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Abstract: Sports betting has grown to become one of the most popular forms of
gambling. As such, understanding the traditional gambling motives, as well as
sports-specific motives, that drive this behaviour, could be informative for
understanding sports gambling problems. This study evaluated the Sports Betting
Motivations Scale — Revised (SBMS-R), a scale originally developed in Turkish
that we validated in English. We administered the scale to 915 Canadian sports
bettors and conducted exploratory structural equation modelling, measurement
invariance analyses, and evaluated the convergent, divergent, and criterion validity
of the measure. Results showed that we replicated the original factor structure by
reducing the scale to 32 items. Invariance testing demonstrated consistent
measurement across men vs. women, and low vs. high gambling severity.
Regressions showed that ‘money’ and ‘escape’ motives were associated with
greater gambling problems, whereas ‘being in the game’ was associated with less
gambling problems and greater money spent on bets. We found that other sports-
specific motives such as ‘knowledge of the game’ and ‘interest in sports’, were
associated with more frequent sports betting. In conclusion, our findings highlight
the sports-specific motives associated with sports gambling and suggest that the
SBMS-R may be a promising tool to assess these motives.

Keywords: Motives, Sports Gambling, Measure Validation, Exploratory
Structural Equation Modelling, Gambling Problems.
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Introduction

Sports betting is one of the fastest growing forms of gambling in
recent years. This is due in part to technological advancements that make it
possible to bet online continuously at any time via smartphone apps, and
also because of regulatory changes made in the US and Canada (Bisson,
2025; Evans, 2021). For example, in the first quarter of 2025, sports betting
revenue in the US was estimated at $5.08 billion, which was a 10.8%
increase from the first quarter of 2024 (American Gaming Association,
2025). In comparison to other forms of gambling such as race betting and
electronic gambling machines (EGMs), emerging evidence suggests that
sports betting could be just as harmful as EGMs and race betting (Hing et
al., 2017). This literature has found that sports betting, like other forms of
gambling, is also associated with several harms, such as psychological
distress, financial losses, relationship problems, and substance use problems
(Benson et al., 2021; Hing et al., 2016; Nower et al., 2018; Vieira et al.,
2023). Given these harms, it is important to understand the psychological
motivations that drive sports betting, as previous literature has demonstrated
that different forms of gambling may be driven by different motivations
(Flack & Stevens, 2019). Understanding these differences may give
important clinical insights into which reasons for sports gambling may be
considered maladaptive.

One of the most widely used scales for assessing gambling motives
is the Gambling Motives Questionnaire — Financial (GMQ-F; Dechant,
2014). Although other motives scales have been developed, for example the
Reasons for Gambling Scale (Luceri & Vergura, 2015), and the Gambling
Outcome Expectancies Scale (Flack & Morris, 2015), they both capture
similar motives to the GMQ-F. The Gambling Motives Questionnaire was
initially developed by Stewart and Zack (2008) as an adaption to the
Drinking Motives Questionnaire (Cooper et al., 1992). This three-
dimensional motives measure assessed enhancement motives (i.e.,
“Because it’s fun”), social motives (i.e., “To be sociable), and coping
motives (i.e., “To cheer up when you’re in a bad mood™). Later on, financial
motives were argued to be important particularly for gambling problems
(Dechant & Ellery, 2011; McGrath et al., 2010) and a financial subscale was
added (i.e., “To win money”), with the scale being renamed the Gambling
Motives Questionnaire — Financial (Dechant, 2014). Several meta-analytic
studies have shown that these four motives are robust and important
predictors of gambling severity (Alaba-Ekpo et al., 2024; Allami et al.,
2025; Tabri et al, 2022). Furthermore, the Gambling Motives
Questionnaire — Financial has been found to be a valid tool for assessing
motives in sports bettors (Maxie et al., 2025). This research found that
gambling problems in sports bettors were associated with enhancement,
social, coping, and financial motives. However, there may be other unique
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sports-specific motivations for sports betting which have not been
considered widely among researchers.

Qualitative research has found that individuals engage in sports
betting to increase the excitement of their sports viewing, while also
allowing bettors to display their skill and knowledge of the sport (Killick &
Griffiths, 2021). Given that quantitative research has found that more
expertise and knowledge of the game does not result in better monetary
gains or accuracy of forecasted outcomes (Cantinotti et al., 2004; Khazaal
et al., 2012), researchers have labelled this knowledge-related motive as a
cognitive distortion. Researchers have also hypothesised that this kind of
motive can lead to the development of increased sports betting and related-
harms (Killick & Griffiths, 2021). Thus, these sports-specific motives may
be important to measure as they could predict key outcomes.

