reactance may take two forms. First, the individual may 

resist the threat and attempt to restore the freedom. Second, the individual may desire or increase 

the perceived attractiveness of the lost or threatened alternative (J. W. Brehm, 1989; S. S. Brehm 

& Brehm, 1981). That is, the psychological reactance represents a motivational state toward the 

reestablishment of threatened or eliminated freedom (Mazis, 1975). 

Psychological reactance theory is enriched by the following four principles (S. S. Brehm 
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& Brehm, 1981). First, freedom is a perceived or expected controllability of a certain activity or 

object. The more individuals are certain that they can control themselves and their environment, 

the greater freedom they perceive (S. S. Brehm & Brehm, 1981; Burger, 1992). The magnitude of 

reactance that can be aroused cannot exceed the extent to which individuals believe they have 

freedom or control over a potential outcome (S. S. Brehm & Brehm, 1981). Second, the reactance 

is proportionate to the importance of the freedom that is threatened. The more important the 

freedom, the greater the reactance aroused. Third, the degree of reactance aroused by a given threat 

is positively associated with the number of freedoms threatened. Fourth, an individual threat to a 

certain freedom can carry implied threats for the future or threats to other freedoms. Therefore, the 

magnitude of reactance increases in response (S. S. Brehm & Brehm, 1981) even if the threatened 

freedom is unimportant, in other words, similar threats may occur on future occasions and may 

spread to other similar freedoms (J. W. Brehm, 1989). As the threat may deprive people of a large 

number of future freedoms, they react seriously to a threat to a trivial freedom, and the threatened 

alternative becomes more attractive (J. W. Brehm, 1989). Accordingly, the more freedoms are 

threatened, the more and/or the stronger the expected reactance responses (J. W. Brehm, 1989). As 

main determinants of the magnitude of reactance, these four principles predict when and how 

strongly reactance should occur (S. S. Brehm & Brehm, 1981). 

Psychological reactance theory is also based on two conditions with respect to the 

relationship between two stakeholders. One is that both parties must be embedded in a complex 

relationship in which one party is a perpetrator. The other is that the relationship must be enduring; 

otherwise, future freedom threats – the fourth principle of psychological reactance – may not be 

in extant (J. W. Brehm, 1989). Without these two conditions, reactance effects may be meaningless.  
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2.3.1 Affective arousal factors 

Future-oriented emotions are distinguished into two types depending on whether the 

feeling is experienced currently or will be experienced in the future (Bagozzi, Baumgartner, & 

Pieters, 1998; Bagozzi, 1992; Baumgartner, Pieters, & Bagozzi, 2008). Anticipatory emotions are 

experienced currently due to the prospect of a future event (e.g., hope or fear), whereas anticipated 

emotions are those that will be experienced in the future depending on the occurrence of the event 

(e.g., anticipated joy or regret) (Baumgartner et al., 2008). Although both affect goal-directed 

behaviors, the current implementation of the model of goal-directed behavior mainly focuses on 

anticipated emotions (Bagozzi et al., 2003; Han et al., 2015; C.-K. Lee et al., 2012; Perugini & 

Bagozzi, 2001; Perugini & Conner, 2000; Song, Lee, Kang, et al., 2012; Song, Lee, Norman, et 

al., 2012; Song, You, et al., 2014). 

The notion that anticipatory emotion is likely to affect the current decision-making process 

also applies in the context of gambling. With respect to the possible restrictions of responsible 

gambling strategies, casino visitors’ gaming behavior is often affected. Given that there exist two 

types of responsible gambling strategies from the industry perspective, the effect of responsible 

gambling strategies also should be investigated differently. As mentioned before, two common 

approaches are compulsory and supplementary strategies (C.-K. Lee, Song, et al., 2013; J. Lee et 

al., 2014; Song, Lee, & Lee, 2012). Nonetheless, few empirical studies have investigated the 

relationship between responsible gambling strategies and responsible gambling behavior from the 

customers’ point of view (Hing, 2003, 2004) or considered process, impact, and outcome 

evaluation (Blaszczynski et al., 2004). Evaluation of a responsible gambling strategy in New South 

Wales showed that the strategy is not very effective, especially for most problem and at-risk 

gamblers (Hing, 2003).  
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According to the New South Wales research, while 44% of respondents reported that 

responsible gambling strategies are effective at changing their thoughts on their gambling, only 

12% felt that gambling is less enjoyable; only 18% reduced the frequency of their gambling; only 

17% decreased the time spent gambling; and only 19% curtailed their gambling expenditures (Hing, 

2003). In particular, only a quarter to half of problem and borderline problem gamblers perceive 

responsible gambling strategies as effective (Hing, 2003). However, little research has investigated 

why other gamblers do not react to the responsible gambling strategy as intended. In this vein, 

rigorous scientific research is vital to determining the effectiveness of a responsible gaming 

strategy (Blaszczynski et al., 2004). 

 

2.3.2 The sources and effects of psychological reactance 

External pressure from social influence or persuasive communication has been among the 

most extensively studied determinants of reactance in the social psychology area (Mazis, 1975). 

Smoking is one of the popular topics in the application of psychological reactance research 

(Czyzewska & Ginsburg, 2007; Erceg-Hurn & Steed, 2011; Grandpre et al., 2003; Henriksen et 

al., 2006; Shadel, Fryer, & Tharp-Taylor, 2010). According to the results, smokers express stronger 

psychological reactance and exhibit higher self-efficacy with regard to their smoking behavior, 

when anti-smoking public service announcements are delivered explicitly (i.e., directly with 

concrete statements) rather than implicitly (indirectly via metaphor) (Shadel et al., 2010).  

However, scant empirical research with adequate authoritative sources exists and consumer 

freedom of choice has been criticized as a limitation of psychological reactance research (Mazis, 

1975). The field experiment of the anti-phosphate detergent ordinance with housewives supported 
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the reactance theory predictions in the consumer behavior area (Mazis, 1975). In the experiment, 

under the socially beneficial government action – anti-phosphate (detergent) ordinance, 

housewives are forced to switch detergent brands. The study showed that housewives whose 

freedom to choose a detergent is threatened expressed less favorable attitudes to the anti-phosphate 

detergent ordinance and more favorable attitudes toward the threatened alternative (Mazis, 1975). 

In the gambling context, responsible gambling strategies initiated by a gambling company 

are threats that restrict the extent to which a certain gambling behavior is free and volitional. 

Although the responsible gambling strategy of the gambling company and the individual’s 

rationale regarding responsible gambling behavior lead in the same direction, the customer’s 

freedom to decide their own behavior is restricted. Moreover, if the customer is a regular patron, 

a stronger reactance is expected because the customer’s future experiences are also likely to be 

threatened due to the fourth principle and the second condition of psychological reactance. In 

another case, a customer does not care how much the individual can control own behavior or does 

not desire high controllability with respect to gambling. In this case, his or her reactance would 

not be strong. In contrast, if a customer has a strong desire to control their activity and/or 

environment, dissonance between the external pressure and a customer’s desire for control may 

arise, generating strong psychological reactance (the first principle of the psychological reactance). 

According to the anti-phosphate (detergent) ordinance study (Mazis, 1975), those who are 

forced to change behaviors form negative attitudes to the forced alternative. Therefore, it is 

plausible to posit that the customers who are forced to gamble responsibly via compulsory 

responsible gambling strategies will disparage the value of responsible gambling behaviors and 

form negative attitudes toward them. Two hypotheses thus arise: 
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Hypothesis 11a. Perceived threat to freedom from compulsory responsible gambling strategy has 

a significant association with psychological reactance to compulsory responsible 

gambling strategy. 

Hypothesis 11b. Perceived threat to freedom from supplementary responsible gambling strategy 

has a significant association with psychological reactance to supplementary 

responsible gambling strategy. 

Hypothesis 12a. Psychological reactance to compulsory responsible gambling strategies has a 

negative association with implementation intention. 

Hypothesis 12b: Psychological reactance to supplementary responsible gambling strategies has a 

negative association with implementation intention. 

In addition, as witnessed in the previous examples regarding smoking (Shadel et al., 2010), 

the second and forth principles allow us to posit that the compulsory responsible gambling 

strategies will bring about the highly aroused reactive motivational state more strongly than the 

supplementary responsible gambling strategies would. Therefore, the thirteenth hypothesis arises: 

Hypothesis 13. The association of psychological reactance to compulsory responsible gambling 

strategies with implementation intention is significantly stronger than the 

association of psychological reactance to supplementary responsible gambling 

strategies with implementation intention. 
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Figure 5. Extrinsic part of the goal-striving process 

 

2.3.3 Desire for control 

The last part of the proposed research model is the desire for control. Desire for control 

refers to “the extent to which people generally are motivated to see themselves in control of the 

events in their lives (Burger, 1992, p. 6).” The scale, Desirability of Control (DC), was introduced 

to measure the individual differences in the extent to which people are motivated to see themselves 

in control over oneself and surrounding events in one’s life (Burger & Cooper, 1979; Wise, Roos, 

Leland, Oats, & McCrann, 1996). In general, ceteris paribus, people prefer to control what 

happens to them (Burger, 1992) because people are rewarded for exerting control over their 

environment with the feeling of competence and mastery (Burger, 1992; White, 1959). Desire for 

control is one of general personality traits (not a domain-specific trait), but people still show some 

degree of individual difference on the continuum of low and high (Burger & Cooper, 1979; Burger, 

1992). An individual deemed high in desire for control is more likely to be assertive, decisive, and 

active, whereas an individual with low desire for control exhibits the opposite characteristics 

(Arndt & Solomon, 2003; Burger & Cooper, 1979). As people high in desire for control want to 
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manipulate the outcomes of events (Cooper, Okamura, & McNeil, 1995), they are more likely to 

react strongly to external threats. On the other hand, people who tend to accept decisions made by 

external agents should display no or little psychological reactance to external forces (Cooper et al., 

1995).  

One possibly confusing concept is locus of control (also known as personal control) 

(Burger, 1992; Cooper et al., 1995; Rotter, 1966; Watt, Sharp, & Atkins, 2002), which represents 

the internal-external continuum along which an individual defines the factors that contribute to the 

success or failure of an event (Rotter, 1966). The concept of desire for control is distinguished 

from the concept of locus of control depending on whether it refers to one’s wish or belief (Rotter, 

1966; Thrasher et al., 2011). In other words, locus of control focuses on the extent to which people 

perceive or believe they are in control, whereas desire for control is the extent to which people 

want control (Burger, 1992; Rotter, 1966). When people with a high desire for control are placed 

in a situation in which they have low locus of control, they try to deny or change the situation or 

are more likely to become depressed (Burger, 1984). In this study, desire for control interacts with 

situational cues (e.g., responsible gambling strategies) with respect to influence on behavioral 

change (e.g., responsible gambling behavior) (Burger & Cooper, 1979). In the case of high desire 

for control and low locus of control, in particular, positive psychological adjustment may be 

jeopardized (Burger, 1984; Gebhardt & Brosschot, 2002).  

As desire for control has widely been employed as a crucial moderator in goal achievement, 

psychological adaptation and health fields (Gebhardt & Brosschot, 2002), it is hypothesized to 

moderate the relationship between psychological reactance to compulsory and supplementary 

responsible gambling strategies and implementation desire because people with high desire for 

control tend to resist being placed in situations where an individual has low locus of control. 
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Therefore, the following two hypotheses arise: 

Hypothesis 14a. The association of psychological reactance to compulsory responsible gambling 

strategies with implementation intention is moderated by desire for control. 

Hypothesis 14b. The association of psychological reactance to supplementary responsible 

gambling strategies with implementation intention is moderated by desire for 

control. 

 

 

Figure 6. Multi-group analysis for the extrinsic part of the goal-striving process 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1 Survey Design and Structure 

The survey questionnaire was designed using the Qualtrics portal and consists of five parts: 

(1) the introduction, (2) questions regarding the goal, (3) questions regarding the specific actions, 

(4) questions regarding general desire of control and psychological reactance toward responsible 

gambling strategies, and (5) demographics. 

The first part of the survey was designed to introduce the study’s purpose (i.e., to 

understand responsible gambling behavior of non-problem gamblers), to acquire participants’ 

consent, and to screen out ineligible respondents, such as non-gamblers. In order to participate in 

the survey, a respondent had to meet the following conditions:  

- A respondent must reside in the United States at the time of the survey; 

- A respondent must be at least 21 years old; 

- A respondent must have played any casino games in the past 12 months; and 

- A respondent must access the survey website in the United States. 

In the second part of the survey, respondents were asked to describe their gambling patterns 

in terms of companionship, frequency, wagers, and playing time. In addition, gambling prevalence 

was measured using the Problem Gambling Severity Index (PGSI) of the Canadian Problem 

Gambling Index (CPGI) (Ferris & Wynne, 2001).  

The third part of the questionnaire (1) described responsible gambling behavior, (2) set the 

goal of maturing or developing responsible gambling behavior, and (3) asked for respondents’ 
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perception of five constructs regarding the goal: goal desire, goal intention, goal feasibility, 

anticipated positive emotion, and anticipated negative emotion.  

A brief introduction about responsible gambling was delivered to the respondents. On the 

top of the screen, respondents saw the operational definition of responsible gambling:  

“Responsible gambling is discretionary gambling behavior as a recreational activity 

pursuing pleasure, fun, and entertainment without any adverse consequence.” 

The screen also displayed four typical behavioral characteristics of responsible gamblers: 

- A responsible gambler understands that gambling by its nature entails risk and that the 

odds of winning are with the house; 

- A responsible gambler plays a game socially, with family, friends, or colleagues; 

- A responsible gambler experiences harmony between the gambling activity and the daily 

life; and 

- A responsible gambler plays games for fun. 

Those contents were based on the previous literature on responsible gambling, albeit with some 

modifications (American Gaming Association, 2003; Rousseau et al., 2002; D. M. Walker et al., 

2014). Respondents were also provided auxiliary visual materials in order to enhance their 

understanding of the survey topic (see Figure 7).  
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Figure 7. A supplementary visual material for the responsible gambling 

 

Subsequently, respondents were give four choices and were asked to choose the behavior 

that a responsible gambler is least likely to do. If a respondent failed to answer correctly more than 

three times, then his or her response was excluded from the analysis. 

Based on their understanding of responsible gambling, respondents then identified as either 

most likely, more likely, less likely, or least likely to be a responsible gambler. Based on this self-

perceptional identification, respondents were given a goal. Those who were less likely and least 

likely to be responsible gamblers were given the goal of developing responsible gambling behavior, 

whereas those who were most likely and more likely to be responsible gamblers were given the 
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goal of further advancing their responsible gambling behavior.  

 

  

Figure 8. The goal of responsible gambling behavior 

 

Following this goal-setting, respondents were given five constructs regarding the goal they 

were given: (1) goal desire, (2) goal intention, (3) goal feasibility, (4) anticipated positive emotion, 

and (5) anticipated negative emotion. They were then asked to indicate how they perceive the goal 

they were given and whether or not they agree to a series of survey statements. The definition and 

the typical behavioral characteristics of responsible gambling were displayed at the top of the 

screen as a reminder to respondents as they were asked these questions. 

The third part started with the more concrete situation of responsible gambling. The survey 

assigned three implementation actions to the respondents, which are required to proceed with 

responsible gambling behavior. These contents are also based on the previous literature on the 



57 

responsible gambling, with some modifications (American Gaming Association, 2003; Rousseau 

et al., 2002; D. M. Walker et al., 2014): 

- I predetermine acceptable WIN LIMITS;  

- I play games for limited amount of time, both in terms of frequency and duration; and 

- I set budget and time limits, and stick to them. 

Additional visual material was displayed in order to enhance respondents’ understanding 

of implementation actions. Then, respondents were asked to choose an incorrect implementation 

action at the next slide. If a respondent failed to answer correctly more than three times, then his 

or her response was excluded from the analysis. 

 

 

Figure 9. The implementation actions of responsible gambling behavior 

 

Five research constructs with respect to the implementation actions were measured after a 
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respondent passed the validation question: (1) implementation desire, (2) implementation intention, 

(3) attitude toward the implementation actions, (4) subjective norm, and (5) perceived behavioral 

control. Respondents were asked to indicate how they perceive the implementation actions and 

whether they agree with a series of survey statements related to the implementation actions. For 

clarity’s sake, the three implementation actions were displayed at the top of the screen throughout 

this portion of the survey.  

The fourth section of the questionnaire measured respondents’ general desire for control 

and their reaction to external interventions. First, respondents were asked to express the general 

level of control that they desire to exercise. Next, respondents were asked questions regarding the 

perceived threat to their freedom and their psychological reactions to two types of responsible 

gambling strategies: compulsory strategies and supplementary strategies. Respondents were 

requested to imagine a visit to a casino that implemented a set of responsible gambling strategies. 

For the compulsory responsible gambling strategies, six specific messages were introduced to the 

respondents, along with a visual supplement (C.-K. Lee, Song, et al., 2013; J. Lee et al., 2014): 

- The casino limits residents’ access to the casino to a certain maximum number (e.g., once 

a month). 

- The casino restricts general visitors’ access to the casino to a certain number (e.g., 15 

times a month). 

- The casino does not open for 24 hours a day but closes for a certain period of time (e.g., 

four hours a day). 

- The casino enforces visitor identification to exclude minors and other restricted persons. 

- The casino operates a reasonable deposit system to prevent excessive betting. 

- The casino helps patrons cease gambling with a self-exclusion program. 
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Figure 10. The visual supplement for compulsory responsible gambling strategies 

 

While respondents were answering questions about their perceived threat to freedom and 

their psychological reactance to the compulsory responsible gambling strategies, the six messages 

were displayed on the top of screen.  

For the supplementary responsible gambling strategies, five messages were introduced to 

the respondents, along with a visual supplement. Like the compulsory responsible gambling 

strategies, those five messages were displayed at the top of screen as the respondents answered the 

survey questions (C.-K. Lee, Song, et al., 2013; J. Lee et al., 2014). 

- The casino provides treatment programs for problem gamblers and their families. 

- The casino supports rehabilitation programs for problem gamblers. 

- The casino publicizes the danger of problem gambling to society. 
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- The casino provides a self-diagnosis opportunity with a self-diagnostic program. 

- The casino frequently provides responsible gambling education. 

 

 

Figure 11. The visual supplement for supplementary responsible gambling strategies 

 

Both strategies were displayed to the respondents in a random sequence under a within-

subject survey design and respondents answered the questions about each strategy, respectively. 

As such, it is possible that respondents’ experience with the first stimuli may have affected the 

responses to the second stimuli because they were asked to respond to the same statements with 

the first stimuli. In order to check the learning effect, respondents were randomly split into two 

halves. Half of the respondents were showed compulsory responsible gambling strategies first and 

then showed supplementary responsible gambling strategies later, while the other half were 

showed the stimuli in the opposite order. It was determined that no learning effect was held as 

there was no significant difference between two groups’ responses. Lastly, respondents provided 

their demographic information. Specific items are explained later in the measurement chapter. 
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3.2 Data Collection 

The pilot survey was conducted on Tuesday, February 23, 2016, using the Amazon 

Mechanical Turk (Amazon mTurk) panel. After reaching a total of 115 respondents, the survey 

stopped with 100 complete responses; fifteen respondents were screened out because they did not 

meet the qualifying criteria:  

- The respondent was not currently residing in the United States. 

- The respondent was not at least 18 years of age. 

- The respondent had not played any casino game in the past 12 months. 

- The respondent was accessing the survey website outside of the United States. 

