Scratch cards: near-misses
and player experience

NS i)
2%,

Madison Stange
Gambling Research Lab
University of Waterloo

> / :
y
) . !
/ ' ” ‘ ~ “
r— 4 Y e - -



Overview

Background
Near-miss etfects
Purchasing behaviour

Background - Near-miss effects - Purchasing behaviour



Big business

Internet gaming:
$73,074,000 \\

Other lottery:
$2,426,000,000

Land-based
gaming;:
$3,552,808,000

Scratch cards:
$1,353,700,000

Charitable gaming:
$172,096,000
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Near mlss outcomes

Increase physiological arousal and frustration
(Dixon et al., 2011, 2013)

Recruit reward-related brain areas
(Clark et al., 2009)

Prolong gambling sessions
(Kassinove & Schare, 2001; Coté et al., 2003)
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Do scratch card near-
misses impact players?
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Are scratch card near-misses
physiologically and
subjectively arousing,
compared to regular losses?

Stange, Graydon & Dixon (2016), Journal of Gambling Studies
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Skin conductance levels
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Stange, Graydon & Dixon (2016), Journal of Gambling Studies
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Results
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Mean Rating

Results
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Conclusmns

» Near-misses are highly
frustrating and arousing
outcomes

» Lead players to move onto
the next available game
quickly

“Ramp-up” of arousal
during game play

Stange, Graydon & Dixon (2016), Journal of Gambling Studies
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Next steps
Replicate findings

Converging evidence:

» Heart rate @

» Disappointment @
» Urge to continue

gambling @
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Abstract Scratch card games are incredibly popular in the Canadian marketplace.
However, only recently have researchers started to systematically analyze their structural
characteristics and how these in turn affect the gambler. We present two studies designed
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What effects do these
outcomes have on

purchasing behaviour?
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search question

Do near-miss outcomes
influence the decision to

cards?
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Regular
loss card

6 ratings total

Max. of 2 additional cards

Stange, Graydon & Dixon (2017), Journal of Gambling Studies
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Results

Loss group

. Purchase
No purchase

Near-miss group

36%

64 %

Purchase

No purchase

Stange, Graydon & Dixon (2017), Journal of Gambling Studies
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eSUItS rpb=.49,n=29,p<.001

t(27) =2.92, p = .007
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Conclusions
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»  Near-misses increase urge to
gamble relative to losses

» Nominal increase in purchasing
if exposed to a near-miss

» For losses, purchasing
unrelated to urge; for NMs,
purchasing significantly
correlated with urge

Stange, Graydon & Dixon (2017), Journal of Gambling Studies
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