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Abstract 

Consumer protection tools such as activity statements, deposit limits, and temporary 

self-exclusion are provided by most Internet gambling websites to minimise gambling related 

harms through the prevention of problems and enhancement of controls for those at risk of 

disordered gambling. However, customer engagement with these tools is very low. 

Developing a theoretical framework to understand the reasons individuals use consumer 

protection tools is important to design strategies to increase uptake. Customers of Australian 

online wagering sites (N = 564) completed an online survey with a follow-up (N = 193) to 

assess whether the Theory of Planned Behaviour explained intention to use tools and actual 

behaviour with additional consideration of past tool use. Results showed that past tool use, 

attitudes and subjective norms, but not perceived behavioural control, were positively 

correlated with intention to use consumer protection tools. Intention to use the tools 

prospectively predicted actual tool use. The study validates past behaviour as a predictor of 

intention, and intention representing a significant predictor of future behaviour. The Theory 

of Reasoned Action (without the inclusion of perceived behavioural control), rather than 

Theory of Planned Behaviour, appears to be a suitable conceptual model to understand 

consumer protection tool use for Internet wagering websites. Use and application of 

consumer protection tools on gambling websites is not perceived as effortful, but under 

volitional control and straightforward. Positively influencing individual attitudes, perceived 

views of others and past tool use could increase online wagering customers’ use of consumer 

protection tools. 
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1 Introduction 

Internet gambling is growing in popularity worldwide and represents an increasing 

share of the global gambling market (O’Farrell, 2015; Pilling, 2019). In recognition of the 

limitations associated with prohibition in providing consumer protection, to ensure games are 

fair, and gather tax, 84 countries now offer legalised Internet gambling in various forms 

(Mordor Intelligence, 2018). Licensing conditions limit the types of activities that can be 

provided. For example, in Australia, only wagering and lottery products can be provided via 

interactive channels (Department of Social Services, 2017). Most gambling regulators also 

require operators to provide a range of consumer protection (also referred to as responsible 

gambling; deposit limits, breaks in play, messaging, activity statements) tools and resources 

in recognition of the potential harms related to this mode of gambling. Consumer protection 

tools are intended to be used by a broad range of Internet gambling customers to prevent the 

development of problems and remain in control of their gambling (Ladouceur, Blaszczynski, 

Shaffer, & Fong, 2016). However, very few customers engage with these protection tools 

necessitating further efforts to enhance their uptake. Identifying the barriers to the use of 

consumer protection tools is a complex undertaking given the multiple personal and 

environmental factors involved. One potential approach is to apply the Theory of Planned 

Behaviour (TPB) model as an appropriate conceptual framework to understand motivations 

for engaging with consumer protection tools and the prediction of actual tool use.   

It is increasingly recognised that gambling-related harm is not restricted to those who 

meet clinical criteria for gambling disorders or those experiencing severe gambling-related 

harms (Weinstock, April, & Kallmi, 2017). An Australian study found that 7.9% of 

Australian adults experienced one or more gambling-related problems in 2015 (Armstrong & 

Carroll, 2017). Similarly, a Canadian study found that subclinical gamblers experience more 

psychological dysfunction than healthy individuals across several major domains (Weinstock 

et al., 2017). Consequently, it is important for all gamblers to engage with tools to assist them 

to remain in control of their gambling and sustain this at an affordable and personally 

appropriate level to avoid the experience of gambling harms and potential development of 

problems.  

Many gamblers lose track of time and money during Internet gambling, contributing 

to harms (Hing et al., 2015; Ladouceur & Sévigny, 2009; Nower & Blaszczynski, 2010; 

Stewart & Wohl, 2013). Consumer protection tools such as activity statements, deposit limits, 

and temporary self-exclusion or time-outs have been designed to address this loss of control 

and encourage self-awareness in players to help promote responsible gambling to avoid harm. 