During the survey, respondents were asked to answer the validation questions: one for goal 

and one for implementation actions. If a respondent failed to answer correctly more than three 

times, the response was excluded from the analysis because this indicated that the respondent did 

not understand the given situation correctly. Using the CPGI’s PGSI (Ferris & Wynne, 2001), the 

gambling prevalence of the pilot survey samples was identified. Non-problem gamblers 

outnumbered any other gamblers, but the ratio was substantially different from that of Kessler et 

al. (2008) and Ferris and Wynne (2001). Out of 100 complete responses, three responses were 

excluded because they failed the validity check, leaving 97 valid responses. Non-problem 

gamblers and low-risk gamblers formed 62.9% of respondents (n=61). The average response time 

was 11 minutes and 44 seconds, with a standard deviation of 4 minutes and 46 seconds. 

 

Table 4. Gambling prevalence of the pilot survey sample 

Total Number of Valid and Non-problem Low-risk Moderate-risk Problem 
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Complete Responses Gamblers Gamblers Gamblers Gamblers 

97 37 24 14 22 

100.0% 38.1% 24.7% 14.4% 22.7% 

 

The main survey was conducted for nine days between March 13 and 21, 2016, using the 

panel of Survey Sampling International (SSI). After reaching the total number of 1,685 responses, 

the survey was closed. A total of 372 responses were screened out and 139 respondents withdrew 

in the middle of survey, leaving 1,174 complete and valid responses. Like the pilot survey, if a 

respondent failed to correctly answer the validation questions more than three times, those 

responses were excluded from the analysis. A total of 265 responses were excluded through this 

process, leaving 909 valid complete responses. The gambling prevalence of the main survey 

sample showed a similar ratio to that of the pilot survey, but still showed some discrepancies from 

that of previous studies (Ferris & Wynne, 2001; Kessler et al., 2008). Non-problem gamblers and 

low-risk gamblers formed 64.0% of respondents (n=582). Average response time was 22 minutes 

and 51 seconds, with a standard deviation of 5 minutes and 18 seconds. A total of 582 responses 

from non-problem gamblers and low-risk gamblers were used in the analysis. 

 

Table 5. Gambling prevalence of the main survey sample 

Total Number of Valid and 

Complete Responses 

Non-problem 

Gamblers 

Low-risk 

Gamblers 

Moderate-risk 

Gamblers 

Problem 

Gamblers 

909 272 310 212 115 

100.0% 29.9%% 34.1% 23.3% 12.7% 
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3.3 Development of Measurement Items 

3.3.1 Gambling characteristics 

3.3.1.1 Gambling preference and patterns 

Four gambling preference and pattern questions were asked to measure participants’ 

gambling behavior over the last 12 months (Ferris & Wynne, 2001; Williams et al., 2013).  

 

Table 6. Measurement items of gambling patterns 

Companion 

 Prefer to play alone 

 Prefer to play in group 

 No preference 

Betting wagers 

 Less than $100 

 $100 - $299 

 $300 - $499 

 $500 - $1,000 

 More than $1,000 

Gambling time 

 Less than 1 hour 

 1 - 2 hours 

 2 - 4 hours 

 4 - 6 hours 

 6 - 8 hours 

 8 - 10 hours 

 10 - 12 hours 

 More than 12 hours 

Number of casino visits 

 1 time 

 2 times 

 3 times 

 4 times 

 5 times 

 

 6 times 

 7 times 

 8 times 

 9 times 

 10 times 

 

 11 times 

 12 times 

 More than 12 times 

 

3.3.1.2 Gambling prevalence 

In order to diagnose participants’ problem gambling, nine items from the PGSI were used 
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(Ferris & Wynne, 2001). PGSI, in common with the gambling preference and pattern, only asks 

the gambling behavior during the last 12 months. The items were measured at four-point scale, 

where 0 meant ‘Never,’ 1 meant ‘Sometimes,’ 2 meant ‘Most of the time,’ and 3 meant ‘Always.’  

 

Table 7. Measurement items of problem gambling severity index (PGSI) 

Dimension Items 

Problem 

Gambling 

Behavior 

1. Have you bet more than you could really afford to lose? 

2. Have you needed to gamble with larger amounts of money to get the 

same feeling of excitement? 

3. When you gambled, did you go back another day to try to win back the 

money you lost? 

4. Have you borrowed money or sold something to get money to gamble? 

5. Have you felt that you might have a problem with gambling? 

Adverse 

Consequences 

6. Has gambling caused you any health problems, including stress or 

anxiety? 

7. Have people criticized your betting or told you that you had a gambling 

problem, regardless of whether or not you thought it was true? 

8. Has your gambling caused any financial problems for you or your 

household? 

9. Have you felt guilty about the way you gamble or what happens when 

you gamble? 

Source: Ferris and Wynne (2001) 

 

The sum of the nine items was used to diagnose the types of gamblers. If the sum of PGSI 

is 0, then s/he is diagnosed as a non-problem gambler. If the sum of PGSI is either 1 or 2, then s/he 

is diagnosed as a low-risk gambler. If the sum of PGSI falls between 3 and 7, then s/he is diagnosed 

as a moderate-risk gambler. Lastly, if the sum of PGSI is greater than 8, then s/he is diagnosed as 
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a problem gambler (Ferris & Wynne, 2001; Wiebe et al., 2009) (See Table 8).  

 

Table 8. PGSI typology of gamblers 

Gambler Types PGSI score 

Non-Problem Gambler 0 

Low-Risk Gambler 1-2 

Moderate-Risk Gambler 3-7 

Problem Gambler 8-27 

 

3.3.2 Research constructs of goal-striving process by relevant levels  

In accordance with goal distinctions (e.g., goal hierarchy, time-frame of goals, and 

evaluation of goal accomplishment) and the proposed research model structure, most research 

constructs in the goal-striving process (except perceived threat to freedom, psychological 

reactance, and desire for control) were measured with respect to the relevant levels (i.e., goal level 

and implementation level) at which the construct is asked about. 

Five research constructs were measured with respect to the goal: goal desire, goal 

feasibility, goal intention, anticipated positive emotion, and anticipated negative emotion. While 

the respondents were answering the questions, the relevant goal (i.e., maturing responsible 

gambling behavior or developing responsible gambling behavior) was shown up on the top of the 

screen continuously so that respondents could refer to the goal whey were considering. In addition, 

goal feasibility was intentionally inserted between goal desire and goal intention in order to get 

more reliable responses on goal intention. 
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Likewise, five other research constructs were measured with respect to the implementation 

actions: implementation desire, subjective norm, attitude toward the actions, perceived behavioral 

control, and implementation intention. The three implementation actions to achieve the goal (i.e., 

maturing/developing responsible gambling behavior) remained on the top of the screen, while 

respondents were answering their responses. In this way, respondents were able to refer to the 

actions they were considering. In order to get reliable responses, implementation desire and 

implementation intention were measured first and last, respectively. Plus, perceived behavioral 

control was asked about prior to implementation intention (see Table 9).  

 

Table 9. Research constructs by relevant levels 

Level Research Constructs 

Goal Level  Goal Desire 

 Goal Feasibility 

 Goal Intention 

 Anticipated Positive Emotion 

 Anticipated Negative Emotion 

Implementation Level  Implementation Desire 

 Subjective Norm 

 Attitude toward the Actions 

 Perceived Behavioral Control 

 Implementation Intention 

 

3.3.2.1 Goal desire 

Five manifest items, with minor modifications from the previous literature, were used to 

measure goal desire (Bagozzi et al., 2003; Dholakia et al., 2007; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; 
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Perugini & Conner, 2000). For example, Bagozzi et al. (2003) proposed three items on the different 

scales. In order to enhance the consistent readability of the questionnaire, those scales were 

replaced with a seven-point agreement-disagreement scale, where one (1) represented ‘strongly 

disagree’ and seven (7) represented ‘strongly agree’ with a middle point (4) of ‘neither agree nor 

disagree.’ In addition, one item was separated into two items because it uses two keywords in a 

sentence – ‘I feel an urge or need…’ Interestingly Bagozzi et al. (2003) employed one more 

additional item in measuring implementation desire. In order to maintain the consistency of 

measurement, the item was also included as a measurement of goal desire as well in the current 

study. The first item is ‘I desire to mature/develop the responsible gambling behavior in the near 

future.’ Depending on the given goal, respondents showed only either ‘mature’ or ‘develop’ in the 

measurement sentences. Other measurement items use different verbs with the same phrase: want, 

feel an urge, need, and wish. 

 

3.3.2.2 Goal feasibility 

To measure goal feasibility, two manifest variables were used: ‘It is feasible for me to 

mature/develop the responsible gambling behavior’ and ‘It is easy for me to mature/develop the 

responsible gambling behavior.’ The items were modified for the consistent readability from the 

previous literature (Bagozzi et al., 2003; Perugini & Conner, 2000). The current study used a 

seven-point agreement-disagreement scale. 

 

3.3.2.3 Goal intention 

Goal intention was measured with five items. The first item was ‘I intend to mature/develop 
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the responsible gambling behavior in the near future’ on a seven-point agreement-disagreement 

scale, with (1) ‘strongly disagree’ and (7) ‘strongly agree’ at the end-points, and (4) ‘neither agree 

nor disagree’ at the center. Respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement with other four 

items on the same scales, where following verb phrases are used: ‘am willing to,’ ‘have an actual 

intention to,’ ‘will make an effort to,’ and ‘feel certain that I will be able to’ (Bagozzi et al., 2003; 

Dholakia et al., 2007; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; Perugini & Conner, 2000). 

 

3.3.2.4 Anticipated positive emotion 

Anticipated positive emotion was assessed with the following statement: ‘Now please take 

a moment to consider how you would feel if you were to succeed in maturing/developing the 

responsible gambling behavior. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 

statements.’ Then respondents were guided to answer the following subjunctive conditional 

statement: ‘If I succeed in maturing/developing the responsible gambling behavior, I will feel 

__________.’ Seven anticipated positive emotions, which are originally developed by Bagozzi et 

al. (1998), were employed at the blink of the above subjunctive conditional statements: excited, 

delighted, happy, glad, satisfied, proud, and self-assured. The scale ranged from (1) ‘strongly 

disagree’ to (7) ‘strongly agree,’ and with (4) ‘neither agree nor disagree’ in the middle (Bagozzi 

et al., 1998, 2003; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; Perugini & Conner, 2000).  

 

3.3.2.5 Anticipated negative emotion 

Anticipated negative emotion was measured in the same way as anticipated positive 

emotion, on a seven-point agreement-disagreement scale with response alternatives from (1) 
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‘strongly disagree’ to (7) ‘strongly agree’ through (4) ‘neither agree nor disagree.’ Ten negative 

emotions were presented following the subjunctive conditional statement, ‘Please take a moment 

to consider how you would feel if you were not to succeed in maturing/developing the responsible 

gambling behavior. if I do not succeed in maturing/developing the responsible gambling behavior, 

I will feel __________:’ angry, frustrated, guilty, ashamed, sad, disappointed, depressed, worried, 

uncomfortable, and anxious (Bagozzi et al., 1998, 2003; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; Perugini & 

Conner, 2000). 

 

Table 10. Measurement items with respect to goal level 

Construct 
Items 

(Key Sources) 

Goal Desire 1. I desire to mature/develop the responsible gambling behavior in the 

near future. 

2. I want to mature/develop the responsible gambling behavior in the 

near future. 

3. I feel an urge to mature/develop the responsible gambling behavior in 

the near future. 

4. I need to mature/develop the responsible gambling behavior in the near 

future. 

5. I wish to mature/develop the responsible gambling behavior in the near 

future. 

(Bagozzi et al., 2003; Dholakia et al., 2007; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; 

Perugini & Conner, 2000) 

Goal Feasibility  1. It is feasible for me to mature/develop the responsible gambling 

behavior. 

2. It is easy for me to mature/develop the responsible gambling behavior. 

(Bagozzi et al., 2003; Perugini & Conner, 2000) 
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Goal Intention 1. I intend to mature/develop the responsible gambling behavior in the 

near future. 

2. I am willing to mature/develop the responsible gambling behavior in 

the near future. 

3. I have an actual intention to mature/develop the responsible gambling 

behavior in the near future. 

4. I will make an effort to mature/develop the responsible gambling 

behavior in the near future. 

5. I feel certain that I will be able to mature/develop the responsible 

gambling behavior in the near future. 

(Bagozzi et al., 2003; Dholakia et al., 2007; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; 

Perugini & Conner, 2000) 

Anticipated 

Positive Emotion 

1. If I succeed in maturing/developing the responsible gambling behavior, 

I will feel EXITED. 

2. If I succeed…, I will feel DELIGHTED. 

3. If I succeed…, I will feel HAPPY. 

4. If I succeed…, I will feel GLAD. 

5. If I succeed…, I will feel SATISFIED. 

6. If I succeed…, I will feel PROUD. 

7. If I succeed…, I will feel SELF-ASSURED. 

(Bagozzi et al., 1998, 2003; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; Perugini & 

Conner, 2000) 

Anticipated 

Negative Emotion  

1. If I do NOT succeed in maturing/developing the responsible gambling 

behavior, I will feel ANGRY. 

2. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel FRUSTRATED. 

3. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel GUILTY. 

4. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel ASHAMED. 

5. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel SAD. 

6. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel DISAPPOINTED. 

7. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel DEPRESSED. 

8. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel WORRIED. 
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9. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel UNCOMFORTABLE. 

10. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel ANXIOUS.  

(Bagozzi et al., 1998, 2003; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; Perugini & 

Conner, 2000) 

Seven-point agreement-disagreement scale:  being ‘Strongly Disagree,’  being ‘Disagree,’ 

 being ‘Somewhat Disagree,’  being ‘Neither Agree nor Disagree,’  being ‘Somewhat 

Agree,’  being ‘Agree,’ and  being ‘Strongly Agree.’ 

 

3.3.2.6 Implementation desire 

Five items were used to measure implementation desire (i.e., behavioral desire) (Bagozzi 

et al., 2003; Dholakia et al., 2007; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; Perugini & Conner, 2000). Those 

items were introduced with the directive, ‘Please indicate your level of agreement with following 

statements’ followed by the reminder of what three implementation actions are to achieve the goal. 

That is, the same five verb phrases were used with the different objective, which is ‘to perform the 

actions listed above during my next visit.’ Five verb phrases are: desire, want, feel an urge, need, 

and wish. Again, a seven-point agreement-disagreement scale was used. 

 

3.3.2.7 Subjective norm 

Respondents were asked to think about the people who are important to them and how 

would they think about the implementation actions to achieve the goal. Then, subjective norm was 

measured by asking the respondents to respond to the statement, ‘They __________ that I should 

perform the actions listed above in my next visit’ on a seven-point agreement-disagreement scale. 

The blank varies in the statements: think, understand, would agree, would approve, and would 

support (Bagozzi et al., 2003; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; Perugini & Conner, 2000). These items 
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are frequently used to measure subjective norms in the theory of planned behavior as well (Ajzen, 

1991). 

 

3.3.2.8 Attitude toward implementation actions 

Attitude toward implementation actions for accomplishing responsible gambling behavior 

was assessed by asking the respondent to indicate the level of agreement to the six statements. The 

statements take the form of ‘Performing the actions listed above during my next visit is 

__________.’ Six adjectives were used in the blank: good, right, wise, useful, beneficial, and 

advantageous (Ajzen, 1991; Bagozzi et al., 2003; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; Perugini & Conner, 

2000).  

 

3.3.2.9 Perceived behavioral control 

Perceived behavioral control was assessed with four items. Four statements claiming 

capability of performing the implementation actions were listed, and the respondents answered 

their level of agreement to the statements on a seven-point agreement-disagreement scale: (1) 

‘absolutely disagree’ to (7) ‘absolutely agree’ through (4) ‘neither agree nor disagree’ (Ajzen, 1991; 

Bagozzi et al., 2003; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; Perugini & Conner, 2000). 

 

3.3.2.10 Implementation intention 

Implementation intention (i.e., behavioral intention) was measured using same five items 

that were used to measure goal intention (Bagozzi et al., 2003; Dholakia et al., 2007; Perugini & 
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Bagozzi, 2001; Perugini & Conner, 2000). In this stage, the five statements asked respondents’ 

intention to the implementation actions instead of the goal. The implementation actions were 

shown on the top of the webpage for the better recognition of question target.  

 

Table 11. Measurement items with respect to implementation level 

Construct 
Items 

(Key Sources) 

Implementation 

Desire 

 

1. I desire to perform the actions listed above during my next visit. 

2. I want to perform the actions listed above during my next visit. 

3. I feel an urge to perform the actions listed above during my next visit. 

4. I need to perform the actions listed above during my next visit. 

5. I wish to perform the actions listed above during my next visit. 

(Bagozzi et al., 2003; Dholakia et al., 2007; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; 

Perugini & Conner, 2000) 

Subjective Norm 1. They THINK that I should perform the actions listed above in my 

next visit. 

2. They UNDERSTAND that I should perform the actions listed above 

in my next visit. 

3. They would AGREE that I should perform the actions listed above in 

my next visit. 

4. They would APPROVE of me performing the actions listed above in 

my next visit. 

5. They would SUPPORT me performing the actions listed above in my 

next visit. 

(Ajzen, 1991; Bagozzi et al., 2003; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; Perugini 

& Conner, 2000) 

Attitude toward 

Implementation 

1. Performing the actions listed above during my next visit is GOOD. 

2. Performing the actions listed above during my next visit is RIGHT. 
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Actions 3. Performing the actions listed above during my next visit is WISE. 

4. Performing the actions listed above during my next visit is USEFUL. 

5. Performing the actions listed above during my next visit is 

BENEFICIAL. 

6. Performing the actions listed above during my next visit is 

ADVANTAGEOUS. 

(Ajzen, 1991; Bagozzi et al., 2003; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; Perugini 

& Conner, 2000) 

Perceived 

Behavioral 

Control 

1. I am confident that if I want to, I can perform the actions listed above 

during my next visit. 

2. I am capable of performing the actions listed above during my next 

visit. 

3. I have enough ability to perform the actions listed above during my 

next visit. 

4. I have enough control over performing the actions listed above. 

(Ajzen, 1991; Bagozzi et al., 2003; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; Perugini 

& Conner, 2000) 

Implementation 

Intention 

 

1. I intend to perform the actions listed above during my next visit. 

2. I am willing to perform the actions listed above during my next visit. 

3. I have an actual intention to perform the actions listed above in my 

next visit. 

4. I will make an effort to perform the actions listed above during my 

next visit. 

5. I feel certain that I will be able to perform the actions listed above 

during my next visit. 

(Bagozzi et al., 2003; Dholakia et al., 2007; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; 

Perugini & Conner, 2000) 

Scales:  being ‘Strongly Disagree,’  being ‘Disagree,’  being ‘Somewhat Disagree,’  

being ‘Neither Agree nor Disagree,’  being ‘Somewhat Agree,’  being ‘Agree,’ and  

being ‘Strongly Agree.’ 
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3.3.3 General desire for control 

3.3.3.1 Desirability of control  

The original scale of desirability of control consisted of twenty items (Burger & Cooper, 

1979; Burger, 1992, p. 14; Gebhardt & Brosschot, 2002). Based on the Gebhardt and Brosschot’s 

(2002) factor analysis, however, only six items were used in this study, which represent the factor 

of ‘desire for determining own life (control self)’ (Gebhardt & Brosschot, 2002). In fact, the factor 

of control self consists of eight items, but two items were excluded because they were too specific 

(related to driving) compared to the rest. Other two control factors were not used in the analysis 

because they were least likely to be associated with the current research context. Two other factors 

were: (1) desire for leadership and independence (control others), and (2) desire for not having to 

take decisions (relinquish control) (Gebhardt & Brosschot, 2002). The six items were measured 

on a seven-point agreement-disagreement scale. 