Recently, Gokce Yiice et al. (2022) developed the Sports Betting
Motivations Scale (SBMS) to quantitatively measure these unique sports
betting motives. An initial item pool was first developed through an
extensive literature review, qualitative interviews with 30 Turkish sports
bettors, and the item pool was additionally reviewed by five experts in the
field. The researchers then tested the factor structure of their measure
through exploratory factor analysis in a large sample of sports bettors, as
well as confirmatory factor analysis in a separate sample of sports bettors.
Though this process, they found support for a 37-item measure with the
following seven subscales: make money, fun, socialization, escape,
knowledge of the game, interest in sport, and being in the game. While the
SBMS was not developed as an analogue to the GMQ-F, four of these
subscales (make money, fun, socialization, and escape) are similar to the
four GMQ-F subscales (financial, enhancement, social, and coping,
respectively). Bivariate correlations showed that all motives except for ‘fun’
evidenced positive correlations with sports betting problems. A multiple
regression analysis showed that sports betting problems were uniquely
associated with wanting to make money, socialize, and be in the game, when
controlling for other motives. Wanting to have fun was found to relate to
less sports betting problems, when controlling for other motives. These
findings provide support that sports-specific motives predict important
outcomes beyond traditional gambling motives. Although this study
represents an advancement in our understanding in the motives that drive
sports betting, the scale has not been validated in English and these findings
have not been replicated other samples.

To test the SBMS factor structure in English, we used exploratory
structural equation modelling (ESEM), which is a confirmatory approach
that combines the strengths of exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) (Marsh et al., 2014). CFA can be overly
restrictive because it assumes that items will be pure indicators of the
constructs they intend to measure, which is rarely the case (Steenkamp &
Maydeu-Olivares, 2023). As such, ESEM allows theoretically plausible
small cross-loadings, and often results in improved model fit and
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discriminant validity when compared to CFA (Asparouhov & Muthén,
2009; Marsh et al., 2014). Recent psychometric studies in the gambling and
addiction literature have also supported the use of ESEM over CFA (e.g.,
Battaglia et al., 2023; Battaglia et al., 2024; Bernusky et al., 2026; James et
al., 2025). Further, ESEM permits invariance testing between groups
(configural, metric, scalar) (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2009; Marsh et al.,
2014). Given that the SBMS was originally validated in a sample that
comprised mostly of men (i.e., approx. 95%) (Gokce Yiice et al., 2022), we
do not know whether the scale functions differently in women. For example,
in recent studies, 23-58% of sports bettors were women (Gassmann et al.,
2017; Hing et al., 2016; Vieira et al., 2023), and this may be an overlooked
demographic (Biggar et al., 2023). Also, it is unclear whether the SBMS
functions equally for individuals with high and low levels of gambling
severity. Establishing measurement invariance is a prerequisite for valid
group comparisons; without at least metric—scalar invariance, observed
differences may reflect measurement non-equivalence rather than true latent
mean differences (Meredith, 1993; Putnick & Bornstein, 2016; Vandenberg
& Lance, 2000).

The aim of the current study was to evaluate the psychometric
properties of the English version of the Sports Betting Motivation Scale
(SBMS) in a Canadian sample. We sought to replicate the factor structure
through exploratory structural equation modelling (ESEM) and then test for
measurement invariance in men vs. women, and those with low vs. high
gambling severity. Additionally, we tested for internal reliability,
convergent and divergent validity, as well as criterion validity. We
hypothesised that similar motive subscales would correlate highly with
motive subscales on a previously established measure, the Gambling
Motives Questionnaire — Financial (GMQ-F); for example, that the SBMS
- make money and GMQ-F - financial subscales would correlate highly
compared to other subscales. Finally, we hypothesised that all SBMS
subscales would correlate with gambling severity and sports betting
engagement, and that sports-specific motives would add unique variance
over and above traditional gambling motives.

Methods

Participants and Procedure

This sample has been described elsewhere (David et al., 2026;
Vieira et al., 2023), with dataset, measures, and codebook available on OSF
(https://osf.io/85whc/).  We recruited 1129 participants through
AskingCanadians, an online panel representative of the Canadian
population. Eligibility criteria included: (1) being at least 18 years old, (2)
living in Ontario, Canada, and (3) bet on sports at least once within the past
three months. We excluded 209 participants due to a response style that
indicated inattentiveness and/or substantial missing data on study variables.
Also, we removed 5 participants because they identified as a nonbinary
gender (this group was not large enough for gender invariance testing).
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Therefore, the final sample consisted of 915 participants (age range = 19 -
87, M =47.69, SD = 13.68). There were 706 men (77.2%) and 209 women
(22.8%). Our sample had 393 (43.0%) participants with no gambling
problems (PGSI = 0), 297 (32.5%) low-risk gambling problems (PGSI = 1-
4), 69 (7.5%) moderate-risk gambling problems (PGSI = 5-7), and 156
(17.0%) high-risk gambling problems (PGSI = 8+) (Currie et al., 2013). For
our measurement invariance analyses, we combined individuals in the no
problem and low-risk categories (n = 690; 75.5%), and we also combined
individuals in the moderate-risk and high-risk categories (n = 225; 24.5%)).
See Table 1 for sample characteristics. All participants completed the
measures below as part of a battery of questionnaires and provided informed
consent through Qualtrics.