Limited studies have examined the effectiveness of these tools in preventing and minimising 

gambling-related harms. Nonetheless, self-report studies and analyses of consumer data 

suggest that consumers perceive these tools as helpful in assisting them to keep their 

expenditure within limits, and to maintain self-control (Dragicevic, Percy, Kudic, & Parke, 

2015; Griffiths, Harris, & Auer, 2016; Griffiths, Wood, & Parke, 2009a; Ladouceur, Shaffer, 

Blaszczynski, & Shaffer, 2017; Monaghan, 2009). A survey of 564 Australian online 

wagering customers found that customers who used consumer protection tools were mostly 

satisfied with these and the majority of those who used deposit limits and time-outs thought 

their gambling had changed as a result (Gainsbury, Angus, Procter, & Blaszczynski, 2019). 

Despite their potential to reduce harms, there is little research specifically on the 

correlates of consumer protection tool use; however, Forsström et al. (2017) suggest that tool 

use is likely dependent on various factors including attitudes towards the tools and gambling 

behaviours. Moreover, while consumer protection tools are intended to assist gamblers, they 

have been developed in the absence of clear conceptual frameworks. Although little empirical 

research on gamblers’ attitudes and behaviour towards using consumer protection tools 

exists, studies suggest that attitudes toward online consumer protection tools are positive 

(Gainsbury, Parke, & Suhonen, 2013; Griffiths, Wood, & Parke, 2009; Ivanova, Rafi, 

Lindner, & Carlbring, 2019). To date, no research has explored social pressure and perceived 

behavioural control in the context of consumer protection tool use. A pressing need exists to 

understand the attitudes that underlie tool use and the impact of attitudes on actual tool use, to 

ensure that these are effective in minimising gambling-related harms. 

1.1 Theory of Planned Behaviour 

The Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1988; Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010) has been 

used extensively to predict social and health behaviours and addiction, including gambling-

related behaviours (Guo et al., 2007; Huchting, Lac, & LaBrie, 2008; Kuther, 2002; Lee, 

Chen, Song, & Lee, 2014; Martin et al., 2010; McEachan, Conner, Taylor, & Lawton, 2011; 

Moore & Ohtsuka, 1999; Neighbors et al., 2007; Thrasher, Andrew, & Mahony, 2007). The 

TPB suggests that a person’s intention to enact a behaviour is the main predictor for 

exhibiting that behaviour (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). Intentions are derived from three factors. 

Firstly, whether the person has a favourable or unfavourable attitude towards the behaviour of 

interest determines engagement. The more favourable the attitude towards the behaviour, the 

more likely the individual is to perform it. Secondly, subjective norms predict intention. This 

refers to how much the person feels social pressure to enact a behaviour. If an individual 

perceives that significant others endorse (or disapprove of) a behaviour, they are more (or 



less) likely to enact that behaviour. Thirdly, perceived behavioural control (PBC), which is 

whether the person feels in control of the action in question, drives behaviour. PBC was 

added to the original Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) model (Ajzen, 1985; Ajzen & 

Fishbein, 1980) to account for people’s non-volitional behaviour (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). 

The TPB has been found to improve on the TRA’s predictability of intention and behaviour 

(Armitage & Conner, 2001) in health (Albarracín, Johnson, Fishbein, & Muellerleile, 2001; 

Albarracín, Kumkale, & Johnson, 2004; Armitage & Conner, 2001; Cooke & French, 2008; 

Godin & Kok, 1996; Hagger, Chatzisarantis, & Biddle, 2002; Hausenblas, Carron, & Mack, 

1997; Sheeran & Taylor, 1999), gambling (Dahl et al., 2018; Martin et al., 2010; Moore & 

Ohtsuka, 1997; Neighbors et al., 2007) and online (Burns & Roberts, 2013) domains. 

Therefore, applying the TPB to understand online consumer protection tool use is appropriate 

to explore the relevant factors motivating engagement with the tools However, evaluation of 

this is important as previous studies have failed to find support for the role of perceived 

behavioural control in predicting gambling intention (Flack & Morris, 2017b; Flack & 

Morris, 2017; Oh & Hsu, 2001; Walker, Courneya, & Deng, 2018; Wu & Tang, 2012). 

 A meta-analysis of the TPB in health domains found that past engagement in a 

behaviour was also a significant predictor of intention (McEachan et al., 2011). Similarly, the 

TPB has been extended showing that past behaviour predicts gambling intention (Dahl, 

Tagler, & Hohman, 2018; Lee et al., 2014). As such, the TPB, with the addition of past use of 

consumer protection tools was deemed an appropriate conceptual framework for 

understanding the socio-cognitive factors underlying online wagerers’ intentions and 

behaviour related to tools. 