 

Table 12. Measurement items for desire for control 

Construct 
Items 

(Key Sources) 

Desirability of 

Control 

1. I prefer a job where I have a lot of control over what I do and when I 

do it. 

2. I try to avoid situations where someone else tells me what to do. 

3. Others usually know what is best for me. 

4. I enjoy making my own decisions. 

5. I enjoy having control over my own destiny. 

6. I prefer to avoid situations where someone else has to tell me what it 

is I should be doing. 

(Burger & Cooper, 1979; Burger, 1992, p. 14; Gebhardt & Brosschot, 
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2002) 

Scales:  being ‘Strongly Disagree,’  being ‘Disagree,’  being ‘Somewhat Disagree,’  

being ‘Neither Agree nor Disagree,’  being ‘Somewhat Agree,’  being ‘Agree,’ and  

being ‘Strongly Agree.’ 

 

3.3.4 Research constructs with respect to external interventions  

Two research constructs (i.e., perceived threat to freedom and psychological reactance) 

were measured for two external interventions (i.e., compulsory responsible gambling strategy and 

supplementary responsible gambling strategy) using the within-subject survey design. Since the 

same measurements were asked twice, respondents were split into halves and the learning effect 

was examined.  

First, the list of compulsory responsible gambling practices was displayed to half of the 

respondents, while the other half were shown the list of supplementary responsible gambling 

practices. Respondents were asked their level of agreement to the perceived threat to freedom and 

psychological reactance. Second, respondents were shown other external interventions and asked 

same questions. During the survey, the corresponding responsible gambling strategy was shown 

on the top of the survey screen. 

 

3.3.4.1 Perceived threat to freedom 

The perceived threat to freedom was assessed with four observed items. For each of two 

responsible gambling strategies, the four items measured whether the responsible gambling 

strategies threaten the respondent’s freedom to choose or try to manipulate the respondent (Dillard 

& Shen, 2005; Miller, Lane, Deatrick, Young, & Potts, 2007; Quick & Stephenson, 2008). 
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3.3.4.2 Psychological reactance 

To measure psychological reactance as a state reactance, four anger items were presented 

to the respondent against compulsory and supplementary responsible gambling strategy practices: 

irritated, angry, annoyed, and aggravated (Dillard & Shen, 2005). The respondents were asked to 

express their level of discomfort on a seven-point agreement-disagreement scale, after they read 

the responsible gambling activities. These measures have been validated in the psychological 

reactance literature (Miller et al., 2007; Quick & Stephenson, 2008). 

 

Table 13. Measurement items with respect to external interventions 

Construct 
Items 

(Key Sources) 

Perceived Threat 

to Freedom 

1. The practices threaten my freedom to choose. 

2. The practices try to make a decision for me. 

3. The practices try to manipulate me. 

4. The practices try to pressure me. 

(Dillard & Shen, 2005) 

Psychological 

Reactance 

1. I feel IRRITATED toward the practices. 

2. I feel ANGRY with the practices. 

3. I feel ANNOYED toward the practices. 

4. I feel AGGRAVATED toward the practices. 

(Dillard & Shen, 2005) 

Scales:  being ‘Strongly Disagree,’  being ‘Disagree,’  being ‘Somewhat Disagree,’  

being ‘Neither Agree nor Disagree,’  being ‘Somewhat Agree,’  being ‘Agree,’ and  

being ‘Strongly Agree.’ 
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3.4 Analysis 

SPSS 21 and Mplus 7.4 were used to analyze the collected data. Before the main analyses, 

descriptive statistics were analyzed to describe the characteristics of the respondents.  

 

3.4.1 Intrinsic part of the goal-striving process model 

Measurement modeling was conducted to assess whether manifest measurement items 

adequately reflect the latent constructs of the research model. After confirming the validity and 

reliability of the model, hypothesis testing was conducted using structural equation modeling 

(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). During confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation 

modeling, MLR estimator 1  was employed to estimate the data. MLR estimator is a Mplus 

estimation option for maximum likelihood estimation with robust standard errors. MLR chi-square 

test statistic is asymptotically equivalent to the Yuan-Bentler T2* test statistic and MLR standard 

errors are computed using a sandwich estimator (L. K. Muthén & Muthén, 2015; Yuan & Bentler, 

2000). That is, MLR estimation is robust to the multivariate data that are non-normally distributed 

and provides corrected chi-square value and standard errors of path coefficients (L. K. Muthén & 

Muthén, 2015). 

 

3.4.2 Extrinsic part of the goal-striving process model 

Two-step approach of measurement modeling and structural modeling were employed in 

                                                 
1 According to Linda Muthén, one of Mplus developers, MLR is not an acronym. It is a name of 

estimation provided by Mplus.  

http://www.statmodel.com/discussion/messages/11/2156.html?1428542462 
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the extrinsic part of the goal-striving process model as well (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). Using 

the simple structural modeling, hypotheses 11 through 13 were examined. A factor mixture 

modeling was employed to examine hypothesis 14. MLR estimation was employed in the extrinsic 

part of the goal-striving process model as well. 

A factor mixture modeling estimates the optimal number of unknown subgroups (i.e., latent 

classes) and investigates their profiles with respect to the desire for control. According to the three-

steps approach (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014), a factor mixture modeling was conducted with the 

items of desire for control first. Among diverse indices such as the log-likelihood value, Akaike 

Information Criterion (AIC), Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), Sample-size Adjusted BIC 

(SABIC), Lo-Mendell-Rubin (LMR) log-likelihood ratio (LR) test, and Bootstrapping LR test 

(BLRT), the BLRT test was employed as a key index to decide the number of optimal classes based 

on its best performance in selecting the correct model (Nylund, Asparouhov, & Muthén, 2007; 

Pastor & Gagné, 2013). The classification quality (entropy), the allocation of respondents (cases) 

to each class, and profile characteristics are also considered as auxiliary indices. 

Based on the latent class posterior distribution obtained during the first step, the most likely 

class variable is created in the second step. After the optimal number of unknown subgroups (i.e., 

latent classes) regarding desire for control is estimated, the latent categorical variable (i.e., the 

nominal group variable) was added to the rest of the extrinsic part of the goal-striving process 

model (i.e., two perceived threats to freedom constructs, two psychological reactance constructs, 

and implementation intention) with considering measurement error of the most likely class 

variable. With the three-steps approach, the estimation and allocation of latent class are not affected 

by the other parts of structural model (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014).  
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In the third step, similar to the ordinary multi-group analysis, the constraint model and 

unconstraint model were compared with respect to the path between two psychological reactance 

constructs and implementation intention. If the unconstraint model proves a significantly better 

model fit than the constraint model, it is evident that (1) there is a moderating effect of (the latent 

class of) desire for control on the relationship between the two psychological reactance constructs 

to responsible gambling strategies and implementation intention, and (2) there is a significant 

difference on the path coefficients between (or among) the subgroups (classes).  
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 

4.1 Descriptive Analysis 

4.1.1 Demographic characteristics 

Regarding the survey sample, female respondents somewhat outnumbered male 

respondents 59.1% to 40.7%. The mean age of respondents was 45.7 with a standard deviation of 

12.4. The most common family structure was ‘Married with children’ (35.9%), followed by 

‘Single without children’ (25.3%). More than half of respondents were employed full-time 

(55.2%). Most respondents said they are either in college or earned a college degree (91.0%), 

with 32.3% indicating they had earned ‘4-Year College Degree.’ The most common annual 

income level was ‘$40,001 - $60,000’ (21.1%), followed by ‘$60,001 - $80,000’ (19.1%). While 

the responses come from all over the United States, more respondents were from California 

(9.5%), Pennsylvania (8.4%), New York (7.2%), and Ohio (6.9%). The dominant race was 

White/Caucasian (83.2%) (see Table 14 and Figure 12). 

 

Table 14. Demographics characteristics (N=582) 

Items 

(Categories) 

Frequency 

(Percent) 

Items 

(Categories) 

Frequency 

(Percent) 

Gender 

Male 

Female 

Others 

 

237 

344 

1 

 

(40.7%) 

(59.1%) 

(.2%) 

Job Status 

Employed full-time  

(35 or more hours per week) 

Working part-time paid 

employment  

 

321 

 

67 

 

 

(55.2%) 

 

(11.5%) 

 Family structure   
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Single without children 

Single with children 

Married without children 

Married with children 

Life partner without children 

Life partner with children 

Others 

147 

59 

111 

209 

29 

14 

13 

(25.3%) 

(10.1%) 

(19.1%) 

(35.9%) 

(5.0%) 

(2.4%) 

(2.2%) 

(less than 35 hours per week) 

Unemployed (out of work but 

looking for work) 

Student -- Employed part-time 

or full-time 

Student -- Not employed 

Retired 

Homemaker 

Others 

 

26 

 

7 

 

7 

67 

77 

10 

 

(4.5%) 

 

(1.2%) 

 

(1.2%) 

(11.5%) 

(13.2%) 

(1.7%) 

Education 

Less than High School 

High School / GED 

Some College 

2-Year College Degree 

4-Year College Degree 

Master's Degree 

Doctoral Degree 

Professional Degree (JD, MD) 

 

2 

109 

139 

79 

188 

52 

4 

9 

 

(.3%) 

(18.7%) 

(23.9%) 

(13.6%) 

(32.3%) 

(8.9%) 

(.7%) 

(1.5%) 

Annual House Income 

Equal to or Less than $20,000 

$20,001 - $40,000 

$40,001 - $60,000 

$60,001 - $80,000 

$80,001 - $100,000 

$100,001 - $120,000 

$120,001 - $140,000 

$140,001 - $160,000 

$160,001 - $180,000 

$180,001 - $200,000 

More than $200,001 

 

53 

94 

123 

111 

81 

44 

23 

19 

10 

8 

16 

 

(9.1%) 

(16.2%) 

(21.1%) 

(19.1%) 

(13.9%) 

(7.6%) 

(4.0%) 

(3.3%) 

(1.7%) 

(1.4%) 

(2.7%) 

Residence (State) 

Alabama 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

District of Columbia 

Florida 

Georgia 

Idaho 

 

4 

11 

3 

55 

8 

10 

2 

1 

35 

6 

2 

 

(.7%) 

(1.9%) 

(.5%) 

(9.5%) 

(1.4%) 

(1.7%) 

(.3%) 

(.2%) 

(6.0%) 

(1.0%) 

(.3%) 

 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada  

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

 

2 

3 

12 

2 

29 

1 

42 

8 

40 

5 

15 

 

(.3%) 

(.5%) 

(2.1%) 

(.3%) 

(5.0%) 

(.2%) 

(7.2%) 

(1.4%) 

(6.9%) 

(.9%) 

(2.6%) 
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Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

29 

12 

9 

8 

4 

8 

6 

9 

20 

20 

13 

6 

8 

(5.0%) 

(2.1%) 

(1.5%) 

(1.4%) 

(.7%) 

(1.4%) 

(1.0%) 

(1.5%) 

(3.4%) 

(3.4%) 

(2.2%) 

(1.0%) 

(1.4%) 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Virginia 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

49 

2 

6 

1 

7 

27 

1 

9 

17 

2 

11 

2 

(8.4%) 

(.3%) 

(1.0%) 

(.2%) 

(1.2%) 

(4.6%) 

(.2%) 

(1.5%) 

(2.9%) 

(.3%) 

(1.9%) 

(.3%) 

Race/ethnicity 

White/Caucasian 

African American 

Hispanic 

Asian 

 

484 

33 

19 

10 

 

(83.2%) 

(5.7%) 

(3.3%) 

(1.7%) 

 

Native American 

Pacific Islander 

Mixed 

 

3 

0 

33 

 

(.5%) 

(.0%) 

(5.7%) 

  Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 

Age 45.71 12.39 -.07 -1.16 
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Figure 12. Spatial distribution of survey respondents 

 

4.1.2 Gambling patterns 

About half of the respondents preferred to play games alone (49.1%), while 35.9% of 

respondents did not have a preference in their companionship when playing games. During the 

past 12 months, the most common number of casino visits with the purpose of gambling was two 

times (23.7%), followed by three times (16.8%). The majority of respondents spent an average of 

between two hours and four hours per casino visit (43.8%), and the most common average betting 

wagers were ‘$100 - $399’ (39.7%) and ‘Less than $100’ (36.9%). An absolute majority of 

respondents (99.1%) perceived themselves as responsible gamblers, so they were given the goal 

of ‘maturing responsible gambling behavior’ in the survey. The others .9% were given the goal of 

‘developing responsible gambling behavior,’ even though they were determined to be non-problem 

gamblers based on the diagnostic measure (PGSI). 
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Table 15. Gambling preference and patterns (N=582) 

 Frequency 

(Percent) 

 Frequency 

(Percent) 

Hours of playing games per 

visit in the past 12 months 

Less than 1 hour 

1 - 2 hour 

2 - 4 hour 

4 - 6 hour 

6 - 8 hour 

8 - 10 hour 

10 - 12 hour 

More than 12 hours 

 

 

27 

152 

255 

100 

29 

9 

2 

8 

 

 

(4.6%) 

(26.1%) 

(43.8%) 

(17.2%) 

(5.0%) 

(1.5%) 

(.3%) 

(1.4%) 

Number of visits for the gaming 

purpose in the past 12 months 

1 time 

2 times 

3 times 

4 times 

5 times 

6 times 

7 times 

8 times 

9 times 

10 times 

11 times 

12 times 

More than 12 times  

 

 

86 

138 

98 

59 

34 

43 

8 

15 

3 

25 

0 

19 

54 

 

 

(14.8%) 

(23.7%) 

(16.8%) 

(10.1%) 

(5.8%) 

(7.4%) 

(1.4%) 

(2.6%) 

(.5%) 

(4.3%) 

(.0%) 

(3.3%) 

(9.3%) 

Average betting wagers per visit 

in the past 12 months (in US$, 

excluding the winning money) 

Less than $100 

$100 - $299 

$300 - $499 

$500 - $1,000 

More than $1,000 

 

 

 

215 

231 

90 

38 

8 

 

 

 

(36.9%) 

(39.7%) 

(15.5%) 

(6.5%) 

(1.4%) 

Preferred way of playing games 

Prefer to play alone 

Prefer to play in group 

No preference 

 

286 

87 

209 

 

(49.1%) 

(14.9%) 

(35.9%) 

Perceived gambler type 

I am most likely a responsible gambler. 

I am more likely a responsible gambler. 

I am less likely a responsible gambler. 

 

504 

73 

5 

 

(86.6%) 

(12.5%) 

(.9%) 

Given goal in the survey 

Maturing responsible gambling behavior 

Developing responsible gambling behavior 

 

577 

5 

 

(99.1%) 

(.9%) 
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4.1.3 Descriptive analysis for measurement items 

The mean and standard deviation of measurement items are reported in Table 16. The 

measurement items for each construct show relatively even distribution in their mean values, 

except for the construct of desire for control (see Table 16). 

 

Table 16. Descriptive analysis (N=582) 

 Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Goal Desire 

1. I desire to mature/develop the responsible gambling behavior in the 

near future. 

2. I want to mature/develop the responsible gambling behavior… 

5. I wish to mature/develop the responsible gambling behavior… 

 

5.25 

 

5.26 

4.66 

 

1.46 

 

1.46 

1.66 

Goal Intention 

1. I intend to mature/develop the responsible gambling behavior in the 

near future. 

2. I am willing to mature/develop … 

3. I have an actual intention to mature/develop … 

4. I will make an effort to mature/develop … 

 

5.40 

 

5.74 

5.32 

5.47 

 

1.44 

 

1.29 

1.60 

1.46 

Goal Feasibility 

1. It is feasible for me to mature/develop the responsible gambling 

behavior. 

2. It is easy for me to mature/develop the responsible gambling 

behavior. 

 

5.85 

 

6.15 

 

1.28 

 

1.10 
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Anticipated Positive Emotion 

2. If I succeed in maturing/developing the responsible gambling 

behavior, I will feel DELIGHTED. 

3. If I succeed…, I will feel HAPPY. 

4. If I succeed…, I will feel GLAD. 

5. If I succeed…, I will feel SATISFIED. 

6. If I succeed…, I will feel PROUD. 

 

5.27 

 

5.48 

5.50 

5.58 

5.49 

 

1.43 

 

1.36 

1.34 

1.31 

1.39 

Anticipated Negative Emotion 

1. If I do NOT succeed in maturing/developing the responsible 

gambling behavior, I will feel ANGRY. 

2. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel FRUSTRATED. 

3. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel GUILTY. 

4. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel ASHAMED. 

5. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel SAD. 

6. If I do NOT succeed..., I will feel DISAPPOINTED. 

8. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel WORRIED. 

 

3.88 

 

4.20 

4.24 

3.97 

4.11 

4.49 

3.89 

 

1.82 

 

1.83 

1.91 

1.88 

1.84 

1.84 

1.84 

Implementation Desire 

1. I desire to perform the actions listed above during my next visit. 

2. I want to perform the actions listed above during my next visit. 

5. I wish to perform the actions listed above during my next visit. 

 

5.62 

5.62 

5.47 

 

1.33 

1.34 

1.43 

Implementation Intention 

1. I intend to perform the actions listed above during my next visit. 

2. I am willing to perform the actions listed … 

3. I have an actual intention to perform the actions listed … 

4. I will make an effort to implement the actions listed … 

 

5.69 

5.92 

5.70 

5.71 

 

1.37 

1.24 

1.44 

1.36 

Attitude toward the Implementation Actions  

1. Performing the actions listed above during my next visit is GOOD. 

2. Performing the actions … is RIGHT. 

3. Performing the actions … is WISE. 

4. Performing the actions … is USEFUL. 

 

5.90 

5.76 

5.97 

5.72 

 

1.12 

1.21 

1.14 

1.22 
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Subjective Norm  

1. They THINK that I should perform the actions listed above in my 

next visit. 

2. They UNDERSTAND that I should perform the actions listed … 

3. They would AGREE that I should perform the actions listed … 

 

4.86 

 

5.02 

5.10 

 

1.70 

 

1.61 

1.62 

Perceived Behavioral Control  

1. I am confident that if I want to, I can perform the actions listed above 

during my next visit. 

2. I am capable of performing the actions listed above … 

3. I have enough ability to perform the actions listed above … 

4. I have enough control over performing the actions listed above. 

 

6.24 

 

6.25 

6.25 

6.25 

 

1.00 

 

1.01 

1.00 

1.01 

Perceived Threat to Freedom from Compulsory RGS  

1. The practices threaten my freedom to choose. 

3. The practices try to manipulate me. 

4. The practices try to pressure me. 

 

4.69 

4.11 

3.99 

 

1.92 

1.97 

1.93 

Psychological Reactance to Compulsory RGS  

1. I feel IRRITATED toward the practices. 

3. I feel ANNOYED toward the practices. 

4. I feel AGGRAVATED toward the practices. 

 

3.89 

3.99 

3.59 

 

2.02 

2.09 

1.95 

Perceived Threat to Freedom from Supplementary RGS  

1. The practices threaten my freedom to choose. 

3. The practices try to manipulate me. 

4. The practices try to pressure me. 

 

2.52 

2.52 

2.51 

 

1.53 

1.55 

1.54 

Psychological Reactance to Supplementary RGS  

1. I feel IRRITATED toward the practices. 

3. I feel ANNOYED toward the practices. 

4. I feel AGGRAVATED toward the practices. 

 

2.15 

2.17 

2.08 

 

1.41 

1.44 

1.38 

Desire for Controlling Oneself 

4. I enjoy making my own decisions. 

5. I enjoy having control over my own destiny. 

 

6.21 

6.17 

 

.98 

.99 
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Desire for Not Being Controlled 

2. I try to avoid situations where someone else tells me what to do. 

6. I prefer to avoid situations where someone else has to tell me what it 

is I should be doing. 

