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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

During the period between February 22 and May 3. 1993, Omnifacts Research Limited
conducted a province wide survey of 810 randomly selected peopie 18 years of age and over.
and 300 randomly selected adolescents 13 to 17 years of age, on behaif of the Nova Scotia
Drug Dependency Services Division.

The primary objectives of the study were to:
1. develop a working definition of pathological gambling;
2. examine the range of gambling behaviour among Nova Scotians;

3. determine the prevalence rates of persons who fall under the working definition of "possible
problem” and "probable pathological" gamblers for both adolescents and aduits, and
attempt to develop a profile of peopte who may be predisposed to probiem gambling;

4. explore the co-occurrence of gambling with substance abuse; and

5. explore public opinion over the control of gaming activities in Nova Scotia as well as
treatment for people who cannot control their gambling behaviour.

¢

Based on the information collected and the subsequent analyses we have made the following
observations:’

¢ Within Nova Scotia. approximately 20% of adults and 40% of adolescents have never

~ participated in a gaming activity for money. The largest amount of money ever gambied
on one day among youths ranged from $0.00 - $500.00 with a median of $3.00. In
contrast, among aduits the range was $0.00 - $50,000.00 with a median of $10.00.

¢ The gambling activity engaged in by the iargest number of people two or more times per
week was the purchase of scratch-n-win and other lottery tickets (19.4%), followed by
video gambling (5.4%). However, to place these activities in context, it was found that
18.8% of the sample rented a movie twice a week or more, and 16.9% claimed to have
frequented a restaurant an average of two or more times a week.

' Observations conceming sub-groups of possible problem or pathological gambling most
often did not reach statistical significance, but this is likely the resuit of the size of the sub-
groups. Nonetheless, the results conceming these sub-groups should be regarded with
prudence. :




¢ A striking change occurred when possible problem and probable pathological gamble
were examined by themselves. The gambling activities frequented most by the ad
problem gamblers were video gambling machines (pathological 58%. probiem 289
lottery tickets (pathologicai 36%, problem 24%) and playing cards for moni
(pathological 21%, problem 12%). The average expenditures on all gaming activiti¢
over a "typical" week was $5.92 for youth with a possible problem as opposed to $7.1
for youths with a probable pathological problem, and $17.76 for adults who we|
potential problem gamblers as contrasted with $117.07 for probable aduit problei
gamblers. in terms of the highest weekly expenditure per gaming activity, the “typica
median average of $95.00 was spent on video gaming, $120.00 was spent on cai
games, and $100.00 was put towards bingo. However, utilizing multiple regression.i
was determined that video gambling has the strongest link to pathologicai gamblini
among adults (8=.328). Playing cards or sports games for money and betting oi
animals were all tied as the second strongest link (approximate 8=.120). Purchasin§
lottery tickets and bingo had aimost no effect. |

¢ Games of choice among adolescents were first playing pool or other sports games fol
money (5%), followed closely by lottery tickets (4%). The median amount spent or
these activities was $10.00 in a “"typical" week. When holding adolescents with a
possible gambling addiction constant, "shooting pool" (pathotogical 22%, problem 15%),
video gaming (pathological 22%, problem 8%), and playing cards for money
(pathological 22%, problem 8%) were all basicaily tied as the most favoured activity.
The most amount of money was spent on video gaming (median=$13.50) followed by
the other activities (median=$10.00). It should be noted that playing video games in a
video arcade surpassed all of the gambling activities among possible problem andé
probabie pathological gamblers (approximately 30 - 33% had played two or more times.
per week in the past year). Examining all of the gambling activities and video gamesfi
with multiple regression, it was determined that video gambling had the strongest |
connection to adolescent gambiers with a potential problem, and that video games, :
playing cards for money, and shooting pool or playing other games for money were ail
weakly linked to gambling problems (approximate 8=.120).

¢ The rate of possible problem gamblers was found to be significantly higher among
youths (8.7%) than adulits (3.1%). Although not statistically significant, youths were aiso “
found to have a higher rate of possible pathological gambling as well (Youths=3.0% |
versus Adults at 1.7%). '

¢ There appears to be siightly different behavioural and attitudinal patterns among youths
who dispiayed signs of problem gambling compared to aduits in the same category. For 7
exampie, youths were more likely to argue over monies won or tost while gambling, and
admitted more readily that they had a problem controiling their gambling than adults.



