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Financial Inducements in
Gambling Marketing: An

Information Disclosure Proposal
to Inform Gamblers of Their

True Economic Value

Philip Newall
Dominic Cortis
Jamie Torrance

Abstract
Financial inducements such as free bets are frequently-used gambling marketing offers
which temporarily improve a gambler’s usual pattern of risk and potential return. Previ-
ous research has shown that there are up to 15 distinct types of financial inducements in
common use, and that gamblers frequently misunderstand inducements’ play-through re-
quirements and other complex terms and conditions. The Australian government has there-
fore recently banned play-through requirements for inducements shown to new customers,
and the Great British regulator the Gambling Commission has recently announced a max-
imum play-through requirement of 10 times. The present work describes an alternative
and yet potentially complementary approach based on disclosing financial inducements’
true economic value to gamblers. This approach can be motivated by the fact that financial
inducements are not intrinsically harmful, and an understanding of their value has been
exploited for profit by some gamblers via techniques called “bonus hunting” and “matched
betting”. Disclosure-based approaches can be designed to reflect the average losses im-
plied by any play-through requirements, as well as any other terms and conditions which
affect their economic value. Disclosure-based approaches for protecting consumers from
the potential harms of financial inducements should be subject to further research and pol-
icy consideration.
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Introduction
In September 2006 the online casino Mansion made an offer that many gamblers

could not refuse: A $1,100 free bet on the Pittsburgh Steelers, who had won the previous
season’s NFL Super Bowl, to beat the Miami Dolphins (Farrell, 2006). If the Steelers were
to lose, then gamblers would be refunded their full bet, while they would earn a $1,000
profit if the Steelers were to win. In either case, gamblers would be able to withdraw all
their money with no questions asked. The Steelers ended up winning by 28-17, meaning
that Mansion paid out $5,000,000 in profit to winning gamblers (Farrell, 2006). This is an
example of a “financial inducement”, a common and also varied type of gambling market-
ing offer (Hing et al., 2022), which are shown often in TV advertising during live sports
(Lopez-Gonzalez et al., 2018; Newall, Ferreira, et al., 2022; Sharman et al., 2023). While
this financial inducement had clear economic value, the worth of other financial induce-
ments is not always so clear to see.

Financial inducements can be defined as any temporary improvement to a gambler’s
usual pattern of risk and potential return (Newall et al., 2019). It is therefore perhaps unsur-
prising that financial inducements have been shown to modify rates of gambling activity in
studies using various dependent measures: incentivized (Rockloff et al., 2019), retrospec-
tive (Browne et al., 2019; Hing et al., 2019), hypothetical (Di Censo et al., 2023; Hing et
al., 2018), and naturalistic (Balem et al., 2021). Financial inducements can also be varied
in nature, with one study detailing 15 distinct types, including sign-up offers, winnings
paid-out for near-misses, boosted odds on winning, as well as free bets like the Pittsburgh
Steelers inducement (Hing et al., 2016). This varied nature of financial inducements is one
factor which makes it hard for gamblers to evaluate their true economic value.

The Pittsburgh Steelers bet was rare not only because of its size but also because
gamblers were free to withdraw their money without condition. Financial inducements tend
to come with terms and conditions which also make it harder to evaluate their true economic
value, and which may only be described as, “terms and conditions apply” (Hing et al.,
2016). For example, unlike conventional bets, many free bets do not include the return of
the original stake, so that a successful free bet of $100 at fractional odds of 2-to-1 (decimal
odds of 3; Cortis, 2015) would return only $200, instead of the $300 (including $100 stake)
that this bet would normally return (Hing et al., 2018). Free bets also typically have “play-
through requirements”, where a $1,000 bonus might require $5,000 in later bets in order
to be withdrawable (Hing et al., 2018)—a play-through multiplier of 5. Previous research
on sports betting inducements found a range of play-through multipliers ranging from one
to 16 (Hing et al., 2016), while casino game play-through multipliers have been observed
in the past to be as high as 50 (Gambling Commission, 2023). Experimental research
has shown that clearer explanations of play-through requirements reduce the perceived
attractiveness of financial inducements, even though most participants still underestimate
the total amount bet required to withdraw the inducement (Hing et al., 2018). Because play-
through requirements require time to be spent gambling to be redeemed, they are clearly
less immediately rewarding than the Pittsburgh Steelers bet.