 

4.59 

5.04 

 

1.53 

1.50 

Scales:  being ‘Strongly Disagree,’  being ‘Disagree,’  being ‘Somewhat Disagree,’  

being ‘Neither Agree nor Disagree,’  being ‘Somewhat Agree,’  being ‘Agree,’ and  

being ‘Strongly Agree.’ 

* Items employed in the hypothesis testing were reported above. Detailed information is 

introduced in the measurement modeling chapter. 

 

4.2 Intrinsic Part of Goal-Striving Process Model 

4.2.1 Measurement modeling 

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to see whether the measurement items are 

cohesively connected with the corresponding latent factor. In the measurement model, the 

associations among the latent factors were freely estimated so that the relationships between each 

latent factor and its measurement items are more clearly identified. Prior to the omnibus 

measurement modeling, individual confirmatory factor analyses were conducted for each latent 

factor to ensure its unidimensionality as part of model evaluation (Byrne, 2011; Schermelleh-Engel, 

Moosbrugger, & Müller, 2003). During this process, measurement items with low factor loadings 

(below .7) and those contributing to worsening model-fit were excluded. In fact, the literature has 

recommended using the few best indicators per each latent factor (Bagozzi & Yi, 2012; Hayduk & 

Littvay, 2012), leaving the question of how few indicators are optimal as an ongoing controversy. 

High factor loadings indicate high association between the latent factor and its 

measurement items. The smallest standardized factor loading is .760 (goal desire item #5) and the 

highest one is .976 (perceived behavioral control item #3). All of the standardized factor loadings 
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were significant at a p-value of less than .001. Additionally, the smallest average variance extracted 

(AVE) value was .663 (goal feasibility) while others ranged from .769 to .931. These two pieces 

of information indicate the convergent validity of the latent factors. The internal consistency was 

good as well. Construct reliability ranged from .798 to .982 (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Hair, 

Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010) (see Table 17).  

 

Table 17. Measurement modeling for the intrinsic part of goal-striving process model 

Factors  

Items 

Std. 

Loadings 
AVE CR 

Goal Desire 

1. I desire to mature/develop the responsible gambling behavior in 

the near future. 

2. I want to mature/develop the responsible gambling behavior in 

the near future. 

5. I wish to mature/develop the responsible gambling behavior in 

the near future. 

 

.912 

 

.947 

 

.760 

.769 .908 

Goal Intention 

1. I intend to mature/develop the responsible gambling behavior in 

the near future. 

2. I am willing to mature/develop the responsible gambling 

behavior in the near future. 

3. I have an actual intention to mature/develop the responsible 

gambling behavior in the near future. 

4. I will make an effort to mature/develop the responsible gambling 

behavior in the near future. 

 

.923 

 

.873 

 

.910 

 

.905 

.815 .946 

Goal Feasibility  

.806 

.663 .798 
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1. It is feasible for me to mature/develop the responsible gambling 

behavior. 

2. It is easy for me to mature/develop the responsible gambling 

behavior. 

 

.823 

Anticipated Positive Emotion 

2. If I succeed in maturing/developing the responsible gambling 

behavior, I will feel DELIGHTED. 

3. If I succeed…, I will feel HAPPY. 

4. If I succeed…, I will feel GLAD. 

5. If I succeed…, I will feel SATISFIED. 

6. If I succeed…, I will feel PROUD. 

 

.921 

 

.970 

.960 

.901 

.924 

.875 .972 

Anticipated Negative Emotion 

1. If I do NOT succeed in maturing/developing the responsible 

gambling behavior, I will feel ANGRY. 

2. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel FRUSTRATED. 

3. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel GUILTY. 

4. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel ASHAMED. 

5. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel SAD. 

6. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel DISAPPOINTED. 

8. If I do NOT succeed…, I will feel WORRIED. 

 

.886 

 

.926 

.942 

.938 

.946 

.879 

.875 

.835 .972 

Implementation Desire 

1. I desire to perform the actions listed above during my next visit. 

2. I want to perform the actions listed above during my next visit. 

5. I wish to perform the actions listed above during my next visit. 

 

.963 

.973 

.915 

.904 .966 

Implementation Intention 

1. I intend to perform the actions listed above during my next visit. 

2. I am willing to perform the actions listed above during my next 

visit. 

3. I have an actual intention to perform the actions listed above in 

my next visit. 

 

.968 

.907 

 

.953 

 

.934 

.885 .969 
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4. I will make an effort to implement the actions listed above 

during my next visit. 

Attitude 

1. Performing the actions listed above during my next visit is 

GOOD. 

2. Performing the actions … is RIGHT. 

3. Performing the actions … is WISE. 

4. Performing the actions … is USEFUL. 

 

.936 

 

.927 

.909 

.883 

.835 .953 

Subjective Norm 

1. They THINK that I should perform the actions listed above in 

my next visit. 

2. They UNDERSTAND that I should perform the actions listed 

above in my next visit. 

3. They would AGREE that I should perform the actions listed 

above in my next visit. 

 

.889 

 

.964 

 

.948 

.873 .954 

Perceived Behavioral Control 

1. I am confident that if I want to, I can perform the actions listed 

above during my next visit. 

2. I am capable of performing the actions listed above during my 

next visit. 

3. I have enough ability to perform the actions listed above during 

my next visit. 

4. I have enough control over performing the actions listed above. 

 

.954 

 

.966 

 

.976 

 

.964 

.931 .982 

AVE = Average Variance Extracted; CR = Construct Reliability. 

MLR χ2
(df) = 1312.532(657) (p < .05), CFI = .968 TLI = .964, RMSEA = .041 (90% CI 

[.038, .045]) 

MLR Log-likelihood(# of free parameters) = -24488.401(162), AIC = 49300.801, BIC = 50008.169, 

SABIC = 49493.880 

* All standardized factor loadings were significant at a p-value of less than .001. 
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The discriminant validity was also supported. Some pairs of latent factors exhibited 

relatively high correlations. For example, the pair of goal desire and goal intention (r = .769), 

implementation desire and implementation intention (r = .865), implementation desire and attitude 

toward the implementation actions (r = .842), and implementation intention and attitude toward 

implementation actions (r = .846) showed relatively strong correlations. Yet, given that desire and 

intention were asked about the same objects, and that their correlations are expected from the 

literature, it is reasonable to have such correlation coefficients. Furthermore, the squared root of 

AVE values were greater than those correlation coefficients (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), implying 

inter-heterogeneity is stronger than intra-homogeneity among those latent factors (see Table 18). 

Overall, the estimation of the measurement model showed a good level of convergent validity, 

discriminant validity, and reliability. 

 

Table 18. Correlations among the latent factors 

  

  
F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 

F1 Goal Desire (.877)            

F2 Goal Intention .769 (.903)         

F3 Goal Feasibility .541 .723 (.815)        

F4 Anticipated Positive Emotion .595 .718 .555 (.936)       

F5 Anticipated Negative Emotion .258 .341 .305 .330 (.914)      

F6 Implementation Desire .494 .545 .532 .484 .341 (.951)     

F7 Implementation Intention .434 .501 .528 .465 .298 .865 (.941)    

F8 Attitude .447 .498 .625 .489 .324 .842 .846 (.914)   

F9 Subjective Norm .430 .477 .365 .441 .276 .673 .653 .642 (.934)  

F10 Perceived Behavioral Control .313 .396 .696 .346 .207 .587 .627 .708 .329 (.965) 
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The numbers in the parenthesis on the diagonal are squared root of AVEs and the off-diagonal 

numbers are correlation coefficients. 

 

The chi-square and other model fit (or goodness-of-fit) indices showed the degree of 

discrepancy between the model and the data. There are many model fit indices to assess the fit 

between model (variance-covariance matrix of indicators) and data (observed variance-covariance 

matrix of indicators), but the chi-square statistic is the most fundamental (Bagozzi & Yi, 2012). 

However, the chi-square statistic is too sensitive to the sample size, often rejects the null hypothesis 

positing the non- significant difference between the model and data (p-value of less than .05) 

(Bagozzi & Yi, 1988, 2012). Due to the extreme sensitivity of the sample size on the chi-square 

statistic, therefore, a substantial amount of research has been conducted on the evaluation of 

structural equation modeling, including the practical model fit indices (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; 

Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2010; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004; 

Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). Researchers have proposed other practical fit indices such as the 

comparative fit index (CFI) (Bentler, 1990) and the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) (Tucker & Lewis, 

1973) and the root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA) for assessing the satisfactory 

level model fit. Hu and Bentler (1999) proposed more rigorous sets of cut-off values for those 

indices through their simulation study (Marsh et al., 2004; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003): equal 

to or greater than .95 for CFI and TLI, and equal to or less than .06 for RMSEA with an upper limit 

of 90% confidence interval of .08. 

The results of confirmatory factor analysis employing MLR estimator showed a 

satisfactory level of model fit except the chi-square: MLR χ2
(df) = 1312.532(657) (p < .05), CFI 

= .968 TLI = .964, RMSEA = .041 (90% CI [.038, .045]) (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Marsh et al., 2004; 



95 

Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). The result of the chi-square test was significant at a p-value of .05, 

yet, it most likely resulted from the large sample size rather than the poor model specification 

(Bagozzi & Yi, 1988, 2012) (see Table 17). 

  

4.2.2 Structural modeling 

A structural analysis for the intrinsic part of the goal-striving process model was conducted 

to test hypotheses 1 to 10. The results of the structural model showed good model-fit as well: MLR 

χ2
(df) = 1592.980(682) (p < .05), CFI = .955, TLI = .951, RMSEA = .048 (90% CI [.045,.051]). Each 

hypothesis was examined with the corresponding path coefficient and its standard error, yielding 

a t-test statistic. Nine of ten hypotheses were supported at the 5% significance level. In the 

motivational phase of the goal-striving process, all three path coefficients were shown to be 

significant (βGoal desire → Goal intention = .604, p < .001; βGoal intention → Implementation desire = .118, p < .01; 

βImplementation desire → Implementation intention = .783, p < .001), thereby supporting hypotheses 1, 2, and 3. 

Four cognitive antecedents appearing in social cognition models were also associated with the 

motivational phase of the goal-striving process significantly (βAttitude → Implementation desire = .665, p 

< .001; βSubjective norm → Implementation desire = .202, p < .001; βPerceived behavioral control → Implementation intention 

= .774, p < .001; βGoal feasibility → Goal intention = .404, p < .001), thereby supporting hypotheses 4, 5, 6, 

and 7. The association between goal feasibility and perceived behavioral control was also shown 

to be significant (βGoal feasibility → Perceived behavioral control = .748, p < .001), thereby supporting hypothesis 

8. Lastly, two prefectural emotional valence factors showed opposing results. Anticipated positive 

emotion was significantly associated with goal desire (βAnticipated positive emotion → Goal desire = .665, p 

< .001), whereas anticipated negative emotion was not significantly associated with goal desire 

(βAnticipated negative emotion → Goal desire = .665, p < .001), thereby supporting hypothesis 9 but rejecting 
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hypothesis 10. The results of hypotheses testing for the intrinsic part of the goal-striving process 

model are summarized in Figure 13 and Table 19. The data analysis supported nine of ten 

hypotheses. 

 

 

Figure 13. Structural modeling for the intrinsic part of goal-striving process model 

MLR χ2
(df) = 1592.980(682) (p < .05), CFI = .955, TLI = .951, RMSEA = .048 (90% CI 

[.045,.051])  

MLR Log-likelihood (# of free parameters) = -24680.760(137), AIC = 49635.519, BIC = 50233.726, 

SABIC = 49798.803 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001  

 

Table 19. Hypotheses testing results for the intrinsic part of the goal-striving process model 

Hypotheses 
Standardized 

Coefficients 
Results 
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(Standard Errors) 

H1. Goal desire has a significant association with goal intention. .604*** 

(.058) 

Supported 

H2. Goal intention has a significant association with 

implementation desire. 

.118** 

(.039) 

Supported 

H3. Implementation desire has a significant association with 

implementation intention. 

.783*** 

(.037) 

Supported 

H4. Attitude toward performing the actions necessary to achieve 

responsible gambling behavior has a significant association 

with implementation desire. 

.665*** 

(.040) 

Supported 

H5. Subjective norms regarding performing the actions necessary 

to achieve responsible gambling behavior have a significant 

association with implementation desire. 

.202*** 

(.038) 

Supported 

H6. Perceived behavioral control has a significant association 

with implementation intention. 

.177*** 

(.044) 

Supported 

H7. Goal feasibility has a significant association with goal 

intention. 

.404*** 

(.060) 

Supported 

H8. Goal feasibility has a significant association with perceived 

behavioral control. 

.748*** 

(.046) 

Supported 

H9. Anticipated positive emotion has a significant association 

with goal desire. 

.592*** 

(.046) 

Supported 

H10. Anticipated negative emotion has a significant association 

with goal desire. 

.072n/s 

(.042) 

Rejected 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001  

 

4.3 Extrinsic Part of Goal-Striving Process Model 

4.3.1 Learning effects and manipulation checks 

Prior to conducting further analysis for the extrinsic part of the goal-striving process model, 

a series of multivariate analysis of variance tests were conducted to examine whether there are 
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learning effects between the responses from two external interventions (stimuli). Since 

respondents answered the same statements twice in response to two different stimuli in the online 

survey, they may have been able to guess the expected answers or expected differences between 

answers from the first and second sets of questions.  

To address this, respondents were randomly halved. One group was shown the compulsory 

responsible gambling strategies first, followed by the supplementary responsible gambling strategy, 

whereas the other group was shown the strategies in the opposite order. If the responses to each 

stimulus are not significantly different between two groups, it implies that the exposure to the prior 

stimulus did not affect the responses to the latter stimulus.  

Four items showed significant differences in their mean values between two groups (FThe 

(CRGS) practices try to pressure me = 3.97, p < .05; FI feel IRRITATED toward the (SRGS) practices = 9.99, p < .01; FI feel 

ANNOYED toward the (SRGS) practices = 6.46, p < .05; FI feel AGGRAVATED toward the (SRGS) practices = 10.76, p < .01). 

However, these findings could be a result of the large sample size. In fact, the effect sizes of those 

F-tests were very small. In terms of a multivariate test, the Wilks’ Lambda test showed similar 

results. Only psychological reactance to the supplementary responsible gambling strategy showed 

significant difference between two groups, but their effect size was also small (FPsychological Reactance 

to SRGS = 4.95, η2 = .025). Therefore, the order of external interventions was shown to not affect the 

later part of the analysis. 

 

Table 20. Multivariate analysis of variance for randomized order of stimuli 

Factor 

Items 

Mean  

(Question Order) 

Between-Subjects 

Effects 

Multivariate Tests  

(Wilks' Lambda) 
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CRGS → 

SRGS 

(n=283) 

SRGS → 

CRGS 

(n=299) 

F-value η2 F-value η2 

Perceived Threat to Freedom from 

CRGS 

1. The practices threaten my 

freedom to choose. 

3. The practices try to manipulate 

me. 

4. The practices try to pressure me. 

 

 

4.85 

 

4.24 

 

4.08 

 

 

4.53 

 

3.99 

 

3.91 

 

 

3.974* 

 

2.259n/s 

 

1.145n/s 

 

 

.007 

 

.004 

 

.002 

1.580n/s 

 

.008 

  

Psychological Reactance to CRGS 

1. I feel IRRITATED toward the 

practices. 

3. I feel ANNOYED… 

4. I feel AGGRAVATED… 

 

4.04 

 

4.07 

3.66 

 

3.75 

 

3.91 

3.52 

 

3.003n/s 

 

.936n/s 

.811n/s 

 

.005 

 

.002 

.001 

2.561n/s 

 

.013 

Perceived Threat to Freedom from 

SRGS 

1. The practices threaten my 

freedom to choose. 

3. The practices try to manipulate 

me. 

4. The practices try to pressure me. 

 

 

2.60 

 

2.54 

 

2.53 

 

 

2.45 

 

2.49 

 

2.49 

 

 

1.378n/s 

 

.108n/s 

 

.075n/s 

 

 

.002 

 

<.001 

 

<.001 

.945n/s 

 

.005 

  

Psychological Reactance to SRGS 

1. I feel IRRITATED toward the 

practices. 

3. I feel ANNOYED… 

4. I feel AGGRAVATED… 

 

2.34 

 

2.32 

2.27 

 

1.97 

 

2.02 

1.90 

 

9.986** 

 

6.465* 

10.759** 

 

.017 

 

.011 

.018 

4.950** 

 

.025 

  

CRGS = Compulsory Responsible Gambling Strategy; SRGS = Supplementary Responsible 

Gambling Strategy. 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
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After examining the learning effects, a paired samples t-test was conducted to see whether 

respondents perceive two external interventions differently. The results were consistent with 

previous literature (Grandpre et al., 2003; J. Lee et al., 2014; Shadel et al., 2010). Respondents 

perceived greater threat to freedom from compulsory responsible gambling strategy and greater 

psychological reactance to compulsory responsible gambling strategy, compared to those of 

supplementary responsible gambling strategy (see Table 21). 

 

Table 21. Paired samples t-test between two responsible gambling strategies 

Factors 

Items 

Mean t-value Cohen’s d 

CRGS SRGS   

Perceived Threat to Freedom 

1. The practices threaten my freedom to choose. 

3. The practices try to manipulate me. 

4. The practices try to pressure me. 

4.26 

4.69 

4.11 

3.99 

2.52 

2.52 

2.52 

2.51 

20.775*** 

22.521*** 

18.232*** 

16.809*** 

.861 

.934 

.756 

.697 

Psychological Reactance 

1. I feel IRRITATED toward the practices. 

3. I feel ANNOYED toward the practices. 

4. I feel AGGRAVATED toward the practices. 

3.82 

3.89 

3.99 

3.59 

2.13 

2.15 

2.17 

2.08 

20.134*** 

19.826*** 

20.279*** 

18.173*** 

.835 

.822 

.841 

.753 

CRGS = Compulsory Responsible Gambling Strategy; SRGS = Supplementary Responsible 

Gambling Strategy. 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 

4.3.2 Measurement modeling 

A confirmatory factor analysis for the extrinsic part of the goal-striving process model was 

conducted. During the evaluation of unidimensionality of individual latent factors (Byrne, 2011; 
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Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003), measurement items with low factor loadings were excluded and 

desire for control was divided into two different factors: ‘Desire for controlling oneself’ and 

‘Desire for not being controlled.’ The convergent validity, discriminant validity, and reliability 

were investigated for the seven latent factors. Most standardized factor loadings ranged from .819 

to .978, except one item for ‘Desire for not being controlled.’ The standard factor loading for ‘I try 

to avoid situations where someone else tells me what to do’ was .653, which implies 42.6% of 

variance is explained by the corresponding latent factor. Even though one item showed a slightly 

lower factor loading, nevertheless, all AVE values were greater than .5, implying that each latent 

factor explains more than half of variance of its measurement items. Therefore, the convergent 

validity was satisfied. The results of confirmatory factor analysis also showed that the construct 

reliabilities are good enough to guarantee the internal consistency. The lowest construct reliability 

was .704 (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Hair et al., 2010) (see Table 22).  

