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ABSTRACT 

Since the U.S. Supreme Court lifted the federal ban on sports gambling, the popularity of 

sports gambling continues to increase. This has left the sport industry, including 

academics, interested in examining the drivers of sports gambling participation and their 

influence on consumers’ betting behavior. This dissertation includes three essays 

considering motivations to engage in sports gambling. While all focus on sports 

gambling, each of these three standalone essays embrace a different focus to explore 

sports gambling motivations and betting behavior. First, Essay One explores the 

differences in motivation and perception of skill versus luck between daily fantasy sports 

(DFS) and sports betting participants. Next, Essay Two investigates the interplay between 

motivations and game characteristics on betting intentions. Finally, Essay Three explores 

the effects of different marketing promotions and their fit with consumers’ regulatory 

focus on consumers’ betting behavior. Collectively, this research will provide insights 

and understandings of different drivers of sports gambling and their influence on 

consumer behavior regarding sports gambling. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Sports gambling has continuously increased in global popularity and is expected 

to reach a market value of nearly US$155 billion by 2024 (Killian, 2019). This expansion 

has been attributed at least in part to the recent legalization of sports gambling in the 

United States (U.S.) (Purdum, 2020). On May 14, 2018, the U.S. Supreme Court lifted 

the federal ban on sports gambling, allowing consumers to legally bet on sporting events 

in eligible states. As of February 2022, 33 states have legalized sports gambling 

(Reynolds, 2022). By 2024, it is estimated that approximately 40 states will allow sports 

gambling (Purdum, 2020; Rodenberg, 2020). This change in legislation led to an increase 

in the total revenue from sports gambling in the U.S. to US$430 million in 2018, up more 

than 60% from 2017, and it is estimated that the total annual revenue will reach 

approximately US$7.9 billion by 2024 (Woods, 2019).  

 Concurrently, casinos are taking advantage of this new opportunity by opening 

brick and mortar as well as online sportsbooks in eligible states (Hing et al., 2019). 

Approximately 300 retail sportsbooks currently operate in the U.S., and online sports 

betting platforms are growing exponentially (Legalsportsbetting, 2022). The state of 

Pennsylvania alone has 11 different online sports betting platforms offering wagering 

opportunities to consumers (Playpennsylvania, 2021). With the proliferation of both retail 

and online sportsbooks, these companies are competing for customers’ time and money, 

and they are investing enormous amount of money in executing marketing strategies to 

attract potential customers (Smith, 2020). To effectively implement marketing strategies, 
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sport gambling organizations must understand consumer motivations, which is the crucial 

driver of engaging in specific activities or purchase decisions (Duggal, 2018).  

Human motivation research focuses on exploring the drivers of individuals’ 

behaviors (Ryan & Deci, 2019). Findings from motivation research provide a better 

understanding of individuals’ driving forces behind their behaviors (Ryan & Deci, 2000). 

By having better understanding of consumer motivations, sport gambling organizations 

could develop marketing communication strategies that will increase the effectiveness to 

meet targeted consumers’ wants and needs. Thus, this research, through three standalone 

essays, will further explore scholarly understanding of the different motives driving 

consumer behavior and their influence on sports gambling. In turn, these findings will 

provide insights as to which marketing and communication strategies should be pursued 

by sport gambling organizations to optimize their targeted marketing efforts, which will 

eventually lead to attracting more consumers to their sportsbook platforms. In addition, 

these findings would show the importance of collecting and leveraging consumer 

characteristics which would help the businesses build their consumer profile for their 

targeted marketing approach. Additionally, in conjunction with investigating consumer 

motivations, other factors (e.g., game characteristics, other consumer characteristics) that 

are critical in engaging sports gambling will be considered together in these three 

standalone essays.   

Overall, there is a need among sport gambling stakeholders to better understand 

their consumers’ betting motivation so that they can attract and retain consumers in an 

increasingly saturated, yet prosperous market. Therefore, this dissertation contains three 

essays that each seek to address this overarching purpose. Essay One focuses on 
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exploring the different factors that influence whether individuals participate in daily 

fantasy sports (DFS) or partake in sports betting. Motivation (i.e., intention) and 

perceived behavioral control are two significant predictors of behavior (Ajzen, 1991). In 

the context of gambling and fantasy sports, perception of skill vs. luck is considered as a 

crucial factor to impact consumers’ engagement in these activities (Billings et al., 2017; 

Dwyer, 2011; Dwyer et al., 2019; Mercier et al., 2018; Pickering et al., 2016). Thus, this 

essay will explore the differences in motivation and perception of skill vs. luck between 

DFS and sports betting participants. 

Essay Two focuses on examining the effects of the interrelatedness between 

different game characteristics (i.e., team quality, level of uncertainty, and TV coverage) 

and consumer characteristics (i.e., motivation) on consumers’ betting intentions. Previous 

studies have exclusively focused on game characteristics when investigating consumers’ 

betting behavior, overlooking the uniqueness of the individual bettors. Since Self-

determination Theory (SDT) states that consumers display different behaviors based on 

their primary motives (i.e., intrinsic vs extrinsic) (Pelletier et al., 1998; Ryan & Deci, 

2000), it will be used as a theoretical background to explore the impact of game 

characteristics on betting intentions depending on their main motivation.  

Finally, Essay Three explores the effects of different marketing promotions (i.e., 

loss-related vs. gain-related) and their fit with consumers’ regulatory focus on betting 

behavior, namely, one’s likelihood of exploiting these two promotional offers and the 

magnitude of initial deposit amount. As per regulatory fit theory, when there is a fit 

between message framing (i.e., loss vs. gain) and consumers’ regulatory focus (i.e., 

prevention vs. promotion), customers display increased motivation and performance 
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relative to message (Higgins, 2000; Hsu & Chen, 2014). Thus, the effects of the two most 

widely used “welcome offer” strategies, namely, risk-free bets (RFB) and bonus money 

(BM) offers (Newall et al., 2019), and their fit with consumer’s regulatory focus on one’s 

likelihood of exploiting these two welcome offers and the magnitude of initial deposit 

amount will be investigated. In addition, illusion of control, the belief that individuals 

possess specific skills that increase one’s chances of winning, impacts  gambling 

behavior in skill based gambling games including sports betting (Steenbergh et al., 2002). 

Thus, this study examines how the interaction between regulatory fit and illusion of 

control may shape consumers betting intentions and behavior.   
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CHAPTER 2 

ESSAY ONE: EXAMINING FACTORS AFFECTING CONSUMERS’ DFS AND 
SPORTS BETTING PARTICIPATION: COMPARING MOTIVATION AND 

PERCEPTION OF SKILL VERSUS LUCK 
 

In 2015, fantasy sport participation saw an unprecedent explosion, increasing over 

the course of the year by more than 15 million participants. This substantial increase was 

attributed to the popularity of daily fantasy sports, which would go on to generate more 

than US $350 million in revenue in 2019 (“Daily Fantasy Sports”, 2021). Unlike 

traditional fantasy sports (TFS), DFS allows participants to create new fantasy teams 

daily by drafting different players each day to play in different daily competitions across 

different sports such as football, basketball, golf, and soccer (Billings et al., 2017). 

Though TFS and DFS are both forms of fantasy sport, they differ with respect to payouts 

and wagers; DFS offers the possibility for daily wagers and payouts, whereas TFS relies 

mainly on seasonal wagers and payouts. Among the different platforms that offer DFS, 

DraftKings and FanDuel have dominated the industry since its emergence, accounting for 

approximately 90% of the U.S. DFS industry market share (Delventhal, 2020).  

When, on May 14, 2018, the U.S. Supreme Court lifted the federal ban on sports 

betting, states became free to determine their own laws in regard to sports betting. As of 

February 2022, 33 states have legalized sports gambling (Reynolds, 2022). To capitalize 

on this new opportunity, FanDuel and DraftKings have entered the realm of sports betting 

and now operate online sports betting platforms in some of the legalized states, including 

Pennsylvania and New Jersey (Sherman, 2019). With the creation of emerging sports 

betting markets, companies are making efforts to better understand the characteristics of 

both DFS and sports betting consumers and develop effective marketing strategies to 
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target each consumer segment. Given the ongoing legalization of sports betting in many 

U.S. states, it is timely to investigate sports gambling behavior, specifically the reason 

why consumers are engaging in the two different activities (i.e., DFS vs. sports betting). 

In other words, this study investigates a behavior on a macro level, by focusing on a 

group comparison between DFS and sports betting activities than focusing on behavioral 

differences between individual bets.  

When investigating behavior, there are two significant predictors: intention (i.e., 

motivation) and perceived behavioral control (Ajzen, 1991). Given that motivation is the 

vital driver of consumers’ purchase decisions (Duggal, 2018), companies that have a 

better understanding of this influence can likely develop more effective marketing and 

communication strategies. Motivational research in sport management has evolved from 

initially investigating sports consumption (e.g., attendance, media consumption) (Funk et 

al., 2012; Funk et al., 1994; Funk et al., 2002; Seo & Green, 2008) to TFS (Dwyer & 

Kim, 2011; Farquhar & Meeds, 2007; Lee et al., 2013), and to most recently DFS (Drayer 

et al., 2019; Kota et al., 2019; Phelan & Hern, 2016; Weiner & Dwyer, 2017). The 

current study will continue this evolution in motivation research by considering sports 

betting, a newly legalized in the U.S. and thus newly available sport behavior. This study 

will examine the three most notable motivation factors that have found in previous 

fantasy sports and sports betting literatures (Dwyer & Kim, 2011; Dwyer & Weiner, 

2018; Fang & Mowen, 2009; Farquhar & Meeds, 2007; Lamont & Hing, 2018; Lee et al., 

2013; Weiner & Dwyer, 2017): entertainment, social interaction, and financial gain.  

In addition to motivation, perceived behavioral control, which refers to one’s 

perception of ability to perform a given behavior, with consideration of the difficulty or 
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ease of a particular task (Ajzen, 1991), influences behavior. In the context of gambling 

and fantasy sports, perception of skill vs. luck has been the focus of several studies and is 

considered a vital driver to engage in different activities (Billings et al., 2017; Dwyer, 

2011; Dwyer et al., 2019; Mercier et al., 2018; Pickering et al., 2016). Thus, this research 

will explore the differences in motivation and perception of skill vs. luck between DFS 

and sports betting participants. 

The existing literature on comparing motivation and perceived behavioral control 

between DFS and sports betting participants is limited despite their importance in 

explaining behavior. Instead, prior scholarship has largely focused on comparing these 

factors between DFS and TFS players (Billings et al., 2017; Weiner & Dwyer, 2017). 

However, by overlooking sports betting, existing scholarship omits a popular sports 

betting behavior that generates lots of revenue. Because of the dissimilarities in the 

formats of DFS and sports betting, it is anticipated that there will be differences in 

consumers’ motivation and perceived behavioral control between engaging in DFS and 

sports betting.  

Literature Review 

Consumer behavior depends on both motivation (i.e., intention) and perceived 

behavioral control (Ajzen, 1991). Higher motivation (i.e., intention) leads to higher 

chances of performing the actual behavior, and higher perceived behavioral control, or 

one’s perception of their ability to perform a given behavior, increases the likelihood of 

performing the actual behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Kang et al., 2006). Thus, when 

investigating behavior, it is important to consider both motivation and perceived 

behavioral control. As such, this study’s main focus is on exploring factors that directly 
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influence behavior. For this study, behavior will be considered at the macro level (i.e., 

why people choose to play DFS or wager on sports) rather than the micro level (i.e., why 

people choose to place a specific bet).  

Motivations 

There are a variety of motivations driving both fantasy sports and sports betting 

participation including self-esteem enhancement, social interaction, entertainment, 

winning money, excitement, escape, challenge, heightened involvement, cultural 

influences, and habit inducements (Dwyer & Kim, 2011; Dwyer & Weiner, 2018; Fang & 

Mowen, 2009; Farquhar & Meeds, 2007; Lamont & Hing, 2018; Lee et al., 2013; Weiner 

& Dwyer, 2017). Among the different motivational factors, there are three factors that 

have been constantly found in the fantasy sports and sports betting literature: 

entertainment, social interaction, and financial gain. The remaining motivational factors 

are inconsistently identified among previous studies. Thus, this paper will focus on these 

three motivations to investigate the differences between DFS and sports betting 

participants.     

Entertainment. Existing literature has found entertainment to be an important motivation 

for engaging in fantasy sports and sports gambling (Drayer et al., 2019; Farquhar & 

Meeds, 2007; Weiner & Dwyer, 2017). Weiner and Dwyer (2017) found that TFS and 

DFS participants exhibited no statistical difference with regard to the motive of 

entertainment. This could be attributed to format similarities between TFS and DFS (i.e., 

that participants are drafting different players for their fantasy team); however, since DFS 

and sports betting make use of different formats, it is expected that there will be a 
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statistical difference in entertainment motivation between DFS and sports betting 

participants. 

The typical format of DFS has participants pay an entry fee to join the contest and 

creates a line up (i.e., roster) from a pool of players (e.g., NBA, NFL, and MLB players) 

who are scheduled to play. Most of the time, each DFS participant forms their “fantasy 

team”  by selecting different players while staying under an agreed-upon salary cap. 

Different players will have different price tags depending on their skill level (e.g. Lebron 

James costs $6,000, while Danny Green is valued at $2,000) (Wiley et al., 2020). After 

choosing their line-ups, participants can win prizes based on how their selected players 

perform compared to those of the other DFS participants who participate.  

For DFS participants, setting line-ups while staying under their salary cap could 

be a stressful process which requires a high level of time and effort. In other words, 

playing fantasy sports could be a “stress-inducer” – specifically, these participants could 

experience symptoms of stress, or anxiety while playing fantasy sports (Bogdanich & 

Williams, 2015; Dwyer & Weiner, 2018). Increased levels of stress lead to low levels of 

enjoyment engaging in a certain activity (Dunker et al., 2020). On the other hand, unlike 

TFS and DFS where participants need to draft different players to engage in the activity, 

the format of sports betting commonly involves wagering (i.e., putting money) on the 

outcome of sporting events (LaPlante et al., 2014).  Even though it requires money to 

partake in sports betting, people engage in sports betting for intrinsic reasons so that they 

could increase the level of one’s interest and add excitement to watching the sporting 

events (Nelson et al., 2007; Wann et al., 2015). Having a stake in the game makes 

http://www.nytimes.com/by/walt-bogdanich
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sporting events more entertaining and exciting. Therefore, it is anticipated that sports 

betting participants will exhibit higher intrinsic motivation compared to DFS participants.  

H1: Sports betting participants are more motivated by entertainment than DFS 

participants. 

Social Interaction. Previous studies suggest that social interaction motivation is a crucial 

driver of participation in both DFS and TFS (Dwyer et al., 2018; Weiner & Dwyer, 

2017). One of the defining features of DFS is that DFS participants can set up a free 

league or contest to play with their close friends and family members (Klinski, 2017; 

Tepper, 2016). This feature of DFS provides participants a platform to interact with one 

another in your private league or contest (Klinski, 2017). This aspect of DFS resembles a 

virtual community where individuals are connected through online platforms to share 

interest and build relationships (Ku, 2011).These individuals are drawn to the virtual 

community because of social interaction aspects (Ku, 2011; Lin, 2008).  

Sports betting, on the other hand, is mostly performed by wagering on sporting 

events whether it’s a single game or multiple games together. For these bets, the payoff is 

often based on the outcome of the game and does not change relative to other bettors’ 

performances. While sport bettors can go to sportsbooks at casinos or they can access 

online sports betting platforms to wager money on sporting events, minimal to no human 

interaction is required to participate in sports betting. Thus, compared to DFS 

participation, sports betting exhibits less of a social interaction component when 

performing its activities. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H2: DFS participants are more motivated by social interaction than sports 

betting participants. 
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Financial Gain. According to Weiner and Dwyer (2017), participants who solely play 

DFS exhibit higher levels of financial motivation compared to participants who solely 

play TFS. The most distinguishing characteristic of DFS is that participants can draft a 

new team, wager money on different leagues, and collect winnings immediately 

following the competition every single day. In other words, flexibility in participation, 

enticement of financial gain, and instantaneous winnings are distinct features of DFS 

(Kota et al., 2019). Because of this daily feature of DFS, DFS motivation research puts 

more attention on how the financial aspect potentially influences participants compared 

to TFS research (Drayer et al., 2018; Kota et al., 2019; Weiner & Dwyer, 2017).  

DFS is similar to lotteries because it has an extremely low probability of winning. 

The 6/49 lotto, which is a national lottery game in Canada has a one in 14 million 

probability of winning (Ariyabuddhiphongs, 2011). Also, Powerball has a one in 11.16 

million chance of winning $1 million (Goldstein, 2018). Similarly, DFS has a low 

probability of winning the contest as there is a one in 294,117 chance of winning $1 

million. However, in sports betting, although the winnings are small, individuals could 

win money betting on low odds with a higher probability of winning. For example, you 

could wager on the heavy favorites with the odds of -500, which has 83.3% probability 

that the favorite will win (Boyd, n.d).  

Even though both DFS and sports betting involve a financial gain component, the 

odds involved are different. Specifically, because the chance of winning is so low in 

DFS, participants may be engaging in this activity because of other features including 

private groups and competition against other people. However, since sports betting 

involves a higher probability of winning compared to DFS, participants are more 
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motivated by financial gain with the higher expectation of winning the money. Thus, due 

to the variety of available options to wager money and having higher possibility of 

winning money compared to DFS, sports betting participants are more financially 

motivated than DFS participants. Therefore, it is anticipated that sports betting 

participants will exhibit higher financial gain motivation compared to DFS participants. 

H3: Sports betting participants are more motivated by financial gain than DFS 

participants. 

Overall, motivation affects behavior and motivation is likely to differ between 

DFS and sports betting participants (Ajzen, 1991). While motivation is important, 

perceived behavioral control must also be considered to compare the differences between 

DFS and sports betting participants. 

Perception of Skill Versus Luck 

Perceived behavioral control refers to one’s perception of ability to perform a 

given behavior, with consideration of the difficulty or ease of a particular task (Ajzen, 

1991). Notably, research suggests that perceived behavioral control impacts behavior. In 

the context of gambling and fantasy sports, perception of skill vs. luck has been the focus 

of several studies and is considered as a vital driver to engage in different activities 

(Billings et al., 2017; Dwyer, 2011; Dwyer et al., 2019; Mercier et al., 2018; Pickering et 

al., 2016). Because of the influence perceived behavioral control has on behavior, the 

distinction between perception of games of skill and games of luck has been the focus of  

traditional fantasy sport (TFS), daily fantasy sports (DFS), and sports gambling research 

(Billings et al., 2017; Dwyer, 2011; Dwyer et al., 2019; Mercier et al., 2018; Pickering et 

al., 2016). Previous studies indicate that some gambling games are predominantly 
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perceived as games of chance or luck (e.g. lotteries and slot machines), whereas other 

gambling activities are mainly perceived as game of skills (e.g. horserace betting, poker, 

and sports betting) (Chantal & Vallerand, 1996).  

In fantasy sports, beginners are attracted by the perceived skill aspect of fantasy 

sports (Dwyer & LeCrom, 2013). Moreover, when fantasy football games are perceived 

as more skill than chance, the participant’s level of involvement increased (Dwyer, 

2011). In their DFS research, Billings et al. (2016) examined the perceptions of fantasy 

sports as a game of skill or chance among two different groups of fantasy sports 

participants (i.e., TFS participants vs. those who played both TFS and DFS). The authors 

observed that participants of both TFS and DFS indicated that fantasy sports are more of 

a game of skill than luck. 

 In gambling research, previous studies indicate that individuals who gamble on 

games of skill activities (e.g. sports betting, horse racing betting, poker) exhibit higher 

level of erroneous perception in comparison with individuals who prefer gambling on 

games of chance activities (e.g. lottery, slot machines) (Myrseth et al., 2010; Toneatto et 

al., 1997). This is because skill-game gamblers exhibit higher levels of perception of 

control, with the belief that their skills can influence the outcome of the betting. In other 

words, the skill component of the game misleads gamblers to falsely perceive that they 

have greater control of the game than they do in reality (Myrseth et al., 2010). In 

addition, Mitrovic and Brown (2009) have examined the false perception of control on 

problem gambling in poker players. The authors posit that problem gambling is distinctly 

related to false perception of control in poker players who consider poker as a game of 
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skill. Thus, in the domain of fantasy sports and sports betting, whether a given activity is 

considered a game of luck or a game of skill can impact the gamblers behavior.  

 DFS and sports betting are perceived as games of skill since both require a level 

of relevant knowledge for successful participation. However, DFS requires more relevant 

knowledge than sports betting because of the additional amount of knowledge required to 

be successful (Dib, 2018; Pickering et al., 2016). For DFS participation requires a 

granular level of knowledge including knowing player specific information as well as an 

understanding of salary caps as participants have to draft players daily who have different 

price tags while staying under their salary cap set by the DFS platform (e.g., DraftKings 

and FanDuel; Wiley et al., 2020). On the other hand, sports betting requires less granular 

knowledge than DFS because it only requires knowing team rankings and dynamics 

rather than individual player statistics and salary cap management.  