The current study represents the first empirical investigation applying the TPB in the 

context of online wagerers’ consumer protection tool use. The study employs a follow-up 

component to determine whether intention to use the consumer protection tools predicts 

actual behaviour. This is an improvement on past studies of health behaviours using the TPB 

model which are limited by their lack of follow-up evaluation (Ajzen, 2005). Understanding 

which TPB factors are related to gamblers’ intentions to use the consumer protection tools, 

could suggest ways to increase the use of the tools amongst online wagerers, helping to 

ameliorate harm. Specifically, we hypothesised that 1) subjective norms, attitudes, perceived 

behavioural control and past use of consumer protection tools would predict intention to use 

tools, and 2) intention to use tools would predict subsequent tool use. 



2 Methods 

2.1 Respondents 

Six Australian online wagering operators each sent a randomly selected sample of 

2,000 account holders an email invitation to take part in the study. As theoretically 

individuals could have been invited to complete the survey by more than one operator the 

survey detected IP addresses to block dual responses and participants were instructed to only 

complete the survey once if they received multiple invitations. Out of the 12,000 account 

holders initially contacted, 3,595 opened the email outlining the study and linking to the 

online survey. Contributing to the low response rate was the low rate of initially sent emails 

opened; for the six operators the email opening rates were 38%, 25%, 45%, 26%, 41%, and 

5%. The baseline survey asked respondents whether they could be sent a follow-up survey, 

which triggered an invitation to the follow-up survey two weeks later. A total of 734 

respondents began the baseline survey. Respondents were excluded from analyses if they 

failed to complete the survey (n = 118), had not engaged in online wagering within the past 

12 months (n = 4), or failed of two or more attention check items (n = 48). Slightly under 

one-third of the baseline respondents were invited and began the follow-up survey (n = 205). 

Respondents with incomplete or insufficient or incomplete responses (n = 7), were removed 

from the follow-up data, as were respondents who had been removed from the baseline data 

(n = 5). The final sample consisted of 564 respondents for the baseline survey, and 193 

respondents (34.2% of baseline respondents). All procedures were approved by the 

University of Sydney Human Research Ethics Committee. Respondents who completed both 

baseline and follow-up surveys were mostly male (90.2%) and aged between 19 and 83 (M = 

46.71, SD = 15.51).  

2.2 Materials 

2.2.1 Baseline Survey 

2.2.1.1 Gambling behaviours. Respondents indicated the number of active online wagering 

accounts they had, their approximate monthly expenditure in AUD across these accounts, and 

what types of gambling activities they had participated in over the previous 12 months (e.g., 

lottery, casino games). Number of accounts was measured using an ordinal item (e.g., “1”, 

“2”, “3-4”, “5-6”, “More than 6”), as was expenditure (“$0”, “$1-25”, “$26-50”, “$51-75”, 

“$76-100”, “$101-150”, “$151-200”, “$201-300”, “$301-500” , “$501-1000”, “$1001-2000”, 

“$2001-5000”, “$5001+”). The sum of affirmative responses to items regarding participation 

in gambling activities was calculated, and used as a measure of number of gambling activities 

engaged in. 



2.2.1.2 Use of consumer protection tools. Respondents indicated their past use of 

three different consumer protection tools, activity statements, deposit limits, and time-outs 

(temporary self-exclusion ranging from 24 hours to six months). Total score indicated the 

number of tools used. As there was some variation between operators in how the tools were 

described, the initial instructions included all the relevant terms across operators to avoid 

confusion or misunderstanding. 

2.2.1.3 Theory of Planned Behaviour questionnaire. TPB items were adapted from a 

previously validated health questionnaire (Francis et al., 2004), and framed about the use of 

consumer protection tools (e.g., “I intend to use the Activity Statement, Deposit Limits, or 

Take a Break tools in the next six months”). Three items were used for each of the following 

domains, intention, attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control. Responses 

to intention, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control items were made on 7-point 

bipolar scales (e.g., 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree), while responses to attitude 

items were made on 7-point scales with bipolar adjectives (e.g., 1 = harmful to 7 = 

beneficial). To minimise fatigue and drop-out rates, respondents were asked about their use 

of all three tools rather than each tool separately. Mean scores were created for each scale, 

with higher scores indicating stronger intention to use the consumer protection tools, more 

positive attitudes towards using the tools, stronger perceived approval of using tools, and 

feeling more in control of tool use. Internal reliability ranged from poor (perceived 

behavioural control,  = .492) and acceptable (subjective norms,  = .608) to good (attitudes, 

 = .741) and excellent (intention,  = .931). 