 

Table 22. Measurement modeling for the extrinsic part of goal-striving process model 

Factors 

Items 

Std. 

Loadings 
AVE CR 

Implementation Intention 

1. I intend to perform the actions listed above during my next visit. 

2. I am willing to perform the actions listed above during my next 

visit. 

3. I have an actual intention to perform the actions listed above in 

my next visit. 

4. I will make an effort to implement the actions listed above during 

my next visit. 

 

.965 

.905 

 

.958 

 

.934 

.885 .969 
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Perceived Threat to Freedom from Compulsory RGS 

1. The practices threaten my freedom to choose. 

3. The practices try to manipulate me. 

4. The practices try to pressure me. 

 

.822 

.947 

.934 

.815 .929 

Psychological Reactance to Compulsory RGS 

1. I feel IRRITATED toward the practices. 

3. I feel ANNOYED toward the practices. 

4. I feel AGGRAVATED toward the practices. 

 

.968 

.975 

.927 

.916 .970 

Perceived Threat to Freedom from Supplementary RGS 

1. The practices threaten my freedom to choose. 

3. The practices try to manipulate me. 

4. The practices try to pressure me. 

 

.842 

.969 

.978 

.868 .952 

Psychological Reactance to Supplementary RGS 

1. I feel IRRITATED toward the practices. 

3. I feel ANNOYED toward the practices. 

4. I feel AGGRAVATED toward the practices. 

 

.972 

.974 

.963 

.940 .979 

Desire for Controlling Oneself 

4. I enjoy making my own decisions. 

5. I enjoy having control over my own destiny. 

 

.938 

.914 

.858 .923 

Desire for Not Being Controlled 

2. I try to avoid situations where someone else tells me what to do. 

6. I prefer to avoid situations where someone else has to tell me 

what it is I should be doing. 

 

.653 

.819 

.549 .706 

AVE= Average Variance Extracted; CR= Construct Reliability; RGS = Responsible Gambling 

Strategy 

MLR χ2
(df) = 456.279 (149) (p < .05), CFI = .958 TLI = .946, RMSEA = .060 (90% CI 

[.053, .066]) 

MLR log-likelihood(# of free parameters) = -14383.610(81), AIC = 28929.220, BIC = 29282.904, 

SABIC = 29025.759 
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The correlations among the latent factors for the extrinsic part of the goal-striving process 

were also investigated. Two pairs of latent factors showed high correlation coefficients: the pair of 

two latent factors between compulsory responsible gambling strategy (r = .829) and the pair of 

two latent factors regarding supplementary responsible gambling strategy (r = .796). Given that 

those two pairs are dealing with same external interventions and the theory-implied strong 

association between two factors, it is reasonable for two pairs to exhibit strong correlation. Besides, 

the squared root of AVE values are greater than the corresponding correlation coefficients, the 

discriminant validity is satisfied as well (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) (see Table 23).  

 

Table 23. Correlations among the latent factors 

  

  
F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 

F1 Implementation Intention (.941)         

F2 Perceived Threat / CRGS -.143 (.903)      

F3 Psychological Reactance / CRGS -.147 .829 (.957)     

F4 Perceived Threat / SRGS -.169 .291 .230 (.932)    

F5 Psychological Reactance / SRGS -.177 .250 .302 .796 (.970)   

F6 Desire for Controlling Oneself .456 .056 .072 -.198 -.220 (.926)  

F7 Desire for Not Being Controlled .235 .142 .084 .065 .033 .358 (.741) 

The numbers in the parenthesis on the diagonal are squared root of AVEs and the off-diagonal 

numbers are correlation coefficients. 

 

The measurement model presented acceptable fit between the estimated variance-

covariance matrix of the model and the observed variance-covariance matrix of the data except for 

the chi-square statistic: MLR χ2
(df) = 456.279 (149) (p < .05), CFI = .958 TLI = .946, RMSEA = .060 
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(90% CI [.053, .066]) (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Marsh et al., 2004; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). 

Again, the significant result of the chi-square test most likely resulted from the large sample size 

rather than the poor model specification (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988, 2012) (see Table 22). 

 

4.3.3 Structural modeling 

Hypotheses 11 and 12 were tested with the structural analysis for the extrinsic part of the 

goal-striving process model. The model fit indices showed an adequate level of goodness-of-fit 

except for the chi-square statistics: MLR χ2
(df) = 355.815(99) (p < .05), CFI = .952, TLI = .942, 

RMSEA = .067 (90% CI [.059, .074]). The results showed that perceived threat to freedom is 

significantly associated with psychological reactance for both external interventions (βPerceived threat 

to freedom from Compulsory RGS → Psychological reactance to Compulsory RGS = .829, p < .001; βPerceived threat to freedom from 

Supplementary RGS → Psychological reactance to Supplementary RGS = .797, p < .001), thereby supporting hypotheses 

11a and 11b. The results also revealed that psychological reactance is negatively associated with 

implementation intention to achieve the goal (βPsychological reactance to Compulsory RGS → Implementation intention 

= -.105, p < .01; βPsychological reactance to Supplementary RGS → Implementation intention = -.147, p < .001), thereby 

supporting hypotheses 12a and 12b (see Figure 14 and Table 31). 
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Figure 14. Structural modeling for the extrinsic part of goal-striving process model 

MLR χ2
(df) = 355.815(99) (p < .05), CFI = .952, TLI = .942, RMSEA = .067 (90% CI [.059, .074])  

MLR log-likelihood(# of free parameters) = -11240.956(53), AIC = 22587.912, BIC = 22819.334, 

SABIC = 22651.079 

The significance test of path coefficients between psychological reactance and implementation 

intention is based on a one-tailed test. 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001 

 

However, hypothesis 13 was rejected. The same structural model with an equality 

constraint on the two path coefficients (βPsychological Reactance to Compulsory RGS → Implementation Intention and 

βPsychological Reactance to Compulsory RGS → Implementation Intention) was tested: MLR χ2
(df) = 357.483(100) (p < .05), 

CFI = .952, TLI = .943, RMSEA = .067 (90% CI [.059, .074], MLR log-likelihood(# of free parameters) 

= -11241.706(52), AIC = 22587.411, BIC = 22814.468, SABIC = 22649.387). If the chi-square 

values of two nested models are not significantly different, the path coefficients are not 

significantly different either. Put another way, if the chi-square statistics of two nested models do 

not significantly differ, then the model with higher degrees of freedom is preferred, which is the 

model with equality constraint on two path coefficients. Plus, if the difference in CFI between two 
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nested models is less than .01, it is also implied that the two models (in this case, two path 

coefficients) are not significantly different (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). The results showed that 

the p-value of chi-square difference test is greater than the critical value of .05, and the two CFI 

values are almost identical. This finding implies that there is no significant evidence proving that 

the effect of psychological reactance to compulsory responsible gambling strategy is significantly 

greater than the effect of psychological reactance to supplementary responsible gambling strategy, 

thereby rejecting hypothesis 13. 

 

Table 24. MLR chi-square difference test 

Models MLR χ2
(df) c CFI TLI RMSEA 

Unconstrained Model 355.815(99) 1.3707 .952 .942 .067 

Constrained Model 357.483(100) 1.3685 .952 .943 .067 

Unconstrained vs. Constrained ∆MLR χ2
(∆df) cd χ2 difference test (p-value) 

 1.303(1) 1.1507 .254 

c = MLR scaling corrections factor; cd = difference test scaling correction factor 

* MLR χ2 test needs correction for its non-normal distribution, where cd serves as difference test 

scaling correction factor for the chi-square difference test (∆MLR χ2) with ∆df, which is shown 

below:2 

𝑐𝑑 =
(𝑑𝑓0 × 𝑐0 − 𝑑𝑓1 × 𝑐1)

(𝑑𝑓0 − 𝑑𝑓1)
; ∆MLR𝜒2 =

(𝑀𝐿𝑅𝜒0
2 − 𝑀𝐿𝑅𝜒1

2)

𝑐𝑑
 

 

4.3.4 Factor mixture modeling 

Factor mixture modeling is a hybrid model combining latent class and factor analysis 

(Clark et al., 2013; B. O. Muthén, 2002). The current study employed factor mixture modeling to 

                                                 
2 http://www.statmodel.com/chidiff.shtml 
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identify the number of unknown a priori homogeneous subgroups (i.e., latent classes) based on 

two desire for control factors (‘desire for controlling oneself’ and ‘desire for not being controlled’) 

(Wang & Wang, 2012). In the factor mixture modeling, the number of unknown subgroups is 

estimated as a latent categorical variable, which possesses discriminant distributions for the latent 

continuous variable(s). That is, each latent class has a significantly different multivariate 

distribution for two latent factors. 

Since Hu and Bentler’s (1999) simulation study, CFI, TLI, and RMSEA as well as χ2 and 

its degrees of freedom (df) have been reported to confirm the degree of model fit. However, mixture 

modeling does not provide those indices because it is just based on the log-likelihood function, 

where multivariate normal probability density function captures data-model fit and describes the 

likelihood of each observation in each class. In other words, each observation has likelihood for 

each variance and each class. After log-transforming of the final sum of those likelihood values 

from all observations, log-likelihood (LL) or -2LL, which is -2 times of LL, is presented for model-

fit testing. A smaller (i.e., closer to zero) value of LL indicates better data-model fit. 

 

Equation 1. Log-likelihood function 

𝐿𝑖𝑘 = (2𝜋)
−𝑝
2 |Σ𝑘|

−1
2 𝑒(−.5)(𝑥𝑖−𝜇𝑘)′Σ𝑘

−1(𝑥𝑖−𝜇𝑘) 

𝐿𝑖 = ∑ 𝜑𝑘𝐿𝑖𝑘

𝐾

𝑘=1

 

𝐿𝐿 = 𝑙𝑛 (∏ 𝐿𝑖

𝑁

𝑖=1

) = ∑[𝑙𝑛(𝐿𝑖)]

𝑁

𝑖=1

= ∑ [𝑙𝑛 ∑ 𝜑𝑘𝐿𝑖𝑘

𝐾

𝑘=1

]

𝑁

𝑖=1

 

(where i=observation, k=class, φ=mixing proportion) 

Source: Pastor & Gagné (2013, pp. 349–353). 
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One critical issue of mixture modeling is that it is very difficult to estimate the model 

consistently because this model has a lumpy pattern of log-likelihood distribution (Hipp & Bauer, 

2006). This bumpy pattern yields many local solutions during iterative arithmetic operations in the 

estimation, which brings a concern that a solution presented at the output might not the global 

(best) solution. The bumpiness of likelihood surface makes convergence on the global optimum 

sensitive to the starting values. Depending on the set of starting values, a mixture model might 

converge on a local optimum. A local solution results in incorrect or at least less-than-ideal 

parameter estimates and the potential adoption of the wrong model. Thus, a high number of random 

sets of starting values is required in order to get the global solution. At least 500 sets of starting 

values are strongly recommended (B. O. Muthén, 2008; Wang & Wang, 2012).  

Mplus involves two stages of estimation, and the current study employed 4,000 sets of 

random starting values for the first stage and 1,000 sets for the second state in order to confirm the 

model identification. At the first stage, Mplus obtains good quality of initial starting values. In this 

stage the models are not fully optimized by limiting the number of iterations. At the second stage, 

those starting values from the first stage are employed in an additional series of model estimations. 

The results of Mplus begin with all log-likelihood values from the second stage. During the 

analysis, the current study employed MLR estimation to reflect non-normal distribution of the data. 

In order to cluster two heterogeneous groups in the latent factor mean level, the model imposed 

equality constraints on unstandardized factor loadings, intercepts, and residual variance of 

indicators, and covariance of latent factors. In addition, the latent factor means of the last class 

were set to zero for the identification issue, which results in the relative estimation of latent factor 

means of the first class. The variances for latent factors were freely estimated. 



109 

There are other several indices and approaches to estimate the model fit, which can be 

utilized to decide the optimal number of latent classes. AIC, BIC, and SABIC are indices based on 

the log-likelihood value with a penalty for the number of samples and the number of free 

parameters. The LMR log-likelihood ratio test and BLRT test provide the LR difference test results 

with p-value on the comparison between (k)-class model and (k-1)-class model. The mean class 

assignment probabilities, classification quality (entropy), and the number of samples per class are 

another useful information to evaluate model performance. Equal to or larger than a .8 probability 

implies a good class solution. As a summary measure of classification quality, entropy with a value 

close to 1 indicates good classification accuracy (Geiser, 2012). 

Among those, BLRT is evidenced as the most sophisticated and outperformed method to 

decide how many classes should be retained (Nylund et al., 2007). The result of BLRT was 

significant when the two-class model was compared with the one-class model (p < .001). On the 

other hand, it was not significant when the three-class model was compared with the two-class 

model (p = 1.000), implying that the three-class model is not significantly better than the two-class 

model (see Table 25). 

 

Table 25. The selection of the optimal level of latent class 

Models LL(p) AIC BIC SABIC 

LMR LR 

test 

(p-value) 

BLRT 

(p-value) 
Entropy 

# of sample per 

class 

1 2 3 

1-class 

Model 
-3254.008(13) 6534.017 6590.781 6549.511 - - - 582   

2-class 

Model 
-3112.570(18) 6261.140 6339.737 6282.593 

274.261(5) 

(.461) 

252.876(5) 

(<.001) 
.740 354 228  
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3-class 

Model 
-3112.570(23) 6271.141 6371.569 6298.553 

-.016(5) 

(1.000) 

-.017(5) 

(1.000) 
.836 0 354 228 

LL = MLR Log-likelihood; p = number of free parameters; AIC = Akaike Information Criterion; 

BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion; SABIC = Sample-size Adjusted BIC; LMR LR test = Lo–

Mendell–Rubin log-likelihood ratio test; BLRT = Bootstrapping log-likelihood ratio test. 

 

Due to the lumpy pattern of log-likelihood distributions in mixture modeling (Hipp & 

Bauer, 2006), it is still recommended to consider other indices as well. The lower the values of the 

AIC, BIC, and SABIC, the better the model is. Even though the large-class model shows lower 

AIC, BIC, and SABIC values, this might be meaningless if the difference is minimal. That is, the 

elbow point of AIC, BIC, and SABIC is more likely to be the optimal level of latent class, which 

is also the two-class model in this case (see Figure 15).  

 

 

Figure 15. Graphical representation of model fit indices 
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Entropy and the number of samples per class were used to examine the classification quality. 

Clark (2010) suggested the entropy equal to or higher than .8 as a high classification quality, 

entropy between .8 and .6 as a medium quality, and entropy between .6 and .4 as a low quality 

(Wang & Wang, 2012). The results showed that the entropy of the three-class model is higher than 

that of the two-class model. However, entropy tends to increase as the number of classes increase 

(Celeux & Soromenho, 1996), and the first class of the three-class model showed zero cases (see 

Table 25). Furthermore, the mean class assignment probabilities for the two-class model were 

shown to classify fairly well (see the probabilities on the diagonal of Table 26). Therefore, the two-

class model was retained as the optimal latent class model, where 354 respondents (60.8%) were 

classified into one class and 228 respondents (39.2%) were classified into another class. 

 

Table 26. Mean class assignment probabilities for the two-class model 

 
Latent Class 1  

(Medium DC Group) 

Latent Class 2 

(High DC Group) 

Latent Class 1 .987 .013 

Latent Class 2 .181 .819 

Most Likely Latent Class Membership (Row) by Latent Class (Column)) 

DC = Desire for Control 

 

After confirming the optimal number of the latent class, the profiles of latent classes were 

analyzed. Because the focus of this analysis is to check how different two latent factors are, two 

groups’ measurement model parts were fixed to be equal. In fact, it is necessary to fix the 

measurement model when the latent continuous factors are required to have same meanings across 

all classes (groups) unless the invariance constraint does impair the model-fit drastically. 
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In order to compare the mean of latent continuous factors, the mean values of the last class 

were set to zero as a reference group. The results showed the relative mean difference between two 

classes, where the first class has a mean of -.722 for ‘desire for controlling oneself’ and that of -

1.218 for ‘desire for not being controlled,’ and the latent means were significantly different from 

zero (i.e., means for the reference group). Yet, it is difficult to label the latent class names from 

this profiling (see Table 27).  

 

Table 27. Profiles of latent classes 

Factors 

Items 

Medium DC group  

(n=354, 60.8%) 

High DC group  

(n=228, 39.2%) 

Overall 

(n=582) 

 
Latent 

Means a 
Variances 

Latent 

Means b 
Variances 

Unstanda

rdized 

Loadings 

Intercepts 

Desire for Controlling Oneself 

 

4. I enjoy making my own 

decisions. 

5. I enjoy having control over my 

own destiny. 

-.722* 

(.315)c 

1.028*** 

(.221) 

.000 

- 

.117*** 

(.027) 

 

 

1.000 

- 

.997*** 

(.101) 

 

 

6.694*** 

(.109) 

6.655*** 

(.071) 

Desire for Not Being Controlled 

 

2. I try to avoid situations where 

someone else tells me what to do. 

6. I prefer to avoid situations where 

someone else has to tell me what 

it is I should be doing. 

-1.218*** 

(.156) 

.491*** 

(.110) 

.000 

- 

.072* 

(.028) 

 

 

1.000 

- 

1.810*** 

(.177) 

 

 

5.412*** 

(.155) 

6.523*** 

(.282) 
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DC = Desire for Control. 

a. The latent means of the ‘medium desire for control’ group is a relative mean to those of the 

reference group. 

b. The latent means of the ‘high desire for control’ group are fixed at zero because this group 

serves as a reference group. 

c. The numbers in the parenthesis represent standard errors. 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 

In order to facilitate the understanding of class profiles, therefore, the results of 

independent t-tests for observed variables were attached. However, a caution is necessary to 

interpret the mean difference from the results of independent t-tests because the arithmetic means 

for latent factors do not capture measurement weights nor measurement errors. The first class 

shows relatively smaller mean values compared to the second class. On the seven-point agreement-

disagreement scale, a mean value around 4 and 5 is a medium value rather than a low value. Based 

on the results of factor mixture modeling and independent t-tests, therefore, the first class was 

labeled as a ‘medium desire for control’ class and the latter class was labeled as a ‘high desire for 

control’ class (see Table 28). 

 

Table 28. Independent t-test for observed variables between latent classes 

Factors / Items Means t-value 

 Medium DC High DC  

Desire for Controlling Oneself 

4. I enjoy making my own decisions. 

5. I enjoy having control over my own destiny. 

5.884 a 

5.898 

5.870 

6.667 a 

6.693 

6.640 

-12.368*** 

-12.086*** 

-11.449*** 
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Desire for Not Being Controlled 

2. I try to avoid situations where someone else tells 

me what to do. 

6. I prefer to avoid situations where someone else 

has to tell me what it is I should be doing. 

4.082 a 

4.034 

 

4.130 

5.963 a 

5.465 

 

6.461 

-24.429*** 

-12.173*** 

 

-32.803*** 

DC = Desire for Control. 

a. Arithmetic mean of measurement items. 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 

4.3.5 Multi-group analysis 

Next, a multiple group structural analysis was conducted to investigate the moderation 

effects of desire for control on the relationship between psychological reactance and 

implementation intention to achieve the goal, which are hypotheses 14a and 14b. From the results 

of factor mixture modeling, the relationships between two psychological reactance factors and 

implementation intention were compared by two groups – one group with relatively medium level 

of desire for control and the other group with relatively high level of desire for control. No extra 

measurement invariance test was conducted because the two groups were already formed based 

on the measurement invariance between two groups from the factor mixture analysis – only latent 

factor means and variances were assumed to be different.  