DFS resembles the game of poker in that it requires tactical and strategic 

decisions to be successful (Bouju et al., 2013; Dib, 2018; Pickering et al., 2016). When 

the game involves making strategic and tactical decisions like poker, people will have a 

perception that you need a higher level of skills to engage in the activity. The format of 

DFS involves multifaceted and detailed gameplay that requires players to make numerous 

calculated decisions to increase their probability of winning the prize money (Dib, 2018). 

Therefore, it is anticipated that perceptions of required skill level for DFS participation 

will be higher than for sports betting participation.  

H4: Perceptions of required skill level for DFS participation will be higher than 

for sports betting participation. 
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Method 

  To examine motivational and perception of skill vs. luck differences of 

individuals who participate in DFS and those who partake in sports betting, a quantitative 

survey was conducted.  

Participants 

Participants were recruited through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Using 

geographic sampling of Amazon’s Mechanical Turk, participants were restricted to 

individuals who live in the United States. Respondents were rewarded $0.95 (USD) for a 

completed survey. To ensure respondents are active participants of sports betting and 

DFS, respondents were asked to answer seven screening questions: three about sports 

betting and four about DFS. For DFS, participants were asked “Have you played daily 

fantasy sports in the past 12 months?” (Yes or No), followed by three True/ False 

questions: “When playing Daily Fantasy Sports, you keep your same roster throughout 

the season” (correct answer: False), “In Daily Fantasy Sports, you can draft the same 

players that your opponents have drafted” (correct answer: True), “In Daily Fantasy 

Sports, when drafting players, you need to stay under the salary cap set by DFS site (e.g., 

DraftKings and FanDuel)” (correct answer: True). Participants who played DFS in the 

past 12 months and answered the three screening questions correctly were included in the 

DFS segment. For sports betting, participants were asked “Have you placed a bet on a 

sporting event(s) in the past 12 months?” with the options of Yes or No and followed by 

two multiple choice questions: “How much do you profit (only the net win), if you bet 

$10 on +100 odds?” (correct answer: $10), “Philadelphia Eagles are favored to win the 

game by 6 points against Dallas Cowboys, what is the point spread of the game?” (correct 
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answer: Eagles -6). For the sport betting participants, based on the results of the sports 

betting screening questions, only participants who placed a bet on sporting events in the 

past 12 months and answered the two screening questions correctly were included in the 

study.  

In this study, 522 potential respondents started the survey through Amazon’s 

Mechanical Turk. However, 273 respondents failed the screening questions. Moreover, 9 

respondents failed the attention check questions, leaving a sample of 240 adults (sports 

betting-only = 118, DFS-only = 105, Hybrid (engaged in both sports betting and DFS = 

17). For the purpose of this study, responses of hybrid participants were removed from 

the data analysis, resulting in a final sample of 223 participants. According to the Fantasy 

Sports & Gaming association, active participants of fantasy sports and sports betting are 

mostly male (80 % male), and the average age is approximately 37 (“Industry 

Demographics,” n.d.). Thus, this sample is representative of the target population. 

Subgroup characteristics are summarized in Table 1.  
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Table 1.  Descriptive Statistics 

Variable  Category 
DFS 

(n= 105) 
Sports Betting 

(n= 118) 
Hybrid 
(n= 17) 

Gender Male 71.7% 78.2% 88.2% 
 Female 28.3% 21.8% 11.8% 
     

Income Less than $25,000 3.8% 2.5% 5.9% 
(annual) $25,000-$50,000 20.8% 24.4% 41.2% 

 $50,001-$75,000 34.9% 40.3% 29.4% 
 $75,001-$100,000 32.1% 23.5% 23.5% 
 $100,001-$125,000 5.7% 7.6% 0% 
 $125,001-$150,000 2.8% 0.8% 0% 
 More than $150,000 0% 0.8% 0% 

Education 
 
Less than High School 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 High School/GED 0.9% 1.7% 5.9% 
 Some College 3.8% 1.7% 0% 
 2-year college degree 1.9% 1.7% 0% 
 4-year college degree 67.0% 64.7% 58.8% 
 Master's degree 23.6% 30.3% 29.4% 
 Doctoral degree 0.9% 0.0% 5.9% 
 Professional degree 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 
     

Age Mean 38.4 34.6 32.24 
  Standard Deviation 11.07 10.09 8.05 

 

Measures 

Motivation. To measure motivations to engage in DFS and sports betting, three 

motivational factors (i.e., entertainment, financial gain, and social interaction) from 

Dwyer and Kim’s (2011) Motivational Scale for Fantasy Football Participation (MSFFP) 

were adapted. Responses are measured on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Based on previous literature (Weiner and Dwyer, 2017; 

Drayer et al., 2019), these measures of financial gain, entertainment, and social 

dimensions were reliable, as their Cronbach’s alpha values were above .80, which falls 

above the accepted value (α = .80; George & Mallery, 2019; Nunally & Bernstein, 1978). 
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Table 2 shows a complete list of items, means, standard deviations, and Cronbach’s 

alphas. In addition, correlations between the three motives are reported in Table 3. 

Table 2.  Motivational Scale for Fantasy Football Participation (Dwyer & Kim, 2011) 
Motivation Type Items M SD α 
Financial gain   5.36 .94 .81 
 
 
 

The amount of money wagered determines 
how much I follow sports [DFS team]. 

5.40 1.16  

I engage in sports wagering [DFS] to win 
money. 

5.44 1.16  

Given the opportunity, I would prefer to 
watch and wager on a game [wager money on 
DFS] rather than only watch a game [play at 
no cost]. 

5.24 1.24  

Entertainment  5.42 .92 .87 
 
 
  
 

I engage in sports wagering [DFS] because it 
makes watching sports more enjoyable.   

5.43 1.18  

I engage in sports wagering [DFS] because it 
is a fun way to spend my time. 

5.48 1.15  

I engage in sports wagering [DFS] because it 
provides an entertaining escape from my day-
to-day activities. 

5.37 1.27  

Social interaction   5.18 .96 .83 
 
 
 

Sports wagering [Playing DFS] provides an 
excellent opportunity to get together with, or 
stay in contact with, my family and friends. 

5.24 1.26  

One of the main reasons I engage in sports 
wagering [DFS] is that doing so allows me to 
belong to a group of my peers. 

  5.13   1.24  

An important reason for engaging in sports 
wagering [DFS] is the ability it gives me to 
interact with my co-workers, friends, family, 
and/or significant other. 

  5.17   1.22  

 

Table 3.  Correlation Matrix Between Motives 
Variable 1 2 3 
1. Financial gain _   

2. Entertainment .605 _  

3.Social interaction .528 .544 _ 
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Perception of Skill Versus Luck. To measure perceptions of whether the game is based 

on skill or luck, the following single item measure was taken from Drayer, Dwyer, and 

Shapiro’s (2019) study: “To what extent do you think winning at daily fantasy football 

[sports betting] is based on luck or skill?” Responses were measured on an 11-point 

Likert scale (0 = luck to 10 = skill).    

Control Variables. Previous studies have found that age, gender, and income affected 

consumers’ gambling intentions and expenditure (Castrén et al., 2018; Hing et al., 2014; 

Moore & Ohtsuka, 1997). Thus, age, gender, and income were collected and used as 

control variables. In addition, the frequency of engaging in DFS (sports betting), and the 

amount of money spent on DFS (sports betting) per month were collected and used as 

control variables. The frequency of engagement was assessed by asking respondents 

“How frequently do you place [play] a bet on sporting events [DFS]?” The amount of 

money spent per month on sports betting and DFS was assessed by asking participants, 

“On average, how much money do you spend on sports betting [DFS] per month?” 

Also, since commitment influences sport consumption behavior, such as game 

attendance and media consumption (Kim et al., 2013), commitment was measured as a 

control variable using a scale adapted from Pritchard, Havitz, and Howard (1999). This 3-

item instrument was measured using a 7-point Likert ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) 

to 7 (strongly agree). Prior research (e.g., Doyle et al., 2013; Kim et al., 2012) has found 

this measure of commitment reliable; their Cronbach’s alpha values are both above .80 

(George & Mallery, 2019; Nunally & Bernstein, 1978). Table 4 shows a complete list of 

items, means, standard deviations, and Cronbach’s alphas. 
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Lastly, social desirability was measured using Haghighat’s (2007) 4-item scale. It 

consists of four binary questions (i.e., Yes or No). “Yes” is a socially desirable answer 

and given a score of 1. Likewise, “No” is not a socially desirable answer and given a 

score of 0. Thus, the sum of the scores reflects respondent’s social desirability tendency 

as the higher scores specify a tendency to provide socially desirable answers. Table 5 

shows a complete list of items, means, standard deviations, and Cronbach’s alphas. 

Table 4.  Commitment Scale (adapted from Pritchard, Havitz, and Howard,1999)  
Type Items M SD α 
Commitment  5.32 .92 .83 

 
 
 
 
 

To change my preferences for following sports that I 
regularly bet on would require major rethinking 

5.32 1.15  

Even if close friends recommended following other activities, 
I would not change my preference for following sports that I 
regularly bet on 

5.35 1.19  

My preference for following sports that I regularly bet on 
would not willingly change 

5.30 1.27  

 

Table 5.  Social Desirability Scale (Haghighat, 2007)   
Type Items M SD 
Social 
desirability  

 2.77 .87 

 
 
 
 
 

Do you always practice what you preach to others? .70 .46 
Would you ever lie to people? .59 .49 
Would you smile at people every time you meet them? .79 .41 
If you say to people that you will do something, do you 
always keep your promise no matter how inconvenient it 
might be? 

.70 .46 

 

Attention Check. This study included an attention check question that read “Please select 

strongly disagree in this question.” to measure participants’ attention level. 9 

Respondents who failed to answer attention check questions were removed from the 

sample.   
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Results 

Data Analysis 

Before testing the proposed hypotheses, multiple one sample t-test were 

conducted to see whether the mean values of three different motivations and perception 

of skill vs. luck differ statistically from the mean value of the measures (e.g., motivation: 

4.0, perception of skill vs. luck: 5) for both the DFS and sport betting groups. The DFS 

group scored significantly higher means than the mean value of 4.0 on entertainment (M 

= 5.42, SD = .95, t (105) = 15.37, p = .000), social interaction (M = 5.36, SD = .76, t 

(105) = 18.39, p = .000), Financial gain (M = 5.41, SD = .88, t (105) = 16.51, p = .000). 

In addition, DFS group scored significantly higher means than mean value of 5.0 on 

perception of skill vs. luck (M = 7.75, SD = 1.51, t (105) = 18.77, p = .000). Similarly, 

the sports betting group scored significantly higher means than the mean value of 4.0 on 

entertainment (M = 5.43, SD = .89, t (118) = 17.36, p = .000), social interaction (M = 

5.01, SD =1.08, t (118) = 10.19, p = .000), financial gain (M = 5.31, SD = .99, t (118) = 

14.42, p = .000). Additionally, the sports betting group scored significantly higher means 

than the mean value of 5.0 on perception of skill vs. luck (M = 7.61, SD = 1.81, t (118) = 

15.62, p = .000). In sum, both DFS and sport betting groups average responses exceeded 

the mid-points on all four scales. This shows that three motivational factors are indeed 

driving the participants to engage in respective activities. It also shows that both DFS and 

sports betting participants perceive respective activities as games of skill rather than luck. 

To test the hypotheses, Multivariate Analysis of Covariance (MANCOVA) was 

conducted. There were statistically significant differences between sports betting and 

DFS groups on combined dependent variables after controlling for age, gender, income, 
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frequency of engaging in DFS (sports betting), amount of money spent per month, 

commitment, and social desirability; F (4, 211) = 2.510, p < .05; Wilk's Λ = .955, η2 = 

.045. With regards to control variables, three variables were significant; commitment 

(F (4, 211) = 73.98, p < .05; Wilk's Λ = .416, partial η2 = .084), social desirability (F (4, 

211) = 4.261, p < .05; Wilk's Λ = .925, partial η2 = .075), and amount of money spent per 

month (F (4, 211) = 3.128, p < .05; Wilk's Λ = 0.944, partial η2 = .056). The rest of the 

control variables were not significant; age (F (4, 211) = .266, p > .05; Wilk's Λ = .995, 

partial η2 = .005), gender (F (4, 211) = .543, p > .05; Wilk's Λ = .990, partial η2 = .010), 

income (F (4, 211) = .345, p > .05; Wilk's Λ = .994, partial η2 = .006), and frequency of 

engaging in DFS/sports betting (F (4, 211) = .710, p > .05; Wilk's Λ = .987, partial η2 = 

.013). 

Pairwise comparisons were carried out to assess group differences across the 

dependent variables. The sports betting group (M = 5.53, SE = .06) scored higher (F = 

4.60; p = .03) on the entertainment motivation than the DFS group (M = 5.34, SE = .06). 

Thus, H1 was supported. The effect size for difference in entertainment motivation was 

relatively small (partial η2 = .02, Cohen, 1988). The DFS group (M = 5.29, SE = .07) 

scored higher (F = 4.02; p = .04) on the social interaction motivation than the sports 

betting group (M = 5.08, SE = .07). Thus, H2 was supported. The effect size for 

difference in social interaction motivation was relatively small (partial η2 = .02, Cohen, 

1988).  There was no difference (F = 0.37; p = .54) between the DFS (M = 5.33, SE = 

.07) and sports betting groups (M = 5.39, SE = .07) on the financial gain motivation. 

Thus, H3 was not supported. Finally, there was no difference (F = 0.02; p = .87) between 

the DFS (M = 7.69, SE = .16) and sports betting (M = 7.68, SE = .15) groups in 
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perception of skill versus luck. H4 was thus not supported. Table 6 summarizes the 

MANCOVA results.  

Table 6.  MANCOVA Results 
 

Dependent Variables 
Means   

DFS Sports 
Betting 

p-value Partial η2  

Entertainment* 
Social interaction* 
Financial gain 

5.35 
5.29 
5.33 

5.53 
5.08 
5.39 

.046 

.039 

.577 

.020 

.020 

.001 
Perception of skill vs. luck  7.69 7.68 .950 .000 

F (4, 211) = 2.510, p < .05; Wilk's Λ = .955, η2 = .045 
Notes. Entertainment, Social interaction, and financial gains items are measured using a 
7-point Likert Scale from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree”. Perception of skill 
vs. luck item is measured using a 11-point scale from 0 = luck to 10 = skill.  * p < .05 
 

Discussion 

The primary purpose of this study was to explore the differences in motivation 

and perceived behavioral control between DFS participants and sports betting 

participants. Results point to similarities and differences between the groups with regard 

to motivations and perception of skill versus luck. Specifically, given the observed 

significant differences in two out of the three primary motivations investigated in this 

study, DFS and sports betting groups can be considered two distinct consumer segments 

in the domain of sports gambling.     

The results revealed that sports betting participants are more motivated by 

entertainment than DFS participants, supporting H1. In other words, sports betting 

participants have more desire to increase their enjoyment and excitement when 

consuming sporting events by having stake in the game compared to DFS participants. 

These findings suggest that sports betting participants are more intrinsically motivated 
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than DFS participants, as intrinsic motivation refers to engaging in an activity for its own 

sake (e.g., enjoyment, excitement, Deci et al., 1996).  

Moreover, the results indicated that DFS participants are more motivated by 

social interaction than sports betting participants, supporting H2.  Based on one sample t- 

test against the mean value of 4.0, the findings suggest that both DFS and sports betting 

participants are motivated by social interaction with having the means scores above 5.0 

on 7-point scale, which is consistent with prior literature (Dwyer et al., 2018; Weiner & 

Dwyer, 2017). However, social interaction is a significantly more important motivational 

factor for DFS participants compared to sports betting participants. This is likely because 

the design of DFS, having private contests (i.e., participants playing with their close 

friends and family members), facilitates social interaction.  

Additionally, this result could be attributed to the proliferation of online sports 

betting platforms and their increasing popularity. Before the advent of online sports 

betting, people had wagered on sporting events in person at a physical sportsbook, where 

people could interact with one another. Nowadays, sports betting is increasingly shifting 

to online settings (Bell, 2021; Parry, 2019). In 2019, more than 80 percent of wagering in 

sporting events were placed through internet in the state of New Jersey (Parry, 2019). In 

addition, according to Bell (2021), 45% of sports betting is occurring through online 

platforms and 7.6 million people stated that they are willing to place a bet on sporting 

events using online sportsbooks. Consequently, people are increasingly wagering on 

sporting events online, which requires minimal to no human interaction. Therefore, 

compared to DFS participants, sports betting participants are less motivated by social 

interaction aspect.  



25 
 

While DFS and Sports betting participants exhibited differences in their level of 

motivation with respect to entertainment and social interaction, they did not differ in 

terms of the motivation for financial gain.  Based on one sample t- test against the mean 

value of 4.0, both groups scored high means (DFS = 5.33, sports betting = 5.39) on the 

financial gain motivation, which may indicate that winning money is a common driver 

across both DFS and sport betting.  

These findings are consistent with previous motivation studies on DFS and sports 

betting that both DFS and sports betting participants displayed financial gain motivation 

(Drayer et al., 2018; Fang & Mowen, 2009; Kota et al., 2019; Lamont & Hing, 2018; 

Wann et al., 2015; Weiner & Dwyer, 2017). Sports betting provides a wide array of 

options to wager, including betting opportunities that feature low odds and high 

probability of winning. Because of these characteristics, sports betting participants are 

motivated by the potential financial gain to engage in the activity. On the other hand, 

DFS is more similar to a lottery in terms of its payoff structure, chance of winning, and 

size of winnings. Based on the existing literature (Ariyabuddhiphongs, 2011; Forrest et 

al., 2002), winning the jackpot (i.e., prize money) is the main motivation driving 

consumers to engage in lotteries. Thus, it is possible that the potential for financial gain 

drew individuals to DFS. In sum, despite different incentive structure (e.g. pay offs and 

chance of winning) of DFS and sports betting, the findings suggest that people are 

equally motivated by finanacial gain to engage in both activities. In other words, the 

motivation for financial gain is a driver for both activities, for which there is no 

significant statistical difference between DFS and sports betting groups.  
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Lastly, there was no significant statistical difference in perception of required skill 

level between DFS and sports betting groups; Thus, H4 was not supported. Based on one 

sample t- test against the mean value of 5.0, both DFS and sports betting groups scored 

high means (DFS = 7.69, sports betting = 7.68), which were measured on a 11-point scale 

(0 = luck to 10 = skill). The findings suggest that both DFS and sports betting groups 

perceive respective activities require more skill than luck, which is consistent with prior 

literature (Billings et al., 2017; Drayer et al., 2019). Even though sports betting requires 

less granular knowledge to engage in the activity compared to DFS, sports betting 

participants have a perception that sports betting is a game of skills which involves 

detailed knowledge such as analyzing past game information, matchups, and other 

aspects of sport. On the other hand, as expected, DFS participants perceive that DFS 

participation involves relevant skills, which includes a great deal of relevant knowledge 

in relation to player specific information and salary cap. Therefore, there was no 

significant statistical difference in the perceived required skill level between DFS and 

sports betting groups. 

Theoretical Implications 

These findings make important contributions to theory. This study contributes to 

the sports gambling literature by incorporating two primary factors (e.g., motivation and 

perception of skill vs. luck), which are two most significant predictors of actual behavior 

(i.e., why people choose to play DFS or wager on sports) (Ajzen, 1991; Kang et al., 

2006). In addition to simultaneously considering motivation and perceived behavioral 

control, this study also compared DFS and sports betting participants. Unlike previous 

scholarship which has focused on comparing these factors between DFS and TFS 
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participants (Billings et al., 2017; Weiner & Dwyer, 2017), this research found evidence 

of differences and similarities between DFS and sports betting participants; thus 

extending this line of research in the domain of sports gambling.  

In terms of motivation, this study investigated three factors often found in the 

fantasy sports and sports betting literatures: entertainment, social interaction, and 

financial gain (Dwyer & Kim, 2011; Dwyer & Weiner, 2018; Fang & Mowen, 2009; 

Farquhar & Meeds, 2007; Lamont & Hing, 2018; Lee et al., 2013; Weiner & Dwyer, 

2017). The findings from this study offer a new perspective that DFS and sports betting 

participants can be considered two independent consumer segments. Even though there 

were similarities in financial gain motivation, these two groups showed differences in 

two other main motivations that were investigated in this study. Given DFS and sports 

betting have a financial gain component to it, it is reasonable to accept that these two 

groups showed similarities in financial gain motivation both scoring high means. On the 

other hand, DFS participants scored higher mean on social interaction motivation and 

lower mean on entertainment motivation compared to sports betting participants. This 

difference may indicate that these two groups have different drivers to participate in 

respective activities.  

Lastly, the findings from this study indicate that both DFS and sports betting 

participants perceive that their respective activities require more skill than luck. This may 

suggest that these individuals may experience false perception of control that skills can 

influence outcome of the DFS play and sports betting. This may raises concern that both 

DFS and sports betting participants could be susceptible to developing  gambling 

problem since false perception of control is positively related to cognitive distortions and 
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also gambling problems are positively correlated with cognitive distortions (Drayer et al., 

2019; Myrseth et al., 2010). Therefore, sports gambling organizations and policymakers 

should thoroughly think about the potential risks that could arise from participating in 

both DFS and sports betting.    

