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Gambling Motives 

People gamble for a variety of 
different reasons or “motives”   

 

 



To socialize or affiliate 



For excitement or action 



To cope or escape 



Gambling Motives 

 How do we organize these various reasons for 
gambling?   

 Motivational models of addictive behaviors (Cox 
& Klinger, 1988; Cooper, 1994)  

 Assumption: 

 People engage in addictive behaviors to 
obtain desirable and valued outcomes 

 Some motives “riskier” than others 

 



Study 1 – Development of 
the Gambling Motives 

Questionnaire 

Stewart & Zack, 2008, Addiction 



Purposes/Hypotheses 

 (1) To explore the factor structure of a novel 
Gambling Motives Questionnaire (GMQ) adapted 
from Cooper et al.’s (1992) three-factor Drinking 
motives Questionnaire 

 Exploratory PCA would reveal expected three-
factor structure:  

 Social Motives (SM) – gambling to affiliate with others 
(external, positive reinforcement) 

 Coping Motives (CM) – gambling to escape from 
negative emotions (internal, negative reinforcement) 

 Enhancement Motives (EM) – gambling to enhance 
positive emotions (internal, positive reinforcement) 

 



Purposes/Hypotheses 

 (2) To examine sensitivity of GMQ to 
differences between probable pathological 
gamblers (PPG) and non-pathological 
gamblers (NPG) and to sex differences 

 PPG > NPG in risky CM 

 PPG > NPG in risky EM 

 PPG = NPG in SM 

 Among PPG: 

 Women > men in CM 

 Men > women in EM  

 

 



Purposes/Hypotheses 

 (3) To examine concurrent validity of GMQ 
in predicting gambling behavior and 
gambling problems 

 EM and CM (particularly EM) will predict 
gambling behavior indices 

 EM and CM (particularly CM) will predict 
gambling problem indices 

 EM will be more important predictor of 
gambling in men; CM will be in women  

 



Participants 

 193 community-recruited gamblers 

 135 men; 58 women  

 Mean age = 35.5 years  

 113 from the Toronto area and 80 from 
Halifax area  

 Selected based on SOGS scores to fill two 
groups: 

 PPG (SOGS > 5): n = 154 

 NPG (SOGS = 0): n = 39 

 



Measures 
 Gambling Motives Questionnaire (GMQ) 

 developed for this study  

 based on 15 item DMQ (Cooper et al., 1992) 

 South Oaks Gambling Screen (SOGS; Lesieur & 
Blume, 1987) 
 1st measure of gambling problems 

 Three gambling behavior indices 
 Variety  

 Frequency  

 Maximal expenditure 

 DSM-IV-based measure of pathological gambling 
symptoms (Beaudoin & Cox, 1999) 
 2nd measure of gambling problems 



Results 
 

Factor Structure 



PCA Results: Factor Loadings for the Obliquely-Rotated Three-Factor Solution:   
Pattern Matrix (N = 193 gamblers; Study 1).      
      Factor I- Factor II- Factor III  
GMQ Item     EM SM CM Comm. 
Enhancement Motives (EM) Subscale 
3. Because you like the feeling.   .831* .037 .074 .789       
6. Because it’s exciting.    .923* -.031 .021 .871 
9. To get a “high” feeling.          .743* -.079 .123 .592 
12. Because it’s fun.     .868* .151 -.197 .767 
15. Because it makes you feel good.   .754* .030 .161 .738 
Social Motives (SM) Subscale 
1. As a way to celebrate.                      .259 .540* .029 .525 
4. Because it’s what most of your friends do  
when you get together.    -.079 .818* .044 .636 
7. To be sociable.     -.160 .831* .056 .611 
10. Because it is something I do on special occasions. .254 .540* -.078 .453 
13. Because it makes a social gathering more enjoyable. .103 .777* .009 .709 
Coping Motives (CM) Subscale 
2. To relax.     .447* .075 .386* .575 
5. To forget your worries.    -.047 .007 .915* .804 
8. Because you feel more self confident or sure of yourself. .195 .320* .323* .452 
11. Because it helps when you are feeling  
nervous or depressed.    .020 -.010 .913* .844 
14. To cheer up when you’re in a bad mood.     .200 .186 .642* .743 
% variance explained    49.3 9.1 8.8         
Scale alpha (internal consistency)   0.91 0.81 0.86                 
Note.  Salient factor loadings (> .30) are indicated via asterisks (*) and in bold. 