However. they feit less guilty about their gambiing and feit for the most part that
gambiing was their own affair. Adolescents were aiso more likely to think that there are
tricks to gambiing and to think of it as a harmiess pastime. Finally, youths were more
likely to report that one or both or their parents gambied too much; this has been
suggested in the literature to be a predisposing factor leading to pathoiogicai gambting.

The adult problem/pathological gambler was found to be a young to middie aged male,
unmarried (if a problem gambler) and married if a pathological gambler; however, the
latter are almost twice as likely than the general population to have been divorced or
separated. Slightly over 50% have a total family income of $40,000.00 per year.
Possible pathoiogical gamblers are less likely to believe myths about “tricks to
successful gambling” or "beating the odds" than either possible problem or no problem
gamblers. The pathological group also reported more often that ihey have problems
controlling their gambling, that they "chase" their losses. that they have been criticized
about and have argued over their gambling, that they wouid like to stop gambling but
cannot. and that they have hidden signs of their gambling from significant others.
Possible problem gamblers displayed many of these characteristics. but usually to a
lesser degree.

In the youth sub-sample, male adolescents were much more likely than females to fall
under the problem categories, but oniy slightly more likely to be picked up as possible
pathologicai gamblers. Gambling among adolescents began at 13 with possible
problems showing at 14 and signs of pathoiogy emerging by 15 years of age. Unlike
their adult counterparts, the adolescent gambiers who displayed evidence of addiction
are not knowiedgeable about the myths of gambling. In particular. possible problem
gamblers were more likely to think that they couid "beat the odds." to feel that gambling
is a harmiess pastime, and to think of compuisive gambling as a bad habit that anyone
can control. Adolescents with problem gambling behaviour were criticized about their
gambling and tended to argue over monies that they had won or lost gambling. These
latter points may be a function of the fact that their spending habits would be more
visible as youths. Finally, youths that are probable pathological gamblers tended to
miss school or work as a resulit of their gambling more than the problem or non-problem
group.

in the adult sub-sample a fairly clear but weak connection between substance abuse
and gambling problems was established in that 15% of the potential problem and
pathological categaries were told by others that they had a substance abuse prohlem,
felt themseives to have a problem, and claimed to drink or use drugs from ‘fairly often’
to ‘almost all the time.' Notice that the use of drugs and/or aicoho! was more prevalent
among gamblers with potential problems, but just because a person drinks or uses
drugs while gambling does not necessarily indicate that they have an alcohol or drug




aadiction. The results are exploratory and speculative at best. There was little
association found between the two problem areas in the adolescent sample.

A slight majority of the sample thought that gambling should be controlied by the
government (42.4%), but youths were more likely to think this way than adults. Tweive
percent of the sample indicated that gambling should not be controlled by either the
govemment or the private sector; this would seem to indicate that they would like to see
it withdrawn. Peopie who felt this way were aiso very likely to feel that gambling is a
fairly or very serious problem, that it is not a harmless pastime, and that compuisive

gambling is an iliness.

A slight majority (51.9%) of the sampie were of the opinion that treatment for gambling
addiction should be made available through public funds. Respondents who felt this
way also were inclined to state that the gambling problem in Nova Scotia is fairly to very
senous and a problem that concemns everyone.
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INTRODUCTION

The act of gambling occurs when an individual either plays a game for money or property, or
stakes a wager on the outcome of some event for money or property. Activities that fall within
this definition include, but are not exclusive to: playing bingo; purchasing lottery tickets: playing
cards, dice, pool, slot machines, roulette, or any other game for money; wagering bets on
animals, sports and office poois; and ‘playing’' the stock market. While gambling has been a
part of society for a very long time, it has only been in the past few decades that one side of
gambling—-compuisive or pathological gambiing—has come to be recognized as a social
problem. lInitially, interest in the problem came from seif-help groups such as Gambiers
Anonymous; however, when researchers began to uncover evidence of pathological gambiing

among substance and aicohol abusers, parolees and prisoners, and even high school students.
the interest intensified.

This study was undertaken to determine the range and extent of gambling in Nova Scotia. The
objectives were to:

1. develop a working definition of pathologicai gambling;
2. examine the range of gambling behaviour among Nova Scotians;

. determine the rate of prevalence of pathologicai gambling among both youths and

adults in Nova Scotia and develop a profile of persons that are predisposed to
become probiem or pathological gambiers;

explore the co-occurrence of gambling with substance and alcohol abuse; and

explore public opinion over the control of gaming activities in Nova Scotia as well
astreatment for people who are addicted to gambling.