In order to avoid the effects of structural model on the classification model and to capture 

the measurement error of class latent class assignment, a three-step approach was used 

(Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014). In the first step, an ordinary factor mixture model was conducted. 

From the first step, a nominal variable representing class membership was created. In the second 

step, the nominal variable was added back to the original data. In the third step, a new latent class 

membership was estimated based on the nominal variable with uncertainty rates representing 
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measurement error, which was estimated from the first step. In the third step, in addition, the 

structural model was estimated together with classification model (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014).  

In order to investigate whether two groups are significantly different with respect to two 

path coefficients (i.e., βPsychological Reactance to Compulsory RGS → Implementation Intention and βPsychological Reactance 

to Compulsory RGS → Implementation Intention), the goodness-of-fit of the unconstrained model was compared 

with the goodness-of-fit of each constrained model (i.e., H14a constrained model and H14b 

constrained model). The results of MLR log-likelihood difference test showed that the 

unconstrained model is significantly better than the constrained models, implying that two path 

coefficients are significantly different from each other. Therefore, hypotheses 14a and 14b were 

supported (see Table 29). 

 

Table 29. MLR log-likelihood difference test for factor mixture model 

Models LL(p) c AIC BIC SABIC 

Unconstrained Model -14377.974(85) 2.686 28925.949 29297.099 29027.256 

H14a Constrained Model -14400.860(82) 2.732 28965.719 29323.770 29063.451 

H14b Constrained Model -14401.900(82) 2.730 28967.800 29325.851 29065.532 

H14a & H14b  

Constrained Model 
-14402.971(80) 2.773 28965.941 29315.259 29061.289 

 TRd(∆p) cd LR test (p-value) 

Unconstrained vs. H14a 31.909(3) 1.434 <.001 

Unconstrained vs. H14b 32.017(3) 1.495 <.001 

Unconstrained vs.  

H14a & H14b 
38.626(5) 1.294 <.001 

LL = MLR Log-likelihood; p = number of free parameters; c = MLR scaling corrections factor; 

AIC = Akaike Information Criterion; BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion; SABIC = Sample-
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size Adjusted BIC; TRd = chi-square difference; cd = difference test scaling correction factor. 

* Log-likelihood ratio (LR) test function follows chi-square distribution but MLR LR test needs 

correction for its non-normal distribution, where cd serves as difference test scaling correction 

factor for the chi-square difference test (TRd) with ∆p (free parameters), which is shown 

below:3 

𝑐𝑑 =
(𝑝0 × 𝑐0 − 𝑝1 × 𝑐1)

(𝑝0 − 𝑝1)
;  𝑇𝑅𝑑 =

−2 × (𝐿0 − 𝐿1)

𝑐𝑑
 

 

The results of the ‘high desire for control’ group showed that psychological reactance to 

the compulsory responsible gambling strategy is negatively associated with the implementation 

intention (βPsychological reactance to Compulsory RGS → Implementation intention = -.200, p < .001), whereas the 

psychological reactance to the supplementary responsible gambling strategy and the 

implementation intention was shown to be insignificantly related (βPsychological reactance to Supplementary 

RGS → Implementation intention = -.089, not significant). On the other hand, the results of the ‘medium 

desire for control’ group showed the opposite findings. The results revealed that psychological 

reactance to the compulsory responsible gambling strategy is not significantly associated with the 

implementation intention (βPsychological reactance to Compulsory RGS → Implementation intention = -.123, not 

significant), while psychological reactance to the supplementary responsible gambling strategy is 

negatively associated with the implementation intention (βPsychological reactance to Supplementary RGS → 

Implementation intention = -.239, p < .001) (see Figure 16). 

                                                 
3 http://www.statmodel.com/chidiff.shtml 
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Figure 16. Multi-group analysis for the extrinsic part of goal-striving process model 

MLR Log-likelihood(# of free parameters) = -14377.974(85), AIC = 28925.949, BIC = 29297.099, 

SABIC = 29027.256 

The significance test of path coefficients between psychological reactance and implementation 

intention is based on the one-tailed test. 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 

Although hypothesis 13 was rejected in the overall model, it is worthwhile to revisit the 
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hypothesis testing on the basis of a multi-group approach. Since the standardized path coefficient 

between psychological reactance to the supplementary responsible gambling strategy and the 

implementation intention was shown to be stronger than that of psychological reactance to the 

compulsory responsible gambling strategy in the ‘medium desire for control’ group, it is redundant 

to test hypothesis 13 in the ‘medium desire for control’ group. Yet, it is meaningful to compare the 

two path coefficients in the ‘high desire for control’ group because the results showed that the 

standardized path coefficient of psychological reactance to the compulsory responsible gambling 

strategy on the implementation intention is stronger than that of the supplementary responsible 

gambling strategy. The results of MLR log-likelihood difference test show that those two 

coefficients are not significantly different from each other (p = .539), possibly due the small 

explaining power (R2
Implementation Intention = .033), thereby rejecting the notion of revisiting of 

hypothesis 13 in the ‘high desire for control’ group (see Table 30). 

 

Table 30. MLR log-likelihood difference test for multi-group analysis 

Models LL(p) c AIC BIC SABIC 

Unconstrained Model -14377.974(85) 2.686 28925.949 29297.099 29027.256 

Constrained Model -14378.107(84) 2.710 28924.214 29290.998 29024.329 

 TRd(∆p) cd LR test (p-value) 

Unconstrained vs. 

Constrained 
.378(1) .704 .539 

LL = MLR Log-likelihood; p = number of free parameters; c = MLR scaling corrections factor; 

AIC = Akaike Information Criterion; BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion; SABIC = Sample-

size Adjusted BIC; TRd = chi-square difference; cd = difference test scaling correction factor. 

* Log-likelihood ratio (LR) test function follows chi-square distribution but MLR LR test needs 

correction for its non-normal distribution, where cd serves as difference test scaling correction 
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factor for the chi-square difference test (TRd) with ∆p (free parameters), which is shown 

below:4 

𝑐𝑑 =
(𝑝0 × 𝑐0 − 𝑝1 × 𝑐1)

(𝑝0 − 𝑝1)
;  𝑇𝑅𝑑 =

−2 × (𝐿0 − 𝐿1)

𝑐𝑑
 

 

The results of hypotheses testing for the extrinsic part of the goal-striving process model 

are summarized in Table 31. Six of seven hypotheses were supported. 

 

Table 31. Hypotheses testing results for the extrinsic part of the goal-striving process model 

Hypotheses 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

(Standard Errors) 

Results 

H11a. Perceived threat to freedom from compulsory 

responsible gambling strategies has a significant 

association with psychological reactance to compulsory 

responsible gambling strategies. 

.829*** 

(.021) 

Supported 

H11b. Perceived threat to freedom from supplementary 

responsible gambling strategies has a significant 

association with psychological reactance to 

supplementary responsible gambling strategies. 

.797*** 

(.029) 

Supported 

H12a. Psychological reactance to compulsory responsible 

gambling strategies has a negative association with 

implementation intention. 

-.105** 

(.044) a 

Supported 

H12b. Psychological reactance to supplementary 

responsible gambling strategies has a negative association 

with implementation intention. 

-.147*** 

(.046) a 

Supported 

Hypotheses ∆χ2
(∆df) or ∆LL(∆p) Result 

                                                 
4 http://www.statmodel.com/chidiff.shtml 
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H13 The association of psychological reactance to 

compulsory responsible gambling strategies with 

implementation intention is significantly stronger than the 

association of psychological reactance to supplementary 

responsible gambling strategies with implementation 

intention. 

1.303(1)
n/s Rejected 

H14a The association of psychological reactance to 

compulsory responsible gambling strategies with 

implementation intention is moderated by individual’s 

desire for control. 

31.909(3)
*** 

(βin High DC = -.200***; 

βin Medium DC = -.123n/s) 

Supported 

H14b The association of psychological reactance to 

supplementary responsible gambling strategies with 

implementation intention is moderated by individual’s 

desire for control. 

32.017(3)
*** 

(βin High DC = -.089n/s; 

βin Medium DC = -.239***) 

Supported 

Revisit H13 in the ‘High Desire for Control’ group 

The association of psychological reactance to compulsory 

responsible gambling strategies with implementation 

intention is significantly stronger than the association of 

psychological reactance to supplementary responsible 

gambling strategies with implementation intention. 

.378 (1)
n/s Rejected 

LL = MLR Log-likelihood 

a. The significance test of path coefficients between psychological reactance and 

implementation intention is based on the one-tailed test. 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001  
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION 

 

6.1 Discussion 

6.1.1 Intrinsic part of the goal-striving process model 

The link between behavioral intention and actual behavior has been investigated according 

to a plethora of social cognition research in which the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985, 

1991) and the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) were employed. One common 

criticism of such theories is whether or not the exploratory power is adequate (Carrington, Neville, 

& Whitwell, 2010; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001). Although meta-analysis studies on the theory of 

planned behavior revealed that behavior intention and perceived behavioral control explain 27% 

(Armitage & Conner, 2001) and 34% (Godin & Kok, 1996) of the variance in actual behavior, to 

date, a substantial amount of variance in actual behavior and behavioral intention remains 

unexplained, and is volatile depending on the study context (Richetin et al., 2008; Sniehotta, 

Scholz, & Schwarzer, 2005). Behavioral enaction models [e.g., Gollwitzer’s the model of action 

phases (1990, 1993), Perugini and Bagozzi’s  model of goal-directed behavior (2001)] and multi-

stage models [e.g., Schwarzer’s health action process approach (1992)] claim that such limitations 

are owing to over-simplification of the motivational phase in which cognitive evaluation is linked 

to action enactment (Armitage & Conner, 2001).  

An understanding of human behavior is facilitated by making a distinction between goal 

intention and implementation intention, and separately examining long-term goal and a short-term 

activity separately (Orbell et al., 1997). A long-term goal indicates a direction without relying on 

any specific conditions, which gives a reason why people need to pursue it. On the other hand, a 
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short-term activity exhibits how people can and should implement a specific action at when and 

where (Gollwitzer, 1993). Gollwitzer and Sheeran (2006) support the premise by Orbell et al. 

(1997) in their meta-analytic study, where a medium-to-large magnitude of effect size was 

confirmed with regard to implementation intention for goal achievement [Cohen’s (1992) d = .65]. 

Furthermore, the distinction between desire and intention facilitates a separate understanding of 

the motivational impetus in the pre-volitional stage from the volitional intention stage (Perugini & 

Bagozzi, 2004b). Although Ajzen (1991) argues that intention contains motivational aspects, and 

is the most proximal determinant of action in the theory of planned behavior (Armitage & Conner, 

2001), he neglected to explain how intention becomes energized by itself (i.e., the aforementioned 

motivational phase) (Bagozzi et al., 2003; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001).  

In this vein, the motivational phase of the goal-striving process explains the mixed 

mechanism by (1) clarifying the hierarchical structure between an abstract goal and concrete 

implementation actions and (2) differentiating between the motivational desire and volitional 

behavioral intention (Bagozzi et al., 2003). As demonstrated by the results pertaining to the 

intrinsic part of the goal-striving process model, the goal of maturing or developing responsible 

gambling behavior provides non-problem gamblers with a direction, thus guiding them to keep 

engaging in specific implementation actions in order for them to achieve the goal (Gollwitzer & 

Sheeran, 2006; Gollwitzer, 1993). In terms of goal (implementation), the factor of desire captures 

the variance in how keenly respondents desire to achieve the goal (how keenly respondents desire 

to enact the implementation actions) independently from the variance in how likely respondents 

are to intend to achieve the goal (how likely respondents are to intend to enact the implementation 

actions). The distinction between desire and intention is evident in the results of convergent and 

discriminant validity tests. Meanwhile, the associations between desire and intention were also 
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demonstrated to be strong (β = .604, p < .001, between goal desire and goal intention; β = .783, p 

< .001, between implementation desire and implementation intention). A relatively weak 

association between goal intention and implementation desire (β = .118, p < .001) is at least 

partially justified by the notion that forming goal intention does not guarantee the immediate 

realization of one’s desire to execute the concrete actions (Gollwitzer, 1993). 

People rarely refuse to pursue a goal owing to the social desirability bias implicit in the 

goal of maturing or developing responsible gambling behavior. They will at least pretend to desire 

the goal achievement, even if they do not actually enact its implementation. Even if they genuinely 

desire the goal achievement, not everyone actually initiates the goal-directed behavior for various 

reasons (Carrington et al., 2010). One’s perceived capability is a key factor closing the gap between 

desire and volitional intention (Perugini & Bagozzi, 2004b): goal feasibility for the abstract goal 

and perceived behavioral control for the concrete implementation. These perceived capability 

factors transform one’s desire into planning, action, and maintenance stages (Bagozzi et al., 2003; 

Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; Schwarzer, 1992; Sniehotta et al., 2005). In this study, goal feasibility 

was demonstrated to be meaningfully associated with goal intention (β = .404, p < .001), while 

perceived behavioral control was also significantly associated with implementation intention (β = 

.177, p < .001).  

Expectancy-value considerations of salient outcomes were shown as dominant antecedents 

to building implementation desire, consistent with the findings in the previous literature (Armitage 

& Conner, 2000; Bagozzi et al., 2003; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001). In detail, attitude toward 

performing implementation actions and subjective norm showed significant association with 

implementation desire (βAttitude = .665, p < .001; βSubjective Norm = .202, p < .001, respectively).  
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In a goal-directed situation, the emotional consequences of achieving or not achieving the 

goal, regulate people’s desire to engage in the goal-striving process (Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001). 

According to the results, anticipated positive emotion was found to be a significant self-regulatory 

tool in forming goal desire (β = .592, p < .001) (Bagozzi, 1992), whereas anticipated negative 

emotion was not. The insignificant role of anticipated negative emotion possibly originates from 

the fact that 99.1% of the respondents identified as responsible gamblers (see Table 15). Based on 

this premise, a reasonable interpretation is that the respondents were less likely to expect that they 

are going to fail maintaining their responsible gambling behavior, and therefore more likely to 

ignore the resultant potential fear and stress from not achieving the goal. 

Another interesting finding is that the association between perceived behavioral control 

and implementation intention is seemingly weaker than the association between perceived 

feasibility and goal intention. Given the argument that perceived behavior control consists of 

controllability and self-efficacy (Ajzen, 2002; Bandura, 1997), goal feasibility and perceived 

behavioral control are conceptually similar. The difference between two pairs of association is at 

which level of goal hierarch is targeted. People are more likely to feel optimistic about predicting 

the feasibility of goal achievement when pursuing an abstract goal. During this stage, non-problem 

gamblers may overlook the obstacles to be encountered in the goal-striving process, and therefore 

overestimate the feasibility of goal achievement. On the other hand, non-problem gamblers may 

perceive the implementation actions to be facile tasks. Thus, it is significant whether or not they 

desire to enact the actions. Even though non-problem gamblers may perceive their behavioral 

controllability more precisely during the pre-actional stage than the pre-decisional stage, the 

explanatory power can still be weak because non-problem gamblers are more likely to believe that 

they have enough power to control their gambling behavior (i.e., high mean and small variance in 
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their response of perceived behavioral control).   

 

6.1.2 Extrinsic part of the goal-striving process model 

Consistent with the argument of psychological reactance theory (J. W. Brehm, 1989; S. S. 

Brehm & Brehm, 1981), respondents felt anger when they perceived that their freedom to choose 

or behave was limited by the compulsory and supplementary responsible gambling strategies. 

Although the mean of the perceived threat to freedom, and that of psychological reactance, were 

different between the types of responsible gambling strategies, respondents perceived a greater 

threat with the compulsory responsible gambling strategy (see Table 21); the two standardized path 

coefficients between perceived threat to freedom and psychological reactance were not as different 

as their mean difference (β = .829, p < .001, for compulsory responsible gambling strategy; β = 

.797, p < .001, for supplementary responsible gambling strategy; ∆MLR χ2
(∆df) = 6.655(1), p < .01). 

However, the association between psychological reactance to compulsory responsible 

gambling strategy and implementation intention was not greater than the association between 

psychological reactance to supplementary responsible gambling strategy and implementation 

intention. Thus, hypothesis 13 was rejected. This result is contrary to the findings of anti-smoking 

campaign studies (Grandpre et al., 2003; Shadel et al., 2010), where explicit message campaigns 

(or announcements) evoked stronger reactance than implicit messages. However, the results were 

somewhat different when hypothesis 13 was revisited in the multi-group analysis setting. When 

the respondents were classified into two groups, one with a high level of desire for control and the 

other with a medium level of desire for control, the association between psychological reactance 

to compulsory responsible gambling strategy and implementation intention seemed stronger than 
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that of supplementary responsible gambling strategy and implementation intention. Although the 

MLR log-likelihood difference test showed that the difference was not significant (see Table 30), 

the point estimate of the standardized path coefficient was greater with the use of compulsory 

responsible gambling strategy than with the other. 

In terms of multi-group analysis, a factor mixture modeling was employed to retain the 

optimal number of unknown subgroups with respect to desire for control, and to estimate the 

structural relationship between psychological reactance and implementation intention. As 

previously mentioned, two groups were retained as the optimal number of heterogeneous groups, 

and significantly different structural relationships were demonstrated in these groups (∆MLR Log-

likelihood(∆free parameter) = 38.626 (5), p < .001) (see Table 29). In the high-desire-for-control group, 

only psychological reactance to compulsory responsible gambling strategy was negatively and 

significantly associated with implementation intention, whereas psychological reactance to 

supplementary responsible gambling strategy was a single significant negative antecedent in the 

medium-desire-for-control group (see Figure 16). In addition, non-problem gamblers in the 

medium-desire-for-control group negatively and significantly associated the psychological 

reactance to supplementary responsible gambling strategy with implementation intention (β = -

.239, p < .001). By contrast, they did not significantly associate psychological reactance to 

compulsory responsible gambling strategy with implementation intention (β = -.123, p > .05).  

 

6.2 Implications 

6.2.1 Theoretical implications 

Behavioral intention research in the hospitality and tourism areas has received tremendous 
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attention, and constitutes an ongoing top research topic. The goal-striving process model provides 

insight into the gap that decision-making theorists often overlook; the motivational phase helps to 

indicate how an individual’s desire to achieve a goal is activated, transferred, and energized into 

behavioral intention toward specific implementation actions.  

As a major theoretical contribution of the current study, the findings evidence that people 

undergo a multi-stage of motivation process when they strive to accomplish a goal. The desire to 

achieve a goal does not guarantee its realization. The desire should activate and energize one’s 

volitive intention in order for that to happen. If one believes s/he is capable of achieving the goal, 

it is more likely that volitive goal intention will be energized. Once the volitive goal intention is 

triggered, the implementation of specific actions is sought to achieve the abstract goal. Just as goal 

desire is a catalyst needed to trigger goal intention, so is implementation desire a catalyst to trigger 

implementation intention. The four stages of motivational phase elucidate the process of how 

people strive the goal accomplishment and implement corresponding concrete actions. 

Specifically, the distinction between the goal of pre-decisional stage and the 

implementation actions of pre-actional stage provide a meaningful suggestion to the body of 

behavioral intention studies. To some, for example, traveling to a certain country might be a more 

abstract goal, rather than a simple individual action (Han et al., 2011; Lam & Hsu, 2004, 2006). If 

this is the case, the research model needs to present examples of implementation actions in order 

to effectively capture the individual’s behavioral intention toward goal achievement. It is 

recommended that implementation intention includes concrete information, such as when, what, 

and how. For example, Quintal et al. (2010) and Sparks and Pan (2009) specifically asked potential 

tourists about their intention to travel to Australia within two years and one year, respectively. 