Group Differences 



Differences between pathological and non-
pathological gamblers on each GMQ gambling 

motive (Study 1) 
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Differences between male and female 
pathological gamblers on each GMQ gambling 

motive (Study 1) 
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Predicting Gambling 
Behavior 



Final Step in Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting 
 Concurrent Gambling Behavior Criterion:  Frequency (Study 1) 

  
Step  Indicator(s)  B  SE B  β  ΔR2 Final R2 

 
 
 
2   (Constant) 0.862 0.096*  
  Sex   -0.040 0.037 -0.065 
  Age  0.003 0.002 0.096  
  Enhancement 0.021 0.005 0.350* 
  Social  -0.004 0.006 -0.049  
  Coping  0.024 0.006 0.347* 0.355* 0.377* 



Predicting Gambling 
Problems 



Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Concurrent  
Gambling Problem Criterion:  DSM-IV-based Measure (Study 1) 
  
Step  Indicator(s)  B  SE B  β  ΔR2 Final R2 
  
2   (Constant) -10.714 2.193*  
  Sex   0.752 0.850 0.041 
  Age   0.048 0.036 0.062 
  Enhancement 0.386 0.117 0.220* 
  Social   0.148 0.145 0.062 
  Coping  1.179 0.135 0.571* 0.594* 0.624* 
 
3   (Constant) -13.717 4.144* 
  Sex  2.692 2.496 0.148 
  Age  0.046 0.035 0.059 
  Enhancement -0.620 0.475 -0.353 
  Social  0.275 0.541 0.115 
  Coping  2.569 0.573 1.243* 
  Sex x Enhance 0.561 0.266 0.726*  
  Sex x Social -0.092 0.309 -0.084 
  Sex x Coping -0.785 0.315 -0.784* 0.015* 0.640* 



Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses Predicting Concurrent  
Gambling Problem Criterion:  DSM-IV-based Measure (Study 1) 
  
Step  Indicator(s)  B  SE B  β  ΔR2 Final R2 
  
2   (Constant) -10.714 2.193*  
  Sex   0.752 0.850 0.041 
  Age   0.048 0.036 0.062 
  Enhancement 0.386 0.117 0.220* 
  Social   0.148 0.145 0.062 
  Coping  1.179 0.135 0.571* 0.594* 0.624* 
 
3   (Constant) -13.717 4.144* 
  Sex  2.692 2.496 0.148 
  Age  0.046 0.035 0.059 
  Enhancement -0.620 0.475 -0.353 
  Social  0.275 0.541 0.115 
  Coping  2.569 0.573 1.243* 
  Sex x Enhance 0.561 0.266 0.726*  
  Sex x Social -0.092 0.309 -0.084 
  Sex x Coping -0.785 0.315 -0.784* 0.015* 0.640* 



Study 2 – Further 
Evaluation of Gambling 
Motives Questionnaire 

Stewart, Toneatto, Zack, Turner, 
Grant, & Couture, in progress 



Purposes/Hypotheses 

 (1) To replicate 3-factor structure in an 
independent sample using CFA 

 

 Fit indices would support adequate fit of 
theoretical three factor model for GMQ 

 

 