2.2.1.4 Attention check items. Five attention check items were distributed equally 

throughout the survey to identify non-conscientious or random responders (Marjanovic, 

Struthers, Cribbie, & Greenglass, 2014). 

2.2.2 Follow-Up Survey 

2.2.2.1 Recent behaviour. Three items measured respondents’ use of each of the 

consumer protection tools in the previous two-weeks. We calculated the total number of tools 

used by each respondent. However, because very few respondents had used more than one 

tool (5.7%), we created a binary variable that coded for any tool use. 

2.3 Statistical Analyses 

Associations between the count of tools used, TPB variables, and gambling 

behaviours were explored using Spearman’s Rho correlations. Multiple linear regressions 

examined whether these variables predicted tool use intention while statistically adjusting for 



each other, and with the subsequent addition of past tool use as a covariate. Adjusted R2 is 

reported as a measure of explained variance. TPB variables not significantly correlated with 

intention were excluded from these regressions. A binary logistic regression was used to 

examine the extent to which intentions to use tools and past tool use reported in the baseline 

survey predicted subsequent tool use. Nagelkerke pseudo-R2 is reported as a measure of 

explained variance for the binary logistic regression. Variance inflation factors for all 

regressions were < 1.16. The alpha for all statistical tests was set at 0.05. Correlation 

coefficients may be interpreted according to the following criteria (small r > 0.10 | medium r 

> 0.24 | large > 0.37). For Mann-Whitney U tests, r has been used as an effect size (small > 

0.10 | medium > 0.30 | large > 0.50). Data were pre-processed and analysed in SPSS v25 

(IBM Corp., 2017).  

3 Results 

3.1 Baseline 

Most respondents had used a single tool (70.2%, n = 396), while 16.0% (n = 90) used two, 

and 3.2% (n = 18) all three tools. One-tenth of respondents had not used any of the tools 

(10.6%, n = 60). Summary statistics for the total number of tools used are presented in Table 

1. Subjective norms, attitudes, and the total number of tools previously used were all 

significantly positively correlated with the intention to use responsible gambling tools. 

Perceived behavioural control, however, was not significantly correlated with tool use 

intention, and was therefore excluded from the regression analyses. 

The overall model was significant (F(2,561) = 90.31, p < .001), with both subjective 

norms and attitudes uniquely predicting tool use intention (Table 2).The second model was 

significant (F(4,560) = 73.08, p < .001); subjective norms, attitudes, and past tool use were 

all unique significant predictors of tool use intention. The inclusion of past tool use in the 

model significantly increased the variance in consumer protection tool use intention that was 

accounted for by the regression (F(1,560) = 29.46, p < .001).  



 

Table 2. Regression Models Predicting Consumer Protection Tool Use Intention for 564 

Respondents 

Variable Adj R2 b SE b  b 95% CI   t p 

    Lower Upper    

Model 1 0.24        

Constant  -0.45 0.37 -1.17 0.28  -1.21 0.225 

Attitudes  0.56 0.06 0.44 0.68 0.34 9.15 <0.001 

Subjective 

Norms 

 

0.51 0.06 

0.39 0.62 

0.32 8.77 <0.001 

Model 2 0.28        

Constant  -0.88 0.37 -1.61 -0.16  -2.39 0.017 

Attitudes  0.53 0.06 0.41 0.65 0.32 8.79 <0.001 

Subjective 

Norms 

 

0.46 0.06 

0.35 0.57 

0.29 8.02 <0.001 

Past Tool 

Use 

 

0.66 0.12 

0.42 0.89 

0.20 5.43 <0.001 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations 

Variabl

e 

Me

an 

Std

. D 

Mi

n 

Ma

x 
N 

 
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 

9

. 

1. Past 

Tool 

Use 

1.1

2 

0.6

2 
0 3 

56

4 

 

-         

2. 