Measures

Sports Betting Motivations Scale - Revised (SBMS-R). The
SBMS was originally validated in Turkish (Gokce Yiice et al., 2022) and
was translated to English by AY, who is fluent in Turkish and English.
Given the criticisms of back-translation and the false alarms that can emerge
with this procedure (i.e., Behr, 2017), we decided to only use a forward
translation adaption to English. Similar to the original scale, the SBMS-R
consisted of 37 items which measured seven sports betting motives: make
money, fun, socialization, escape, knowledge of the game, interest in sport,
and being in the game. Items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Convergent and Divergent Validity: Gambling Motives
Questionnaire — Financial (GMQ-F; Dechant, 2014). The GMQ-F is
made up of 16 items and assesses four gambling motives: enhancement,
social, coping, and financial. We modified the instructions to replace the
word “gambling” with “sports betting”; as such, we specifically asked about
motives for sports betting instead of gambling in general. We validated this
questionnaire elsewhere (Maxie et al., 2025). Participants rated items on a
4-point Likert scale from 1 (never or almost never) to 4 (almost always or
always). Mean subscale scores were calculated by averaging items for each
subscale, with higher scores indicating greater sports betting motives.
Internal consistency was good for the enhancement, social, coping, and
financial subscales (a = 0.88, 0.87, 0.93, & 0.79, respectively).

Criterion Validity: Gambling Timeline Follow-Back (G-TLFB;
Weinstock et al., 2004). We adapted the G-TLFB, a widely used measure
for gambling frequency, to assess participants’ self-assessment of their
sports betting behaviours over the past three months. Participants were
instructed to input each day they engaged in sports betting using an
interactive calendar, and were also asked about how much money they
spent, and in which type of activity (in-play bets, single-event betting,
parlay bets, systems bets, micro bets, prop bets, and/or daily fantasy sports
bets) (see Note 1). We asked participants to use their online sports betting
account histories to complete this measure as accurately as possible. We
derived the following variables: type of sports betting engaged in, total
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number of days in which bets were made, total number of bets, and total
money spent on bets.

Table 1
Sample Characteristics
n %

Age
19-30 87 9.5
31-40 241 26.3
41-50 209 22.8
51-60 184 20.1
61-70 142 15.5
71-80 48 52
81-87 2 0.2

Gender
Man 706 77.2
Woman 209 22.8

Ethnicity
East Asian 148 16.2
Latino 15 1.6
Black 17 1.9
White 584 63.8
South Asian 59 6.4
Middle Eastern 21 2.3
Indigenous 9 1.0
Mixed 31 3.1
Other 34 3.7

Employment status
Full-time work 613 67.0
Part-time work 80 8.7
Not working 148 16.2

Household Income
Less than $20,000 15 1.6
$20,000 — $39,999 69 7.5
$40,000 — $59,999 106 11.6
$60,000 — $79,999 111 12.1
$80,000 — $99,999 127 13.9
$100,000 — $149,999 210 23.0
$150,000 — $199,999 130 14.2
Over $200,000 99 10.8

Type of Sports Betting Engagement*
Parlay 373 40.8
Single-event 662 72.3
In-play 221 24.2
Daily Fantasy Sports 164 17.9
Systems Bets 106 11.6
Microbets 63 6.9
Prop Bets 113 12.3

Note. * Participants were able to select multiple types of sports betting, particularly if they engaged in the more than
one type within the past 90 days.
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Criterion Validity: Problem Gambling Severity Index (PGSI;
Ferris & Wynne, 2001). The PGSI consists of nine items and measures
problem gambling. We asked participants to think about their gambling
behaviours during the past three months, to be consistent with the G-TLFB.
Participants rated items on a 4-point Likert scale from 0 (never) to 3 (almost
always). Total scores were calculated by summing all items, with higher
scores indicating greater gambling problems. Internal consistency for the
PGSI was excellent in the current study (a = 0.95).
Statistical Analyses

We ran exploratory structural equation modelling and invariance
testing in Mplus version 8.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 2019). We used the
Maximum Likelihood estimator with Robust Standard Errors (MLR), and
target (oblique) rotation because we expected the factors to be correlated.
We report the following indices of model fit: Chi-square ()?), Comparative
Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), and Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA). To assess measurement invariance, we first
evaluated model fit separately for each group to establish configural
invariance. We then compared a freely estimated multi-group model
(configural) to a model with constrained factor loadings across groups
(metric invariance), and to a model with constrained item intercepts (scalar
invariance). Differences between configural, metric, and scalar models
were evaluated using ACFI. Invariance was supported if ACFI < 0.01
(Cheung & Rensvold, 2002).

For our validity analyses, we used SPSS version 26 (IBM, 2019).
We first examined Pearson correlations among study variables and then ran
multiple regressions using the SBMS-R subscales to predict gambling
severity and sports betting outcomes. Given that Q-Q plots and histograms
showed a severe positive skew for the gambling severity and sports betting
outcomes, we applied a natural log transformation to these variables. The
log transformation corrected the issues with skew for these variables,
approximating normal distributions. All other statistical assumptions were
met. Variance inflation factors (VIFs) were all below three, suggesting no
major multicollinearity issues.