The Australian government has now banned play-through requirements on financial
inducements advertising toward new customers, although they may still be used on direct
marketing offers provided to existing customers (Department of Local Government, Sport
and Cultural Industries, 2023). The Great British regulator the Gambling Commission has
taken an alternative approach, by recently deciding to limit the play-through requirement
to a factor of ten (Gambling Commission, 2025). That means that for a bonus of $100, that
the maximum play-through requirement is $1,000. These two approaches highlight how
financial inducements can be regulated in different ways.

The present work proposes an alternative and yet potentially complementary ap-
proach to regulating financial inducements, by requiring operators to calculate and disclose
their true economic value. These calculations would reflect the impact of any play-through
requirement, as well as other terms and conditions such as the non-return of the original
stake. This approach would also enable informed comparisons of the economic value of
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different financial inducements, such as boosted-odds promotions and winnings paid-out
for near-misses. An explanation of this approach first requires an explanation of the “house
edge” in gambling.

The House Edge
The house edge, otherwise known as the house advantage or the house margin, is the

statistical reality underlying the profitability of the gambling industry (Auer et al., 2012;
Eggert, 2004; Newall, Walasek, Hassanniakalager, et al., 2020; Turner, 2011; Woolley et
al., 2013). Roulette is a relatively simple gambling game to demonstrate how the house
edge means that gamblers can expect to lose money over time. Roulette wheels are split
into numbered segments, with the number 1-36 shown alternatively in red or black. A bet
on either black or red will pay-off $100 in profit for every $100 bet if the roulette wheel
ends in a segment of that color. However, a European roulette wheel also has the number
zero shown in green, meaning that both bet on red or black will lose on zero, so these bets
have a slightly less than even chance of doubling the gambler’s wager. The zero’s presence
means that on average each $100 bet will only return $97.30, which is commonly expressed
as a house edge of 2.7% (Newall, Walasek, Hassanniakalager, et al., 2020).

American roulette has a slightly higher house edge of 5.3%, which makes this version
more profitable for gambling operators, which occurs because American roulette wheels
have another segment shown in green, called the “double zero” (Turner & Shi, 2015). Slots-
based products can have a broader range of house edges depending on the programming
of each game (Harrigan & Dixon, 2010), but which average at around 10% (Woolley et
al., 2013). Commercial gambling products have some sort of mechanic which makes the
average gambler lose in some way (Newall & Andrade, 2022), such as the asymmetric rules
between the player and dealer in blackjack (Spanier, 1987), the implied margin in sports
betting odds (Hassanniakalager & Newall, 2019; Whelan & Hegarty, 2023), or the “rake”
taken from every pot in poker (Lantz & Isaksson, 2016).

The house edge is also the main economic reason why financial inducements usually
have play-through requirements, as a certain required amount of gambling will create losses
for gamblers on average, which offset the gains from the financial inducement. However,
the house edge means that the average loss from a given playthrough requirement (say
ten times) will vary depending on whether the gambler is playing European or American
roulette, say. This is a factor that information disclosures can be designed to account for,
as will be explained more after the next section.

Bonus Hunting and Matched Betting
Although many gamblers underestimate the amount of gambling needed to redeem

financial inducements (Hing et al., 2018), this is not always the case. Some gamblers are
known for profiting from financial inducements, by only selecting the inducements where
the payment is greater than the expected cost of redeeming the inducement via the play-
through requirement.

“Bonus hunting” is one term for this activity which dates to the early days of online
gambling in the late 1990s (Pierce, 2008). Play-through requirements were often as low as
one then, and restrictions were also minimal on the types of bets allowed. A $100 bonus
could therefore be redeemed by putting just under half of the money on a roulette wheel on
red, an identical amount on black, and then the remainder on zero. These bets on different
outcomes create a “hedge” which eliminates the risk of the individual gambles (Newall
& Cortis, 2019), meaning that this $100 bonus could be cleared instantly for a return of
just over $97 given the house edge of European roulette (Pierce, 2008). This example is
extreme, and online operators’ terms and conditions would usually require gamblers to take
bets posing genuine risk, or require that certain low house edge products could not be used
to clear a bonus. Therefore a $100 bonus with an expected loss of $50 implied by the
play-through requirement would have an expected economic value of $50, while a gambler
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might end up with more or less than that once the inducement was redeemed and all money
withdrawn from the operators. Play-through requirements have now increased from these
low early levels, which reduces the economic value of an inducement of any given size,
meaning that bonus hunting has become a much less profitable activity (Pierce, 2008).