Managerial Implications 

From a managerial perspective, this study offers critical implications for sports 

gambling organizations. The findings provide insights for the development of effective 

marketing approaches by not only DFS giants (e.g., DraftKings and FanDuel) but also 

casinos that offer sport wagering on-site and/or online. Incorporating consumer 

motivation into marketing communication strategy enables companies to improve their 

chances to meet their consumer needs and wants (Duggal, 2018). Thus, as previously 

mentioned, the social interaction and entertainment motivation differences between DFS 

and sports betting groups are distinct that different marketing strategies focusing on their 

main motivation should be implemented to target these two unique consumer segments. 

Specifically, marketers of DFS platforms should highlight the social interaction 

component of DFS in their promotional messages to align with consumers’ needs and 

wants. Currently, DFS platforms focus heavily on the financial gain component of DFS, 

with examples of common promotional messages including “Paying out $75 million a 

week”, “Win $1 million”, and “$50,000 total prizes.” However, for DFS platforms to 

maximize their marketing efforts, findings from this study suggest that they should 

incorporate social interaction aspects into their promotional messages. 

Moreover, DFS platforms should make an effort to improve the social interaction 

aspect of DFS offerings. Currently, FanDuel and DraftKings offer private contests that 
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people can play with their close friends and family members. In order to promote social 

interaction offerings, they could develop chat functions that participants in the private 

league or contest can interact with one another. Previous literature suggests that social 

interaction aspect of game-like apps or platforms positively affects attitudes towards the 

provider and enhance engagement level of consumers, which ultimately leads to positive 

behavioral outcomes (De-Marcos et al., 2016; Hamari & Koivisto, 2015). Thus, this chat 

feature would improve the social interaction aspect of DFS which would potentially meet 

the needs and wants of DFS consumers, and ultimately attracting more consumers. 

As for sports betting organizations, the findings suggest that the entertainment 

aspect should be emphasized in their promotional messages. Currently, similar to DFS 

advertising, sports betting providers focus on potential financial gain in their marketing 

efforts. The example includes “Risk-Free Bet up to $500” and “First deposit match bonus 

up to $250”. Sports betting organizations looking to optimize their marketing efforts 

should incorporate the entertainment aspect into their promotional messages, highlighting 

having a stake in the sporting events makes the game more entertaining, enjoyable, and 

exciting. 

Limitations and Future Research 

Although this study provides meaningful implications, it is subject to some 

limitations. First, this study utilized screening questions to recruit actual DFS and sports 

betting participants from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk over other recruiting strategies, 

such as recruiting active participants from the different DFS and sports betting platforms. 

While the sample appears generalizable by having similar demographic as active 

participants of fantasy sports and sports betting (“Industry Demographics,” n.d.), future 
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research should consider recruiting active participants from various DFS and sports 

betting platforms to increase generalizability. 

 Second, the primary purpose of this study was to investigate motivational and 

perception of skill versus luck differences between DFS and sports betting participants. 

With DFS and sports betting possesses similarities (e.g., financial gain opportunities) and 

differences (e.g., game format), comparing these two groups promises valuable insights. 

From our sample of 240 adults, only 7 percent engaged in both DFS and sports betting 

activities together (i.e., hybrid participants). With such a limited number of hybrid 

participants, this study excluded the hybrid group from the analysis. Given the increasing 

popularity of sports betting around the world and the status of 43 states currently 

legalized DFS and 33 states legalized sports betting in the United States (Reynolds, 2022; 

“Daily Fantasy Sports”, 2021), there may soon be a dramatic increase in the number of 

consumers who engage in both DFS and sports betting. Thus, future research should 

include hybrid participants when examining differences in motivations and perceptions of 

skill vs luck to better consider this emerging consumer segment in relation to existing 

groups. 

Lastly, future research should consider exploring behavioral differences including 

different types of media consumption (e.g., traditional broadcast, social media) and 

attendance at sporting events between these two groups. The findings from this study 

may provide sports media company and sports teams with valuable suggestions how to 

effectively target two distinct groups in order to improve TV ratings and attendance.  
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Conclusion 

This research sought to extend existing sports gambling literature by investigating 

motivational and perception of skill versus luck differences between DFS and sports 

betting participants. The results from this study indicate that there are differences and 

similarities between DFS and sports betting participants. Thus, the findings from this 

research provide meaningful insights that DFS and sports betting participants may be 

regarded as two independent consumer segments. Managerially, this research offers 

important implications for sport gambling platforms in terms of developing effective 

marketing strategies. Specifically, entertainment aspect could be highlighted in the 

marketing communication to target sports betting participants whereas social interaction 

aspect could be emphasized to effectively target DFS participants.   
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CHAPTER 3 

ESSAY TWO: THE EFFECTS OF INTERPLAY BETWEEN DIFFERENT GAME 
CHARACTERISTICS AND CONSUMER MOTIVATION ON LIKELIHOOD OF 

BETTING AND MAGNITUDE OF THE MONETARY WAGER 

 

Since the U.S. Supreme Court lifted the federal ban on sports wagering in 2018, 

consumers have wagered $17 billion on sports in the United States (O’Brien, 2020). As 

the popularity of sports gambling continues to increase, this has left the sport industry, 

including academics, interested in examining the factors that influence consumers’ 

betting behavior. One factor that could impact consumers’ betting behavior are game 

characteristics. Game characteristics capture the unique features of sport games, such as 

their TV coverage, the quality of the teams facing each other, the date of the game, and 

the level of game uncertainty. Previous studies suggest that game characteristics impacted 

sport consumers including game satisfaction, future revisit intentions, and willingness to 

pay for sport event tickets (Carmon & Ariely, 2000; Shapiro et al., 2016; Yoshida & 

James, 2010). Since sports gambling could be considered one form of sport consumption 

(Humphreys et al., 2013), it is intriguing to examine the influence of game characteristics 

on consumers’ betting behavior. Researchers have considered the impact of various game 

characteristics on betting volume, finding that the closeness of the game, TV coverage, 

and team quality all positively impact betting volume (Humphreys et al., 2013; Paul & 

Weinbach, 2010).  

Aforementioned game characteristics (i.e., team quality, level of uncertainty, and 

TV coverage) that have positively impacted betting volume are factors related to 

enhancing enjoyment and excitement of consuming sporting events (Humphreys et al., 

2013; Paul & Weinbach, 2010). Hence, these characteristics are related to intrinsic 
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motivation factors based on the SDT framework. On the other hand, given that the 

gambling context introduces financial stakes inherent to gambling participation, extrinsic 

motivation (e.g., financial gain) cannot be overlooked when examining consumers’ 

betting behavior. Thus, the influences of game characteristics on betting behavior could 

differ across consumers, with distinct motivations based on SDT framework.   

The existing gambling literature suggests that numerous forms of motivation 

inform consumers’ attitudes and behavior (Lamont & Hing, 2018; Lee et al., 2013; 

Rodriguez et al., 2014). Relevant studies considering the impacts of different types of 

motivation on consumers’ attitudinal and behavioral outcomes have drawn upon SDT as 

a theoretical background. According to SDT, consumers exhibit distinct behaviors 

depending on whether intrinsic vs. extrinsic motivation is driving their participation in a 

given activity (Pelletier et al., 1998; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Effectively, when engaging in a 

certain activity, individuals can be motivated intrinsically, extrinsically, or by a 

combination of both, with their motivation varying from high to low (Drayer et al., 2019).  

When examining consumer behavior, experience should be explored holistically 

by considering multiple factors rather than investigating through one lens (Bem & 

Funder, 1978; Funk, 2017). However, previous studies have solely focused on the context 

(e.g., game characteristics), while omitting the uniqueness of the individual bettors (e.g., 

consumer characteristics), specifically the motivations driving consumers’ betting 

behavior.  Therefore, this research will consider both game characteristics and consumer 

characteristics (i.e., motivation) and examine how the interplay between the two impacts 

consumers’ betting intentions. 
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To date, no studies have investigated the effects of game characteristics on 

consumers’ betting behavior by considering the motivations of different consumer 

segments (e.g., highly motivated: both high in intrinsic and extrinsic motivation; less 

motivated: both low in intrinsic and extrinsic motivation; intrinsic; extrinsic). To address 

this gap, this paper explores how three game characteristics (i.e., team quality, level of 

uncertainty, and TV coverage) – all of which impacted betting volume – influence 

diverse consumers’ likelihood of betting and willingness to bet on a game based on their 

motivations. This research will employ an experimental design involving a choice-based 

conjoint analysis to examine the relative importance of game characteristics on betting 

intentions among different consumer segments based on their primary motivations.  

Literature Review 

Self-Determination Theory 

SDT was originated and gained popularity in psychology as a theory of human 

motivation. Subsequently, SDT has been used to examine motivation in a variety of 

disciplines, including healthcare, education, businesses and organizations, sports and 

physical activity, and technology (Ryan & Deci, 2019; Ryan et al., 2019). Early 

formulations of SDT focused mainly on intrinsic motivation, shifting the focus of 

motivational studies from conventional behaviorist metapsychology to intrinsic 

motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2019; Ryan et al., 2019). Behaviorist metapsychology research 

has posited that external sources of motivation, such as environmental reinforcement and 

punishment, can control behavior (Overskeid, 2018; Ryan et al., 2019; Ryan & Deci, 

2019). However, other research suggests that an emphasis on external sources of 

motivation underappreciates the process by which the actions are more naturalistically 
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organized within individuals (Ryan & Deci, 2019). Thus, SDT’s basic focus is the self, 

which is understood as an active integrative procedure (Ryan & Deci, 2019). However, 

current formulations of SDT also incorporate extrinsic motivation, allowing researchers 

to analyze individual motivational differences in more detailed fashion (Gagné & Deci, 

2014; Ryan & Deci, 2019).  

In its current application, SDT broadly characterizes motivation into two types: 

intrinsic and extrinsic. Intrinsic motivation captures the motivation of engaging in an 

activity solely for its own enjoyment rather than the pursuit of any rewards, and is 

considered the highest form of motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Van den Broeck et al., 

2016). One of the main factors that leads to acquisition of a self-determined status is 

intrinsic motivation. Intrinsic motivations may be identified as interest, enjoyment, and a 

sense of satisfaction felt when engaged in a certain activity (Deci et al., 2017). Thus, 

individuals who have an innate interest fueling their enjoyment and subsequent feeling of 

gratification while engaged in a gambling activity will be self-determined. Because of the 

internalized nature of intrinsic motivation, it is thought to be the more sustained type of 

motivation and as such more likely to result in prolonged behavior (Ryan & Deci, 2000, 

2019). On the other hand, extrinsic motivation refers to partaking in an activity for 

reward or to avoid consequences (Van den Broeck et al., 2016). Examples of extrinsic 

motivations include praise, fame, and obtaining a financial reward (Deci et al., 1996; 

Gagné et al., 2014; Ryan & Deci, 2000, 2019). Within the gambling literature, extrinsic 

motivation mainly relates to improving one’s financial status. Extrinsically motivated 

gamblers are partaking in an activity with the intention of winning money (Chantal et al., 

1995; Drayer et al., 2019).  
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A mix of these two types of motivation can also drive individuals to engage in an 

activity (Drayer et al., 2019; Ryan & Deci, 2000). According to Drayer et al. (2019), 

“Individuals can be motivated intrinsically or extrinsically. They can also be motivated 

by a combination of intrinsic and extrinsic elements, or in some cases, these elements 

play no role at all” (p. 40). In examining cognitive and behavioral differences among 

daily fantasy sports (DFS) participants, Drayer et al. (2019) segmented DFS participants 

into four groups segments (e.g., highly motivated: both high in intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivation; less motivated: both low in intrinsic and extrinsic motivation; intrinsic; 

extrinsic) based on SDT framework. Following this approach, this study explores these 

different segments to investigate the effects of certain game characteristics on betting 

intentions. 

Previously mentioned game characteristics (team quality, level of uncertainty, and 

TV coverage) that have positively impacted betting volume are the factors that are related 

to enhancing enjoyment and excitement of consuming sporting events (Humphreys et al., 

2013; Paul & Weinbach, 2010). Hence, these characteristics are related to intrinsic 

motivational factors based on SDT framework. However, in the gambling context, as 

there exist inherent financial stakes in gambling participation, extrinsic motivation (e.g., 

financial gain) cannot be overlooked. Thus, the influences of game characteristics on 

betting intentions could differ across consumers with distinct motivations based on the 

SDT framework.  

SDT and Gambling Motivation 

Relevant studies on the impacts of different motivations on consumers’ behavioral 

outcomes have drawn upon SDT as a theoretical background. Research on gambling has 
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revealed that various types of motivation can drive different consumer attitudes and 

behaviors (Chantal et al., 1995; Lamont & Hing, 2018; Lee et al., 2013; Rodriguez et al., 

2014). Chantal et al. (1995) found that people who are intrinsically motivated 

demonstrate stronger gambling involvement, whereas those who are extrinsically 

motivated tend to be less drawn to gambling but more likely to display a gambling 

problem if they are involved. Furthermore, Rodriguez et al. (2014) examined the 

relationship between motivational orientation and the severity of problem gambling based 

on the SDT framework using 252 American college students. Findings indicated that 

stronger self-determined motivation (i.e., among individuals who were intrinsically 

motivated) was negatively associated with problem gambling. Stronger non-self-

determined motivation (i.e., among individuals who were extrinsically motivated) 

correlated with higher levels of problem gambling (Rodriguez et al., 2014). Additionally, 

Lee et al. (2013) examined the relationship between two types of passion (harmonious vs. 

obsessive) and motivation (intrinsic vs. extrinsic) and their consequences (positive vs. 

negative). Results showed that intrinsically motivated online sports bettors (e.g., those 

pursuing excitement, challenge, or escape) expressed harmonious passion, which led to 

positive consequences (e.g., lower stress and arousal). Conversely, extrinsically 

motivated bettors (e.g., those focused on winning money) displayed obsessive passion, 

which led to negative consequences (e.g., anxiety and guilt). More recently, Lamont and 

Hing (2018) adopted SDT as a theoretical framework to assess what motivates men 

between 18 and 34 years old to participate in sports betting (Lamont & Hing, 2018). 

Results suggested that controlled motivation (i.e., extrinsic motivation) compelled young 

men to engage in sports betting.  
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Based on the preceding review of literature on sports gambling motivations and 

their effects, consumers appear to demonstrate distinct attitudes and behaviors depending 

on their main motivation (i.e., intrinsic vs extrinsic) to participate in sports betting. 

However, research has overlooked investigating the impacts of various game 

characteristics on individuals’ betting behavior among different consumer motivation 

segments. 

Game Characteristics and Betting 

Several researchers have noted that consumers’ sports betting behavior is affected 

by major game attributes such as quality of teams and level of game uncertainty 

(Humphreys et al., 2013; Paul & Weinbach, 2010). Paul and Weinbach (2010) examined 

how game characteristics, specifically TV coverage, the quality of teams facing each 

other (as measured by each team’s winning percentage), day of the week, time of day, 

and the month of the season, influenced sports betting volume. Findings indicated that 

when the game featured high-quality teams and was televised, sports fans wagered more 

money compared to games that featured lesser quality teams and were not broadcasted on 

television. Humphreys et al. (2013) later examined the determinants of betting volume by 

including TV coverage, the extent of outcome uncertainty (captured by point spread), 

team quality (captured by leagues’ top 25 ranking), and total score as independent 

variables in a regression model. After aggregating more than 3,000 men’s college 

basketball games during the 2008–2009 season, results found that betting volume 

depended on the expected closeness of the game (i.e., the level of game uncertainty), TV 

coverage, and team quality (Humphreys et al., 2013). In other words, both Paul and 

Weinbach (2010) and Humphreys et al. (2013) found that betting volume increased for 
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games that featured high-quality teams, were televised on major networks, and were 

evenly matched. 

While these findings offered meaningful implications regarding the effects of 

specific game characteristics on sports bettors’ preferences, these studies failed to capture 

the uniqueness of the individual bettors particularly individuals’ different motivating 

factors to engage in the sports gambling. Given that different types of motivation can 

result in different consumer attitudes and behaviors (Chantal et al., 1995; Lamont & 

Hing, 2018; Lee et al., 2013; Rodriguez et al., 2014), more research is needed to explore 

how these game characteristics interplay with consumer characteristics, especially 

motivations to influence betting behavior at the individual level among sports gambling 

participants.  

Several scholars suggest that consumer experience should be explored 

comprehensively by considering multiple factors including the sport user and context 

under a single investigation, rather than focusing on only the user or the context (Bem & 

Funder, 1978; Funk, 2017). The motivation scholarship addresses the sport user (i.e., 

their unique motivations), but it overlooks other elements, especially the context (i.e., 

game characteristics), that make up the sport experience. In other words, existing 

gambling literature has focused on either the user (i.e., their unique motivations) or the 

context (i.e., game characteristics), but often failed to capture both in a single 

investigation. This paper will overcome that shortcoming by considering game 

characteristics and motivation together. Specifically, the primary objective of this paper 

is to examine the effects of game characteristics and their relative importance in 

consumers’ betting intentions—namely one’s likelihood of betting and the magnitude of 
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their monetary wager—based on different motivations (intrinsic vs. extrinsic). To do so, 

the following research question is addressed:  

RQ1: How do game characteristics (e.g., team quality, game uncertainty, and TV 

coverage) influence likelihood of betting among consumer motivation segments? 

RQ2: How do game characteristics (e.g., team quality, game uncertainty, and TV 

coverage) influence the magnitude of betting among consumer motivation segments? 

Method 

To answer the proposed research questions, choice-based conjoint analysis was 

performed. Conjoint analysis is a research method that measures consumers’ preferences 

in relation to different levels of attributes that products and services offer when making 

decisions (Schaupp & Bélanger, 2005). Since the current study’s objectives are to 

investigate the effects of game characteristics and their relative importance on 

consumers’ betting intentions based on consumers’ motivations, conjoint analysis is an 

appropriate method for this study. Specifically, this study adopted choice-based conjoint 

analysis which allows respondents to evaluate entire product attributes and their levels 

simultaneously (Kaiser et al., 2019). Thus, the features present choice options in a 

particularly realistic manner that resembles decision-making processes in everyday life.  

Attributes and Levels 

Previous studies have investigated the influence of game characteristics, such as TV 

coverage, team quality (as measured by each team’s winning percentage), day of the 

week, time of day, and month of the season, on betting volume (Humphreys et al., 2013; 

Paul & Weinbach, 2010). Findings suggest that betting volume increases for games that 

feature high-quality teams, are televised on major networks, and feature evenly matched 
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opponents. Consequently, this study includes three game characteristics that have 

impacted betting volume in previous research (e.g., Humphreys et al., 2013; Paul & 

Weinbach, 2010): TV coverage, quality of teams, and game uncertainty. As for TV 

coverage, since most games are televised through either National and regional broadcast 

or league-wide, on-demand coverage (e.g., NBA League Pass), it was operationalized by 

participants having access to watch the TV broadcast or not – namely, no access to watch 

TV broadcast and access to watch TV broadcast. Following Paul and Weinbach’s (2010) 

precedent, quality of teams was operationalized using team winning percentage.  

Specifically, quality team and non-quality team status was defined by their standings in 

the conference and winning percentage (i.e., quality team: top four teams in the 

conference standing with above 60% winning percentage; non-quality team: bottom four 

teams in the conference standing with below 40% winning percentage). There are three 

potential combinations of team quality for a given game: quality vs quality, quality vs 

non-quality, and non-quality vs non-quality. Finally, game uncertainty was 

operationalized by providing a point spread of the game as per Humphreys et al.(2013) 

Pick’em game (e.g. evenly matched game) which represent the greatest level of 

uncertainty will be one element, whereas point spread of 11 which represents low level of 

game uncertainty having 83.3% probability that favorite team will win will be the other 

component within game uncertainty attribute (Paul & Weinbach, 2013). In sum, 12 

(3x2x2) choice sets were considered.  These characteristics and their levels are outlined 

in Table 7.  
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Table 7.  Game Characteristics Attributes and Levels in Conjoint Analysis 
Attributes Levels 
Quality teams (captured by standings in 
the conference and winning percentage) 

1. Quality team vs Quality team 
2. Quality team vs Non-quality team 
3. Non-quality team vs Non-quality 

team 
TV coverage 1. Access to watch TV broadcast 

2. No access to watch TV broadcast 
Game uncertainty (captured by point 

spread)  

1. Pick’em game (i.e., evenly matched)  
2. 11-point spread 

 

Participants 

Survey participants were recruited and rewarded through Amazon’s MTurk 

($1.00 per participant). Only participants who live in the United States and who have a 

high approval rating (>95%) in relation to other Amazon’s MTurk tasks were included in 

the survey. To ensure participants are ‘real sports gamblers,’ respondents were asked 

screening questions, beginning with “Have you placed a bet on a sporting event(s) in the 

past 12 months?” with the options of Yes or No. If the respondent indicated that they had 

placed a bet in the prior 12 months, they were presented with the following two multiple 

choice questions: “How much do you profit (only the net win), if you bet $10 on +100 

odds?” (correct answer: $10), and “The Philadelphia Eagles are favored to win the game 

by 6 points against Dallas Cowboys, what is the point spread of the game?” (correct 

answer: Eagles -6). Based on the results of the screening questions, only participants who 

placed a bet on sporting events in the past 12 months and answered the two screening 

questions correctly were included in the study.  