Results

Exploratory Structural Equation Modelling

We tested the original factor structure of the SBMS-R (37 items)
and found that the ESEM model had good fit (see Table 2 for model fit
indices), though some items had low primary factor loadings and/or had
high cross-loadings (see Supplementary Table 1). Items needed to have a
primary factor loading of at least 0.40 and cross-loadings needed to be less
than 0.20. A total of seven items (8, 18, 20, 21, 23, 32, 36) either had low
primary factor loadings and/or high cross-loadings. As such, we decided to
remove five of these items (8, 18, 20, 21, 32) but chose to retain two items
(23, 36) that were part of subscales with only three indicators, to avoid
under-identifying these important constructs. We then reran the analysis.
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We found improved model fit for the 32-item SBMS-R with all
items loading onto their intended factor, and with minimal cross-loadings.
Although some cross-loadings were slightly above 0.20, we judged these to
be minimal, especially in comparison to the primary factor loadings. See
Table 2 for model fit indices and Table 3 for standardised factor loadings.
This model was used for invariance testing and for validity analyses. All
derived subscales were computed by taking the average score of each item
set. All subscales had excellent internal consistency: Money (a = 0.96; ® =
0.98), Fun (a = 0.90; @ = 0.93), Social (a = 0.90; ® = 0.92), Escape (a =
0.90; ® = 0.92), Knowledge of the game (a = 0.84; ® = 0.88), Interest in
Sports (a = 0.84; ® = 0.87), and Being in the game (a = 0.86) (see Note 2).
The correlations between subscales ranged from » =-0.02 — 0.71 (see Table
4), demonstrating sufficient discriminant validity between constructs.

Table 2
Model Fit Summary Statistics
Model X daf CFI TLI RMSEA [90% CI] SRMR
Initial ESEM 906.198 428 0.977 0.964 0.035[0.032, 0.038] 0.013
Revised ESEM 578.630 293 0.983 0.972 0.033 [0.029, 0.037] 0.012
Gender Invariance
Men 517.312 293 0.982 0.970 0.033 [0.028, 0.038] 0.013
Women 415.782 293 0.974 0.957 0.045 [0.035, 0.054] 0.016
Configural 942.594 586 0.980 0.966 0.036 [0.032, 0.041] 0.014
Metric 1126.444 761 0.980 0.973 0.032 [0.028, 0.036] 0.025
Scalar 1161.385 786 0.979 0.973 0.032 [0.028, 0.036] 0.025
Gambling Severity
Invariance
Low PGSI (0-4) 536.015 293 0.980 0.967 0.035 [0.030, 0.039] 0.014
High PGSI (=5) 409.468 293 0.968 0.945 0.042 [0.032, 0.051] 0.021
Configural 952.883 586 0.977 0.961 0.037[0.033, 0.041] 0.016
Metric 1262.503 761 0.969 0.959 0.038 [0.034, 0.042] 0.033
Scalar 1298.475 786 0.968 0.960 0.038 [0.034, 0.041] 0.033

Note. p <0.001 for all y? tests; CFI = comparative fit index; ESEM = exploratory structural equation model;
RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized root mean square residual; TLI =

Tucker-Lewis index.
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Table 3
Revised Exploratory Structural Equation Model - Standardised Loadings
Item Beingin  Social ~ Money Interest Escape Fun Knowledge
the game in Sports of the game

1  It's enjoyable to watch the sports competition I bet on 0.772 0.013 -0.055 -0.010 -0.002 0.014 0.023
2 It's exciting to bet on the sports competitions I watch 0.981 -0.006 0.029 0.007 -0.003 -0.034 -0.010
3 Ilike to have people around me to bet on sports 0.068 0.925 -0.058 -0.031 -0.072 0.036 -0.012
4  Betting on sports makes me a more social person 0.009 0.841 0.031 -0.075 0.046 0.029 0.030
5 My friends console me when I lose my sports bet -0.072 0.584 0.119 -0.046 0.122 -0.079 0.042
7  Sports betting is a good reason to get together with my friends -0.043 0.798 -0.016 0.090 0.068 0.019 -0.030
10 I like to watch sports matches/competitions I bet with other people around me 0.017 0.637 0.085 0.119 -0.043 0.112 -0.039
9  Ibet on sports to improve my financial situation 0.020 0.053 0.862 0.008 -0.082 -0.080 0.070
11 Ibet on sports to buy the things that I want -0.010 0.130 0.759 0.073 -0.004 -0.050 -0.014
12 1bet on sports to earn a side income -0.011 -0.042 0.927 0.072 -0.066 -0.055 0.048
13 I bet on sports for investment purposes -0.070 0.057 0.781 0.028 0.061 -0.088 -0.011
14 I bet on sports to improve my quality of life 0.012 0.074 0.749 -0.085 0.192 0.057 -0.103
15 Ibet on sports to make money faster 0.001 -0.084 0.986 -0.008 -0.037 0.072 -0.044
16 Ibet on sports to get rich -0.009 0.035 0.856 -0.097 0.084 0.012 -0.051
17 1Ibet on sports to make easy money 0.005 -0.078 0.850 0.026 -0.100 0.035 0.112
19 I bet on sports to improve my financial condition 0.038 -0.026 0.901 -0.051 0.010 0.013 0.009
6 I bet on sports because I love sports competitions 0.136 0.192 -0.047 0.609 -0.074 -0.056 0.120
22 Ibet on sports because I love sports -0.034 -0.060 0.055 0.866 -0.027 0.079 -0.042
23 I feel good when I bet on sports that I love -0.017 -0.008  -0.016 0.621 0.252 0.076 0.024
24 T feel less stressed when I bet on sports -0.050 0.040 0.082 0.166 0.627 -0.081 0.073
25 Sports betting helps me get away from the routine of everyday life 0.015 0.042 0.037 -0.006 0.654 0.116 0.057
27 1feel less tensions in my life thanks to sports betting 0.005 0.067 0.038 -0.014 0.785 -0.016 0.067
29  Sports betting helps to reduce the tensions of daily life 0.041 0.057 0.026 0.031 0.768 -0.006 0.038
26  Betting on sports is exciting 0.173 -0.084 0.128 0.144 0.119 0.522 -0.034
28 I love the excitement of sports betting 0.160 0.023 0.065 0.218 0.137 0.409 0.052
30 It's fun to try my luck with sports betting -0.009 0.063 0.000 0.040 0.010 0.710 0.052
31 Ibet on sports for pleasure 0.060 -0.006  -0.077 -0.010 0.079 0.695 0.045
34 1 get excited about the sports matches or competitions I bet on 0.101 0.082 0.049 0.147 -0.034 0.463 0.203
35 Ibet on sports because it is fun -0.004 0.066 -0.072 0.063 -0.072 0.721 0.121
33 Ibet on sports to see if my information about the match/outcome are correct 0.005 -0.035 0.061 -0.039 0.050 0.020 0.831
36 I bet on sports to see if my predictions about the match/outcome are correct -0.029 -0.001 -0.019 -0.011 -0.037 0.214 0.775
37 Ibet on sports to prove my knowledge of sports competitions 0.059 0.041 0.007 0.095 0.167 -0.106 0.591