“Matched betting” is a related activity with the same intent as bonus hunting. Matched
betting primarily relates to sports betting, where an operator might for example offer a free
$25 bet on a specific team to win an upcoming match, much like Mansion’s Pittsburgh
Steelers bet. Matched betting would then involve using person-to-person betting markets
to make a matching bet with an identical potential payoff on the Pittsburgh Steelers to not
win, which like the roulette example above would therefore provide a sure profit of just
under $25 for the bettor (Axén & Cortis, 2020). Betting markets are generally used in
matched betting, due to their low commissions (their equivalent of the house edge) and the
varied types of bets that they enable (Franck et al., 2010). Although very little academic
literature exists on matched betting (Lloyd et al., 2021), it is often mentioned in online
blogs as a method that people can use to earn small sums of money (Burek, 2023).

Bonus hunting and matched betting are therefore similar, and show that financial
inducements are not intrinsically harmful. Financial inducements with fair terms and con-
ditions can be taken advantage of by gamblers who want to make a genuine if limited
profit, and this is the information that disclosures could make accessible to broader groups
of gamblers.

An Information Disclosure Proposal for Financial Inducements
The following information disclosure is therefore proposed for financial induce-

ments, which would calculate and display the true economic value of inducements, much
in the same way that this value is calculated by bonus hunters and matched bettors:

True economic value = average rewards of inducement − average cost of play-
through requirement

The Pittsburgh Steelers bet can be used to explain the first term on the right-hand-
side of this equation: average rewards of inducement. The Steelers bet ended up providing
a $1,000 profit to bettors, but this is only because a random event that was not knowable
in advance happened—the Steelers won. This potential reward therefore would need to be
weighted by its probability of happening to calculate the amount that bettors would receive
on average, which is often also frequently referred to as the expected reward/value (Chen &
Ankenman, 2006; Sklansky, 1999). The Steelers bet was like most NFL bets in including an
adjustment for the skill differential between the two teams, which is intended to create two
bets with equal chances of paying-off (Paul & Weinbach, 2012). This means that bettors
could expect to earn that $1,000 profit exactly half the time, providing an average reward
of $500. Furthermore, since the free bet had no play-through requirement, $500 was also
the true economic value, and this is essentially the amount that bettors who hedged their
risk by placing a matched bet on the Miami Dolphins yielded.

All gambling opportunities have some sort of probability that can be used to calculate
their average reward. Probabilities for all sorts of potential events can be calculated in
casino games such as roulette, or looked up in pay-tables for slots games (Harrigan &
Dixon, 2009). In betting markets, such as on professional sports or when similar bets
are made on for example political elections, implied probabilities can be derived from
the current odds (Koning & Zijm, 2023). This shows that the potential reward from any
financial inducement can be converted into its average reward, despite inducements’ varied
nature (Hing et al., 2016). Although this is an average calculation, gamblers can due to
luck end up with significantly more or less than this.

A number of other economic value calculations will now be demonstrated within the
domain of sports betting, and their values summarized in Table 1 for each of comparison.
Take for instance a free £10 bet on Manchester United to beat Manchester City in the
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English Premier League, which will happen to win £30 if successful (decimal odds of 3;
fractional odds 2-to-1; American odds of +200). Since the odds imply that Manchester
United will win one third of the time, the economic value of this bet is the same as the size
of the bet: £10 (scenario 2a in Table 1). Now suppose the free bet contains the condition
that the bet will, unlike a conventional bet, not include the return of the original stake,
which is a common condition in financial inducements (Hing et al., 2018). Since now only
£20 will be won, and will happen again on average a third of the time, the bet is only worth
£6.67 (scenario 3a). Now suppose the inducement requires the bettor to place their own
£10 on this same soccer match, but the bookmaker will stay pay-out on the bet as if it won
if a “near-miss” outcome occurs, that is if Manchester United just fail to win, by the two
teams drawing. If the bookmaker sets decimal odds on the draw of 5, then this implies that
this near-miss outcome would happen with probability = 0.2 (Cortis, 2015). Therefore, the
average reward of this inducement = 0.2 ∗ £30 = £6 (scenario 4a). These three financial
inducements on the same team in a given soccer match are worth anywhere between £10
and £6, which is something that an information disclosure can reveal.