Pathological gambling was first recognized in the American Psychiatric Association’s Diagnostic
and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders 1980, as an "impulse control disorder." For the
purposes of this study, our operational definition of pathological gambling is the same as that
listed in the revised DSM-ll, and is defined as "a chronic and progressive failure to resist
impuises to gamble. . . ." The DSM-HI-R further delineates maiadaptive gambling behaviour

as including at least four of the following: "

1. frequent preoccupation with gambling or with obtaining money to gambie;




2. frequent gambling of farger amounts of money or over a longer period of time than
intended:

3. aneed to increase the size or frequency of bets to achieve the desired excitement:
4. restlessness or imtability if unable to gambie;

5. repeated loss of money by gambling and retuming another day to win
back losses (“chasing”);

6. repeated efforts to reduce or stop gambling;
7. frequent gambling when expected to meet social or occupationai obligations;

8. sacrifice of some important social. occupational. or recreational activity in order to
gamble; and

8. continuation of gambling despite inability to pay mounting debts, or despite other
significant social, occupationai, or iegal problems that the person knows to be
exacerbated by gambling (OSM-III-R, 1987:325).

Relevant Literature

Pathological gambling was not recognized as a problem that warranted research until the late
1970s. and the early studies have been aptly criticized for methodological flaws. such as using
people in treatment as the subjects under study. The resuits from these studies showed that
the typical pathological gambler was white, middie-aged, well educated and middie ciass
(Custer and Custer, 1978). However, several representative studies have been carried out in
the United States since 1985 to delineate the demographic characteristics and other attributes
among problem and pathological gambiers. Much of the analysis has been conducted using
the South Oaks Gambling Screener (SOGS). Prior to construction of the South Oaks index to
screen out pathological gambiers, the most common screener was the one used by Gamblers
Anonymous. However, Lesieur and Blume questioned its use, claiming that it led to an
"excessive number of false-negatives” (Lesieur and Blume, 1987:1184). To provide a
“consistent, quantifiable, structured instrument that couid be administered eaaily by
nonprofessional as well as professional interviewers," a team of psychiatrists, t:l;'ictcn'si and
social workers at South Oaks psychiatric hospital in Long istand, New York, developed an index
which was subsequently labeiled the South Oaks Gambiing Screener (Lesieur and Blume,
1987). The screen consists of 20 questions and measures 7 components: family disruption,
occupational disruption, lying about gambling losses and wins, default on debts, seeking out
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someone to relieve a serious financial crisis as a resuit of gambling, borrowing from illegal
sources, and committing an illegal act to keep gambling (Lesieur and Blume, 1987:1185). The
South Oaks screen has been found to be highly correlated with the DSM-III-R (r=.94. p<.001),
and the reliability is very high (Chronbach's aipha=.97, p<.001) (ibid). In addition--despite some
flaws to be dealt with below—the screener has been used extensively in surveys in the United
States (and at least two provinces in Canada as well as New Zealand) since its inception.

For instance, Volberg and Steadman (1988) used the South Oaks Gambling Screener to
conduct a prevalence study of pathological gambling among the adult population of New York.
In the sample, 2.8% fell under the category of problem gamblers, and 1.4% were considered
pathological gamblers. They aiso found that urban, non-white males, under the age of 30,
without high-schoo! education, and in a low income bracket ($25.000.00 or fess per annum)
were more predisposed to be problem or pathological gamblers than the remainder of the
population. In addition, while 7% of the sample was unempioyed. 21% of the pathoiogical
gamblers were unempioyed. When compared with treatment groups there were many more
female pathological gambiers in the general population than in the treatment groups. Volberg
and Steadman suggested that, since treatment groups such as Gambiers Anonymous are seif-
recruiting, peopie with similar characteristics woutd be drawn to the groups, leaving others out.
This couid be why early research that used treatment groups as the target popuilation displayed
a disproportionate number of white males from the middle class as having gambling probiems;
these were the people who were most often seeking heip.