Note. Primary factor loadings are bolded.
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Measurement Invariance

We tested measurement invariance of the SBMS-R (32 items) across
gender (men vs women) and gambling severity (low vs high PGSI). We
found excellent model fit when running the ESEM separately in each group
(i.e., men only, women only, low PGSI, high PGSI), suggesting configural
invariance (i.e., equivalent factor structure). For both grouping variables,
configural, metric, and scalar invariance models had excellent fit (see Table
2). When we compared nested models, ACFI values were all below 0.01,
suggesting metric invariance (i.e., equivalences of loadings) and scalar
invariance (i.e., equivalence of intercepts) across men vs women, and low
vs high PGSI. These results support the SBMS-R’s psychometric properties
across genders and gambling severity groups.

Convergent, Divergent, and Criterion Validity

See Table 4 for Pearson correlations between all study variables. As
hypothesised, we found that the SBMS-R subscales correlated highly with
their counterparts in the GMQ-F. For instance, the GMQ-F coping subscale
had the highest correlation with the SBMS-R escape subscale (» = 0.64), the
GMQ-F enhancement subscale had the highest correlation with the SBMS-
R fun subscale (» = 0.58), the GMQ-F social subscale had the highest
correlation with the SBMS-R social subscale (» = 0.68), and finally, the
GMQ-F financial subscale had the highest correlation with the SBMS-R
money subscale (» = 0.58). These correlations demonstrate the convergent
and divergent validity of the SBMS-R.

We then examined the bivariate relationships between the SBMS-R
subscales, gambling severity, and sports betting variables. We found that
the SBMS-R money, social, escape, knowledge of the game, and interest in
sports subscales were positively related to gambling severity (PGSI; rs =
0.17-0.57), the SBMS-R fun subscale was not significantly related to PGSI
(r = -0.04, p = 0.18), and the SBMS-R being in the game subscale was
negatively related to PGSI (» = -0.12). Only SBMS-R fun, escape,
knowledge of the game, interest in sports, and being in the game subscales
were positively related to the number of sports betting days in the past three
months (rs = 0.07 — 0.26). All SBMS-R subscales, except for SBMS-R
social, were positively related to the total number of bets in the past three
months (s = 0.08 — 0.25). Only SBMS-R fun, escape, knowledge of the
game, interest in sports, and being in the game subscales were positively
related to money spent on sports betting in the past three months (s = 0.10
—0.21).
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Table 4
Means, Standard Deviations, and Pearson Correlations for All Study Variables
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
1. SBMS-R Money 2.40 1.13 -
2. SBMS-R Fun 3.70 0.79 0.14™ -
3. SBMS-R Social 2.73 1.00 0.56™ 030" -
4. SBMS-R Escape 2.64 1.05 0.66™ 0.42™ 0.65" -
5. SBMS-R Knowledge of the game  3.36 0.96 033" 0.62" 038" 055" -
6. SBMS-R Interest in Sports 3.40 0.96 0317 0.717 046 057" 059" -
7. SBMS-R Being in the game 3.99 0.83 -0.02 0577 022" 0.177 037" 049" -
8. GMQ-F Enhancement 2.52 0.75 0.19" 0.58™ 0.29" 037" 043" 055" 043" -
9. GMQ-F Social 1.92 0.77 0.42™ 0.28" 0.68 0.52" 0.34™ 038" 0.18" 048" -
10. GMQ-F Coping 1.60 0.78 0.60™ 0.16™ 0.54™ 0.64™ 031" 030" 0.01 0.36™ 0.60"" -
11. GMQ-F Financial 2.31 0.78 0.58™ 0317 037" 046" 032" 036" 014" 045" 043" 055" -
12. *PGSI 0.93 0.98 0.57" 0.04 036" 045" 0177 0177 -0.12" 0.14™ 035" 056" 042" -
13. *G-TLFB Total Days 1.80 0.98 <0.01 0.26™ -0.03 0.07° 021" 021" 021" 025" <0.01 -0.02 0.09" -0.03 -
14. *G-TLFB Total Bets 2.49 1.33 0.14™ 0.23™ 0.08" 0.18" 024" 025" 017" 028" 0.12" 015" 014" 013" 0.78" -
15. *G-TLFB Total Money 4.26 1.81 0.05 021" 0.06 0.10" 0.17" 020" 020" 023" 0.11" 006 0.12" 006 0.63" 0.67"