Purposes/Hypotheses 
 (2) To explore the relations of primary type 

of gambling activity to GMQ scores 

 Some suggest that gamblers choose different 
types of games based on differing emotional 
needs (Bonnaire et al., 2004, 2006) 
 One type of gambler is said to select “active” 

games (e.g., sports betting) for increased 
arousal; thus, gamblers preferring active games 
should score high in EM 

 Another type is said to select “passive” games 
(e.g., slots) to escape from unpleasant emotions; 
thus, gamblers preferring passive games should 
score high in CM 



Participants 
 243 self-identified problem gamblers 
 CPGI PGSI > 3 
 Community-recruited from Toronto area 
 144 men; 98 women; 1 missing gender info. 
 Mean age = 45.8 years  
 Recruited to fill 6 gambler groups based on 

primary problem gambling activity 
 Passive (n = 132) 

 Bingo (n = 43) 
 Lottery (n = 38) 
 Slots (n = 51) 

 Active (n = 111) 
 Cards (n = 39) 
 Races (n = 38) 
 Sports (n = 34) 



Results 
 

Factor Structure 



CFA Results: Standardized Loadings (SL) and Standard Errors (SE) for the 3-Factor 
Solution with HK adjustment:  (N = 243 gamblers; Study 2).     
      Factor I- Factor II- Factor III-  
GMQ Item     EM SM CM  
Enhancement Motives (EM) Subscale   SL/SE SL/SE SL/SE  
3. Because you like the feeling.   .603/.042*       
6. Because it’s exciting.    .707/.038* 
9. To get a “high” feeling.          .604/.048* 
12. Because it’s fun.     .659/.036* 
15. Because it makes you feel good.   .669/.039* 
Social Motives (SM) Subscale 
1. As a way to celebrate.                      .384/.049* 
4. Because it’s what most of your friends do  
when you get together.     .548/.051* 
7. To be sociable.      .623/.046*  
10. Because it is something I do on special occasions.  .404/.052* 
13. Because it makes a social gathering more enjoyable.  .663/.046*  
Coping Motives (CM) Subscale 
2. To relax.       .510/.045* 
5. To forget your worries.      .728/.042* 
8. Because you feel more self confident or sure of yourself.  .482/.049* 
11. Because it helps when you are feeling  
nervous or depressed.      .737/.042* 
14. To cheer up when you’re in a bad mood.    .685/.043*  
Scale alpha (internal consistency)   0.89 0.79 0.85   
Notes.  Factor loadings > .30 indicated via asterisks (*).  Fit Indices: χ2(87, N=243)=465.99,p<.001 
Significant factor loadings (p < .05) indicated in bold.  SRMR=.10; CFI=.93; IFI=.93; NFI=.92  

 



Relations to Primary  
Gambling Activity 



GMQ Risky Gambling Motives (z scores) as a 
Function of Primary Activity: Passive or Active  

(n = 243 gamblers; Study 2) 
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Limitations/Future Directions 
Questionnaire Studies 

 GMQ directly adapted from DMQ  
 Other motives (e.g., financial gain, recreation, 

conformity) not examined (see McGrath et al., 2010) 

 Study 1 suggests good validity of GMQ 
 But all validity analyses were concurrent not 

predictive; need longitudinal research 

 Study 2 gambling activity groups not 
‘pure’ 
 Large majority of participants met DSM-IV 

criteria for problems with more than one 
activity 

 

 

 
 



Implications of Questionnaire 
Studies 

 Research: 

 GMQ could facilitate cross-cultural assessments of 
gambling motives 

 Differences in motives across gambler subtypes (e.g., 
Blaszczynski & Nower, 2002; Stewart, Zack et al., 
2008) 

 

 Clinical  

 GMQ can help establish why an individual gambles 
(i.e., functional analysis) 

 Can facilitate targeted interventions that optimize 
therapeutic outcomes; in progress study   

 

 

 

 



Study 3 – Use of GMQ in 
Daily Diary Study 

Goldstein, Stewart, Hoaken, & 
Flett, in preparation 



Background 

 Studies 1 and 2 tell us how, on average, 
individuals with different gambling motives 
vary in their gambling behaviors.  