Volberg and Steadman repeated their work in New Jersey and Maryland in the following year
and many of their previous results were supported (Volberg and Steadman. 1989). To begin
with, the prevalence rates were similar across New York, New Jersey, and Maryland. In New
Jersey 2.8% of the sample were classified as problem gamblers and another 1.4% were
classified as probable pathological gambiers. in Maryiand 2.4% were classified as problem
gambiers and 1.5% were classified as probable pathological gamblers. In addition, the people
who were found to be potential pathological gambiers in New Jersey and Maryland were more
likely to be non-white males who had not graduated from high school. There were no
significant differences in age and income. These results again did not match the data from
studies among treatment groups.

in 1982, Volberg and Steadman presented data from a three-year study that covered New
York, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Maryland, lowa, and Califomia and, using the South Oaks

Screener, they were able to identify two distinct populations of pathological gamblers divided
into two income groups, below and above a median income of $35,000. The demographic
profile of the upper income gamblers was consistent with data from treatment groups in that
they were most likely to be white males with higher levels of education. In contrast, the tower
income group were less likely to be male, white, and high school graduates than the high
income group. They were aiso less likely to be married, and under 30 years of age, but were
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more likely to be unemployed (these results did not reach statistical significance). The two
groups aiso displayed different gambling habits. The higher income group was more
predisposed to have played the stock market, played games of skill, and wagered on sports.
Lower income gamblers were more likely to have wagered money on lotteries. The two groups
aiso differed in the "South Oaks Gambling Screener’ items. For instance, higher income
gamblers reported being criticized about their gambling activities and to have argued with
others about their gambling activities significantly more often than lower income gamblers. The
two groups aiso differed in the types of borrowing they did to pay for their gambling debts.
High income gamblers typicaily borrowed from banks or loan companies and/or cashed stocks
and bonds, while the other group borrowed from househoid funds and relatives. In short, there
was a clear difference between the groups demographically and in their types of gambling
activities.

Turning to Canadian studies. a prevalence study was carried out on behalf of the New
Brunswick Department of Finance. Dr. Volberg was a consuitant in the study and a modified
version of the South Oaks Screener was utilized. During September and October of 1992, a
province-wide telephone survey with 800 randomly selected respondents who were 18 years
of age or older was completed. The summary of resuits showed the following:

¢ 87% of the popuiation over 18 years of age had participated in some form of gaming
activity;

¢ 1.3% were found to be possibie pathological gamblers, with 3.1% displaying signs of
problem gambiling;

¢ Among people who gambie. the most frequented gaming activities were lotteries, raffles.
bingo, card games. and video gaming;

¢ Regular gamblers were more likely to be under the age of 44, maie, and employed.
The younger the age, the greater the likelihood that a person will have participated in

some type of gaming activity;

¢ The reguiar gambler was most likely to be involved in lottery gambling or video
gambling; and

¢ The profile of the problem gambier in New Brunswick closely matched that of the profile
found in other studies. Young males with no more than a high school education and

an income under $40,000.00 were predisposed to be problem gamblers, They were
aiso more likely to admit that they have a gambling problem and to suggest that their
parents had a probiem with gambling (Vogel, 1992).




Several studies have aiso been conducted to estimate the prevalence of gambling among
adolescents in the United States. One such study was carried out by Lesieur and Klein (1987)
where they administered a questionnaire to a random sample of 892 high school students from
four New Jersey high schools. Their findings indicated that 91% of the students had gambled
at least once in their lifetimes, 86% had gambied at leat once in the past year, and 32%
gambled once a week or more. Using an early version of the South Oaks Gambling Screen.
it was determined that 5.7% of the students dispiayed ciear signs of pathological gambling.
Males were much more likely than femaies to fall under this category, as did people who stated
that either one {or both) of their parents gambled too much. In addition, students with poor
grades were much more likely to show signé of pathological gambling.

Finally, pathologicai gambling has also been found to be highly cormrelated with substance
abuse (Lesieur and Heinman, 1988), and there is mounting evidence that pathoiogical gamblers
share simiiar personality traits as people that are addicted to drugs. These traits inciude
depression. low self-esteem. lack of assertiveness. inability to handie stress and the incapacity

'~ to identify or express feeiings (Blasczynski. Burich. and McConaghy, 1985).