Note. GMQ-F = Gambling Motives Questionnaire — Financial; G-TLFB = Gambling — Timeline Follow-Back; PGSI = Problem Gambling Severity Index;
SBMS-R = Sports Betting Motivations Scale - Revised. * variable was transformed with natural log due to severe positive skew. * p <0.05, ** p <0.01
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We then ran four multiple regressions with all SBMS-R subscales
predicting PGSI, number of sports betting days, total bets, and total money
spent on bets in the last three months (see Table 5). All dependant variables
were log transformed due to severe positive skew. This affects the
interpretation of regression coefficients such that a regression coefficient of
1.0 no longer represents a 1-unit increase in the dependent variable for every
1-unit increase in the independent variable but rather represents a 10-fold
increase. We found that the SBMS-R subscales explained the most variance
in PGSI (36%) and that greater money and escape motives were uniquely
associated with greater gambling severity. Consistent with bivariate
correlations, being in the game motives were associated with decreased
gambling severity. We found that greater fun and knowledge of the game
motives, and /ess social motives were associated with more days spent
sports betting in the last three months, although only 10% of variance was
explained by the SBMS-R subscales. In the model for the total amount of
bets in the last three months (R’ = 9%), greater money, knowledge of the
game, and interest in sports motives, and /ess social motives were associated
with a higher number of sports bets. Finally, we found that only being in the
game motives were uniquely associated with greater money spent on bets
in the last three months, although only 6% of variance was accounted for by
the SBMS-R subscales.

Table §
Multiple Regressions for Sports Betting Motivations Scale - Revised
95% CI
B SE p ! p lower upper

(Constant) 0.25 0.15 1.64 0.102 -0.05 0.55
Money 0.38 0.03 0.44 11.70  <0.001 0.32 0.45
Fun -0.01 0.05 <0.01 -0.09 0.927 -0.11 0.10
Social 0.05 0.04 0.05 1.27 0.205 -0.03 0.12
Escape 0.15 0.04 0.17 3.66 <0.001 0.07 0.24
Knowledge of the game -0.04 0.04 -0.04 -1.07 0.284 -0.12 0.03

Interest in Sports
Being in the game

0.01 0.04 0.01 0.28 0.779 -0.07 0.10

(Constant)

Money

Fun

Social

Escape

Knowledge of the game
Interest in Sports

-0.16 0.04 -0.14 -4.15 <0.001 -0.24 -0.09
Dependant Variable = PGSI; R? = 0.36, F (7, 906) = 71.16, p < 0.001.
0.53 0.18 2.94 0.003 0.17 0.88
0.03 0.04 0.03 0.71 0.476 -0.05 0.10
0.17 0.06 0.13 2.60 0.009 0.04 0.29
-0.18 0.04 -0.18 -420  <0.001 -0.26 -0.10
-0.01 0.05 -0.01 -0.19 0.852 -0.11 0.09
0.11 0.05 0.11 2.43 0.015 0.02 0.20
0.08 0.05 0.08 1.62 0.106 -0.02 0.19
0.11 0.05 0.10 2.38 0.017 0.02 0.20

Being in the game

Dependant Variable = G-TLFB Total Days; R? = 0.10, F (7, 906) = 14.54, p < 0.001.
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95% CI
B SE B t p lower upper
(Constant) 0.68 0.25 2.75 0.006 0.20 1.16
Money 0.15 0.05 0.13 2.80 0.005 0.04 0.25
Fun 0.10 0.09 0.06 1.16 0.246 -0.07 0.28
Social -0.18 0.06 -0.13 -3.03 0.002 -0.29 -0.06
Escape 0.04 0.07 0.03 0.53 0.600 -0.10 0.17
Knowledge of the game 0.14 0.06 0.10 2.16 0.031 0.01 0.26
Interest in Sports 0.16 0.07 0.11 2.21 0.027 0.02 0.30
Being in the game 0.12 0.06 0.07 1.85 0.064 -0.01 0.25

Dependant Variable = G-TLFB Total Bets; R? = 0.09, F (7, 899) = 12.82, p < 0.001.