For the purpose of this study, participants were segmented into four groups based 

on their intrinsic and extrinsic motivations as per the SDT framework. Drayer et al.  
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(2019)  posited that individuals can be motivated intrinsically, extrinsically, or a 

combination of both, with their motivation varying from high to low when engaging in a 

certain activity (Drayer et al., 2019). Consequently, the authors used a dual-route 

methodology to segment participants into four groups depending on their participation 

motivation (e.g., highly motivated: high in both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation; less 

motivated: low in both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation; intrinsic: high in intrinsic 

motivation, but low in extrinsic; and extrinsic: high in extrinsic motivation, but low in 

intrinsic). Following the approach and precedent of Drayer et al. (2019), this study 

segmented participants into four groups based on their sports gambling motivation as per 

the SDT framework.     

A heuristic was used to determine a reasonable sample size in performing conjoint 

analysis (Orme, 2010).   

N ≥ (500 * C) / T * A,  

Where N is the number of respondents, T is the number of tasks, A is the number 

of alternatives per task, and C is the largest product of levels of any two attributes. When 

we apply this formula to current study, we have T = 12 choice sets (3x2x2), A = 3 

alternatives (Game uncertainty, TV access, and Quality teams), and C = 6 (3x2, Quality 

team has 3 levels and both game uncertainty and TV access have 2 levels). Thus,  

N ≥ (500 * 6) / 12 * 3 = 84 

 Based on this calculation, a minimum of 84 respondents (21 per each segment) are 

needed.  

In this study, 778 potential respondents started the survey through Amazon’s 

Mechanical Turk. However, 574 respondents failed the screening questions. Moreover, 8 
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respondents failed the attention check questions, leaving a sample of 196 adults. Since 

the choice set scenarios include actual NBA team names, we excluded 53 respondents 

who indicated that they are fans of the teams in the scenarios from the analysis to control 

for fandom. Thus, the final sample was 143. According to the Fantasy Sports & Gaming 

association and industry demographics, active participants of sports betting are male 

dominant (80% male), more than 60 % hold a bachelor’s degree or higher, and the 

average age is approximately 37 (“American Sports Bettors”, 2020; “Industry 

Demographics,” n.d.). Thus, the sample, which is detailed in Table 8, is representative of 

the target population. 
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Table 8.  Descriptive Statistics 
Variable  Category Respondents (n= 143) 
Gender Male 71.7% 

 Female 28.3% 
   

Income Less than $25,000 2.1% 
(annual) $25,000-$50,000 21.7% 

 $50,001-$75,000 34.3% 
 $75,001-$100,000 21.7% 
 $100,001-$125,000 11.9% 
 $125,001-$150,000 6.3% 
 More than $150,000 2.1% 

Education 
 
Less than High School 0.0% 

 High School/GED 1.4% 
 Some College 4.9% 
 2-year college degree 0% 
 4-year college degree 53.1% 
 Master's degree 38.5% 
 Doctoral degree 0% 
 Professional degree 2.1% 
   

Age Mean 37.46 
  Standard Deviation 10.68 

 

Procedure 

 First, participants were asked to answer the three screening questions. Only 

participants who passed the screening questions were included in the study to ensure the 

reliability of the sample. Participants were assigned to complete the choice-based 

conjoint analysis. Each participant was presented a combination of 12 possible choice 

sets consisting of three attributes and three levels on one attribute (e.g., quality team), two 

levels on other two attributes (e.g., TV coverage and game uncertainty). A sample of a 

single choice set is available in Appendix A. Participants were presented with questions 
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related to betting behavior and were instructed to make a decision based on the choice set 

they were just presented with. After completing the choice task, participants were asked 

to answer motivation questions in relation to engaging in sports gambling followed by 

demographics questions.  

Measures 

Betting Intentions. Behavioral intention is a direct predictor of actual behavior and has 

been used as a reliable proxy (Ajzen, 1991; Drayer et al., 2018; Grewal et al., 1998; 

Kwon et al., 2007). Two measures were collected pertaining to betting intentions, 

namely, likelihood of betting and magnitude of betting amount. When presented with 

each choice set, participants were asked to respond to “Please rate the likelihood of 

betting on this game” to capture their likelihood of betting. A 100-point sliding semantic 

differential scale will be used, anchored at each end by not at all likely to place a bet and 

extremely likely to bet. Then, participants were asked to answer, “If you had a budget of 

$200 to bet on this specific matchup, how much would you bet on it?” to capture 

magnitude of betting amount. Participants wrote down the amount they would want to 

wager. 

Motivation. Following Drayer et al.’s (2019) approach, this study adapted the scales from 

Dwyer and Kim’s (2011) Motivational Scale for Fantasy Football Participation (MSFFP). 

Extrinsic motivation (e.g., financial gain) was measured by adapting three items from this 

scale: “The amount of money wagered determines how much I follow sports.”, “I engage 

in sports wagering to win money.”, and “Given the opportunity, I would prefer to wager 

money on sports than only watch or attend games.” For intrinsic motivation, the 

following three items were adapted from the MSFFP scale: “I engage in sports wagering 
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because it makes watching sports more enjoyable.”, “I engage in sports wagering because 

it is a fun way to spend my time.”, and “I engage in sports wagering because it provides 

an entertaining escape from my day-to-day activities.” Based on previous literature 

(Drayer et al., 2019; Weiner & Dwyer, 2017), reliability of entertainment and financial 

gain dimensions were assessed using Cronbach’s alpha, and they were both above .80, 

which falls above the accepted value (α = .80; George & Mallery, 2019; Nunally & 

Bernstein, 1978).  

Attention Check. Respondents who failed to answer attention check questions, submitted 

inconsistent responses in relation to measured variables, and spent considerably less time 

finishing respective experimental design studies (Oppenheimer et al., 2009; Sato et al., 

2016). Thus, this study included an attention check question that read “Please select 

strongly disagree in this question.” to measure participants’ attention level. 8 respondents 

who failed to answer attention check questions were removed from the sample.       

Data Analysis 

Conjoint analysis was used to investigate the individual and interrelated effects of 

game characteristics and consumer characteristics on consumers’ betting behavior. This 

analysis identifies the relative importance of the three attributes (i.e., game 

characteristics) and estimates the utilities of each level within each attribute among the 

four groups segmented by motivation. By evaluating the utilities, relative importance 

within each attribute can be identified and analyzed to better understand consumer 

preferences among the four motivation segments. Higher utility scores reflect greater 

preference within each attribute. To estimate the relative importance among three 

attributes, utility range will be calculated first by subtracting the minimum utility value 
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from the maximum utility values for each attribute. Then, each utility range will be 

divided by the sum of all attribute ranges to estimate the relative importance among three 

attributes. The larger utility range corresponds to greater preferences. This is presented as 

the importance percentage in Tables 9 and 10. In sum, higher utility scores and 

importance percentage shows greater relative preference. 

Results 

Likelihood of Placing the Bet 

Table 9 provides conjoint analysis results for likelihood of placing the bet for the 

four different motivational groups. In terms of relative importance percentage among the 

three different attributes, all four motivational groups indicated that quality team was the 

most important attribute in terms of likelihood of placing the bet, followed by game 

uncertainty, and then TV coverage. Within the quality team attribute, the intrinsically 

motivated group preferred the quality team versus quality team games whereas the 

extrinsically motivated group preferred the non-quality team versus non-quality team 

games. As for less motived and highly motivated groups, they preferred the games 

between quality and non-quality teams. For the game uncertainty attribute, both the 

intrinsically and extrinsically motivated groups indicated that they preferred pick’em 

game. Finally, for the TV coverage attribute, all four groups preferred in games that they 

have access to TV broadcast.   
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Table 9.  Conjoint Analysis: Likelihood of Placing the Bet (N=143) 
 Less motivated 

(n=45) 
Intrinsic  
(n=27) 

Extrinsic 
(n=21) 

Highly motivated 
(n=50) 

 Importance 
% 

Utility 
estimates 

Importance 
% 

Utility 
estimates 

Importance 
% 

Utility 
estimates 

Importance 
% 

Utility 
estimates 

Quality 
Teams 

 

48  44.14  50.14  49.12  

Q vs. Q  0.05  1.38  -1.28  -0.65 
Q vs. NQ  1.21  0.60  0.49  1.2 

NQ vs. NQ  -1.26  -1.98  0.79  -0.55 
         

Game 
Uncertainty 

27.32  31.12  29.3  28.48  

Pick'em 
game  

 -0.27  1.43  0.17  -0.38 

11-point 
spread 

 0.27  -1.43  -0.17  0.38 

         
TV 

Coverage 
24.68  24.73  20.28  22.40  

TV Access  0.15  0.72  1.61  0.25 
No Access   -0.15  -0.72  -1.61  -0.25 

Notes: Q = quality team; NQ = non-quality team 
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Magnitude of Betting Amount 

Table 10 presents results of the conjoint analysis for the magnitude of betting 

amount by the four different motivational groups. Consistent with the result of the 

likelihood of placing a bet, all four motivational groups indicated that quality team was 

the most important attribute in terms of placing more money on sporting events. As for 

intrinsic, extrinsic, and highly motivated groups, TV coverage was the second most 

important factor followed by game uncertainty. Contrary to these three groups, the less 

motivated group had game uncertainty as second most important attribute followed by 

TV coverage. Within quality team attribute, both the intrinsically and extrinsically 

motivated group preferred the quality team versus quality team games whereas less 

motived and highly motivated groups preferred games between quality and non-quality 

teams. For the game uncertainty attribute, both the intrinsically and extrinsically 

motivated groups indicated that they preferred pick’em game, whereas less motivated and 

highly motivated group preferred 11-point spread game. Finally, for the TV coverage 

attribute, all four groups preferred games where they had access to TV broadcasts.  
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Table 10. Conjoint Analysis: Magnitude of Betting Amount (N=143) 
 Less motivated 

(n=45) 
Intrinsic  
(n=27) 

Extrinsic 
(n=21) 

Highly motivated 
(n=50) 

 Importance 
% 

Utility 
estimates 

Importance 
% 

Utility 
estimates 

Importance 
% 

Utility 
estimates 

Importance 
% 

Utility 
estimates 

Quality 
Teams 

 

42.93  48.61  51.01  53.47  

Q vs. Q  -1.34  2.12  1.94  0.20 
Q vs. NQ  6.71  -3.81  -3.21  0.81 

NQ vs. NQ  -5.37  1.69  1.27  -1.01 
         

Game 
Uncertainty 

29.52  25.54  23.62  22.60  

Pick'em 
game  

 -0.3  3.5  2.9  -2.45 

11-point 
spread 

 0.3  -3.5  -2.9  2.45 

         
TV 

Coverage 
27.55  25.85  25.37  23.93  

TV Access  1.14  4.86  5.53  2.1 
No Access   -1.14  -4.86  -5.53  -2.1 

Notes: Q = Quality team; NQ = non-quality team 



52 
 

Discussion 

The purpose of the current study was to investigate the relative importance of 

three game characteristics on consumers’ betting intentions. The current study provides 

three meaningful findings. First, among the three game characteristics considered, the 

quality of teams was by far the most important attribute in relation to likelihood and 

magnitude of betting regardless of betting motivation. In other words, participants in 

sports betting, whether they are less motivated, intrinsically, extrinsically, or highly 

motivated, consider quality teams as the most important factor that positively affects their 

likelihood of betting and wagering amount. Previous literature suggest that quality of 

teams, game uncertainty, and TV coverage are the factors that positively affect the 

betting volume (Humphreys et al., 2013; Paul & Weinbach, 2010). Based on the result of 

the current study, it is likely that quality of teams was the major factor that may have 

attributed to positively affecting betting volume. Further, the findings from the current 

study extend the sports gambling literature that among three game characteristics that 

have positively affected betting volume (e.g., quality of teams, game uncertainty, and TV 

access), sports bettors consider which team is playing against each other the most. The 

findings add to existing knowledge of sports gambling behavior that team quality 

information is the most crucial element influencing the likelihood of betting as well as the 

magnitude of the wager.   

Another main purpose of this study was to investigate relative importance of three 

attributes and different levels within each attribute among the four groups segmented by 

motivation. In terms of different levels within three attributes, the less motivated group 

members indicated that they were both more likely to place bets and more likely to wager 
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more money on games that featured high-quality teams (i.e., top four teams in the 

conference standing with above 60% winning percentage) playing against low-quality 

teams (i.e., bottom four teams in the conference standing with below 40% winning 

percentage). Also, this group was more likely to bet and wager more money on games 

that are overwhelmingly favored by one team to win the game (i.e., low level of game 

uncertainty). Likewise, the highly motivated group displayed a similar relative preference 

to the less motivated group. Extrinsic group members indicated that they were more 

likely to bet on games that featured low-quality teams (i.e., bottom four teams in the 

conference standing with below 40% winning percentage) playing against each other and 

on games with a high level of uncertainty (i.e., evenly matched). As for the magnitude of 

betting amount, extrinsic group members exhibited preference for games that featured 

two high-quality teams (i.e., top four teams in the conference standing with above 60% 

winning percentage) playing against each other and high level of game uncertainty (i.e., 

evenly matched).  

One of the main findings from the conjoint analysis was the result of intrinsically 

motivated group. The respondents from this group indicated that they preferred games 

between high quality teams (i.e., quality team vs. quality team), games that featured high 

level of uncertainty (i.e., pick’em game), and games that they have access to via TV 

broadcast in terms of both likelihood of betting and magnitude of betting amount. These 

game characteristics are consistent with the factors that fans of sporting events prefer 

(Humphreys et al., 2013; Paul & Weinbach, 2010). In other words, sports bettors who are 

intrinsically motivated seem to be influenced to engage in sports betting by the same 

attributes that impact the consumption of sporting events of sports fans. One explanation 
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for this, based on SDT, is that intrinsically motivated people engage in a certain activity 

for their enjoyment and entertainment (Ryan & Deci, 2000, 2019). Thus, intrinsically 

motivated sports bettors have preference in games that fulfills the needs of their 

enjoyment and entertainment. The game characteristics that they have preference display 

entertainment value of the games.   

Lastly, the result of the conjoint analysis indicates that all four groups have 

preference for games that they have access to watch on TV in terms of likelihood of 

betting and magnitude of betting amount. This shows that sports bettors, regardless of 

their main motivation, are more likely to bet as well as wager more money on sporting 

events that they can watch the game on TV. This finding provides the evidence that 

“sports betting and watching games on television appear to be complementary activities” 

(Humphreys et al., 2013, p. 386).  

Theoretical Implications 

The findings from this study offer important theoretical implications. Several 

scholars suggest that consumer behavior should be examined comprehensively by 

considering multiple factors together in order to attain better insights (Bem & Funder, 

1978; Funk, 2017). Thus, this study contributes to the gambling literature by exploring 

the interrelatedness of game and consumer characteristics in relation to sports gambling 

provides better understandings of consumers’ sports gambling behavior.  

Additionally, findings from the current study runs counter to theoretical 

knowledge of SDT. Previous literature suggests that different types of motivation (i.e., 

intrinsic vs extrinsic) can lead to distinct consumer attitudes and behaviors (Chantal et al., 

1995; Lamont & Hing, 2018; Lee et al., 2013; Rodriguez et al., 2014). Contrary to these 
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previous findings, the result from current study shows that there were no big differences 

among four different motivational groups in terms of preference of different game 

characteristics. All four groups clearly displayed that they are likely to consider the 

quality of the two teams playing when making betting decisions. No matter what their 

main motivations are, consumers appear to demonstrate similar betting intentions. 

Specifically, when you compare between intrinsic vs extrinsic groups, they display very 

similar game characteristic preferences in terms of likelihood of betting and magnitude of 

betting amount. Thus, it contradicts with the previous findings that different motivation 

leads to different consumer attitudes and behaviors.   

Managerial Implications 

The findings from this study offer valuable managerial implications. Notably, this 

study provides insight into effective marketing strategies to influence sport bettors’ 

behavior, improve the consumer experience, and ultimately increase their customer base. 

The findings regarding the relative importance of game characteristics can help inform 

marketers as to which characteristics should receive more emphasis in marketing 

strategies or be prioritized to increase betting. Based on the result of the conjoint analysis, 

the quality team attribute was undoubtedly the most important attribute that affects sports 

bettors’ likelihood of betting and magnitude of betting amount regardless of their main 

motivations. Thus, sports betting platforms should highlight the standings and winning 

percentage of respective teams to consider the preference of sports bettors, which will 

lead to higher likelihood and magnitude of betting amount.  

In addition, all four motivation groups indicate that they, regardless of their main 

motivation, are more likely to bet as well as wager more money on sporting events that 
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they have access to watch the game whether its TV broadcast or online streaming 

services. As sports betting platforms, they should make an effort to provide TV coverage 

information of different sporting events as detail as possible. Not only do they provide 

TV coverage information on their platform, but they can send out push notifications to 

inform this information to consumers. For example, for NBA games, sports betting 

platforms can distribute push notification saying “Philadelphia 76ers vs. Los Angeles 

game will be televised on ESPN! There is still time to bet on this game!” This will 

undoubtedly attract more sports bettors to the platform, which will ultimately increase 

their customer base. Further, sports betting companies could integrate live streaming of 

sporting events to their mobile application platforms to meet the needs and desires of 

sports bettors who indicated that they are more likely to bet and wager more money on 

games that they can watch live. 

Lastly, since intrinsically motivated group clearly displayed their preference in 

games between high quality teams (i.e., quality team vs. quality team), games that feature 

high level of uncertainty (i.e., pick’em game), and games that they have access to via TV 

broadcast as well as through online live streaming services, sports gambling platforms 

should make an effort to learn more about consumers’ dominant motivation and tailor the 

marketing message to target this specific consumer segments, which will eventually 

attract more consumers to their platforms.    

 
Limitations and Future Research 

As with all research, the current study is not without its limitations. First, this 

study presented one type of sports and league (i.e., NBA) in the choice set scenarios. To 

improve generalizability, future research should incorporate other sports and leagues in 
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the choice set scenarios to reveal broader implications of the effects of game 

characteristics and their relative importance on consumers’ likelihood of betting and the 

magnitude of their monetary wager based on different motivations (intrinsic vs. 

extrinsic).  

Second, current conjoint analysis investigated two behavioral intention variables: 

likelihood of betting and magnitude of betting amount. Future research could investigate 

other behavioral intention variables including betting frequency. Certain individuals may 

have preference in wagering small amount of money in a frequent manner rather than 

wagering large amount of money infrequently. Thus, investigating betting frequency will 

broaden the implications of the effects of game characteristics and their relative 

importance on consumers betting intentions.  

Third, even though the findings from conjoint analysis provide meaningful 

implications, it is limited to discussing the relative importance of the three game 

characteristics examined in this study. Future research should incorporate experimental 

design to investigate cause and effect relationship between the different game 

characteristics and consumers’ likelihood of betting and the magnitude of their monetary 

wager. Experimental design is a method well-suited to investigate causal effects (Fong et 

al., 2016; Highhouse, 2009).  

Fourth, the three attributes considered in the current study may not represent a 

comprehensive list of factors that sports bettors consider during their decision-making 

process. Future research should include other factors such as day of the week, time of day 

to uncover additional significant variables that influence consumers’ betting behavior.  
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Fifth, the sample of the current study was recruited only in the United States. Past 

literature indicate that gambling behavior is impacted by cultural differences (Raylu & 

Oei, 2004). To improve generalizability, future research should broaden the samples by 

recruiting respondents from other countries where they offer legalized sports gambling.  

Lastly, this study used actual NBA team names, rather than hypothetical ones, in 

the choice set scenarios to enhance the realism of the experiments. Given that fandom 

influences consumer behavior including purchase intention (Drayer et al., 2018), the 

current study controlled for fandom by excluding 53 respondents who indicated that they 

are the fans of the teams in the scenarios from the analysis. This sample restriction is 

performed to limit the confound findings due to respondents’ fandom toward their 

favorite teams. Future research could implement field experiments to further investigate 

the relative importance of different game characteristics on consumers’ betting intentions. 

This would overcome the limitations of this study by integrating the influence of fandom 

in a real-world setting. 

Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to provide meaningful insights on consumer’s 

betting intentions by investigating the effects of game characteristics and their relative 

importance on consumers’ likelihood of betting and the magnitude of their monetary 

wager based on different motivations (intrinsic vs. extrinsic). Contrary to past literature 

suggesting that different types of motivation can lead to distinct consumer behaviors, the 

findings of study indicate that all four motivational groups showed that quality team (i.e., 

which team is playing against each other) is the most important game characteristic in 

making the betting decision. Managerially, the findings regarding the relative importance 
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of game characteristics provides what features of the game (e.g., quality team, TV 

coverage, and game uncertainty) they should put more emphasis on developing marketing 

strategies to attract more consumers.   
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CHAPTER 4 

ESSAY THREE: THE EFFECTS OF FIT BETWEEN PROMOTIONAL MESSAGE 
AND REGULATORY FOCUS ON CONSUMERS’ BETTING BEHAVIOR 

 

Since the U.S. Supreme Court lifted the federal ban on sports wagering, the sports 

gambling industry has grown rapidly. U.S. sports gambling revenues surpassed $800 

million in 2019, up from $249 million in 2017, and they are expected to reach roughly $7 

billion by 2025 (Imbert, 2019). Additionally, sports betting organizations have been 

gaining legitimacy; one of the major sports gambling platforms, DraftKings, is now a 

publicly traded company and listed on the NASDAQ stock exchange (Marcus, 2019). 