 We do not yet know to what extent 
differences in mood regulation motives for 
gambling (i.e., EM and CM) are associated 
with actual mood-related variations in 
gambling behavior.  



Background cont’d 

 Prior research on gambling as a method of 
mood regulation has focused on changes 
in mean levels of mood with gambling 
(Gee et al., 2005; Sharpe, 2004; Wulfert 
et al., 2005): between-person  

 To truly understand the relationship 
between mood and gambling, individual 
variations in mood and gambling must be 
examined:  Need ‘experience sampling’ or 
‘daily diary’ studies – within-person 

 



Background cont’d 

 In the alcohol field, daily diary studies have 
shown: 

 Mohr et al. (2005) - CM positively moderated 
the relationship between negative mood and 
daily drinking at home and EM positively 
moderated the relationship between positive 
mood and daily drinking at home 

 Todd et al. (2003) – CM positively moderated 
the impact of both anxious and sad weekday 
mood on weekend drinking 



Purpose/Hypotheses 
 Do GMQ gambling motives moderate the 

within-person relations between mood and 
gambling behavior? 

 H1:  Coping motives would positively 
moderate the within-person relation 
between negative mood and gambling 
behavior 

 H2:  Enhancement motives would 
positively moderate the within-person 
relation between positive mood and 
gambling behavior 



Participants 
 108 young adult gamblers 

 Had to gamble at least 2x in last 30 days 

 88 male; 20 female 

 Mean (SD) age = 21.7 (1.6) years 

 Recruited from Halifax and Toronto 

 81.5% currently in school 

 Recruited via online and print advertising 

 5% Non problem gamblers; 43% Low risk 
gamblers; 25% Moderate risk gamblers; 
27% Problem gamblers on PGSI 

 



Measures - Baseline 

 Background variables (CPGI) – e.g., sex 

 CPGI – PGSI – gambling problems 

 Barratt Impulsiveness Scale (BIS; Patton 
et al., 1995) – 30 items; alpha = .82 

 Gambling Motives Questionnaire (GMQ; 
Stewart & Zack, 2008) – 15 items; alphas 
= .74-.78 

 Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test 
(AUDIT; Saunders et al., 1993) – 10 
items; alpha = .84 



Measures – Daily Diary Mood 
Assessment 

 Daily diaries completed daily over a 30 
day interval 

 State mood assessed with 3 positive (e.g., 
excited; alphas = .77-.82) and 5 negative 
(e.g., sad, anxious; alphas = .79-.88) 
mood items 3 times daily with signal-
contingent prompting 

 Morning (10-11:30am) 

 Afternoon (3-4:30pm) 

 Evening (8-9:30pm) 

 



Measures – Daily Diary Gambling 
Assessment 

 At each signal-contingent prompt, 
participants asked whether they had 
gambled since last page (yes/no) 

 If answer was yes, they were further 
asked about gambling episode, including 

 Time spent gambling (in mins) 