Follow-

Up 

Tool 

Use 

0.7

3 

0.6

1 
0 3 

19

3 

 

0.31
** 

-        

3. 

Attitud

e 

5.7

4 

1.2

3 
1 7 

56

4 

 
0.12

** 
0.06 -       

4. 

Subject

ive 

Norms 

2.2

6 

1.3

1 
1 

6.6

7 

56

4 

 

0.20
** 

0.23
** 

0.10
* 

-      

5. PBC 

6.2

8 

0.9

6 

2.3

3 
7 

56

4 

 

0.00 
-

0.01 

0.27
** 

-

0.36
** 

-     

6. 

Intentio

n 

3.9

2 

2.0

4 
1 7 

56

4 

 
0.29

** 

0.27
** 

0.36
** 

0.37
** 

0.0

0 
-    

7. # 

Accoun

ts 

3 1 1 5 
56

4 

 

0.03 0.03 
-

0.06 

-

0.17
** 

0.0

7 

-

0.0

9* 

-   

8. $ 

Wageri

ng 

6 3 1 13 
56

4 

 

0.01 0.05 

-

0.09
* 

0.06 

-

0.1

1* 

-

0.0

3 

0.37
** 

-  

9. # 

Activiti

es 

3.6

7 

1.6

3 
0 8 

56

4 

 

0.03 
-

0.13 

-

0.04 
0.04 

-

0.0

6 

-

0.0

1 

0.05 
0.0

7 
- 
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3.2 Follow-Up 

Rates of reported tool use declined from the baseline to the follow-up survey. At 

baseline, 69.4% (n = 134) of the 193 respondents completing the follow-up survey had used 

one tool, 17.1% (n = 33) had used two tools, and 3.6% (n = 7) had used three tools. 

Approximately one-tenth (9.8%, n = 19) had not used any consumer protection tools. In 

comparison, in the two weeks prior to the follow-up survey, 59.6% (n = 115) had used a 

single tool, 4.1% (n = 8) had used two tools, and 1.6% (n = 3) had used all three tools. 

Notably, 34.7% (n = 67) had not used any of the three tools.  

Due to the small proportion of respondents having used more than one tool at follow-

up, we elected to examine whether tool use intention predicted the likelihood of having used 

any tool, rather than the total number of tools used. Consistent with our hypothesis, the 

overall model was significant (χ2 (2, N = 193) = 19.20, p < 0.001, Nagelkerke pseudo-R2 = 

0.13; Table 3). Greater intention to use tools and greater past experience with tools both 

uniquely predicted an increased likelihood of having had used any consumer protection tools 

in the two-weeks preceding the follow-up survey. The overall accuracy of the model was 

67.9%. Although the classification accuracy of non-use of tools was only 13.4%, the 

accuracy for tool use was 96.8%.  

Table 3. Binary Logistic Regression Model Predicting Consumer Protection Tool Use for 193 

Respondents 

Variable b SE b Odds 

ratio 

95% CI for Odds 

ratio 

Wald p 

    Lower Upper   

Constant -0.95 0.41 0.39   5.40 0.020 

Intention 0.21 0.08 1.23 1.06 1.44 7.01 0.008 

Past Tool Use 0.75 0.31 2.12 1.16 3.86 5.98 0.014 

 



 

 

Figure 1. Simplified depiction of the model prospectively predicting the use of 

consumer protection tools. Model coefficients were derived from a regression model that 

predicted intention to use tools (N = 564), and a separate model that predicted whether 

respondents had used any tools in the two weeks prior to the follow-up survey (N = 193).  

 

3.3 Attrition Analyses 

The results reported above may be distorted by sample attrition. That is, respondents 

who completed both the baseline and follow-up surveys may have differed systematically 

from those who only completed the baseline survey. Additional exploratory analyses were 

conducted to compare these groups of respondents on measures taken at baseline (Table 4). 