Despite its enormous growth and its potential to become a large industry, the sports 

gambling industry is an extremely competitive market (Smith, 2020). Most casinos in 

legalized states are opening both on-site sportsbooks for wagering on professional and 

amateur sports and online sportsbooks where people can bet on sporting events via their 

connected devices (Hing et al., 2019). Since these casinos are competing for customers’ 

time and money, many casinos have invested (or plan to invest) more than eight figures 

in implementing marketing strategies, with many offering marketing promotions at a loss 

to build their customer base (Smith, 2020). Thus, sport gambling organizations are 

looking to utilize the most effective marketing and promotional strategies to grow their 

consumer base. 

To attract more consumers, sport gambling organizations are primarily employing 

one of two welcome offer strategies, namely ‘risk-free bet’ (RFB) or ‘bonus money’ 

(BM) (Newall et al., 2019). With RFB, users make deposits and place bets. If the user 

loses the bet, the site will refund their money as a site credit that can be used to bet again 
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but cannot be cashed out. For example, for a site offering a RFB up to $200, a user can 

deposit $200, make an initial bet of that amount, and lose it; then, the site will refund the 

money as a $200 site credit that can be used to bet again. On the other hand, BM 

promotions operate such that the betting site matches a user’s initial deposit up to a 

certain amount as ‘BM’ that can be used to place a bet. For example, if a site is offering 

up to $200 of BM, then a user can deposit $200 and receive $200 in BM for betting. RFB 

and BM promotional strategies can be classified as loss- or gain-related messages, 

respectively. RFB promotions feature a loss-related frame because they emphasize being 

‘risk-free’, underscoring the negative and loss aspect of the bet. Conversely, BM 

promotions have a gain-related frame, focusing on providing additional money. These 

two distinct strategies leave online sports gambling platforms wondering which of these 

two welcome offer strategies to employ to target specific consumers. 

According to Regulatory Fit Theory, the optimal promotional strategy depends 

upon fit, or alignment, between the message framing and the regulatory focus of the 

consumer (Fransen et al., 2010; Motyka et al., 2014). As stated in regulatory focus 

theory, consumers can be categorized into two motivational orientations: prevention-

focused and promotion-focused (Higgins, 1997). Whereas prevention-focused people are 

motivated by goals related to security and protection, promotion-focused people are 

motivated by goals related to achievement and advancement (Higgins, 1997). When there 

is a fit between communication message framing (i.e., loss vs. gain) and consumers’ 

regulatory focus (i.e., prevention vs. promotion), customers exhibit increased motivation 

and performance relative to persuasion (Higgins, 2000; Hsu & Chen, 2014). Effectively, 

advertising efficacy is conditional upon the nature of the advertisement and the 
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consumer, indicating a need to evaluate fit between different types of advertisements and 

consumers to optimize advertising outcomes. 

Several researchers have examined the efficacy of different types of advertising 

and promotions in the context of sports gambling (Hing et al., 2015; Hing et al., 2014; 

Lamont et al., 2016). For example, research has found that different types of promotions 

evoke different emotional responses in consumers (Lamont et al., 2016) and that 

increased exposure to promotions integrated into sport broadcasts resulted in higher 

betting intentions on sporting events (Hing et al., 2014). However, this body of 

scholarship has failed to consider the effectiveness of the most utilized promotions in the 

United States, specifically RFB and BM, relative to consumers’ regulatory focus. Thus, 

the current study focuses on the influence of marketing promotions and their fit with 

consumers’ regulatory focus on sports gambling behavior.   

Additionally, gambling research has examined the illusion of control, the belief 

that individuals possess specific skills that increase one’s chances of winning. Research 

has found that the illusion of control influences gambling behavior and betters’ level of 

engagement in skill-based gambling games, including sports betting (Steenbergh et al., 

2002). In the context of sports betting, individuals that possess a higher illusion of control 

tend to overrate their skills, engaging in the belief that gathering and analyzing relevant 

information such as team statistics, previous head-to-head match-ups, player information, 

and injury reports will increase the chances of making a profit (Huberfeld et al., 2013). 

Previous research has suggested the illusion of control is postively related to the wager 

amount in playing gambling games (Langer, 1975; Steenbergh et al., 2002). Hence, it is 
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important to uncover how regulatory fit and illusion of control interact and thereby shape 

consumers betting intentions and behavior.  

In summary, the purpose of this study is twofold: (i) to explore the effects of 

marketing promotions and their fit with consumers’ regulatory focus on consumers’ 

betting intentions and behavior; namely, one’s likelihood of exploiting these two 

promotional offers and the magnitude of initial deposit amounts and (ii) to assess the 

moderating effect of illusion of control on the relationship between regulatory fit and 

consumers’ betting intentions and behavior.  

Literature Review 

Sports Gambling 

The enormous growth of the sports gambling market has been attributed to the 

proliferation of easily accessible online sports gambling platforms as well as sports 

gambling organizations’ extensive advertising and promotional efforts (Hing et al., 2017; 

Thomas et al., 2012). Sports gambling organizations’ marketing strategies include airing 

commercials on television, promoting their online platforms during live sporting events, 

engaging in sponsorship contracts with different sports organizations, and advertising 

their promotions on the internet and social media platforms (Thomas et al., 2012). As 

sports gambling organization’s marketing efforts have become increasingly widespread 

around the United States, several researchers have examined the impact of different types 

of advertising and promotions on consumers attitudes and behavior (Hing, 2014; Hing et 

al., 2014; Hing et al., 2017; Lamont et al., 2016). 

Hing et al. (2014) conducted a study to investigate the influence of advertising 

and promotion on online gambling behavior. Findings suggest that increased gambling 
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consumption in online gamblers was due to promotions such as free bet and BM offers 

(Hing et al., 2014). Online gamblers were also significantly impacted by advertising and 

promotions as they increased online gambling spending (Hing, 2014). Hing et al. (2014) 

conducted an online survey of 131 Australian adolescents to explore the influence of 

sports-embedded gambling promotions on consumers’ behavioral intentions. Findings 

indicated that increased exposure to promotions during the live sport broadcast led to 

higher sports betting intentions. In addition, Lamont et al. (2016) examined the affective 

responses (e.g., positive, negative, and neutral) towards different types of sports gambling 

promotions (e.g., static signage at the venue, logo on the players’ uniform) presented 

during National Rugby league game broadcasts. The findings showed that regular sports 

bettors exhibited positive affect towards different types of sports gambling promotions 

(e.g., stadium signs, uniform logos) while non-sports bettors expressed negative affect 

towards different types of promotions. Lastly, Hing et al. (2017) explored the impact of 

various attributes of advertising messages on sports gamblers’ attitudes and behaviors. 

The authors developed mock television advertisements which included various bet types 

(i.e., tradition bet, betting on if a team will win or not; exotic bet, betting on which team 

will score the first point; risk-free bet, wagered money will be refunded if your team loses 

by 10 points or less; and micro-bet, which team will give away the next penalty) and 

different featured presenter type (e.g., expert commentator and attractive non-expert 

female announcer). Findings indicated sport gamblers showed increased attention to an 

advertisement when it featured an attractive non-expert female announcer as well as 

higher betting likelihood on risk-free bet type. 
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The literature on the influence of sports gambling advertising and promotion on 

consumer attitudes and behavior generally showed that consumers are influenced by 

different types of advertising and promotional messages used by sport gambling 

organizations. However, no studies investigated the effectiveness of the two distinct types 

of promotions: risk-free bets and BM. Further, no studies investigated the effectiveness of 

promotional strategies in relation to consumers’ regulatory focus (i.e., motivational 

orientation) in the gambling context.  

Regulatory Fit 

According to Motyka et al. (2014), “regulatory fit, or the match between an 

individual's regulatory orientation and the strategy used to sustain it, offers a pervasive 

predictor of customer behavior” (p. 394). Regulatory fit theory has been applied to 

examine how the alignment between motivational orientation and communication 

messages impacts consumers’ attitudes and behaviors. Commonly, motivational 

orientation is captured under regulatory focus theory (Cesario et al., 2008), which 

classifies consumers into prevention- or promotion-focused motivational orientations 

(Higgins 1997). Prevention-focused consumers are primarily sensitive to the presence or 

absence of negative consequences; as such, they tend to pursue goals with vigilance. 

Conversely, individuals who are promotion-focused are generally sensitive to the 

presence or absence of positive outcomes, causing them to pursue their goals eagerly 

(Higgins, 1997; Hsu & Chen, 2014). Specifically, prevention-focused people are sensitive 

to losses and non-losses, whereas promotion-focused people are sensitive to gains and 

non-gains (Aaker & Lee, 2006; Lee & Aaker, 2004). Although regulatory focus 
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orientations can be activated by situational stimuli or priming, Higgins et al. (2001) 

posited that people often possess an inherently dominant regulatory focus orientation.  

Drawing upon regulatory fit, scholars have found that alignment between 

consumers’ regulatory focus and message framing (i.e., losses vs. gains) positively 

influences consumers’ attitudes and behavioral intentions (Fransen et al., 2010; Hsu & 

Chen, 2014; Lee & Aaker, 2004; Lockwood et al., 2002). A match between regulatory 

focus and message framing creates a “just right” feeling, which leads to positively 

impacting consumer attitudes and behaviors (Cesario et al., 2008).  

Fransen et al. (2010) discovered that amidst regulatory fit (i.e., the alignment 

between consumers’ regulatory focus and communication message/framing), consumers 

display more positive attitudes toward a given message and stronger purchase intentions 

than in the absence of regulatory fit. In addition, Lockwood et al. (2002) pointed out that 

prevention-focused people are primarily motivated by negative role models who 

emphasized ways to avoid failure. Conversely, promotion-focused people are more 

motivated by positive role models who revealed strategies for success. Lastly, Hsu and 

Chen (2014) confirmed this pattern when they noted that a fit between one’s regulatory 

focus orientation and message framing positively influenced consumers’ attitudes and 

purchase intentions toward organic food. Specifically, prevention-focused people 

demonstrated positive attitudes and greater intentions to purchase organic food when 

presented with a loss-related message. Comparatively, promotion-focused customers 

displayed positive attitudes toward organic food when exposed to gain-related messages. 

Essentially, prevention-focused individuals are more likely to be influenced by negative 
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(i.e., loss-related) frames and messages, whereas promotion-focused people are more 

likely to be affected by positive (i.e., gain-related) frames and messages.  

In the sports gambling context, casinos use two distinct promotional tactics to 

attract new consumers to register and make a deposit on their online sport gambling 

platforms. Specifically, RFB promotions correspond to a loss-related frame: Such 

promotions emphasize being ‘risk-free’, thus underscoring the loss aspect of the bet. By 

comparison, BM promotions feature gain-related framing given their focus on providing 

additional money. Because prevention-focused consumers concentrate on information 

related to avoiding failure (Lockwood et al., 2002), these consumers would respond best 

to risk-free bet promotions, which highlight loss-related messages. Similarly, BM 

promotions would resonate with promotion-focused customers who are sensitive to 

positive outcomes (Higgins, 1997). Thus, the following hypotheses are suggested: 

H1a: The presence of regulatory fit will evoke greater likelihood of exploiting the 

promotion compared to the absence of regulatory fit. 

H1b: The presence of regulatory fit will evoke greater magnitude of initial 

deposit amount compared to the absence of regulatory fit. 

Illusion of Control 

In the gambling context, previous studies indicate that individuals who gamble on 

games of skill (e.g., sports betting, horse racing betting, poker, etc.) exhibit higher levels 

of misplaced confidence in comparison with individuals who prefer gambling on games 

of chance activities (e.g., lottery, slot machines, etc.) (Myrseth et al., 2010; Toneatto et 

al., 1997). In other words, gamblers who prefer playing games of skill overrate their 

chance of winning because they believe that gathering and analyzing the relevant 
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information will give them a better chance of winning (Bjerg, 2010). As stated earlier, 

these erroneous perceptions and the associated phenomenon impact is known as the 

illusion of control (Myrseth et al., 2010). 

Several researchers have examined the illusion of control in the context of 

gambling (Mitrovic & Brown, 2009; Myrseth et al., 2010; Toneatto et al., 1997). 

According to Toneatto et al. (1997), illusion of control levels are different between 

gamblers who have preferences for games of skill and those of who prefer playing games 

of chance. The authors posit that the majority of illusion of control were related to 

gambling on the games of skill such as sports betting and horserace betting. This is 

because skill game gamblers are more likely to believe that their skills can influence the 

outcome of the betting. Thus, the skill aspect misleads these gamblers to overrate their 

control of the game, which leads to the illusion of control. In addition, Mitrovic and 

Brown (2009) have examined the influence of illusion of control on problem gambling in 

poker players. In the skills games, gamblers tend to overestimate their ability to win, 

which leads to the illusion of control. The authors posit that problem gambling is 

distinctly related to illusion of control in poker players who consider poker as a game of 

skill (Mitrovic & Brown, 2009). Subsequently, Myrseth et al. (2010) conducted a study to 

examine whether there is a level of difference in illusion of control in relation to 

preference of game of skills versus chance. Also, the findings of this study suggest a 

positive relationship between levels of gambling problems and the degree of illusion of 

control. Most importantly, higher levels of illusion of control were discovered in players 

who preferred games of skills in comparison with those of who prefer games of chance 

(Mitrovic & Brown, 2009).  
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In sum, illusion of control is more prevalent to the individuals who gamble on 

games perceived to require skill (e.g., horserace betting, sports betting, poker) compared 

to those who gamble on the games of chance (e.g., lottery and slot machines). Because of 

this reason, these individuals continue to gamble on games of skill despite financial 

losses, and suffer from detrimental outcomes over time (Myrseth et al., 2010; Raylu & 

Oei, 2002). Furthermore, findings from previous studies suggest that there is a positive 

relationship between illusion of control and amount of wager in playing gambling games 

(Langer, 1975; Steenbergh et al., 2002). Thus, it is anticipated that illusion of control will 

moderate the relationship between regulatory fit and gambling intentions and behaviors. 

Specifically, a greater illusion of control results in a stronger influence of regulatory fit 

on likelihood of exploiting the promotion magnitude of initial deposit amount. Based on 

the above discussions, the following hypotheses are suggested: 

H2a: The greater the illusion of control, the stronger the relationship will 

be between regulatory fit and likelihood of exploiting the promotion. 

H2b: The greater the illusion of control, the stronger the relationship will 

be between regulatory fit and magnitude of initial deposit amount. 

Method 

A 2 (message framing: gain-related message vs. loss-related message) x 2 

(regulatory focus: promotion vs. prevention) between-subjects experimental design was 

used to test the proposed hypotheses. An experimental design is well-suited to examining 

a cause and effect relationship, and it can effectively control for confounding variables 

when well-executed (Emilien et al., 2017; Fong et al., 2016; Highhouse, 2009). Previous 

findings suggest that demographic variables such as age, gender, and income can impact 
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consumer’s gambling intentions and expenditure (Castrén et al., 2018; Hing et al., 2014; 

Moore & Ohtsuka, 1997). Along with the aforementioned variables, we also include 

measures of commitment, social desirability, the amount of money spent on sports 

gambling per month, and frequency of engaging in sports gambling as control variables.    

Participants 

Survey participants were recruited and rewarded through Amazon’s MTurk 

($0.95 per participant). Only participants who live in the United States and who have a 

high approval rate (>95%) in relation to other Amazon’s MTurk tasks were included in 

the survey to ensure high quality data. To ensure participants are ‘real sports gamblers,’ 

respondents were asked “Have you placed a bet on a sporting event(s) in the past 12 

months?” with the options of Yes or No and followed by two multiple choice questions: 

“How much do you profit (only the net win), if you bet $10 on +100 odds?” (correct 

answer: $10), “Philadelphia Eagles are favored to win the game by 6 points against 

Dallas Cowboys, what is the point spread of the game?” (correct answer: Eagles -

6). Based on the results of the screening questions, only participants who placed a bet on 

sporting events in the past 12 months and answered the two screening questions correctly 

were included in the study. 

In this study, 676 potential respondents started the survey through Amazon’s 

MTurk. However, 521 respondents failed the screening questions. Moreover, 19 

respondents failed the attention check questions, leaving a final sample of 136 adults. 

According to the Fantasy Sports & Gaming association and industry demographics, 

active participants of sports betting are mostly male (80% male), hold bachelor’s degree 

or higher (>60%), and the average age is approximately 37 (“American Sports Bettors”, 
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2020; “Industry Demographics,” n.d.). Thus, the sample, provided in Table 11, is 

representative of the target population.  

Table 11. Descriptive Statistics 
Variable  Category Participants (n= 136) 
Gender Male 83.3% 

 Female 16.7% 
   

Income Less than $25,000 6.5% 
(annual) $25,000-$50,000 16.7% 

 $50,001-$75,000 34.1% 
 $75,001-$100,000 23.2% 
 $100,001-$125,000 15.2% 
 $125,001-$150,000 3.6% 
 More than $150,000 0.7% 

Education 
 
Less than High School 0.0% 

 High School/GED 0.7% 
 Some College 5.8% 
 2-year college degree 2.2% 
 4-year college degree 71.7% 
 Master's degree 17.4% 
 Doctoral degree 0.7% 
 Professional degree 1.4% 
   

Age Mean 33.57 
  Standard Deviation 8.59 

 
Experimental Stimuli 

Two scenarios were created based on message framing (i.e., loss- vs. gain-related 

promotion) and participants were randomly assigned to one of the two cells (see 

Appendix B). The closer the stimuli aligns with actual life experiences, the higher the 

effectiveness of the manipulation, which in turn provides crucial insights about actual 

consumer behaviors (Morales et al., 2017). To ensure the stimuli have a high level of 

realism, participants were exposed to visual static ads (i.e., RFB vs. BM promotion) that 
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resemble actual sports gambling organizations’ advertisements. The scenarios were 

identical in terms of content except for types of message framing; loss-related promotion 

(e.g., RFB) vs. gain-related promotion (e.g., BM).    

Procedure 

 First, participants were asked to answer the aforementioned screening questions. 

Only participants who passed both screening questions were included in the study to 

ensure sample reliability. Participants then completed an evaluation examining their 

chronic regulatory focus, after which they were randomly assigned to one of the two 

message frames. Half of the participants saw the gain-related marketing message (e.g., 

the BM promotion), and the other half saw the loss-related marketing message (e.g., the 

risk-free bet promotion). After reading the scenario and being exposed to visual ads, 

participants were asked to answer questions related to the illusion of control, and sports 

wagering opportunity followed by demographics questions.  

After the data collection, to create a regulatory fit and non-fit condition, first, 

chronic regulatory focus was analyzed to determine the dominant regulatory focus. Since 

the promotion and prevention focus scales were significantly correlated, items were 

averaged to develop chronic promotion and prevention focus indices. Following previous 

research (e.g., Hsu & Chen, 2014; Lockwood et al., 2002; Uskul et al., 2009), dominant 

regulatory focus was calculated by subtracting the prevention focus score from the 

promotion focus score. Thus, positive difference in scores specifies individuals with 

chronic promotion focus orientation whereas negative difference in scores indicates 

individuals with chronic prevention focus orientation. The regulatory fit condition was 

determined by aligning promotion-focused subjects who were randomly assigned to gain-
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related messages and prevention-focused subjects who were randomly assigned to loss-

related messages. The regulatory non-fit condition was determined by aligning promotion 

focus subjects who were randomly assigned to loss-related messages and prevention 

focus subjects who were randomly assigned to gain-related messages. Then, the impact of 

regulatory fit or non-fit on betting intentions and behavior, namely, the likelihood of 

exploiting these two promotional offers and the magnitude of the initial deposit amount, 

were investigated using MANCOVA. 

Measures 

Chronic Regulatory Focus. Chronic regulatory focus was measured using the regulatory 

focus scale (RFS) (see Table 12 for the items). The RFS contains a total of 18 items 

which consist of two subscales, nine items each, to measure promotion and prevention 

orientation (Lockwood et al., 2002). All items were measured on a 9-point scale (i.e., 1 = 

‘not at all true of me’, and 9 = ‘very true of me’). According to previous studies using 

RFS (e.g., Hsu & Chen, 2014; Lockwood et al., 2002; Lockwood et al., 2005), reliability 

of both subscales was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha, and they were both above .80, 

which falls above the accepted value (α = .80; George & Mallery, 2019; Nunally & 

Bernstein, 1978). 
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Table 12. Regulatory Focus Scale (Lockwood et al., 2002)  
Type Items M SD α 
Promotion 
Focus 

 6.46 1.38 .86 

 
 
 
 
 

I frequently imagine how I will achieve my hopes and 
aspirations. 

6.43 1.95  

I often think about the person I would ideally like to be in the 
future. 

6.40 1.95  

I typically focus on the success I hope to achieve in the 
future. 

6.57 1.95  

I often think about how I will achieve success. 6.40 2.16  
My major goal right now is to achieve my ambitions. 6.68 1.88  

I see myself as someone who is primarily striving to reach my 
“ideal self”—to fulfill my hopes, wishes, and aspirations 

6.33 2.06  

In general, I am focused on achieving positive outcomes in 
my life. 

6.46 2.13  

I often imagine myself experiencing good things that I hope 
will happen to me. 

6.53 1.85  

Overall, I am more oriented toward achieving success than 
preventing failure. 