Meanwhile, researchers must still consider the gap between goal and implementation, even when 
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a study postulates behavioral intention at an appropriate level of goal hierarchy. For example, 

staying at a green hotel would be an implementation action to achieve the more abstract goal of 

being an environmentally responsible human being (Han, Hsu, & Sheu, 2010). Thus, additional 

consideration of the goal may enhance the exploratory power of behavioral intention of green hotel 

consumers. Similarly, consumers’ willingness to read a nutritional label on a restaurant menu 

would be better understood if those consumers were also asked about their intention to achieve the 

goal of being a healthy person (E. Kim et al., 2013).  

Perugini and Bagozzi elaborated on why desire should be understood as being different to 

the volitive intention (Perugini & Bagozzi, 2004b), and established how understanding the concept 

of desire makes an additional contribution to the theory of planned behavior (Perugini & Bagozzi, 

2001, 2004a). The additional explanatory power of desire on behavioral intention is also 

empirically echoed in the gambling behavior literature (Song, Lee, Norman, et al., 2012). 

Meanwhile Gollwitzer (1990, 1993) contributed to the understanding of multiple stages of goal-

directed behavior with his proposal of the goal and implementation actions concepts. This study 

integrates these two approaches in order to understand one’s goal-directed behavior; the separated 

understanding of desire from volitive intention is applied into both goal and implementation action 

levels. The integrated approach in the motivational phase of the goal-striving process evidences 

that desire is the most powerful catalyst to activate the volitive intention at both levels.  

The findings of the current study do not merely echo those reported in previous studies in 

which the importance of cognitive antecedents and emotional regulation in behavioral intention 

was claimed. Furthermore, the results specifically indicated which part of the motivational phase 

of the goal-striving process model is connected with those antecedents. This dynamic relationship 

(between the antecedents and the motivational phase of the goal-striving process) enriches our 
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understanding of human behavior. A favorable or unfavorable evaluation on implementation 

actions and compliance with important surrounding opinions are associated with augmenting the 

desire to implementation actions. It implies that the one’s cognitive evaluation either by him-

/herself or important surrounding people is effective in the post-decisional but pre-actional stage. 

If one does not desire to pursue the goal, the favorable evaluation on implementation actions is 

more likely to be insignificance. 

One’s desire does not guarantee his or her volitive intention. The perceived capability (i.e., 

perceived behavioral control and goal feasibility) with regard to the accomplishment of the goal 

or that of the implementation actions, is a powerful facilitator in transforming the desire to 

volitional intention, while “facilitator” implies the relative importance of desire. People may fail 

to carry out implementation actions. Even a non-problem gambler may forget to set a budget and 

time limit, or fail to adhere to them. Nevertheless, a non-problem gambler is more likely to attempt 

to do again, provided that the implementation desire is maintained and sustained by goal desire 

and goal intention. Again, this chain of multiple behavioral attempts is supported by the significant 

association between the four factors of the motivational phase. 

Anticipated emotions through prefactual thinking provide the answer to the last remaining 

question: How can people be made to have a desire for a goal?  A goal is an abstract concept and 

substantial time and effort is required to accomplish it. Although people may feel negative when 

asked to deliberate on their future failure in achieving the goal, they may believe that numerous 

other opportunities will still present and allow them to re-attempt the goal achievement or to 

correct their behavior. Thus, instead of relying on negative emotional regulation, a more effective 

self-regulator would be recognition of the possibility of successful outcomes, such as potential 

physical, psychological, and/or financial benefit.  
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6.2.2 Practical implications 

An increase in the number of recreational gamblers is a global trend, and the revenue 

generated from them is substantial (American Gaming Association, 2013; Prentice & Wong, 2016; 

Williams et al., 2013). In this regard, helping non-problem gamblers maintain and further mature 

their responsible gambling behavior is a principal factor for the sustainable success of the industry. 

The industry, therefore, seeks various ways to intervene in customers’ problematic gambling 

behavior. Handing out flyers, commonly used by many gambling companies, including casinos, is 

an effective way of conveying information about positive outcomes of responsible gambling 

and/or the adverse consequences of problem gambling. The results of this study suggest the use of 

flyers delivering positive messages so that gamblers can expect their future success in 

developing/maturing responsible gambling behavior and their potential benefits. In this way, a 

non-problem gambler is more likely to be encouraged to pursue developing/maturing responsible 

gambling behavior. Focusing on how they can enjoy the balanced life between their leisure activity 

and daily life is one of the effective approaches for encouraging non-problem gamblers to mature 

or develop responsible gambling behavior. 

The results, on the other hand, suggest not to rely on avoidance-oriented responsible 

gambling messages, which may appeal the potential fear of the future failure in 

developing/maturing responsible gambling behavior. Avoidance-oriented responsible gambling 

flyers often warn against or emphasize the adverse consequences of problem gambling. Non-

problem gamblers have not undergone sore trials such as anxiety, broken relationships with family 

members and financial problems, and do not expect to encounter them in the foreseeable future. 

Instead, they recall that gambling was an enjoyable pursuit, reduced ordinary stress, and was 
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enjoyed with friends and family members. A flyer reminding of those positive experience and 

emotions is more likely to stimulate non-problem gamblers’ desire to develop/mature responsible 

gambling behavior owing to the good memories that it evokes, while serving as positive 

reinforcement of such behavior for future occasions.  

While promoting anticipated positive emotion is recommended to stimulate goal desire in 

the pre-decisional stage, providing evidences supporting favorable cognitive evaluation on 

concrete actions is a useful approach in the post-decisional-and-pre-actional stage. Once a non-

problem gambler initiates his or her goal-striving process, s/he evaluates whether the 

implementation action toward goal achievement is desirable and favorable. Therefore, the industry 

should suggest concrete implementation actions together with convincible evidences showing why 

such actions are effective. In conjunction with one’s behavioral performance, furthermore, a non-

problem gambler should be able to evaluate and monitor whether the actions recommended by the 

industry were sound and useful enough to pursue the goal by oneself after enacting each single 

implementation action.  

The current implementation of responsible gambling strategies still requires further 

improvement and refinement considering individual differences in disposition. Non-problem 

gamblers psychologically react to responsible gambling strategies, which possibly lead them to an 

unintended direction (e.g., showing defiant behavior, which is contrary to responsible gambling 

behavior). Non-problem gamblers with a high level of desire for control tend to over-react to 

compulsory responsible gambling strategies. They are more likely to behave in a way that is 

contrary to that suggested in the responsible gambling messages because they want to retrieve the 

freedom of which they feel they were deprived through the dictates of the gambling messages. 



132 

The findings do not claim that responsible gambling strategies are meaningless, nor that 

such practices should be rescinded. Instead, the findings suggest the wise and considerate use or 

disclosure of responsible gambling strategies. Policy makers should pay extra attention to diverse 

ways of elaborating upon the strategies. For example, implicit messages or public announcements 

have been reported to be a better way of communicating with teenage smokers who strongly desire 

the freedom to behave (Czyzewska & Ginsburg, 2007; Shadel et al., 2010). Erceg-Hurn and Steed 

(2011) found that it was likely that text-only warnings (direct messages) would result in extreme 

levels of reactance, rather than graphic warnings (indirect messages). Of the various available text 

messages, Gainsbury et al. (2015) revealed that self-appraisal messages have a greater reported 

impact than informative messages on facilitating immediate behavioral change, reflecting 

responsible gambling through informed consumer decision-making.  

 

6.3 Limitations and Future Research 

Despite the invaluable insight into the responsible gambling behavior of non-problem 

gamblers that the current study presents, limitations of the study should be addressed with follow-

up research questions. First, a future study should revisit the effect of psychological reactance to 

responsible gambling strategies on the implementation of responsible gambling behavior in a real 

experimental setting. The current study design is based on pseudo-experimental survey design, 

which is probably the reason for the low explanatory power of implementation intention. Since 

respondents are not physically present in the casino setting, their psychological reactance should 

be compared with that which would exist in a real setting. In addition, the duration of psychological 

reactance is another co-researchable topic in follow-up studies. Such psychological reactance is 

no more than a situational factor and will not persist forever. Non-problem gamblers are least likely 
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to be hindered forever by such practices and more likely to become insensible to such external 

interventions or to learn that there is no other choice but to accept the interventions (Maier & 

Seligman, 1976). Therefore, a longitudinal study on the persistence of such effects will draw other 

meaningful implications. A latent growth curve modeling, or by extension, a growth mixture 

modeling would be a useful statistical approach in the future research so that the trajectories of 

psychological reactance could be uncovered for the types of gamblers. 

Second, the gambling prevalence in the current data is quite different from that in other 

national-wide studies (Ferris & Wynne, 2001; Kessler et al., 2008). This difference is not likely to 

induce any significant change to the study findings since the study purposely focuses on the use 

of non-problem gamblers’ data, rather than using the data from all types of gamblers. However, it 

is worth investigating the origin of the difference in gambling prevalence rate among these studies. 

This study did not use face-to-face data collection, unlike Kessler et al.’s (2008) study, nor did it 

collect the longitudinal data through telephone interviews (Ferris & Wynne, 2001). The use of in-

person data collection methods may result in stronger defensive attitudes from respondents than 

the use of online surveys through a third-party panel data did. 

Third, the current study investigates how people strive to achieve a goal in the post-decision 

stage, rather than how people set a goal in the pre-decision stage: the respondents in the study were 

asked about a goal assigned to them by the author, which was either maturing or developing 

responsible gambling behavior. A few studies examine the differences in the goal-striving process 

in the assigned goal-setting compared to volitionally self-chosen goal-setting (Dholakia et al., 

2007). Dholakia et al. (2007) found that respondents with a volitionally self-chosen goal exhibited 

higher mean levels for goal desire and implementation desire than respondents who were assigned 

a goal, but there was no significant difference in goal intention and implementation intention. 
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Future research needs to investigate the difference in the structural relationships among latent 

factors. 

Fourth, the current study used perceived feasibility and perceived behavioral control to 

better predict goal intention and implementation intention, respectively. Those perceptions were 

based on one’s imaginary capabilities – possibly without any other constraints or unexpected 

external factors (Carrington et al., 2010) – thereby drawing a controversy on the reflection of actual 

controllability (Sheeran, Trafimow, & Armitage, 2003). In particular, the gap between perceived 

behavioral control and actual controllability may be increasing in the casual gambling occasions 

of non-problem gamblers because they are more likely to gamble impulsively, rather than stick to 

a specific plan (Prentice & Wong, 2016). More understanding of this gap would enhance the quality 

of the current study.  

Lastly, the actual accessibility to off-line casinos was not considered during the goal-

striving process in the current research model. According to the social ecological theory 

(Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998; Bronfenbrenner, 1979), accessibility to off-line casinos is a 

possible major contributing factor to responsible gambling behavior or the exacerbation of 

problem gambling behavior, together with other associated factors (Sévigny, Ladouceur, Jacques, 

& Cantinotti, 2008; Vasiliadis, Jackson, Christensen, & Francis, 2013). Accessibility to off-line 

casinos may include, but not limited to, the number of nearby casinos and physical distance from 

the nearest casino. The existing literature has established the effect of the physical accessibility to 

casinos on gambling participation and problem gambling (Sévigny et al., 2008; Vasiliadis et al., 

2013). Given the fact that accessibility acts as a trigger or barrier to a non-problem gambler with 

regard to their enjoyment of this recreational activity, revisiting the effects of accessibility on 

responsible gambling from the perspective of non-problem gamblers would provide some 
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interesting findings. 
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APPENDIX A 

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD 
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APPENDIX B 

ONLINE SURVEY FORM 

RESPONSIBLE GAMBLING OF NON-PROBLEM GAMBLERS 

 

BLOCK 1-1 GREETING 

 

Welcome to the Survey on the Responsible Gambling   

This questionnaire is designed to understand responsible gambling. The survey should take 

about 15 minutes. Your valuable response will remain anonymous and will be used only for 

academic purposes. Your participation is strictly voluntary. If you do not wish to participate in the 

study, you may stop completing the survey at any time. No penalty is attached to refusing to 

participate or stopping at any time.  

 
In order to be able to participate, you must be at least 21 years old, reside in the United 

States currently, and have played any casino games in the past 12 months.   

This study has been approved by the Institutional Review Board of Temple University (IRB 

# 23142) on January 18, 2016 at Temple University. Please contact Jaeseok Lee (jslee@temple.edu) 

with any questions about this study. For questions about your rights as a participant or the manner 

in which the study is conducted, you may contact the Institutional Review Board (irb@temple.edu).   

Your consent is implied by submitting the completed survey. The data will not be sold, 

given, or in any other way distributed to any outside parties.    

Your time and effort in participating is greatly appreciated.  
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BLOCK 1-2 SCREENING 

If you are accessing the survey website from the outside of the States, the session will be closed 

automatically.  

 

Q1_1  

Are you currently residing in the United States? 

 Yes (1) 

 No (2) 

 

 

Q1_2   

Are you at least 21 years of age? 

 Yes (1) 

 No (2) 

 

 

Q1_3  

Have you played any games at a casino? 

 Not at all (1) 

 Yes, in the past one month (2) 

 Yes, in the past three months (3) 

 Yes, in the past six months (4) 

 Yes, in the past one year (5) 

 Yes, more than one year ago (6) 
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BLOCK 2 GAMBLING PREFERENCE AND PATTERNS 

This section asks for your gambling preference and patterns. 

 

Q2_1  

Please indicate the way you prefer to play a game. 

 Prefer to play alone (1) 

 Prefer to play in group (2) 

 No preference (3) 

 

 

Q2_2  

Please answer the following questions based on your casino visits IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS.     

How many times have you visited the casino for gaming purposes? 

 1 time (1)  6 times (6)  10 times (10) 

 2 times (2)  7 times (7)  11 times (11) 

 3 times (3)  8 times (8)  12 times (12) 

 4 times (4)  9 times (9)  More than 12 times (13) 

 5 times (5)   

 

 

Q2_3  

How many hours do you usually spend on playing games per visit? 

 Less than 1 hour (1) 

 1 - 2 hours (2) 

 2 - 4 hours (3) 

 4 - 6 hours (4) 

 6 - 8 hours (5) 

 8 - 10 hours (6) 

 10 - 12 hours (7) 

 More than 12 hours (8) 

 

 

Q2_4  

How much of money do you usually spend on playing games per visit (in US$, excluding 

winning money)? 

 Less than $100 (1) 

 $100 - $299 (2) 

 $300 - $499 (3) 

 $500 - $1,000 (4) 

 More than $1,000 (5) 
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Q2_5  

Having your gaming pattern IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS in mind, please answer the 

following questions. 

 
Never 

(0) 

Sometimes 

(1) 

Most of the 

time (2) 

Always 

(3) 

Have you bet more than you could really 

afford to lose? (1)         

Have you needed to gamble with larger 

amounts of money to get the same feeling of 

excitement? (2)         

When you gambled, did you go back another 

day to try to win back the money you lost? (3)         

Have you borrowed money or sold something 

to get money to gamble? (4)         

Have you felt that you might have a problem 

with gambling? (5)         

Has gambling caused you any health problems, 

including stress or anxiety? (6)         

Have people criticized your betting or told you 

that you had a gambling problem, regardless of 

whether or not you thought it was true? (7)         

Has your gambling caused any financial 

problems for you or your household? (8)         

Have you felt guilty about the way you gamble 

or what happens when you gamble? (9)         
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BLOCK 3 GOAL SETTING AND QUESTIONS REGARDING THE GOAL 

 

Consider the following situation:   

Last time when you visited the casino, you were informed about RESPONSIBLE GAMBLING. 

After searching some information, you became more aware of what responsible gambling is.      

 Responsible gambling is discretionary gambling behavior as a recreational activity 

pursuing pleasure, fun, and entertainment without any adverse consequences.         

 
A brochure also introduces that a responsible gambler:    

1. Understands that gambling by its nature entails risks and that the odds of winning are 

with the house;   

2. Plays games socially, with family, friends, or colleagues;   

3. Experiences harmony between gambling activities and daily life; and   

4. Plays games for fun.    

You can move onto the next page after 10 seconds. 
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Time 3 Timing 

First Click (1) 

Last Click (2) 

Page Submit (3) 

Click Count (4) 

 

 

Validation Question 3  

This question is to make sure you fully understand the information you read from the previous 

page.  

Please indicate which of the following actions is LEAST likely be done by a typical 

RESPONSIBLE GAMBLER. There is one correct answer. If you fail to indicate the correct 

answer, you will be re-directed to read the previous page again. 

 A responsible gambler understands that gambling by its nature entails risks and that the odds 

of winning are with the house. (1) 

 A responsible gambler plays games socially, with family, friends, or colleagues. (2) 

 A responsible gambler experiences harmony between gambling activities and my daily life. 

(3) 

 A responsible gambler gambles to win money, not for fun. (4) 

 

 

Perceived Type of Responsible Gambler  

Again, responsible gambling is discretionary gambling behavior as a recreational activity 

pursuing pleasure, fun, and entertainment without any adverse consequences.    

A responsible gambler:     

1. Understands that gambling by its nature entails risks and that the odds of winning are 

with the house;   

2. Plays games socially, with family, friends, or colleagues;   

3. Experiences harmony between gambling activities and daily life; and   

4. Plays games for fun.    

Given the information provided above, do you find yourself being a responsible gambler? 

 I am most likely a responsible gambler. (1) 

 I am more likely a responsible gambler. (2) 

 I am less likely a responsible gambler. (3) 

 I am least likely a responsible gambler. (4) 
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Goal Given to the Respondent 

Consider the following situation:   

After reviewing the information about responsible gambling, you thought that it seems 

reasonable and desirable.   

SO YOU SET UP A GOAL TO PURSUE, which is MATURING5/DEVELOPING6 

RESPONSIBLE GAMBLING BEHAVIOR.      

  

The next five sets of questions will ask for your thoughts about your goal, which is 

maturing/developing responsible gambling behavior.    

 

 

  

                                                 
5 A maturing goal was given to those who perceived themselves as either most or more likely 

responsible gamblers. 
6 A developing goal was given to those who perceived themselves as either least or less likely 

responsible gamblers. 
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Goal Desire  

Again, responsible gambling is discretionary gambling behavior as a recreational activity 

pursuing pleasure, fun, and entertainment without any adverse consequences.    

A responsible gambler:     

1. Understands that gambling by its nature entails risks and that the odds of winning are 

with the house;   

2. Plays games socially, with family, friends, or colleagues;   

3. Experiences harmony between gambling activities and daily life; and   

4. Plays games for fun.    

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements. 

        

I desire to mature/develop the responsible 

gambling behavior in the near future. (1)               

I want to mature/ develop the responsible 

gambling behavior in the near future. (2)               

I feel an urge to mature/ develop the responsible 

gambling behavior in the near future. (3)               

I need to mature/ develop the responsible 

gambling behavior in the near future. (4)               

I wish to mature/ develop the responsible 

gambling behavior in the near future. (5)               

 Strongly Disagree;  Disagree;  Somewhat Disagree;  Neither Agree nor Disagree;  

 Somewhat Agree;  Agree;  Strongly Agree 
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Goal Feasibility  

Again, responsible gambling is discretionary gambling behavior as a recreational activity 

pursuing pleasure, fun, and entertainment without any adverse consequences.    

A responsible gambler:     

1. Understands that gambling by its nature entails risks and that the odds of winning are 

with the house;   

2. Plays games socially, with family, friends, or colleagues;   

3. Experiences harmony between gambling activities and daily life; and   

4. Plays games for fun.    

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements. 