Table 1
Worked examples of economic value calculations

Scenario Play- House Amount Average Playthrough Economic Value
through Edge Reward Cost (average reward

− play-through)
cost)

1. Steelers to
beat Dolphins:

0 n/a $1,000 $500 n/a $500.00

Refund if lose
2a. Man Utd
vs Man City:

0 n/a £30 £10 n/a £10

Free bet
2b. 1 5% £30 £10 £0.50 £9.50
2c. 1 50% £30 £10 £5 £5
2d. 10 5% £30 £10 £4.01 £5.98

3a. Man Utd
vs Man City:

0 n/a £20 £6.67 n/a £6.67

Free bet but
without return

of original
stake
3b. 1 5% £20 £6.67 £0.33 £6.34
3c. 1 50% £20 £6.67 £3.33 £3.34
3d. 10 5% £20 £6.67 £2.68 £3.99

4a. Man Utd
vs Man City:

0 n/a £30 £6 n/a £6

Bet still wins
if draw

4b. 1 5% £30 £6 £0.30 £5.70
4c. 1 50% £30 £6 £3 £3
4d. 10 5% £30 £6 £2.41 £3.59

These examples thus far have not involved any play-through requirements, which are
represented by the second term on the right-hand-side of this equation, and which will be
considered now. is the average cost of any play-through requirement, which can be decom-
posed as the total amount that needs to be bet, multiplied by the relevant house edge. As
policymakers have tended to focus on the play-through requirement side of inducements
(Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries, 2023; Gambling Com-
mission, 2023), we add to each of scenarios 2-4 a play-through requirement of one, either
with a house edge of 5% (scenarios 2b-4b) or with a house edge of 50% (scenario 2c-4c);
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or a play through requirement of ten with a house edge of 5%. The house edge of 5%
reduces the economic value of the inducement without a play-through requirement by 5%
(e.g., £10 in scenario 2a vs. £9.50 in scenario 2b), while the reductions are 50% with the
house edge of 50% (e.g., £6 in scenario 4a vs. £3 in scenario 4c). Even greater reductions
would occur if higher house edges were combined with play-through requirements greater
than one. For example a play-through requirement of 10 with a house-edge of 5% would
be equivalent to a play-through requirement of 1 with a house-edge of 40% (Cortis, 2019).

This discussion highlights that while policymakers in Australia and Great Britain are
aware of the relevance of play-through multipliers to financial inducements (Department
of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries, 2023; Gambling Commission, 2023),
that the house edge is relevant too. However, like any consumer protection measure, this
information disclosure proposal could be manipulated to make offers appear better than
they really are. If operators were able to pick their minimum house edge product (for ex-
ample via a low-edge game that is extremely hard to find on their app), then the value of
any inducement could be overstated. This risk could be mitigated by requiring operators
to disclose two economic value calculations: the value based on the average cost of the
play-through requirement, and the value based on the maximum cost of the play-through
requirement. If say an inducement could be redeemed by only playing online slots, the
average calculation would take the average house edge of these slot games, while the max-
imum calculation would use the highest house edge slot game. These two calculations
could yield quite different value calculations, as there can be significant variation in the
house edge between slots products (Woolley et al., 2013). Any differences between these
two numbers may cause people to reflect on the differences between the long-term cost
of different gambles, and potentially become a savvier gambler as a consequence (Newall,
Walasek, Hassanniakalager, et al., 2020).

There can also be significant variation in the house edge across for example different
types of sports bets (Buhagiar et al., 2018; Newall, Walasek, Vázquez Kiesel, et al., 2020),
which gamblers may be unaware of, and which the disclosure could be made to reflect via
these average and maximum calculations. In general, sports bets with longer odds tend to
correspond to a higher house edge than sports bets with shorter odds (Hassanniakalager &
Newall, 2019). Therefore, different costs of the play-through requirement could be calcu-
lated, for example, based on bets with decimal odds of two or below (short-odds bets), on
bets with decimal odds between two and five (intermediate-odds bets), and on bets with
decimal odds greater than five (long-odds bets). In each case, these calculations could be
based on a sample of historical data, as the empirical finding that longer-odds bets are more
costly is an established one (Griffith, 1949; Newall & Cortis, 2021). The highest of these
numbers could then be displayed as the maximum cost of the play-through requirement,
alongside the average cost. Again, any differences could promote reflection and a greater
appreciation of the long-term cost of different gambles.