6.38 2.07  

Prevention 
Focus 

 6.10 1.55 .87 

 
 
 
 
 

In general, I am focused on preventing negative events in my 
life. 

6.18 2.28  

I am anxious that I will fall short of my responsibilities and 
obligations. 

6.03 2.25  

I often think about the person I am afraid I might become in 
the future. 

5.82 2.32  

I often worry that I will fail to accomplish my goals. 6.00 2.21  

I often imagine myself experiencing bad things that I fear 
might happen to me. 

6.13 2.04  

I frequently think about how I can prevent failures in my life. 5.99 2.39  

I am more oriented toward preventing losses than I am toward 
achieving gains. 

6.20 2.06  

My major goal right now is to avoid becoming a failure. 6.34 2.05  

I see myself as someone who is primarily striving to become 
the self I “ought” to be—to fulfill my duties, responsibilities, 
and obligations. 

6.22 2.02  
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Message Framing. Participants were exposed to one of the two different marketing 

messages in relation to sports betting. One was framed as gain-related (e.g., BM) and the 

other was framed as loss-related (e.g., RFB). Participants were randomly assigned to 

either of these messages. The gain-related marketing messages highlighted the receiving 

BM aspect of the marketing promotion whereas the loss-related marketing message 

highlighted the RFB, which focuses on an absence of losses. The scenarios was identical 

in terms of content except for message framing (i.e., gain-related vs. loss-related) and are 

available in Appendix B. 

Illusion of Control. Illusion of control was measured using the illusion of control scale 

adapted from Gambler’s Beliefs Questionnaire (GBQ; Steenbergh et al. 2002) (see Table 

13 for all the items). This scale contains a total of 8 items and all items were measured on 

a 7-point scale (i.e., 1 = ‘strongly disagree, and 7 = ‘strongly agree’). According to 

previous studies using this measure (Mitrovic & Brown, 2009; Myrseth et al., 2010; 

Steenbergh et al., 2002), reliability of scale was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha, and 

they were both above .80, which falls above the accepted value (α = .80; George & 

Mallery, 2019; Nunally & Bernstein, 1978). 
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Table 13.  Illusion of Control Scale (Steenbergh et al., 2002) 
Type Items M SD α 
Illusion of 
Control 

 5.02 .91 .84 

 
 
 
 
 

I think of sports betting as a challenge 5.08 1.49  
My knowledge and skill in sports betting contribute to the 
likelihood that I will make money 

5.12 1.56  

My choices or actions affect the game on which I am betting 5.06 1.50  
I do keep track of previous winning bets so that I can figure 
out how I should bet in the future 

5.09 1.60  

Sports betting is more than just luck 4.97 1.54  
My sports betting wins are evidence that I have skill and 
knowledge related to gambling 

5.06 1.55  

I have more skills and knowledge related to sports betting 
than most people who bet on sports 

5.15 1.44  

I have a “lucky” technique that I use when I bet on sports. 4.64 1.53  
 

 
Betting Intentions and Behavior. Two measures were collected pertaining to betting 

behavior, namely, the likelihood of taking advantage of the promotional offer and the 

magnitude of the initial deposit amount, to be used as dependent variables. Participants 

were asked to answer, “How likely are you to take advantage of this promotional offer?” 

on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = Extremely unlikely, 7 = Extremely likely) to capture their 

likelihood of exploiting the promotion offer. To capture the magnitude of the initial 

deposit amount, participants were asked to write in an amount to answer the following 

“In response to the promotional offer you just saw, how much will you place for your 

first deposit? 

Demographics. Previous studies have found that age, gender, and income affected 

consumers’ gambling intentions and expenditure (Castrén et al., 2018; Hing, Lamont, et 

al., 2014; Moore & Ohtsuka, 1997). Thus, age, gender, and income were collected as 

control variables.  



77 
 

Amount of Money Spent Per Month and Frequency of Betting. The amount of money 

spent per month on sports betting was assessed by asking participants, ‘‘On average, how 

much money do you spend on sports betting per month?’’ In addition, participants were 

asked to answer, “How frequently do you place a bet on sporting events?” This was 

measured on a 10- point scale (1 = Never, 2 = Once a year, 3 = 2–3 times per year, 4 = 

Every other month, 5 = Once a month , 6 = 2–3 times per month, 7 = Weekly, 8 = More 

than once per week,  9 = Every other day, 10 = Every Day) (Neighbors, Lostutter, 

Larimer, & Takushi, 2002). 

Commitment. Since commitment influences sport consumption behavior such as game 

attendance and media consumption (Kim, James, & Kim, 2013), commitment was 

measured as a control variable using a scale adopted from Pritchard, Havitz, and Howard 

(1999) (see Table 14 for the items). This 3-item instrument was measured on a 7-point 

Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Based on Doyle, Kunkel, and 

Funk (2013) and Kim, Kang, and Johnson (2012), reliability of this scale was assessed 

using Cronbach’s alpha. Both were above .80, which falls above the accepted value (α = 

.80; George & Mallery, 2019; Nunally & Bernstein, 1978).  

 
Table 14.  Commitment Scale (adapted from Pritchard, Havitz, and Howard,1999)  
Type Items M SD α 
Commitment  5.36 .95 .81 

 
 
 
 
 

To change my preferences for following sports that I 
regularly bet on would require major rethinking 

5.36 1.18  

Even if close friends recommended following other activities, 
I would not change my preference for following sports that I 
regularly bet on 

5.31 1.18  

My preference for following sports that I regularly bet on 
would not willingly change 

5.43 1.36  
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Social Desirability. Social desirability was measured using Haghighat’s (2007) 4-item 

scale. It consists of four binary questions (i.e., Yes or No) (see Table 15 for the items). 

The response “Yes” is a socially desirable answer and given a score of 1, whereas the 

response “No” is not a socially desirable answer and given a score of 0. Thus, the sum of 

the scores reflects respondent’s social desirability tendency, as the higher scores reflect a 

tendency to provide socially desirable answers.  

Table 15.  Social Desirability Scale (Haghighat, 2007)   
Type Items M SD 
Social 
desirability  

 2.66 1.14 

 
 
 
 
 

Do you always practice what you preach to others? .60 .49 
Would you ever lie to people? .55 .49 
Would you smile at people every time you meet them? .78 .41 
If you say to people that you will do something, do you 
always keep your promise no matter how inconvenient it 
might be? 

.73 .44 

 

Attention Check 

Previous literature suggests that respondents who failed to answer the attention 

check questions submitted inconsistent responses in relation to measured variables, and 

spent considerably less time finishing respective experimental design studies 

(Oppenheimer et al., 2009; Sato et al., 2016). Thus, this study included an attention check 

question that read “Please select strongly disagree in this question.” to measure 

participants’ attention level. Of our sample, 19 respondents who failed to answer 

attention check questions were removed from the sample.   

Manipulation Check 

Manipulation checks must be performed to ensure the effectiveness of the 

experimental design. To evaluate the effectiveness of the message framing manipulation, 
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the following manipulation check question were asked and rated on a 7-point scale: “Was 

the promotional message you just saw … (1 = focused heavily on gaining money and 7 = 

focused heavily on protecting money). This single item measure has been used in 

previous message framing studies (e.g., Latimer et al., 2008). A one-way ANOVA 

revealed a significant statistical difference between the two message framing groups 

[loss-related (e.g., RFB): M = 5.58, SD = 1.04; gain-related (e.g., BM): M = 5.14, SD = 

1.51; F (1, 136) = 3.93, p < .05]. This result suggests that message framing was 

successfully manipulated as intended. 

Results 

Data Analysis 

To test H1a and H1b, a MANCOVA was conducted (Table 16). We find 

statistically significant differences between regulatory fit and non-fit groups on two 

dependent variables after controlling for age, gender, income, frequency of engaging in 

sports betting, amount of money spent per month, commitment, and social desirability; 

F (2, 126) = 6.17, p < .05; Wilk's Λ = 0.91, η2 = .08). Pairwise comparisons revealed that 

the regulatory fit group (M = 5.58, SE = .15) scored statistically significantly higher on 

the likelihood of taking advantage of the promotional offer than the regulatory non-fit 

group (M = 5.04, SE = .13). Thus, H1a was supported (mean difference = 0.54, p = .01). 

The regulatory fit group (M = 119.18, SE = 9.41) deposit significantly more money than 

the regulatory non-fit group (M = 89.64, SE = 7.96). Thus, H1b was supported (mean 

difference = 29.54, p = .02). According to Cohen (1988), partial η2 > .01 are small effect 

sizes, partial η2 > .06 are medium, and partial η2 > .15 are large effect sizes. The effect 

size for regulatory fit on likelihood of taking advantage of the promotional offer (partial 
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η2 = .05) and on magnitude of the initial deposit amount (partial η2 = .04) were relatively 

small.  

To test the moderating effects of illusion of control (H2a and H2b), moderation 

analysis was conducted using the SPSS PROCESS Macro Model 1 (Hayes, 2013). 

Median Split procedure was performed to dichotomize the illusion of control variable 

into high and low segments. The median-split is a well-established method for examining 

differences in consumer behavior in the domain of sport management (Drayer et al., 

2019). The overall model to test moderating effects of illusion of control on likelihood of 

taking advantage of the promotional offer was significant (R2 = 0.13, F (10,125) = 1.93, p 

= 0.04). However, the interaction effect of regulatory fit and illusion of control on the 

likelihood of taking advantage of the promotional offer was insignificant (β = 0.01, t 

(125) = 0.03, 95% CI [-0.80 to 0.83], p = 0.97). Thus, H2a was not supported. 

Conversely, the overall model to test moderating effects of illusion of control on the 

magnitude of the initial deposit amount was significant (R2 = 0.16, F (10,125) = 2.49, p = 

0.01). The interaction effect of regulatory fit and illusion of control on the magnitude of 

the initial deposit amount was statistically significant (β = 53.04, t (125) = - 1.45, 95% CI 

[3.69 to 102.39], p =0.03). Thus, H2b was supported.  

To test the robustness of the moderating effects of illusion of control, a three-way 

split procedure was performed to segment illusion of control variable into three groups 

(i.e., High, Moderate, and Low). Only the high and low groups were included in the 

analysis. The model to test moderating effects of illusion of control on likelihood of 

taking advantage of the promotional offer was not significant (R2 = 0.20, F (10,73) = 

1.84, p = .06). Also, the interaction effect of regulatory fit and illusion of control on the 
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likelihood of taking advantage of the promotional offer was insignificant (β = 0.27, t (73) 

= 0.45, 95% CI [-0.91 to 1.45], p = 0.65). Thus, H2a was not supported. Additionally, the 

model to test moderating effects of illusion of control on the magnitude of the initial 

deposit amount was significant (R2 = 0.26, F (10,73) = 2.59, p = 0. 01). The interaction 

effect of regulatory fit and illusion of control on the magnitude of the initial deposit 

amount was statistically significant (β = 69.92, t (73) = 2.18, 95% CI [6.13 to 133.71], p 

= 0.03). Thus, H2b was supported. 

Table 16.  MANCOVA Results 
 

Dependent Variables 
Means   

Regulatory 
fit 

Regulatory 
non-fit p-value Partial η2 

Likelihood of taking 
advantage of the 
promotional offer* 

5.58 5.04 0.01 0.05 

Magnitude of the initial 
deposit amount* 

119.18 89.64 0.02 0.04 

F (2, 126) = 6.17, p < .05; Wilk's Λ = 0.91, η2 = .08 
Notes. Likelihood of taking advantage of the promotional offer is measured using a 7-
point Likert Scale from “Extremely unlikely” to “Extremely likely”. Magnitude of the 
initial deposit amount item is measured by respondents writing the dollar amount.  * p < 
.05 

Discussion 

The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of 

marketing promotions as per their fit with consumers’ regulatory focus on consumers’ 

betting intentions and behaviors. The findings from this study extend the sports gambling 

literature by drawing on regulatory fit theory to examine the effectiveness of the two 

most widely used promotions (i.e., “BM” and “RFB”) to attract sports betting consumers. 

The findings indicate that the presence of regulatory fit between regulatory focus and 

message framing both a) positively affected the likelihood that consumers would exploit 

both promotional offers and b) was positively related to the magnitude of initial deposit 
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amounts. Consistent with previous research (Fransen et al., 2010; Hsu & Chen, 2014; Lee 

& Aaker, 2004; Lockwood et al., 2002), this study found that alignment between a 

consumer’s regulatory focus and a message’s framing (i.e., losses vs. gains) positively 

influenced their intentions. Specifically, individuals with a promotion-focus were more 

likely to exploit promotional offers and made greater initial deposit when they were 

presented with “BM” promotions emphasizing the gain aspect than “RFB” promotions 

highlighting the prevention of loss. In contrast, prevention focused individuals exhibited 

higher likelihoods of exploiting promotional offers and greater magnitudes of initial 

deposit amounts when they were exposed to “RFB” promotions versus “BM” 

promotions. The findings from the current study indicate that the creation of regulatory fit 

plays an important role in improving consumers’ levels of likelihood of exploiting the 

promotion and enticing consumers to deposit more money in the context of sports betting.  

Additionally, this study builds on existing regulatory fit research by considering 

the illusion of control, which is the important construct in gambling research as a 

moderator. To the author’s knowledge, illusion of control has not been examined as a 

moderator in exploring the effect of regulatory fit on consumers’ betting intentions. The 

findings indicate that individuals with a high level of illusion of control exhibited a 

greater intention to deposit more money when there was a fit between their regulatory 

focus orientation and message framing. Conversely, the findings showed that whether 

individuals’ illusion of control is high or low, regulatory fit did not affect the likelihood 

that gamblers would take advantage of promotions.  
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Theoretical Implications 

The findings from this study offer significant theoretical contributions. From a 

theoretical perspective, this study extends scholarly understanding of regulatory fit by 

exploring its influence on consumers’ betting intentions in the context of sports 

gambling. This contributes to the sports gambling literature by providing new insights on 

how the fit between individuals’ regulatory focus orientation and promotional message 

framing affect their sports gambling intention. To my knowledge, this study is the first to 

show that regulatory fit positively impacts consumers’ likelihood of betting and 

magnitude of deposit amount in the domain of sports gambling.  

Second, this study extends sports gambling research by considering “magnitude 

of the initial deposit amount” as dependent variable. In order to bet on sporting events in 

online settings, individuals must deposit money into the sports gambling platforms. 

Hence, the investigation on “magnitude of the initial deposit amount” is crucial to have a 

better understanding of consumers’ betting intentions in the context of online sports 

gambling. With the proliferation of online sports betting platforms (Reynolds, 2021), the 

findings on ‘magnitude of initial deposit amount” provides critical information regarding 

consumers’ behavioral intentions to online sports gambling platforms.  

Finally, the findings from this study extends sports gambling literature by 

providing new perspective that illusion of control moderates the relation between 

regulatory fit and magnitude of betting amount, but it does not moderate the relationship 

between regulatory fit and likelihood of exploiting the promotion. In other words, when 

individuals exhibited greater illusion of control, there was a stronger effect of fit between 

individuals regulatory focus and messaging framing (i.e., losses vs. gains) on magnitude 
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of initial deposit amount, but not on likelihood of exploiting the promotion. The presence 

or absence of a moderating effect of illusion of control dependent on the behavioral 

intention considered could be explained by Knowles’ (1976) suggestion these two 

intentions are distinct concepts. Specifically, based on Knowels’ (1976) proposition, 

likelihood of taking advantage of promotions (i.e., willingness to approach risk) and 

magnitude of initial deposit amount (i.e., strategy aspect of risk-taking situations) are two 

separate constructs. 

Managerial Implications 

 Managerially, the findings from this study provide a critical implication for 

sports gambling organization. The findings from current study indicates that the creation 

of regulatory fit plays an important role in improving consumers’ levels of likelihood of 

exploiting the promotion and enticing consumers to deposit more money on sports 

gambling platforms. Thus, sports gambling platforms should make an effort to learn more 

about consumers’ dominant regulatory focus orientations (i.e., prevention vs. promotion). 

Sport gambling organizations may send out the survey to potential and existing customers 

to acquire their regulatory focus information. To improve survey response rates, sports 

gambling platforms could make the survey more attracting by making it a gamified quiz. 

Also, they could offer rewards to the consumers for completing the quiz. Past literature 

suggests that gamifying app or services increases consumers’ engagement level and 

improves customer involvement (Kunkel et al., 2021).  

Further, one of the effective gamification features is providing rewards for 

finishing the task at hand (Hamari et al., 2014; Kunkel et al., 2021). For example, sports 

betting platforms can frame the regulatory focus orientation survey as a quiz intended to 
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teach them more about themselves as a sports bettor. Likewise, they can offer a reward 

such as “Win Free $5 site credit to bet on any sporting events” to entice more consumers 

to finish the survey. Once sport gambling organizations have the consumers’ dominant 

regulatory focus information, they can tailor promotions (e.g., risk-free or bonus money) 

to match their dominant regulatory focus. For example, if one consumer has promotion as 

dominant regulatory focus, sport gambling organizations should tailor the marketing 

promotion by sending out “bonus money” promotion to create the regulatory fit, which 

could possibly lead to enhancing message persuasion and eventually attracting more 

sports bettors to their platforms.  

Limitations and Future Research 

Although this study provided important implications, it is not without limitations. 

First, the sample of this study was restricted to the United States. Previous studies suggest 

that cultural differences play a role in influencing gambling behavior (Raylu & Oei, 

2004). Thus, to improve generalizability, future research should collect samples from 

different countries in Europe, Asia, and Australia, where legalized sports gambling has 

been offered for a long time to account for cultural differences.  

Second, this study utilized screening questions to recruit actual sports betting 

participants from Amazon’s MTurk. There are other methods to recruit quality samples 

such as recruiting active participants from various sports betting platforms. Although 

there was consistency across demographics among the current study’s sample and active 

participants of sports betting (“Industry Demographics,” n.d.), future research should 

consider other recruiting methods to increase generalizability of the findings 
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Third, the effect sizes of regulatory fit on the likelihood of taking advantage of the 

promotional offer and on the magnitude of the initial deposit amount were relatively 

modest (Cohen, 1988). According to Prentice and Miller (1992), in experimental design 

studies, the effect size is possibly reliant on the operationalization of the independent 

variables. Future research can extend relevant findings by replicating the current study 

with different methods to operationalize the independent variable (i.e., regulatory fit). 

Lastly, the current study measured individuals’ predominant regulatory focus 

using regulatory focus scale (Lockwood et al., 2002). Previous research has found that 

individual’s dominant regulatory orientation can be triggered temporarily with proper 

priming of promotion and prevention focus (Fransen et al., 2010; Lockwood et al., 2002). 

Future research should replicate the current research using priming of regulatory 

orientation to investigate whether the results will be consistent with the current study. 

This will extend the reliability of current study’s results. Finally, the manipulation of 

message framing was executed by providing two different marketing messages with 

respect to gain- vs loss-related, while holding other aspects of the advertisement constant 

(e.g., amount of money). Future research could consider manipulating other aspects of the 

advertisements, such as the amount of money, to further understand how to optimize 

marketing messages. 

Conclusion 

This research sought to examine how consumers’ betting intentions are impacted 

when exposed to promotional messages that “fit” with their regulatory focus. The results 

from this study suggest that regulatory fit had a positive effect on consumers’ likelihoods 

of exploiting two distinct promotional offers and the magnitude of initial deposit amounts 
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when there was a regulatory fit between individuals’ regulatory focus and message 

framing. Additionally, the result of this study confirms the moderating effects of illusion 

of control on the relationship between regulatory fit and magnitude of initial deposit 

amount. when individuals showed higher level of illusion of control, there was a stronger 

influence of fit between regulatory focus and messaging framing on magnitude of initial 

deposit amount. Managerially, the results from this study provide sports marketing 

professionals with an understanding of how to effectively develop promotional messages 

to enhance message persuasion by considering regulatory fit. Specifically, findings 

inform sports gambling organizations the importance of the regulatory focus of 

consumers, which could be incorporated into developing consumer profiles for a targeted 

marketing approach.  
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION 

 

The growing popularity of sports gambling around the globe led to a proliferation 

of sports gambling providers, resulting in marketers seeking better understanding of 

consumers’ betting motivations to attract and retain their consumers. Thus, this 

dissertation containing three essays seeks to provide such guidance through investigation 

of the drivers of sports gambling participation and its influence on consumers’ betting 

intentions and behavior. These three standalone essays examine consumer motivation 

alongside several other factors (e.g., game characteristics, other consumer characteristics) 

that are critical to sports gambling. Consequently, these essays elucidate the motivational 

characteristics of sport gambling participants and provide meaningful theoretical and 

managerial insights. 

Essay One explored differences in motivation and perceived behavioral control 

between DFS and sports betting participants. This study extends the sports gambling 

literature by comparing motivations and perceived behavioral control between DFS and 

sports betting participants; this is in contrast to previous scholarship, which has focused 

on comparing these factors between DFS and TFS participants (Billings et al., 2017; 

Weiner & Dwyer, 2017). The results indicated that there are differences between DFS 

and sports betting participants in terms of entertainment and social interaction 

motivations. These findings ultimately suggest that DFS and sports betting participants 

may be regarded as two independent consumer segments. Moreover, this research offers 

important managerial implications for sport gambling platforms that entertainment aspect 
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could be highlighted in the marketing communication to target sports betting participants 

whereas social interaction aspect could be underscored to efficiently target DFS 

participants.    