(Constant)

Money

Fun

Social

Escape

Knowledge of the game
Interest in Sports

Being in the game

1.83 0.37 4.96 <0.001 1.11 2.56
0.09 0.08 0.06 1.21 0.227 -0.06 0.24
0.21 0.13 0.09 1.61 0.107 -0.04 0.46
-0.12 0.08 -0.06 -1.39 0.166 -0.28 0.05
-0.05 0.10 -0.03 -0.47 0.638 -0.24 0.15
0.12 0.09 0.06 1.29 0.198 -0.06 0.29
0.13 0.10 0.07 1.23 0.219 -0.08 0.33
0.26 0.09 0.12 2.79 0.005 0.08 0.45

Dependant Variable = G-TLFB Total Money; R? = 0.06, F (7, 804) = 7.82, p < 0.001.

Note. G-TLFB = Gambling — Timeline Follow-Back; PGSI = Problem Gambling Severity Index. All dependant
variables were log transformed. Bolded p values are significant predictors, p < 0.05.

Discussion

The aim of this study was to validate the revised English version of
the Sports Betting Motivations Scale (SBMS-R) in a sample of Canadian
sports bettors. We replicated the previously observed factor structure
(Gokce Yiice et al,, 2022) through Exploratory Structural Equation
Modelling, although we had to drop five items that did not load onto their
primary factor and/or cross-loaded onto multiple factors. These dropped
items may have cross-loaded for several reasons, most likely differences in
samples or language administered. The SBMS-R had 32 items, consisting
of seven subscales: Money (9 items), Fun (6 items), Social (5 items), Escape
(4 items), Knowledge of the game (3 items), Interest in Sports (3 items),
and Being in the game (2 items). These findings add to the evidence of
construct validity for the SBMS-R subscales, given that the majority of
items behaved similarly across Turkish and Canadian contexts. In addition,
we found that the SBMS-R assessed motives equally in men and women,
and also for individuals with high and low levels of gambling severity. As
hypothesised, we found that the SBMS-R subscales correlated highest with
their corresponding subscales in the Gambling Motives Questionnaire —
Financial (GMQ-F). This finding adds to the convergent and divergent
validity of the SBMS-R.

Our hypotheses regarding the criterion validity of the scale were
partially supported, giving interesting insights into the importance of sports-
specific motives in predicting sports betting frequency and severity of
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gambling problems. Overall, we found that the SBMS-R subscales were
more associated with gambling severity rather than frequency measures of
sports betting or money spent. In particular, we found that the sports-
specific motives added unique predictive variance to all outcomes, over and
above the traditionally measured gambling motives (i.e., money, fun, social,
escape). Money and escape motives were associated with greater gambling
severity, while being in the game was associated with less gambling
severity. In terms of sports betting outcomes, we found that greater fun,
knowledge of the game, and being in the game motives, and /ess social
motives were associated with more days spent sports betting in the last three
months. Greater money motives, knowledge of the game, interest in sports,
and less social motives were associated with a higher number of bets, and
greater being in the game motives were associated with increased money
spent on bets. These findings partially align with Gokce Yiice et al. (2022),
who also found that money motives were associated with sports betting
problems. Gokce Yiice et al. (2022) also reported that fun motives were a
protective motive, as they were associated with less sports betting problems,
but we did not find this. Although these findings may be due to
methodological differences (i.e., differences in outcome measures,
differences in items included in SBMS-R subscales), they could also reflect
cross-cultural differences and gender differences between the samples as
well (the Turkish sample was 90% male). Although there may be common
motives that are universally related to gambling severity (i.e., money
motives), some factors (i.e., fun motives) may be related to less problems
in a Turkish context rather than a Canadian context. We also built upon
previous findings from Gokce Yiice et al. (2022) in that we examined the
relationships between motives and frequency measures of sports betting,
supporting the hypothesis that sports-specific motives may be important to
consider when predicting sports betting behaviour.

It is interesting that we found Being in the Game to be a negative
predictor of gambling problems but a positive predictor of money spent. On
the one hand, losing oneself in the game may result in unintentionally
spending more money on bets. However, this contradicts the finding that
Being in the Game was related to less gambling problems, and could suggest
that higher income associated with sports betting could allow individuals to
keep betting without financial consequences. Future research is needed to
assess this hypothesis. However, a potential issue is that this subscale had
few items which may raise questions about the reliability of the measure.
On the other hand, short scales with as few as even one item have been
shown to be reliable and widely used (e.g., Davey et al., 2007; Rammstedt
& John, 2007; Sarvestani et al., 2025), and we did find excellent internal
consistency for all subscales. As such, future research should continue to
investigate these constructs to understand whether there may be other
moderating variables (e.g., gender, culture, income) which may interact to
change the relationship between Being in the Game motives and sports
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gambling. Future research could also test whether adding items to these
short subscales could improve their reliability.