Mann-Whitney U tests indicated that subjective norms (U = 30431.50, Z = -2.98, p = 0.003, r 

= 0.13), perceived behavioural control (U = 30189.00, Z = -3.23, p = 0.001, r = 0.14), and 

number of active online wagering accounts (U = 31246.50, Z = -2.55, p = 0.011, r = 0.11) 

were slightly but significantly lower for respondents who had completed both surveys 

compared to respondents who only completed the baseline survey. There were no significant 

differences between these respondents for tool use intention (U = 34942.50, Z = -0.47, p = 

0.639, r = 0.02), attitudes towards tools (U = 32882.00, Z = -1.61, p = 0.107, r = 0.07), past 

tool use (U = 34667.50, Z = -0.77, p = 0.443, r = 0.03), online wagering expenditure (U = 

35716.00, Z = -0.05, p = 0.963, r < 0.00), or total number of activities gambled on (U = 

34873.00, Z = -0.52, p = 0.606, r = 0.02).  

 

 

 



Table 4. Descriptive Statistics for Respondents that Completed or Did Not Complete 

Follow-Up Survey 

 Follow-Up = Yes  Follow-Up = No 

 N = 193  N = 371 

Variable Mean Std. D Min Max  Mean Std. D Min Max 

Past Tool Use 1.15 0.63 0 3  1.10 0.61 0 3 

Attitude 5.88 1.10 2 7  5.66 1.28 1 7 

Subjective Norms 2.05 1.21 1 5.33  2.37 1.34 1 6.67 

PBC 6.47 0.80 3 7  6.18 1.02 2.33 7 

Intention 3.86 2.12 1 7  3.95 2.00 1 7 

# Accounts 3 1 1 5  3 1 1 5 

$ Wagering 6 4 1 13  6 3 1 13 

# Activities 3.64 1.63 1 8  3.69 1.63 0 8 

Note. PBC = perceived behavioural control.    

 

4 Discussion 

This paper aimed to advance conceptual understanding of the factors motivating 

online wagering customers to engage with consumer protection tools, using the theoretical 

TPB framework. It is the first study to examine the predictive values of attitudes, subjective 

norms, behavioural control, and past tool use on engagement with gambling consumer 

protection tools. As hypothesised, attitudes and subjective norms predicted intention to use 

tools. Moreover, these were statistically independent of past-tool use, which also predicted 

intentions. Our second hypothesis was supported as intention to use tools prospectively 

predicted tool use at a later point, again independently of past tool use. However, contrary to 

our hypothesis, perceived behavioural control did not predict tool use intention.  

The TPB (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010) was originally deemed more appropriate than the 

TRA  (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) due to the prior application of the 

TPB in health-related (Albarracín et al., 2001; Albarracín et al., 2004; Armitage & Conner, 

2001; Cooke & French, 2008; Godin & Kok, 1996; Hagger et al., 2002; Hausenblas et al., 

1997; Sheeran & Taylor, 1999), gambling (Dahl et al., 2018; Martin et al., 2010; Moore & 

Ohtsuka, 1997; Neighbors et al., 2007) and online (Burns & Roberts, 2013) domains. 

However, results of the current study suggest that the traditional TRA model (without the 

inclusion of perceived behavioural control) is more suitable for understanding the factors 

underlying consumer protection tool use. Behavioural control has been shown to be important 

in understanding behaviours such as gambling or tobacco cessation where there are 

constraints on control (Guo et al., 2007; Martin, Nelson, & Gallucci, 2016). The current study 

suggests that online wagering customers perceive use of consumer protection tools to be 

under volitional control and not effortful. Although the tools are often only available in 



specific sections of online wagering sites, they are relatively straightforward to use, as such, 

there is no need for strategies designed to emphasise the ease of use of tools in an effort to 

encourage tool uptake.  

This study’s findings imply that consumer protection tool use could be best studied 

within the framework of the TRA rather than the TPB. Previous research shows that most 

gamblers hold positive views towards consumer protection tools (Gainsbury et al., 

2013;Griffiths et al., 2009b; Ivanova et al., 2019). However, low subjective norm scores were 

found in the current study, indicating that respondents believe important people in their lives 

do not deem the tools as valuable.  