Essay Two investigated the impacts of game characteristics and their relative 

importance on consumers’ betting intentions based on different motivations (intrinsic vs. 

extrinsic) utilizing a conjoint analysis. While past studies indicated that different types of 

motivation can lead to distinct consumer behaviors, the findings of current study revealed 

that all four motivational groups showed similar preference in terms of game 

characteristics. Specifically, all four motivational groups showed that quality team (i.e., 

which team is playing against each other) is the most significant game characteristic in 

making the betting decision. Thus, this study’s findings run counter to previous 

theoretical knowledge of SDT that suggested that different motivations lead to different 

consumer attitudes and behaviors. Managerially, the findings regarding the relative 

importance of game characteristics provides what features of the game (e.g., quality team, 

TV coverage, and game uncertainty) they should put more emphasis on developing 

marketing strategies to attract more consumers.  

Finally, Essay Three employed an experimental design to investigate the 

influence of different marketing promotions (i.e., RFB vs. BM) and their fit with 

consumers’ regulatory focus relative to consumers’ betting intentions and behavior. This 

study extends the regulatory fit literature by investigating its influence on consumers’ 

betting intentions in the context of sports gambling. It also contributes to the sports 

gambling literature by offering new insights regarding how the fit between individuals’ 

regulatory focus orientation and promotional message framing affect individuals’ sports 
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gambling intention. In addition, by examining “magnitude of the initial deposit amount” 

as a dependent variable, this study constitutes a more comprehensive examination at 

consumers’ betting intention in the context of online sports gambling than currently exists 

in the literature. These findings offer a new perspective that when individuals exhibited 

greater illusion of control, there was a stronger effect of fit between individuals 

regulatory focus and messaging framing (i.e., losses vs. gains) on the magnitude of the 

initial deposit amount, but not on the likelihood of exploiting the promotion. 

Managerially, these findings suggest to sports gambling organizations that the creation of 

regulatory fit plays a crucial part in enhancing consumers’ likelihood of exploiting the 

promotion and attracting consumers to deposit more money on sports gambling 

platforms. Therefore, marketers should attempt to learn more about consumers’ dominant 

regulatory focus orientations (i.e., prevention vs. promotion) to effectively develop 

marketing strategies to improve their customer base. 

Collectively, while all focusing on sports gambling, these three standalone essays 

each embraced a different focus to explore sports gambling motivations. The research 

findings increase our understanding of betting intentions and behavior through the 

examinations into motivation, perceived behavioral control, and marketing. Moreover, 

the findings also set up future streams of inquiry in relation to consumer behavior in the 

ever-growing sports gambling industry.   



91 
 

REFERENCES 

Aaker, J. L., & Lee, A. Y. (2006). Understanding regulatory fit. Journal of Marketing 

Research, 43(1), 15–19. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.43.1.15 

Ajzen, I. (1991). The Theory of Planned Behavior. In ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR 

AND HUMAN DECISION PROCESSES (Vol. 50). Retrieved from 

https://www.dphu.org/uploads/attachements/books/books_4931_0.pdf 

American Sports Bettors Pray for the Best – Who Bets on Sports in the US? (2020, May 

8). Retreived from https://www.sportsbettingdime.com/guides/research/survey-

who-bets-on-sports/ 

Ariyabuddhiphongs, V. (2011). Lottery Gambling: A Review. Journal of Gambling 

Studies, 27(1), 15–33. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10899-010-9194-0 

Bell, J. (2021, Februrary 25). Not Just A Game: Online Sports Betting And The Rise Of 

Corrosive Technology. Forbes.com. Retreived from 

https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbestechcouncil/2021/02/25/not-just-a-game-

online-sports-betting-and-the-rise-of-corrosive-technology/?sh=b55693670ec4 

Bem, D. J., & Funder, D. C. (1978). Predicting more of the people more of the time: 

Assessing the personality of situations. Psychological Review, 85(6), 485-501. 

Billings, A., Ruihley, B. J., & Yang, Y. (2017). Fantasy Gaming on Steroids? Contrasting 

Fantasy Sport Participation by Daily Fantasy Sport Participation. Communication 

and Sport, 5(6), 732–750. https://doi.org/10.1177/2167479516644445 

Bjerg, O. (2010). Problem gambling in poker: Money, rationality and control in a skill-

based social game. International Gambling Studies, 10(3), 239-254. 

Bogdanich, W., & Williams, J.(2015, November 23)  For Addicts, Fantasy Sites Can 

https://www.dphu.org/uploads/attachements/books/books_4931_0.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10899-010-9194-0
https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbestechcouncil/2021/02/25/not-just-a-game-online-sports-betting-and-the-rise-of-corrosive-technology/?sh=b55693670ec4
https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbestechcouncil/2021/02/25/not-just-a-game-online-sports-betting-and-the-rise-of-corrosive-technology/?sh=b55693670ec4
http://www.nytimes.com/by/walt-bogdanich


92 
 

Lead to Ruinous Path. The New York Times. Retreived from 

https://www.nytimes.com/2015/11/23/sports/fantasy-sports-addiction-gambling-

draftkings-fanduel.html 

Bouju, G., Grall-Bronnec, M., Quistrebert-Davanne, V., Hardouin, J. B., & Vénisse, J. L. 

(2013). Texas hold’em poker: A qualitative analysis of gamblers’ perceptions. 

Journal of Gambling Issues, (28), 1–28. https://doi.org/10.4309/jgi.2013.28.4 

Boyd, J.(n.d.). Money Line to Break Even Win Percentage Conversion Table. 

Boydsbets.com. Retrieved from https://www.boydsbets.com/money-line-

conversion-chart/ 

Carmon, Z., & Ariely, D. (2000). Focusing on the forgone: How value can appear so 

different to buyers and sellers. Journal of consumer research, 27(3), 360-370. 

Castrén, S., Kontto, J., Alho, H., & Salonen, A. H. (2018). The relationship between 

gambling expenditure, socio-demographics, health-related correlates and 

gambling behaviour—a cross-sectional population-based survey in Finland. 

Addiction, 113(1), 91–106. https://doi.org/10.1111/add.13929 

Cesario, J., Higgins, E. T., & Scholer, A. A. (2008). Regulatory Fit and Persuasion: Basic 

Principles and Remaining Questions. Social and Personality Psychology 

Compass, 2(1), 444–463. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2007.00055.x 

Chantal, Y., & Vallerand, R. J. (1996). Skill versus luck: A motivational analysis of 

gambling involvement. Journal of Gambling Studies, 12(4), 407–418. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01539185 

Chantal, Y., Vallerand, R. J., & Vallières, E. F. (1995). Motivation and gambling 

involvement. Journal of Social Psychology, 135(6), 755–763. 

https://www.nytimes.com/2015/11/23/sports/fantasy-sports-addiction-gambling-draftkings-fanduel.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2015/11/23/sports/fantasy-sports-addiction-gambling-draftkings-fanduel.html
https://doi.org/10.4309/jgi.2013.28.4
https://www.boydsbets.com/money-line-conversion-chart/
https://www.boydsbets.com/money-line-conversion-chart/


93 
 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1995.9713978 

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. Abingdon. 

Daily fantasy sports by state. (2021, October 19). Retrieved from 

https://www.locationsmart.com/company/news/daily-fantasy-sports-by-state 

Deci, E. L., Olafsen, A. H., & Ryan, R. M. (2017). Self-Determination Theory in Work 

Organizations: The State of a Science. Annual Review of Organizational 

Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 4(1), 19–43. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113108 

Deci, E. L., Ryan, R. M., & Williams, G. C. (1996). Need satisfaction and the self-

regulation of learning. Learning and Individual Differences, 8(3), 165–183. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1041-6080(96)90013-8 

Delventhal, S. (2020, May 20) How FanDuel and DraftKings Work. Investopedia.com. 

Retrieved from https://www.investopedia.com/articles/investing/122415/how-

fanduel-and-draftkings-work.asp 

De-Marcos, L., Garcia-Lopez, E., & Garcia-Cabot, A. (2016). On the effectiveness of 

game-like and social approaches in learning: Comparing educational gaming, 

gamification & social networking. Computers & Education, 95, 99-113. 

Dib, M. (2018). A Game of Skill Or Chance: Why Texas Should Legalize Daily Fantasy 

Sports. Tex. Tech L. Rev., 51, 361. 

Doyle, J. P., Kunkel, T., & Funk, D. C. (2013). Sports spectator segmentation: examining 

the differing psychological connections among spectators of leagues and 

teams. International Journal of Sports Marketing and Sponsorship. 14(2), 20-36 

Drayer, J., Dwyer, B., & Shapiro, S. L. (2019). Fantasy millionaires: Identifying at-risk 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1995.9713978
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1041-6080(96)90013-8
https://www.investopedia.com/contributors/53881/
https://www.investopedia.com/articles/investing/122415/how-fanduel-and-draftkings-work.asp
https://www.investopedia.com/articles/investing/122415/how-fanduel-and-draftkings-work.asp


94 
 

consumers based on motivation. Journal of Sport Management, 33(1), 37–49. 

https://doi.org/10.1123/jsm.2018-0164 

Drayer, J., Shapiro, S. L., & Dwyer, B. (2018). Worth the price of admission? the 

mediating effect of perceived value on ticket purchase intention. Sport Marketing 

Quarterly, 27(1), 44–57. 

Duggal, R. (2018, April 19) The Key To A Marketer's Success: Understanding Consumer 

Motivations. Forbes.com. Retreived from 

https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbescommunicationscouncil/2018/04/19/the-key-

to-a-marketers-success-understanding-consumer-motivations/#40be68ea71ee 

Dunker, F., Freund, P. A., & Engels, E. S. (2020). Does Perceived Stress Affect the 

Relationship between Personality and Sports Enjoyment? European Journal of 

Health Psychology, 27(2), 45–54. https://doi.org/10.1027/2512-8442/a000048 

Dwyer, B. (2011). Divided loyalty? An analysis of fantasy football involvement and fan 

loyalty to individual National Football League (NFL) teams. Journal of Sport 

Management, 25(5), 445–457. https://doi.org/10.1123/jsm.25.5.445 

Dwyer, B., Drayer, J., & Shapiro, S. L. (2019). To play or not to play? An analysis of 

dispositions, gambling, and daily fantasy sport. Journal of Sport Management, 

33(3), 174–188. https://doi.org/10.1123/jsm.2018-0115 

Dwyer, B., & LeCrom, C. W. (2013). Is fantasy trumping reality? The redefined National 

Football League experience of novice fantasy football participants. Journal of 

Contemporary Athletics, 7(3), 119-139. 

Dwyer, B., & Kim, Y. (2011). For love or money: Developing and validating a 

motivational scale for fantasy football participation. Journal of Sport 

https://doi.org/10.1123/jsm.2018-0115


95 
 

Management, 25(1), 70–83. https://doi.org/10.1123/jsm.25.1.70 

Dwyer, B., Shapiro, S. L., & Drayer, J. (2018). Daily fantasy football and self-reported 

problem behavior in the united states. Journal of Gambling Studies, 34(3), 689–

707. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10899-017-9720-4 

Dwyer, B., & Weiner, J. (2018). Daily Grind: A Comparison of Causality Orientations, 

Emotions, and Fantasy Sport Participation. Journal of Gambling Studies, 34(1), 

1–20. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10899-017-9684-4 

Emilien, G., Weitkunat, R., & Lüdicke, F. (Eds.). (2017). Consumer perception of 

product risks and benefits (pp. 23-38). New York, NY: Springer International 

Publishing. 

Fang, X., & Mowen, J. C. (2009). Examining the trait and functional motive antecedents 

of four gambling activities: Slot machines, skilled card games, sports betting, and 

promotional games. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 26(2), 121–131. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/07363760910940483 

Farquhar, L. K., & Meeds, R. (2007). Types of fantasy sports users and their motivations. 

Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 12(4), 1208–1228. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2007.00370.x 

Fodor, A., DiFilippo, M., Krieger, K., & Davis, J. (2013). Inefficient pricing from 

holdover bias in NFL point spread markets. Applied Financial Economics, 23(17), 

1407–1418. https://doi.org/10.1080/09603107.2013.829201 

Fong, L. H. N., Law, R., Tang, C. M. F., & Yap, M. H. T. (2016). Experimental research 

in hospitality and tourism: a critical review. International Journal of 

Contemporary Hospitality Management, 28(2), 246–266. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10899-017-9684-4


96 
 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-10-2014-0506 

Forrest, D., Simmons, R., & Chesters, N. (2002). Buying a dream: Alternative models of 

demand for lotto. Economic Inquiry, 40(3), 485–496. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/ei/40.3.485 

Fransen, M. L., Reinders, M. J., Bartels, J., & Maassen, R. L. (2010). The influence of 

regulatory fit on evaluation and intentions to buy genetically modified foods: The 

mediating role of social identification. Journal of Marketing Communications, 

16(1–2), 5–20. https://doi.org/10.1080/13527260903342696 

Funk, D. C. (2017). Introducing a Sport Experience Design (SX) framework for sport 

consumer behaviour research. Sport Management Review, 20(2), 145–158. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2016.11.006 

Funk, D. C., Beaton, A., & Alexandris, K. (2012). Sport consumer motivation: Autonomy 

and control orientations that regulate fan behaviours. Sport Management Review, 

15(3), 355–367. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2011.11.001 

Funk, D. C., Mahony, D. F., & Ridinger, L. L. (1994). Characterizing Consumer 

Motivation as Individual Difference Factors: Augmenting the Sports Interest 

Inventory (SII) to Explain Level of Spectator Support. In Acosta & Carpenter. 

Retrieved from Sabo & Snyder website: 

https://digitalcommons.odu.edu/hms_fac_pubs 

Funk, D., Mahony, D., & Ridinger, L. (2002). Characterizing Consumer Motivation as 

Individual Difference Factors: Augmenting the Sports Interest Inventory (SII) to 

Explain Level of Spectator Support. Sport Marketing Quarterly, 11(1), 33–43. 

Gagné, M., Gagné, M., & Deci, E. L. (2014). The History of Self-Determination Theory 



97 
 

in Psychology and Management. The Oxford Handbook of Work Engagement, 

Motivation, and Self-Determination Theory, (1968), 1–10. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199794911.013.006 

George, D. & Mallery, M. (2019). SPSS for windows step by step: A simple guide and 

reference 17.0 update (15. ed.). Routledge. 

Goldstein, S. (2018, September 4) How not to be a ‘sucker’ on FanDuel or DraftKings. 

Marketwatch.com. Retrieved from https://www.marketwatch.com/story/how-not-

to-be-a-sucker-on-fanduel-or-draftkings-2016-01-07 

Grewal, D., Krishnan, R., Baker, J., & Borin, N. (1998). The effect of store name, brand 

name and price discounts on consumers' evaluations and purchase 

intentions. Journal of retailing, 74(3), 331-352. 

Haghighat, R. (2007). The development of the brief social desirability scale 

(BSDS). Europe’s Journal of Psychology, 3(4). 

Hamari, J., & Koivisto, J. (2015). “Working out for likes”: An empirical study on social 

influence in exercise gamification. Computers in Human Behavior, 50, 333-347. 

Hamari, J., Koivisto, J., & Sarsa, H. (2014). Does gamification work? – A literature 

review of empirical studies on gamification. Proceedings of the 47th Hawaii 

International Conference on System Sciences, Hawaii, USA, 3025–3034. 

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process 

analysis: A regression-based approach. New York: Guilford Press. 

Higgins, E. T. (1997). Beyond pleasure and pain. American Psychologist, 52(12), 1280–

1300. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.52.12.1280 

Higgins, E. T. (2000). Making a good decision: Value from fit. American Psychologist, 

https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199794911.013.006
https://www.marketwatch.com/story/how-not-to-be-a-sucker-on-fanduel-or-draftkings-2016-01-07
https://www.marketwatch.com/story/how-not-to-be-a-sucker-on-fanduel-or-draftkings-2016-01-07


98 
 

55(11), 1217–1230. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.11.1217 

Higgins, E. T., Friedman, R. S., Harlow, R. E., Idson, L. C., Ayduk, O. N., & Taylor, A. 

(2001). Achievement orientations from subjective histories of success: Promotion 

pride versus prevention pride. European Journal of Social Psychology, 31(1), 3–

23. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.27 

Highhouse, S. (2009). Designing experiments that generalize. Organizational Research 

Methods, 12(3), 554–566. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428107300396 

Hing, N. (2014). Sports betting and advertising. AGRC Discussion Paper No. 4, (4), 51–

55. Retrieved from https://aifs.gov.au/agrc/publications/sports-betting-and-

advertising/export 

Hing, N., Browne, M., Russell, A. M. T., Greer, N., Thomas, A., Jenkinson, R., & 

Rockloff, M. (2019). Where’s the Bonus in Bonus Bets? Assessing Sports 

Bettors’ Comprehension of their True Cost. Journal of Gambling Studies, 35(2), 

587–599. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10899-018-9800-0 

Hing, N., Cherney, L., Blaszczynski, A., Gainsbury, S. M., & Lubman, D. I. (2014). Do 

advertising and promotions for online gambling increase gambling consumption? 

An exploratory study. International Gambling Studies, 14(3), 394–409. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14459795.2014.903989 

Hing, N., Lamont, M., Vitartas, P., & Fink, E. (2014). Sports-embedded gambling 

promotions: A study of exposure, sports betting intention and problem gambling 

amongst adults. International Journal of Mental Health and Addiction, 13(1), 

115–135. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11469-014-9519-9 

Hing, N., Lamont, M., Vitartas, P., & Fink, E. (2015). Sports bettors’ responses to sports-

https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428107300396


99 
 

embedded gambling promotions: Implications for compulsive consumption. 

Journal of Business Research, 68(10), 2057–2066. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.03.003 

Hing, N., Vitartas, P., & Lamont, M. (2013). Gambling sponsorship of sport: An 

exploratory study of links with gambling attitudes and intentions. International 

Gambling Studies, 13(3), 281–301. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14459795.2013.812132 

Hing, N., Vitartas, P., & Lamont, M. (2017). Understanding persuasive attributes of 

sports betting advertisements: A conjoint analysis of selected elements. Journal of 

Behavioral Addictions, 6(4), 658–668. https://doi.org/10.1556/2006.6.2017.062 

Hing, N., Vitartas, P., Lamont, M., & Fink, E. (2014). Adolescent exposure to gambling 

promotions during televised sport: an exploratory study of links with gambling 

intentions. International Gambling Studies, 14(3), 374–393. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14459795.2014.902489 

Hsu, C. L., & Chen, M. C. (2014). Explaining consumer attitudes and purchase intentions 

toward organic food: Contributions from regulatory fit and consumer 

characteristics. Food Quality and Preference, 35, 6–13. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2014.01.005 

Huberfeld, R., Gersner, R., Rosenberg, O., Kotler, M., & Dannon, P. N. (2013). Football 

gambling three arm-controlled study: Gamblers, amateurs and 

laypersons. Psychopathology, 46(1), 28-33. 

Humphreys, B. R., Paul, R. J., & Weinbach, A. P. (2013). Consumption benefits and 

gambling: Evidence from the NCAA basketball betting market. Journal of 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2014.01.005


100 
 

Economic Psychology, 39, 376–386. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2013.05.010 

Imbert, F. (2019, December 21). 2020 could be the year that sports gambling takes off, to 

the benefit of these stocks. CNBC. Retreived from 

https://www.cnbc.com/2019/12/21/2020-could-be-the-year-that-sports-gambling-

takes-off-in-the-us.html 

Industry Demographics. (n.d.). Retrived from https://thefsga.org/industry-demographics/ 

Kaiser, M., Ströbel, T., Woratschek, H., & Durchholz, C. (2019). How well do you know 

your spectators? A study on spectator segmentation based on preference analysis 

and willingness to pay for tickets. European Sport Management Quarterly, 19(2), 

178–200. https://doi.org/10.1080/16184742.2018.1499790 

Kang, H., Hahn, M., Fortin, D. R., Hyun, Y. J., & Eom, Y. (2006). Effects of perceived 

behavioral control on the consumer usage intention of e-coupons. Psychology and 

Marketing, 23(10), 841–864. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20136 

Killian, T. (2019, July 26). World Sports Betting Market to Hit $155B by 2024, Study 

Says. gambling.com. Retreived from https://www.gambling.com/news/world-

sports-betting-market-to-hit-155b-by-2024-study-says-2027900 

Kim, S. (Sam), Chung, J. Y., Petrick, J., & Park, J. W. (2018). Determination of preferred 

performing arts tourism products using conjoint analysis. Journal of Vacation 

Marketing, 24(1), 44–61. https://doi.org/10.1177/1356766716679484 

Kim, J. W., James, J. D., & Kim, Y. K. (2013). A model of the relationship among sport 

consumer motives, spectator commitment, and behavioral intentions. Sport 

management review, 16(2), 173-185. 