The current study highlights the importance of measuring specific
motives relevant to sports betting, rather than general gambling motives.
Previous gambling motive measures have assessed enhancement, social,
coping, and financial motives (i.e., Dechant, 2014). Consistent with
previous literature, we found that escape motives and money motives were
related to greater gambling problems (Alaba-Ekpo et al., 2024; Allami et
al., 2025; Tabri et al., 2022). In this study, however, we also showed that
measuring additional sports-specific motives (i.e., knowledge of the game,
interest in sports, and being in the game) is important, particularly given
that being in the game was found to be associated with less gambling
problems. These sports-specific motives were particularly important for
predicting sports betting frequency, given that knowledge of the game
motives were related to more sports betting days and more bets in the past
three months. Also, greater interest in sports was related to more bets, and
being in the game was the only unique predictor of money spent on bets in
the last three months. Although there are important similarities between
sports betting and traditional gambling, this study supports the observation
that this form of gambling may have unique, sports-specific aspects to
consider.

The SBMS-R may have practical implications for clinical
assessment and interventions. By capturing distinct motivational pathways
underlying sports betting behaviour, the measure can help clinicians
identify why individuals bet. Understanding one’s dominant motives may
allow clinicians to tailor interventions; for example, individuals driven by
money motives may benefit from cognitive restructuring around probability
and expected value, whereas those motivated by escape motives may
respond better to coping-skills training. Our data suggested that sports-
specific motives may not be directly related to gambling severity, which
could suggest these motives may not need to be targeted during
interventions. However, given that we found sports-specific motives were
related to sports betting frequency and money spent, future research should
continue to explore whether this leads to problems. Also, future research
should aim to establish a shorter version of this measure so it can easily be
administered along with clinical screening measures for gambling
problems.

This study is not without its limitations. First, we sampled our
participants through an online panel (i.e., convenience sampling). Although
data quality can be just as valid in online panels (Kim & Hodgins, 2017;
Smith et al., 2016), particularly if filtering out nonattentive responders or
dishonest responders, which we did in this study, future research should aim
to utilise random sampling procedures to obtain more representative
samples. Second, our methodology did not include diagnostic interviews to
assess for gambling disorder (American Psychiatric Association, 2022), so
future research is needed to determine the clinical utility of the SBMS-R.
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Third, we also did not include a measure of sports betting problems per se,
but rather included measures of gambling severity (PGSI) and sports betting
frequency (G-TLFB variables). Relatedly, our measure of gambling
severity may have been affected by other forms of gambling that
participants engaged in, which were not assessed by the G-TLFB in this
study. To increase relevance to sports betting problems, future research
should make use of newly developed measures for sports betting severity
(e.g., Gokce Yiice et al., 2022; Graupensperger & Calhoun, 2025), and
should assess other forms of gambling to assess harms that are unique to
sports betting. Fourth, we excluded gender diverse individuals from
analyses because this group was not large enough for gender invariance
testing, and we wanted to maintain comparability between ESEM models
and maintain a consistent sample for all other analyses. Future research
should aim to recruit more representative samples of gender diverse
individuals to examine sports gambling in this population. Alternatively,
conducting measurement invariance analyses across sex (males vs. females)
rather than gender (men vs. women) removes the need to exclude gender
diverse individuals, but then ignores self-reported gender (and associated
gender roles which may be relevant to acknowledge). Fifth, our grouping of
no-problem with low-risk gamblers and moderate-risk with high-risk
gamblers may have resulted in clinically heterogeneous groups for
invariance testing. While this decision was made for pragmatic reasons (i.e.,
to ensure adequate sample size in the higher-risk group), future research
should replicate our invariance testing with larger samples. Sixth, our
assessment of convergent and divergent validity relied on correlational
analyses; future research could consider other approaches such as network
analysis or structural equation modelling.

Conclusion

In conclusion, this study validated the English version of the Sports
Betting Motivations Scale (SBMS-R), highlighting the importance of
measuring sports-specific motives when studying sports betting. In
particular, we found that the motive for being in the game was associated
with spending more money on bets and more frequent betting, but was
protective against gambling problems. Other sports specific motives (i.e.,
interest in sports, knowledge of sports) were also related to more frequent
sports betting. We replicated the factor structure of the original scale and
demonstrated strong convergent and divergent validity, as well as criterion
validity of the SBMS-R. We also found measurement invariance in the
SBMS-R between men and women, and between high and low levels of
gambling severity, adding to the psychometric support for this measure.
Given the recent growth of online and mobile sports betting, our study
highlighted that understanding the sports-specific motives (rather than
traditional gambling motives) may be important to consider. The SBMS-R
may be a promising tool to measure these sports-specific motives for sports
betting.
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Note 1: In-play bets refer to wagers placed during the live game. Single-event betting
refers to a pre-game wager on a single outcome of a game. Parley bets combine multiple
wagers placed pre-game. Systems bets are similar to parley bets except that individuals
can receive partial payout if only one of their wagers are won.

Micro bets are similar to in-play bets, except that the outcomes of the wagers are
smaller in scope and settled almost instantly. Prop bets are also similar to in-play bets,
except that the outcomes of wagers are focused on the performance of a specific player.
Fantasy sports betting involves the building a virtual team of real athletes and competing
for daily cash prizes; winners are determined using actual athlete performance at the end
of a day.

Note 2: We could not compute McDonald’s omega for the Being in the game subscale
because it only had two items.
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