Interventions should focus on publicising the high positive attitudes towards 

consumer protection tools, as online gamblers are likely unaware and unable to know others’ 

attitudes towards the tools, due to the privacy online gambling affords players. Publicising 

positive attitudes towards the tools may enhance normalisation of tool use amongst all online 

wagering customers and encourage greater uptake of the tools. This is consistent with a 

behavioural economics approach in terms of increasing perceptions of social norms to 

influence behavioural change (Gainsbury, Tobias-Webb, & Slonim, 2018). It is important to 

take efforts to reduce the perception that consumer protection tools are only for those with 

gambling problems (Griffiths et al., 2009b; Wood & Griffiths, 2008) and encourage their use 

by the broad population of online wagering customers as a way to remain in control and 

facilitate sustainable levels of gambling. 

The second major implication is the extension of the TRA by including past use of 

tools in predicting intention to use consumer protection tools. Intention explained around 

13% of variance in future use and because rates of tool use decreased between baseline and 

follow-up, the stated intention to use the tools may be somewhat protective against this 

decrease. Interventions should encourage ongoing tool use among previous users and broaden 

their use of one tool, such as activity statements, to more restrictive tools, such as deposit 

limits, to enhance the extent to which individuals are in control of their expenditure. 

However, it is also possible that by reminding respondents that they have previously used 

consumer protection tools, this may enhance stated intentions. Nonetheless, this impact could 

be used strategically by reminding those customers who have previously used tools of this, in 

an effort to encourage reengagement if they have abstained from ongoing tool use. 

Importantly, the study found that intention to use consumer protection tools is 

predictive of actual tool use, which has not been previously tested. This is a significant 

finding as many studies of gamblers focus on behavioural intention without the opportunity 



to measure subsequent behaviour. An alternative explanation to explain the association 

between intention and actual tool use is that participation in the study and stated intention to 

use tools impacted behaviour. Future research should examine actual tool use behaviour 

using data from Internet gambling customer accounts to determine whether this is predictive 

of future use. 

The limitations of the study must be noted; the self-reported information and self-

presentational biases may have affected the validity and reliability of the data collected (Dahl 

et al., 2018; Gaes, Kalle, & Tedeschi, 1978). The survey referenced ‘gambling tools’ rather 

than using terms ‘responsible gambling’ or ‘consumer protection’ in an effort to avoid bias. 

As the tools are labelled with different terms across the various websites and although the 

varied terms were included at the initial description, the terms used throughout the survey 

may have impacted perceptions and reporting of tool use. The sample was self-selected from 

a randomly selected subset of online wagering customers, most of whom did not open the 

email to view the recruitment information and, as such, was not representative of the broader 

population of online wagering customers. Future research should recruit a larger and more 

representative sample of online gambling customers. Research is needed to design and 

evaluate interventions to influence attitudes and subjective norms and measure behavioural 

change among a broader population of Internet gambling customers to overcome the 

limitations of self-selected populations and self-report data. Importantly, this study did not 

examine the impact of consumer protection tool use on gambling behaviour or the experience 

of gambling-related harms. There is limited evidence regarding the effectiveness of these 

tools as a harm reduction measure. Future research is needed, including analysis of actual 

behavioural data, to indicate that increased uptake of consumer protection tools prevents and 

minimises gambling harms. 

Nonetheless, the current study has several strengths, including the recruitment of a 

sample from across six wagering operators, whereas previous research on attitude towards 

consumer protection tools are based on customers from a single online operator (Griffiths et 

al., 2009b; Ivanova et al., 2019). Although it did not predict intention or behaviour, testing 

the role of perceived behavioural control was important to demonstrate that this is not an 

apparent factor influencing consumer protection tool use. The inclusion of a follow-up to 

measure behaviour is an improvement on many TRA/TPB studies, which are limited by their 

lack of evaluation of behaviour (Ajzen, 2005).  

Consumer protection tools offer a promising practical and inexpensive solution to 

growing concerns about the experience of gambling-related harms among customers of 



Internet gambling sites. However, there is little theoretical or empirical evidence to guide the 

development of effective consumer protection tools or strategies to encourage their uptake 

and use. This study demonstrates that online wagering customers’ use of consumer protection 

tools is influenced by individual attitudes, perceived views of others and past tool use, 

consistent with the extended TRA conceptual model. The findings indicate that the TRA is a 

more suitable model to explain tool use than the TPB. This research is the first attempt to 

understand the factors that influence tool use and provides important insights into the 

variables that should be targeted in an effort to encourage uptake and engagement with these 

tools, to reduce gambling-related harms. 
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