Kim, H. Y., Kang, J. Y. M., & Johnson, K. K. (2012). Effect of consumer relationship 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2013.05.010
https://www.cnbc.com/2019/12/21/2020-could-be-the-year-that-sports-gambling-takes-off-in-the-us.html
https://www.cnbc.com/2019/12/21/2020-could-be-the-year-that-sports-gambling-takes-off-in-the-us.html
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20136
https://www.gambling.com/news/world-sports-betting-market-to-hit-155b-by-2024-study-says-2027900
https://www.gambling.com/news/world-sports-betting-market-to-hit-155b-by-2024-study-says-2027900
https://doi.org/10.1177/1356766716679484


101 
 

proneness on perceived loyalty program attributes and resistance to 

change. International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management 

Klinski, C. (2017, February 20) FanDuel Friends Mode Gets New Chat Feature. 

DailyFantasySports.codes. Retreived from 

https://dailyfantasysports.codes/wire/fanduel-friends-mode-gets-new-chat-feature/ 

Knowles, E. S. (1976). Searching for motivations in risk-taking and gambling. Gambling 

and society: Interdisciplinary studies on the subject of gambling, 295-307. 

Ko, Y. J., Chang, Y., Jang, W., Sagas, M., & Spengler, J. O. (2017). A hierarchical 

approach for predicting sport consumption behavior: A personality and needs 

perspective. Journal of Sport Management, 31(3), 213-228. 

Koschate-Fischer, N., & Schandelmeier, S. (2014). A guideline for designing 

experimental studies in marketing research and a critical discussion of selected 

problem areas. Journal of Business Economics, 84(6), 793–826. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11573-014-0708-6 

Kota, R., Reid, C., James, J., & Kim, A. (2019). Development and Assessment of a Scale 

to Measure Daily Fantasy Sport Motives. Sport Marketing Quarterly, 28(1), 5–19. 

https://doi.org/10.32731/smq.281.032019.01 

Ku, E. C. S. (2011). Recommendations from a virtual community as a catalytic agent of 

travel decisions. Internet Research, 21(3), 282–303. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/10662241111139318 

Kunkel, T., Lock, D., & Doyle, J. P. (2021). Gamification via mobile applications: A 

longitudinal examination of its impact on attitudinal loyalty and behavior toward 

a core service. Psychology & Marketing, 38(6), 948-964. 

https://dailyfantasysports.codes/wire/fanduel-friends-mode-gets-new-chat-feature/
https://dailyfantasysports.codes/wire/fanduel-friends-mode-gets-new-chat-feature/
https://doi.org/10.1108/10662241111139318


102 
 

Kwon, H. H., Trail, G., & James, J. D. (2007). The mediating role of perceived value: 

Team identification and purchase intention of team-licensed apparel. Journal of 

Sport Management, 21(4), 540-554. 

Lamont, M., & Hing, N. (2018). Sports Betting Motivations Among Young Men: An 

Adaptive Theory Analysis. Leisure Sciences, 0(0), 1–20. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01490400.2018.1483852 

Lamont, M., Hing, N., & Vitartas, P. (2016). Affective response to gambling promotions 

during televised sport: A qualitative analysis. Sport Management Review, 19(3), 

319–331. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2015.06.002 

Langer, E. J. (1975). The illusion of control. Journal of personality and social 

psychology, 32(2), 311-328. 

LaPlante, D. A., Nelson, S. E., & Gray, H. M. (2014). Breadth and depth involvement: 

Understanding Internet gambling involvement and its relationship to gambling 

problems. Psychology of Addictive Behaviors, 28(2), 396–403. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033810 

Latimer, A. E., Rench, T. A., Rivers, S. E., Katulak, N. A., Materese, S. A., Cadmus, L., 

… Salovey, P. (2008). Promoting participation in physical activity using framed 

messages: An application of prospect theory. British Journal of Health 

Psychology, 13(4), 659–681. https://doi.org/10.1348/135910707X246186 

Lavrakas, P. (2013). Psychographic Measure. Encyclopedia of Survey Research Methods. 

https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412963947.n415 

Lee, A. Y., & Aaker, J. L. (2004). Bringing the Frame into Focus: The Influence of 

Regulatory Fit on Processing Fluency and Persuasion. Journal of Personality and 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2015.06.002


103 
 

Social Psychology, 86(2), 205–218. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.2.205 

Lee, C. K., Chung, N., & Bernhard, B. J. (2013). Examining the structural relationships 

among gambling motivation, passion, and consequences of internet sports betting. 

Journal of Gambling Studies, 30(4), 845–858. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10899-

013-9400-y 

Lee, H. S. (2013). Predicting and Understanding Undergraduate Students’ Intentions to 

Gamble in a Casino Using an Extended Model of the Theory of Reasoned Action 

and the Theory of Planned Behavior. Journal of Gambling Studies, 29(2), 269–

288. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10899-012-9302-4 

Lee, S., Seo, W. J., & Green, B. C. (2013). Understanding why people play fantasy sport: 

development of the Fantasy Sport Motivation Inventory (FanSMI). European 

Sport Management Quarterly, 13(2), 166–199. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/16184742.2012.752855 

Legalsportsbetting (2022). Brick and Mortar Sportsbooks. Legalsportsbetting.com. 

Retrieved from https://www.legalsportsbetting.com/brick-and-mortar-

sportsbooks/#:~:text=How%20many%20sportsbooks%20are%20there,list%20is

%20growing%20every%20month. 

Lin, H. F. (2008). Determinants of successful virtual communities: Contributions from 

system characteristics and social factors. Information and Management, 45(8), 

522–527. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2008.08.002 

Lockwood, P., Jordan, C. H., & Kunda, Z. (2002). Motivation by positive or negative role 

models: Regulatory focus determines who will best inspire us. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 83(4), 854–864. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-

https://doi.org/10.1080/16184742.2012.752855
https://www.legalsportsbetting.com/brick-and-mortar-sportsbooks/#:%7E:text=How%20many%20sportsbooks%20are%20there,list%20is%20growing%20every%20month
https://www.legalsportsbetting.com/brick-and-mortar-sportsbooks/#:%7E:text=How%20many%20sportsbooks%20are%20there,list%20is%20growing%20every%20month
https://www.legalsportsbetting.com/brick-and-mortar-sportsbooks/#:%7E:text=How%20many%20sportsbooks%20are%20there,list%20is%20growing%20every%20month
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.4.854


104 
 

3514.83.4.854 

Lockwood, P., Chasteen, A. L., & Wong, C. (2005). Age and regulatory focus determine 

preferences for health-related role models. Psychology and aging, 20(3), 376. 

Marcus, D (2019, December 23) DraftKings Announces Plans To Go Public In 2020. 

Forbes.com. Retreived from 

https://www.forbes.com/sites/danielmarcus/2019/12/23/draftkings-announces-

plans-to-go-public-in-2020/#3ed94fde5279 

Mercier, J., Sévigny, S., Jacques, C., Goulet, A., Cantinotti, M., & Giroux, I. (2018). 

Sports bettors: A systematic review. Journal of Gambling Issues, 2018(38), 203–

236. https://doi.org/10.4309/jgi.2018.38.11 

Miller, E., & Singer, D. (2015, September 1). For daily fantasy-sports operators, the curse 

of too much skill. McKinsey & Company. Retrieved from 

https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/technology-media-and-

telecommunications/our-insights/for-daily-fantasy-sports-operators-the-curse-of-

too-much-skill 

Moore, S. M., & Ohtsuka, K. (1997). Gambling Activities of Young Australians: 

Developing a Model of Behaviour. Journal of Gambling Studies, 13(3), 207–236. 

https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024979232287 

Morales, A. C., Amir, O., & Lee, L. (2017). Keeping it real in experimental research-

understanding when, where, and how to enhance realism and measure consumer 

behavior. Journal of Consumer Research, 44(2), 465–476. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/jcr/ucx048 

Motyka, S., Grewal, D., Puccinelli, N. M., Roggeveen, A. L., Avnet, T., Daryanto, A., … 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.4.854
https://www.forbes.com/sites/danielmarcus/2019/12/23/draftkings-announces-plans-to-go-public-in-2020/#3ed94fde5279
https://www.forbes.com/sites/danielmarcus/2019/12/23/draftkings-announces-plans-to-go-public-in-2020/#3ed94fde5279
https://doi.org/10.4309/jgi.2018.38.11


105 
 

Wetzels, M. (2014). Regulatory fit: A meta-analytic synthesis. Journal of 

Consumer Psychology, 24(3), 394–410. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2013.11.004 

Mutz, D. C., & Pemantle, R. (2015). Standards for Experimental Research: Encouraging 

a Better Understanding of Experimental Methods. Journal of Experimental 

Political Science, 2(2), 192–215. https://doi.org/10.1017/XPS.2015.4 

Myrseth, H., Brunborg, G. S., & Eidem, M. (2010). Differences in Cognitive Distortions 

Between Pathological and Non-Pathological Gamblers with Preferences for 

Chance or Skill Games. Journal of Gambling Studies, 26(4), 561–569. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10899-010-9180-6 

Neighbors, C., Lostutter, T. W., Larimer, M. E., & Takushi, R. Y. (2002). Measuring 

gambling outcomes among college students. Journal of Gambling Studies, 18(4), 

339–360. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021013132430 

Nelson, T. F., Wechsler, H., LaBrie, R. A., LaPlante, D. A., Stanton, M., & Shaffer, H. J. 

(2007). Sports betting and other gambling in athletes, fans, and other college 

students. Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 78(4), 271–283. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2007.10599425 

Newall, P. W. S., Moodie, C., Reith, G., Stead, M., Critchlow, N., Morgan, A., & 

Dobbie, F. (2019). Gambling Marketing from 2014 to 2018: a Literature Review. 

Current Addiction Reports, 6(2), 49–56. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40429-019-

00239-1 

Nunally, J., & Bernstein, I. (1978). Psychometric theory. 

O’Brien, S. (2020, January 31). Super Bowl betting is expected to be $6.8 billion. The 

IRS will want a piece of your winnings. CNBC. Retrieved from 



106 
 

https://www.cnbc.com/2020/01/31/super-bowl-betting-to-be-6point8-billion-irs-

wants-piece-of 

winnings.html#:~:text=Since%20the%20Supreme%20Court%20overturned,accor

ding%20to%20the%20gaming%20group. 

Oppenheimer, D. M., Meyvis, T., & Davidenko, N. (2009). Instructional manipulation 

checks: Detecting satisficing to increase statistical power. Journal of 

Experimental Social Psychology, 45(4), 867–872. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.03.009 

Orme, B. (2010). Getting started with conjoint analysis: strategies for product design and 

pricing research second edition. Madison: Research Publishers LLC. 

Overskeid, G. (2018). Do we need the environment to explain operant behavior? 

Frontiers in Psychology, 9(MAR). https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00373 

Parry, W. ( 2019, September 4). Sports betting is increasingly moving online. The 

Westerly Sun. Retreived from  

https://www.thewesterlysun.com/news/business/sports-betting-is-increasingly-

moving-online/article_f7be1af2-cf8b-11e9-aaff-8f1f7b58eebc.html 

Paul, R. J., & Weinbach, A. P. (2010). The determinants of betting volume for sports in 

North America: Evidence of sports betting as consumption in the NBA and NHL. 

International Journal of Sport Finance, 5(2), 128–140. 

Paul, R., & Weinbach, A. (2013). Uncertainty of Outcome and Television Ratings for the 

Nhl and Mls. The Journal of Prediction Markets, 7(1), 53–65. 

https://doi.org/10.5750/jpm.v7i1.587 

Pelletier, L. G., Tuson, K. M., Green-Demers, I., Noels, K., & Beaton, A. M. (1998). 

https://www.cnbc.com/2020/01/31/super-bowl-betting-to-be-6point8-billion-irs-wants-piece-of
https://www.cnbc.com/2020/01/31/super-bowl-betting-to-be-6point8-billion-irs-wants-piece-of
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.03.009
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00373


107 
 

Why are you doing things for the environment? The Motivation Toward the 

Environment Scale (MTES). Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 28(5), 437–

468. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1998.tb01714.x 

Petry, N. M. (2003). A comparison of treatment-seeking pathological gamblers based on 

preferred gambling activity. Addiction, 98(5), 645–655. 

https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1360-0443.2003.00336.x 

Phelan, B., & Hern, M. O. (2016). The Impact of Motivational Factors on Daily Fantasy 

Sports Participation By. Honors Theses and Capstones. 

Pickering, D., Blaszczynski, A., Hartmann, M., & Keen, B. (2016). Fantasy Sports: Skill, 

Gambling, or Are These Irrelevant Issues? Current Addiction Reports, 3(3), 307–

313. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40429-016-0111-1 

Playpennsylvania (2021). PA sports betting. Playpennsylvania.com. Retrieved from 

https://www.playpennsylvania.com/sports-betting/ 

Prentice, D. A., & Miller, D. T. (1992). When small effects are important. Psychological 

Bulletin, 112(1), 160-164. 

Pritchard, M. P., Havitz, M. E., & Howard, D. R. (1999). Analyzing the commitment-

loyalty link in service contexts. Journal of the academy of marketing 

science, 27(3), 333-348. 

Purdum, D. (2020, May 14). Sports betting's growth in U.S. 'extraordinary. ESPN.com. 

Retreived from https://www.espn.com/chalk/story/_/id/29174799/sports-betting-

growth-us-extraordinary 

Raylu, N., & Oei, T. P. (2004). Role of culture in gambling and problem 

gambling. Clinical psychology review, 23(8), 1087-1114.  

https://doi.org/10.1007/s40429-016-0111-1
https://www.playpennsylvania.com/sports-betting/
https://www.espn.com/chalk/story/_/id/29174799/sports-betting-growth-us-extraordinary
https://www.espn.com/chalk/story/_/id/29174799/sports-betting-growth-us-extraordinary


108 
 

Reynolds, T (2022, February 13) Legal sports betting states: where you can bet Online, 

Mobile & In-Person. nj.com. Retreived from https://www.nj.com/betting/online-

sports-betting/ 

Rodenberg, R. (2020, November 3) United States of sports betting: An updated map of 

where every state stands. ESPN.com. Retrieved from 

https://www.espn.com/chalk/story/_/id/19740480/the-united-states-sports-betting-

where-all-50-states-stand-legalization 

Rodriguez, L. M., Neighbors, C., Rinker, D. V., & Tackett, J. L. (2014). Motivational 

profiles of gambling behavior: self-determination theory, gambling motives, and 

gambling behavior. Journal of Gambling Studies, 31(4), 1597–1615. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10899-014-9497-7 

Ryan, R., Bradshaw, E., psychology, E. D., & 2019,  undefined. (n.d.). A history of 

human motivation theories. University Press Cambridge, UK. 

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Ryan&Deci Self-determination Theory. American 

Psychologist, 55(1), 68–78. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68 

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2019). Brick by Brick: The Origins, Development, and 

Future of Self-Determination Theory. In Advances in Motivation Science (1st ed., 

Vol. 6). https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.adms.2019.01.001 

Ryan, R. M., Soenens, B., & Vansteenkiste, M. (2019). Reflections on self-determination 

theory as an organizing framework for personality psychology: Interfaces, 

integrations, issues, and unfinished business. Journal of Personality, 87(1), 115–

145. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12440 

Ryan, R. M., Ryan, W. S., Di Domenico, S. I., & Deci, E. L. (2019). The nature and the 



109 
 

conditions of human flourishing: Self‐determination theory and basic 

psychological needs. The Oxford handbook of human motivation. 

Sato, S., Ko, Y. J., Kaplanidou, K. (Kiki), & Connaughton, D. P. (2016). Consumers’ 

comparative evaluative judgment of athlete endorsers. Journal of Sport 

Management, 30(5), 553–565. https://doi.org/10.1123/jsm.2015-0296 

Sawyer, A. G., & Ball, A. D. (1981). Statistical Power and Effect Size in Marketing 

Research. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(3), 275. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/3150969 

Schaupp, L. C., & Bélanger, F. (2005). A conjoint analysis of online consumer 

satisfaction1. Journal of electronic commerce research, 6(2), 95-111. 

Seo, J., & Green, C. (2008). Development of the Motivation Scale for Sport Online 

Consumption. Journals.Humankinetics.Com. https://doi.org/10.1123/jsm.22.1.82 

Sherman, A. (2019, April 27) Legal gambling from your phone could be a $150 billion 

market, but making it happen will be tough. CNBC.com. Retrieved from 

https://www.cnbc.com/2019/04/27/fanduel-draftkings-race-to-win-150-billion-

sports-betting-market.html 

Shinaprayoon, T., Carter, N. T., & Goodie, A. S. (2017). The modified gambling 

motivation scale: Confirmatory factor analysis and links with problem gambling. 

Journal of Gambling Issues, 2017(37), 108–135. 

https://doi.org/10.4309/jgi.2018.37.5 

Shukla, A. (2019). Soldier or actor?. International Journal of Organizational Analysis. 

Smith, C. (2020, March, 13). Sports betting industry reels as sports pause indefinitely. 

AL.COM. Retreived from https://www.al.com/sports/2020/03/sports-betting-

https://doi.org/10.2307/3150969
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsm.22.1.82
https://www.cnbc.com/2019/04/27/fanduel-draftkings-race-to-win-150-billion-sports-betting-market.html
https://www.cnbc.com/2019/04/27/fanduel-draftkings-race-to-win-150-billion-sports-betting-market.html
https://doi.org/10.4309/jgi.2018.37.5


110 
 

industry-reels-as-sports-pause-indefinitely.html 

Steenbergh, T. A., Meyers, A. W., May, R. K., & Whelan, J. P. (2002). Development and 

validation of the Gamblers' Beliefs Questionnaire. Psychology of addictive 

behaviors, 16(2), 143. 

Thomas, S., Lewis, S., Duong, J., & Mcleod, C. (2012). Sports betting marketing during 

sporting events: A stadium and broadcast census of Australian Football League 

matches. Australian and New Zealand Journal of Public Health, 36(2), 145–152. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1753-6405.2012.00856.x 

Tepper, F. (2016, August 16). DraftKings launches leagues so you can play daily fantasy 

sports with friends. Techcrunch.com. Retrevied from 

https://techcrunch.com/2016/08/16/draftkings-launches-leagues-so-you-can-play-

daily-fantasy-sports-with-friends/ 

Toneatto, T., Blitz-Miller, T., Calderwood, K., Dragonetti, R., & Tsanos, A. (1997). 

Cognitive Distortions in Heavy Gambling. Journal of Gambling Studies, 13(3), 

253–266. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024983300428 

Uskul, A. K., Sherman, D. K., & Fitzgibbon, J. (2009). The cultural congruency effect: 

Culture, regulatory focus, and the effectiveness of gain- vs. loss-framed health 

messages. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 45(3), 535–541. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.12.005 

Van den Broeck, A., Ferris, D. L., Chang, C. H., & Rosen, C. C. (2016). A Review of 

Self-Determination Theory’s Basic Psychological Needs at Work. Journal of 

Management, 42(5), 1195–1229. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316632058 

Vargas, P. T., Duff, B. R. L., & Faber, R. J. (2017). A Practical Guide to Experimental 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1753-6405.2012.00856.x
https://dailyfantasysports.codes/wire/fanduel-friends-mode-gets-new-chat-feature/
https://techcrunch.com/2016/08/16/draftkings-launches-leagues-so-you-can-play-daily-fantasy-sports-with-friends/
https://techcrunch.com/2016/08/16/draftkings-launches-leagues-so-you-can-play-daily-fantasy-sports-with-friends/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.12.005


111 
 

Advertising Research. Journal of Advertising, 46(1), 101–114. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00913367.2017.1281779 

Wann, D., Zapalac, R., Grieve, F., Partridge, J., & Lanter, J. (2015). An Examination of 

Sport Fans’ Perceptions of the Impact of the Legalization of Sport Wagering on 

Their Fan Experience. UNLV Gaming Research & Review Journal, 19(2), 4. 

Weiner, J., & Dwyer, B. (2017). A new player in the game: Examining differences in 

motives and consumption between traditional, hybrid, and daily fantasy sport 

users. Sport Marketing Quarterly, 26(3), 140–152. 

Wiley, R. C., Tom, M. A., Edson, T. C., & LaPlante, D. A. (2020). Behavioral Markers 

of Risky Daily Fantasy Sports Play. Journal of Sport and Social Issues, 44(4), 

356–371. https://doi.org/10.1177/0193723520919819 

Woods, B. (2019, July 10). Making a wager? Half of Americans live in states soon to 

offer sports gambling. CNBC.com. Retrieved from 

https://www.cnbc.com/2019/07/10/half-of-americans-live-in-states-soon-to-offer-

sports-gambling.html  

https://doi.org/10.1177/0193723520919819
https://www.cnbc.com/2019/07/10/half-of-americans-live-in-states-soon-to-offer-sports-gambling.html
https://www.cnbc.com/2019/07/10/half-of-americans-live-in-states-soon-to-offer-sports-gambling.html


112 
 

APPENDIX A: EXPERIMENT STIMULI  1 

 “You are looking forward to betting on this weekend’s NBA games. The current 

standings in the Eastern Conference are as follows. For each of the following games this 

weekend, please indicate the likelihood that you would place a bet on this game and 

how much you would be willing to wager on the game.”  
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APPENDIX B: EXPERIMENT STIMULI  2 

Loss-related promotion. For the first time, you are deciding on which sports betting 

online platforms to use to place a bet on a sporting event. You are searching for online 

sports betting sites and find the following advertisement. 

 

Gain-related promotion. For the first time, you are deciding on which sports betting 

online platforms to use to place a bet on a sporting event. You are searching for online 

sports betting sites and find the following advertisement  
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