Comparisons with Play-Through Requirement Restrictions and Other Potential
Consumer Protection Measures

The proposed information disclosure requirement can be compared with other ways
of improving consumer protection for financial inducements, such as play-through require-
ment restrictions. Disclosure-based approaches do not restrict the market in any way, so
maintain the freedoms of the industry to generate new marketing opportunities and the
freedoms of gamblers. From an industry perspective, a disclosure-based approach is less
restrictive than either a ban on financial inducements or a limit on their play-through re-
quirements. Furthermore, by increasing the transparency regarding inducements’ true eco-
nomic value, disclosure-based approaches will reward operators who place an emphasis on
price competition among their marketing mix. This should benefit these operators from be-
ing able to attract more customers. Overall, this could be one small step to help gambling
markets to behave like conventional competitive economic marketplaces (Blaszczynski et
al., 2004).
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The proposed disclosure also reflects the full economic reality of any given financial
inducement, which involves the play-through multiplier, the house edge of any required
bets, as well as other potential terms and conditions such as the potential lack of return
of stake on free bets (Hing et al., 2018). This provides an element of future-proofing, as
while the gambling industry has up until now largely used high play-through multipliers to
reduce the true economic value of financial inducements, other complex terms and condi-
tions could be developed in the future as a way to, for example, counteract the Gambling
Commission’s new maximum play-through requirement of ten times (Gambling Commis-
sion, 2025). The proposed information disclosure could still provide useful information to
gamblers even if play-through requirements were fully banned in a jurisdiction, since they
enable informed comparisons across the many different types of inducement (Hing et al.,
2016), as was demonstrated earlier in Section 4.

Disclosure-based approaches also have potential downsides compared to other con-
sumer protection measures. For disclosure to be effective, gamblers must be able to under-
stand and use that information, which some gamblers—who may be particularly vulnerable—
may be unable to do. Optimal disclosure would likely require an investment into research
on how best to communicate that information to gamblers (Newall, Walasek, Hassanni-
akalager, et al., 2020), which would also take time and research resources. Disclosure
would also create costs for operators to comply with the standards, and operators could
also exploit any flexibility within the disclosure requirements to weaken their effectiveness,
as has been observed previously with other Gambling Commission requirements (Newall,
Walasek, et al., 2022). Other potential downsides exist if disclosure-based approaches in-
crease the appeal of matched betting. While matched betting is not illegal, it violates most
operators’ terms and conditions, and might encourage identity fraud, since matched betting
generally requires a number of new accounts to be made to be scaled. This factor, and also
the fact that matched betting might lead to more people taking up gambling, are potential
risks that are poorly understood, especially since so little research has been conducted on
matched betting (Lloyd et al., 2021).

Finally, hybrid approaches could also be considered. The proposed information dis-
closure requirement takes a more holistic approach to the economic value of financial in-
ducements than play-through requirement restrictions, which a different restriction-based
approach could reflect. For example, instead of banning play-through requirements, the
regulator could ban financial inducements that have a true economic value of zero or less,
ensuring that any marketed inducement would have the possibility to benefit gamblers in-
stead of harming them. This ban could then still be combined with required information
disclosures, to help gamblers to make informed decisions about the inducements that are
marketed to them. This hybrid approach would combine the attractive features of both
restriction- and information-based approaches.

Conclusion
Financial inducements are frequently-used gambling marketing offers which tem-

porarily improve a gambler’s usual pattern of risk and potential return (Hing et al., 2016;
Newall et al., 2019). Consumer protection around these offers is important, as financial in-
ducements can have complex terms and conditions that gamblers frequently misunderstand
(Hing et al., 2018), and the Australian government has banned play-through requirements
for new customers (Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries, 2023),
and Great Britain’s regulator the Gambling Commission has recently deciding to limit the
play-through requirement to a factor of ten (Gambling Commission, 2025. Here we pro-
posed an alternative and yet potentially complementary disclosure-based approach, which
weighs up the inducement’s average rewards against the average maximum potential cost
of redeeming the inducement. Disclosure can enable gamblers to make informed compar-
isons across the many different types of inducements (Hing et al., 2016), and would also
account for the average cost of play-through requirements and any other potential terms
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and conditions. Disclosure-based approaches for financial inducements should therefore
be given further consideration by the research and policy communities.
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