        

It is feasible for me to mature/develop the 

responsible gambling behavior. (1)               

It is easy for me to mature/develop the 

responsible gambling behavior. (2)               

 Strongly Disagree;  Disagree;  Somewhat Disagree;  Neither Agree nor Disagree;  

 Somewhat Agree;  Agree;  Strongly Agree 
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Goal Intention  

Again, responsible gambling is discretionary gambling behavior as a recreational activity 

pursuing pleasure, fun, and entertainment without any adverse consequences.    

A responsible gambler:     

1. Understands that gambling by its nature entails risks and that the odds of winning are 

with the house;   

2. Plays games socially, with family, friends, or colleagues;   

3. Experiences harmony between gambling activities and daily life; and   

4. Plays games for fun.    

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements. 

        

I intend to mature/develop the responsible 

gambling behavior in the near future. (1)               

I am willing to mature/develop the responsible 

gambling behavior in the near future. (2)               

I have an actual intention to mature/develop the 

responsible gambling behavior in the near future. 

(3)               

I will make an effort to mature/develop the 

responsible gambling behavior in the near future. 

(4)               

I feel certain that I will be able to mature/develop 

the responsible gambling behavior in the near 

future. (5)               

 Strongly Disagree;  Disagree;  Somewhat Disagree;  Neither Agree nor Disagree;  

 Somewhat Agree;  Agree;  Strongly Agree 
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Anticipated Positive Emotion  

Again, responsible gambling is discretionary gambling behavior as a recreational activity 

pursuing pleasure, fun, and entertainment without any adverse consequences.    

A responsible gambler:     

1. Understands that gambling by its nature entails risks and that the odds of winning are 

with the house;   

2. Plays games socially, with family, friends, or colleagues;   

3. Experiences harmony between gambling activities and daily life; and   

4. Plays games for fun.    

Now please take a moment to consider how you would feel if you were to succeed in 

maturing/developing the responsible gambling behavior. Please indicate your level of agreement 

with the following statements. 

        

If I succeed in maturing/developing the 

responsible gambling behavior, I will feel 

EXITED. (1)               

If I succeed, I will feel DELIGHTED. (2)               

If I succeed, I will feel HAPPY. (3)               

If I succeed, I will feel GLAD. (4)               

If I succeed, I will feel SATISFIED. (5)               

If I succeed, I will feel PROUD. (6)               

If I succeed, I will feel SELF-ASSURED. (7)               

 Strongly Disagree;  Disagree;  Somewhat Disagree;  Neither Agree nor Disagree;  

 Somewhat Agree;  Agree;  Strongly Agree 
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Anticipated Negative Emotion  

Again, responsible gambling is discretionary gambling behavior as a recreational activity 

pursuing pleasure, fun, and entertainment without any adverse consequences.    

A responsible gambler:     

1. Understands that gambling by its nature entails risks and that the odds of winning are 

with the house;   

2. Plays games socially, with family, friends, or colleagues;   

3. Experiences harmony between gambling activities and daily life; and   

4. Plays games for fun.    

Now please take a moment to consider how you would feel if you were NOT to succeed in 

maturing/developing the responsible gambling behavior. Please indicate your level of agreement 

with the following statements. 

        

If I do NOT succeed in maturing/developing the 

responsible gambling behavior, I will feel 

ANGRY. (1)               

If I do NOT succeed, I will feel FRUSTRATED. 

(2)               

If I do NOT succeed, I will feel GUILTY. (3)               

If I do NOT succeed, I will feel ASHAMED. (4)               

If I do NOT succeed, I will feel SAD. (5)               

If I do NOT succeed, I will feel 

DISAPPOINTED. (6)               

If I do NOT succeed, I will feel DEPRESSED. 

(7)               

If I do NOT succeed, I will feel WORRIED. (8)               

If I do NOT succeed, I will feel 

UNCOMFORTABLE. (9)               

If I do NOT succeed, I will feel ANXIOUS. (10)               

 Strongly Disagree;  Disagree;  Somewhat Disagree;  Neither Agree nor Disagree;  

 Somewhat Agree;  Agree;  Strongly Agree 
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BLOCK 4 QUESTIONS REGARDING IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS 

 

Consider the following situation:   

Soon after you decided to pursue responsible gambling, you found that it is too abstract and 

needs some concrete actions. So, you come up with THREE SPECIFIC ACTIONS as means to 

achieve the goal.      

 I predetermine acceptable WIN LIMITS.   

 I play games for limited amounts of time, both in terms of frequency and duration.   

 I set budget and time limits, and stick to them.          

 
The next five sets of questions will ask for your thoughts about the above three actions.   You can 

move onto the next page after 10 seconds. 

 

 

Time 4 Timing 

First Click (1) 

Last Click (2) 

Page Submit (3) 

Click Count (4) 

 

Validation Question 4  

This question is to make sure you fully understand the information you read from the previous 

page.    

Please indicate which of the followings NOT a SPECIFIC ACTION to achieve the goal is.    

There is one correct answer. If you fail to indicate the correct answer, you will be re-directed to 
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read the previous page again. 

 I never go to gamble. (1) 

 I predetermine acceptable win limits. (2) 

 I play games for limited amounts of time, both in terms of frequency and duration. (3) 

 I set budget and time limits, and stick to them. (4) 

 

 

Implementation Desire  

Again, the specific actions to achieve the goal (i.e., Maturing/Developing Responsible Gambling 

Behavior) include the following:      

 I predetermine acceptable win limits.   

 I play games for limited amounts of time, both in terms of frequency and duration.   

 I set budget and time limits, and stick to them.     

Please indicate your level of agreement with following statements. 

        

I desire to perform the actions listed above 

during my next visit. (1)               

I want to perform the actions listed above 

during my next visit. (2)               

I feel an urge to perform the actions listed 

above during my next visit. (3)               

I need to perform the actions listed above 

during my next visit. (4)               

I wish to perform the actions listed above 

during my next visit. (5)               

 Strongly Disagree;  Disagree;  Somewhat Disagree;  Neither Agree nor Disagree;  

 Somewhat Agree;  Agree;  Strongly Agree 

 

 

Subjective Norm  

Again, the specific actions to achieve the goal (i.e., Maturing/Developing Responsible Gambling 

Behavior) include the following:      

 I predetermine acceptable win limits.   

 I play games for limited amounts of time, both in terms of frequency and duration.  

 I set budget and time limits, and stick to them.     

Please think about the people who are important you. How would they think about the actions 
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listed above? Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements. 

        

They THINK THAT I SHOULD PERFORM 

the actions listed above in my next visit. (1)               

They UNDERSTAND THAT I SHOULD 

PERFORM the actions listed above in my next 

visit. (2)               

They would AGREE THAT I SHOULD 

PERFORM the actions listed above in my next 

visit. (3)               

They would APPROVE OF ME 

PERFORMING the actions listed above in my 

next visit. (4)               

They would SUPPORT ME PERFORMING the 

actions listed above in my next visit. (5)               

 Strongly Disagree;  Disagree;  Somewhat Disagree;  Neither Agree nor Disagree;  

 Somewhat Agree;  Agree;  Strongly Agree 
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Attitude toward Implementation Actions 

Again, the specific actions to achieve the goal (i.e., Maturing/Developing Responsible Gambling 

Behavior) include the following:      

 I predetermine acceptable win limits.   

 I play games for limited amounts of time, both in terms of frequency and duration.   

 I set budget and time limits, and stick to them.     

Please indicate your level of agreement with following statements. 

        

Performing the actions listed above during my 

next visit is GOOD. (1)               

Performing the actions listed above during my 

next visit is RIGHT. (2)               

Performing the actions listed above during my 

next visit is WISE. (3)               

Performing the actions listed above during my 

next visit is USEFUL. (4)               

Performing the actions listed above during my 

next visit is BENEFICIAL. (5)               

Performing the actions listed above during my 

next visit is ADVANTAGEOUS. (6)               

 Strongly Disagree;  Disagree;  Somewhat Disagree;  Neither Agree nor Disagree;  

 Somewhat Agree;  Agree;  Strongly Agree 
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Perceived Behavioral Control  

Again, the specific actions to achieve the goal (i.e., Maturing/Developing Responsible Gambling 

Behavior) include the following:      

 I predetermine acceptable win limits.   

 I play games for limited amounts of time, both in terms of frequency and duration.   

 I set budget and time limits, and stick to them.     

Please indicate your level of agreement with following statements. 

        

I am confident that if I want to, I can perform 

the actions listed above during my next visit. 

(1)               

I am capable of performing the actions listed 

above during my next visit. (2)               

I have enough ability to perform the actions 

listed above during my next visit. (3)               

I have enough control over performing the 

actions listed above. (4)               

 Strongly Disagree;  Disagree;  Somewhat Disagree;  Neither Agree nor Disagree;  

 Somewhat Agree;  Agree;  Strongly Agree 
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Implementation Intention  

Again, the specific actions to achieve the goal (i.e., Maturing/Developing Responsible Gambling 

Behavior) include the following:      

 I predetermine acceptable win limits.   

 I play games for limited amounts of time, both in terms of frequency and duration.   

 I set budget and time limits, and stick to them.     

Please indicate your level of agreement with following statements. 

        

I intend to perform the actions listed above 

during my next visit. (1)               

I am willing to perform the actions listed above 

during my next visit. (2)               

I have an actual intention to perform the actions 

listed above in my next visit. (3)               

I will make an effort to perform the actions 

listed above during my next visit. (4)               

I feel certain that I will be able to perform the 

actions listed above during my next visit. (5)               

 Strongly Disagree;  Disagree;  Somewhat Disagree;  Neither Agree nor Disagree;  

 Somewhat Agree;  Agree;  Strongly Agree 
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BLOCK 5 GENERAL DESIRE FOR CONTROL 

This section asks for your thoughts and feelings regarding your GENERAL DESIRE FOR 

CONTROL. 

 

Desirability of Control  

Below you will find a series of statements regarding your general desire for control.    

Please read each statement carefully and indicate your level of agreement with the each of 

statements.  

        

I prefer a job where I have a lot of control over 

what I do and when I do it. (1)               

I try to avoid situations where someone else 

tells me what to do. (2)               

Others usually know what is best for me. (3)               

I enjoy making my own decisions. (4)               

I enjoy having control over my own destiny. (5)               

I prefer to avoid situations where someone else 

has to tell me what it is I should be doing. (6)               

 Strongly Disagree;  Disagree;  Somewhat Disagree;  Neither Agree nor Disagree;  

 Somewhat Agree;  Agree;  Strongly Agree 
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BLOCK 6-1 COMPULSORY RESPONSIBLE GAMBLING STRATEGIES7 

 

Recall the casino in the previous scenario.   

Now, you realize that the casino is currently implementing a Set of Responsible Gambling 

Practices as follows:      

 The casino limits residents’ access to the casino to a certain maximum number (e.g., once 

a month).   

 The casino restricts general visitors’ access to the casino to a certain number (e.g., 15 

times a month).   

 The casino does not open for 24 hours a day but closes for a certain period of time (e.g., 

four hours a day).   

 The casino enforces visitor identification to exclude minors and other restricted persons.   

 The casino operates a reasonable deposit system to prevent excessive betting.   

 The casino helps patrons cease gambling with a self-exclusion program.       

 
The next two sets of questions will ask for your feelings and thoughts about the above practices.    

You can move onto the next page after 10 seconds. 

 

                                                 
7 Block 6-1 and Block 6-2 are randomly ordered. Half of respondents answered the questions 

regarding compulsory responsible gambling strategies and then answered the questions regarding 

supplementary responsible gambling strategies, while the other half answered in the reverse 

order. 
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Time 6-1 Timing 

First Click (1) 

Last Click (2) 

Page Submit (3) 

Click Count (4) 

 

 

Perceived Threat to Freedom from Compulsory Responsible Gambling Strategies  

Again, the Responsible Gambling Practices that the casino implements are as follows:      

 The casino limits residents’ access to the casino to a certain maximum number (e.g., once 

a month).   

 The casino restricts general visitors’ access to the casino to a certain number (e.g., 15 

times a month).   

 The casino does not open for 24 hours a day but closes for a certain period of time (e.g., 

four hours a day).   

 The casino enforces visitor identification to exclude minors and other restricted persons.   

 The casino operates a reasonable deposit system to prevent excessive betting.   

 The casino helps patrons cease gambling with a self-exclusion program.       

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements regarding the set of 

practices listed above. 

        

The practices threaten my freedom to choose. 

(1)               

The practices try to make a decision for me. (2)               

The practices try to manipulate me. (3)               

The practices try to pressure me. (4)               

 Strongly Disagree;  Disagree;  Somewhat Disagree;  Neither Agree nor Disagree;  

 Somewhat Agree;  Agree;  Strongly Agree 
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Psychological Reactance to Compulsory Responsible Gambling Strategies  

Again, the Responsible Gambling Practices that the casino implements are as follows:      

 The casino limits residents’ access to the casino to a certain maximum number (e.g., once 

a month).   

 The casino restricts general visitors’ access to the casino to a certain number (e.g., 15 

times a month).   

 The casino does not open for 24 hours a day but closes for a certain period of time (e.g., 

four hours a day).   

 The casino enforces visitor identification to exclude minors and other restricted persons.   

 The casino operates a reasonable deposit system to prevent excessive betting.   

 The casino helps patrons cease gambling with a self-exclusion program.       

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements regarding the set of 

practices listed above. 

        

I feel IRRITATED toward the practices. (1)               

I feel ANGRY with the practices. (2)               

I feel ANNOYED toward the practices. (3)               

I feel AGGRAVATED toward the practices. (4)               

 Strongly Disagree;  Disagree;  Somewhat Disagree;  Neither Agree nor Disagree;  

 Somewhat Agree;  Agree;  Strongly Agree 
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BLOCK 6-2 SUPPLEMENTARY RESPONSIBLE GAMBLING STRATEGIES 

 

Recall the casino in the previous scenario.   

The casino is also implementing Another Set of Responsible Gambling Practices as follows:       

 The casino provides treatment programs for problem gamblers and their families.   

 The casino supports rehabilitation programs for problem gamblers.   

 The casino publicizes the danger of problem gambling to society.   

 The casino provides a self-diagnosis opportunity with a self-diagnostic program.   

 The casino frequently provides responsible gambling education.        

 
The next two sets of questions will ask for your feelings and thoughts about the above practices.     

You can move onto the next page after 10 seconds. 

 

Time 6-2 Timing 

First Click (1) 

Last Click (2) 

Page Submit (3) 

Click Count (4) 

 

 

  



190 

Perceived Threat to Freedom from Supplementary Responsible Gambling Strategies  

Again, the Responsible Gambling Practices that the casino implements are as follows:      

 The casino provides treatment programs for problem gamblers and their families.   

 The casino supports rehabilitation programs for problem gamblers.   

 The casino publicizes the danger of problem gambling to society.   

 The casino provides a self-diagnosis opportunity with a self-diagnostic program.   

 The casino frequently provides responsible gambling education.     

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements regarding the set of 

practices listed above. 

        

The practices threaten my freedom to choose. 

(1)               

The practices try to make a decision for me. (2)               

The practices try to manipulate me. (3)               

The practices try to pressure me. (4)               

 Strongly Disagree;  Disagree;  Somewhat Disagree;  Neither Agree nor Disagree;  

 Somewhat Agree;  Agree;  Strongly Agree 

 

 

Psychological Reactance to Supplementary Responsible Gambling Strategies  

Again, the Responsible Gambling Practices that the casino implements are as follows:      

 The casino provides treatment programs for problem gamblers and their families.   

 The casino supports rehabilitation programs for problem gamblers.   

 The casino publicizes the danger of problem gambling to society.   

 The casino provides a self-diagnosis opportunity with a self-diagnostic program.   

 The casino frequently provides responsible gambling education.     

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements regarding the set of 

practices listed above. 

        

I feel IRRITATED toward the practices. (1)               

I feel ANGRY with the practices. (2)               

I feel ANNOYED toward the practices. (3)               

I feel AGGRAVATED toward the practices. (4)               

 Strongly Disagree;  Disagree;  Somewhat Disagree;  Neither Agree nor Disagree;  

 Somewhat Agree;  Agree;  Strongly Agree 
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BLOCK 7 DEMOGRAPHICS 

This section asks for your demographic characteristics. 

 

State  

In which state do you currently reside? 

 Alabama (1)  Louisiana (19)  Oklahoma (37) 

 Alaska (2)  Maine (20)  Oregon (38) 

 Arizona (3)  Maryland (21)  Pennsylvania (39) 

 Arkansas (4)  Massachusetts (22)  Puerto Rico (40) 

 California (5)  Michigan (23)  Rhode Island (41) 

 Colorado (6)  Minnesota (24)  South Carolina (42) 

 Connecticut (7)  Mississippi (25)  South Dakota (43) 

 Delaware (8)  Missouri (26)  Tennessee (44) 

 District of Columbia (9)  Montana (27)  Texas (45) 

 Florida (10)  Nebraska (28)  Utah (46) 

 Georgia (11)  Nevada (29)  Vermont (47) 

 Hawaii (12)  New Hampshire (30)  Virginia (48) 

 Idaho (13)  New Jersey (31)  Washington (49) 

 Illinois (14)  New Mexico (32)  West Virginia (50) 

 Indiana (15)  New York (33)  Wisconsin (51) 

 Iowa (16)  North Carolina (34)  Wyoming (52) 

 Kansas (17)  North Dakota (35)  

 Kentucky (18)  Ohio (36)  

 

 

Zip  

What is your zip code? ____________________ 

 

 

Gender  

Please indicate your gender. 

 Male (1) 

 Female (2) 

 Others (3) 
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Ethnic  

Which racial/ethnicity group do you most closely identify with?   

Choose all that apply. 

 White/Caucasian (1) 

 African American (2) 

 Hispanic (3) 

 Asian (4) 

 Native American (5) 

 Pacific Islander (6) 

 Others (7) ____________________ 

 

 

Family Structure 

Please indicate your current family structure. 

 Single without children (1) 

 Single with children (2) 

 Married without children (3) 

 Married with children (4) 

 Life partner without children (5) 

 Life partner with children (6) 

 Others (7) 

 

 

Job  

What is your present job status? Are you employed full-time, employed part-time, unemployed, a 

student, retired or a homemaker?  

If you have more than one answer, please mark the one that appears first on the list. 

 Employed full-time (35 or more hours per week) (1) 

 Working part-time paid employment (less than 35 hours per week) (2) 

 Unemployed (out of work but looking for work) (3) 

 Student -- Employed part-time or full-time (4) 

 Student -- Not employed (5) 

 Retired (6) 

 Homemaker (7) 

 Others (8) 

 

 

Birth Year  

What year were you born? ____________________ 
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Education Level  

What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

 Less than High School (1) 

 High School / GED (2) 

 Some College (3) 

 2-year College Degree (4) 

 4-year College Degree (5) 

 Master's Degree (6) 

 Doctoral Degree (7) 

 Professional Degree (JD, MD) (8) 

 

 

Income  

What is your annual household income from all sources (before taxes)? 

 Equal to or Less than $20,000 (1) 

 $20,001 - $40,000 (2) 

 $40,001 - $60,000 (3) 

 $60,001 - $80,000 (4) 

 $80,001 - $100,000 (5) 

 $100,001 - $120,000 (6) 

 $120,001 - $140,000 (7) 

 $140,001 - $160,000 (8) 

 $160,001 - $180,000 (9) 

 $180,001 - $200,000 (10) 

 More than $200,001 (11) 

 

 