 Intended and actual expenditure 

 # Drinks consumed while gambling 



Descriptive Statistics on Study 
Variables 

Variable Mean SD 

Enhancement Motives 2.67 0.62 

Social Motives 2.16 0.66 

Coping Motives 1.59 0.59 

Alcohol Problems 8.96 6.82 

Impulsivity 61.06 10.50 

Problem Gambling 5.44 3.70 

Negative Mood 1.54 0.44 

Positive Mood 2.42 0.68 

# times gambled 11.83 9.98 

Time spent gambling 69.77 59.06 

Overspending on 
gambling 

12.64 60.43 

# drinks while gambling 0.72 1.13 



Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1.Sex --- 

2.EM -.03 --- 

3.SM -.09  .24 --- 

4.CM -.24 .29 .16 --- 

5. AUDIT .19 -.03 -.09 -.15 --- 

6. BIS -.01  .33 .17 .19 .08 --- 

7. PGSI .10  .42 .13 .40 -.02 .36 --- 

8.Neg. Md. .03  .11 .10 .23 .01 .15 .24 --- 

9. Pos. Md. -.06  .23 .08 -.05 .15 .03 -.02 .12 --- 

10.# Times 
gambled 

.12  -.10 -.10 .16 -.08 -.07 .05 .19 .06 --- 

11.Time 
gambling 

.19 .18 -.10 .07 -.08 .18 .29 -.11 .01 -.10 --- 

12.Over-
spending 

.08  .10 -.10 .03 -.13 .24 .39 .11 .02 .17 .46 --- 

13.# Drks.  .15  .10 .18 -.22 .52 .04 .09 -.16 .08 -.12 .06 .03 



HLM Analyses 
 Allows examination of the moderating 

effects of a between-person variable 
(motives) on the within-person 
relationship of mood to gambling behavior 

 Analyses controlled for other between-
person variables (i.e., sex, gambling 
problems, alcohol problems, impulsivity) 

 Level 1 – repeated observations (pos. and 
neg. mood); Level 2 – person-level 
variables (e.g., motives) 

 



 



 



Interaction of EM with Positive 
Mood-Gambling Slope 

 For high enhancement motives (i.e., 1 SD 
above the enhancement motives mean), the 
average Level 1 positive mood – gambling 
partial slope was non-significant,              
γ12 = -0.268, SE = 0.145, ns.  

 For low enhancement motives (i.e., 1 SD 
below the enhancement motives mean), the 
average Level 1 positive mood – gambling 
partial slope was negative and significant, 
γ12 = -0.453, SE = 0.153, p = .003. 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 







 



Study 3 - Summary 
 Moderating effects for EM on the 

relationship between positive and negative 
mood and the likelihood of gambling: low EM 

gamblers decreased likelihood of gambling with increasing positive 
mood; high EM gamblers decreased likelihood of gambling with 
increasing negative mood 

 Moderating effects for EM on the 
relationship between positive mood and 
amount of time spent gambling and 
number of drinks consumed while 
drinking:  high EM gamblers spent more time gambling, and 

drank more alcohol while gambling, with increasing positive mood.  



Summary – Study 3 cont’d 

 Unexpectedly, no moderating effects for 
CM on any of the negative mood – 
gambling relationships 

 Additional findings regarding moderating 
effects of problem gambling, problem 
drinking, and impulsivity on mood – 
gambling relationships (e.g., problem gambling status 

associated with greater likelihood of gambling at higher levels of 
positive mood, and spending more money than intended at higher 
levels of negative mood). 

 



Study 3 - Discussion 

 Why no moderating effects of CM on 
negative mood – gambling relations? 

 Floor effects for negative mood and/or CM 
levels in this young largely university sample? 

 Do we need increased specificity of CM type 
and negative mood type? 

Grant et al. (2009) – alcohol study found CM 
anxiety drinking motives moderated relation of 
anxious mood and drinking; CM depression 
drinking motives moderated relation of depressed 
mood and drinking 



Study 3 – Discussion cont’d 

 Does not appear high EM gamblers 
increase their likelihood of gambling with 
increasing positive mood; instead, unlike 
low EM gamblers, they fail to moderate 
their gambling likelihood with increasing 
positive mood (cf. Grant et al., 2009) 

 Do low (but not high) EM gamblers find 
other activities when in a positive mood 
state? 



Study 3 – Clinical Implications 

 High EM young adult gamblers should be 
taught to moderate their gambling 
tendency when in a positive mood state; 
alternative activities 

 High EM young adult gamblers should be 
educated about their tendency to increase 
time spent gambling and to increase their 
drinking while gambling, when they are in 
a positive mood state; risk reduction 



Questions? 

sstewart@dal.ca 