CONCLUSIONS

The South Oaks Gambling Screener was utilized to determine the prevalence of probiem
gambling among adults and adoiescents in Nova Scotia. Among 810 aduits, it was established
that 4.5% of people 18 years of age or oider in Nova Scotia have a problem with their
gambling, and that 11.8% of adolescents (13 - 17) exhibited signs of problem or pathoiogical
gambling. Although adolescents dispiayed clearly different attitudinal and behaviour pattems,
it still remains an open question as to why youths are more likely to be problem gamblers than
aduits. One possibility is that the South Oaks Screener is not as valid and reliable for youths
as for aduits. An examination of this point showed that adolescents are picked up by different
questions on the screener than adults, but we could not establish that youths are not more
prone to be problem gamblers. Notice that the high rate among adolescents is mainly due to
people who were designated as “problem gamblers.” and it is possible that these people couid
grow out of this phase as they get oider. However, certainiy some do not. and there is concem
that factors both tapped and untapped by this study could be affecting adolescent's
predisposition to develop gambling problems.

Nonetheiess, apart from the findings on adolescents, this study replicates much of the study
that was done in New Brunswick. The generai popuiation preferred lottery tickets over other
gaming activities; however, pathological and problem gamblers were found to be linked most
often with video gambling machines regardiess of age; both adolescents and aduits with
problems were most likely to be drawn to video gambiing, aithough the relationship was
somewhat weaker in the former category than the latter. We noted that video games in video
arcades were weakly associated as a predictor of problem gambling among youths, and this
is something that should be explored further.

The profile of the adult problem gambier in Nova Scotia matches that found in the literature:
young to middle-aged males, a slight majority of whom earn less than $40,000.00 per year and
have high-school or less as an educational background. Problem gambiers were also more
likely to mention that at least one of their parents had a gambling problem, more so than the
general population. However, a majority of problem gamblers did not claim this, which is at
odds with the literature.

It is impossible to compare the profile of the adolescent gambler here as we do not know of
other studies that have examined problem gambling among youths. Another study should be
targeted at the youth population with a large enough sample to ascertain the full extent of
gambiing among the province’s adolescents. In addition, this study was intended as a
prevalence study, but an inquiry into the motivations behind gambling shouid be commissioned
for both youths and adults.




There appears to be a slight corretation among substance abuse and gambiling; however, this
should be measured as part of a larger study to determine how widespread the phenomena
is.

Finally, it is clear that a majority of Nova Scotians would like to see gambling controiled by the
public sector (if allowed at all), and this raises interesting questions in light of the recent
developments to bring a gambling casino into the Halifax region. It is our feeling, from the
evidence uncovered here, that possible problem and pathological gamblers may be
predisposed to become this way. Education and treatment shouid be set up to ensure that the
gambling problem in Nova Scotia does not get any larger than it is. The costs of this social
probiem could be enormous if left unattended.




METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Questionnaire Design

The survey questionnaire used for this study was designed by senior Omnifacts researchers
and Dr. Patrick McGrath—a clinical psychologist and researcher from Dalhousie University—in
consultation with the senior staff of the Drug Dependency Services. The finai questionnaire
was pre-tested on 20 youths and 20 adults randomly drawn from the generai popuiation of
Nova Scotia.

When developing the questionnaire for this study, after some consideration, we decided to use
the "South Oaks Gambling Screener’ in a modified survey questionnaire®. The screener was
orginally intended as a seif-administered questionnaire to be used in treatment settings. We
feel that. despite rigorous testing in a controiled environment and its use in several studies in
the United States. Canada. and New Zealand. the screeners validity among the general
population is stili open to debate. For example, the questions are phrased around the .
terminology of "gambling” (eg. Have you ever gambied more than you intended t07?), and we
think that much of the population would not consider activities such as bingo or purchasing
lottery tickets as gambling. Thus, a person who is a pathologicai bingo player {and gambler)
may slip through the screener because they do not view binge as a "true” form of gambling.
Evidence of this emerged from the field, where it was found that some people, who had bought
‘scratch-n-win’ lottery tickets twice a week or more on a regular basis, insisted to the interviewer
all through the screener that they were not gamblers and, therefore, the questions were not
applicable to them. This could lower or at ieast bias the true prevalence rates because people
who think lotteries or bingo as gambling may answer differently than peopie who do not.
Nonetheless. studies in the United States and a recent provinciai study in New Brunswick used
the South Oaks Screener and, to be able to adequately compare the results of this study with
the evidence uncovered across others, the same instrument shouid be used. Therefore, we
incorporated the South Oaks Gambling Screener into the front end of the questionnaire with
full knowledge of its possible flaws, aithough we did precede it with a statement that delinea:ta:d
various types of gambling in an attempt to sensitize the respondents to their own gamb!if}b
behaviour. In addition, other attitudinal questions of interest were included towards tha enﬂ

? The American Psychiatric Association obtained copy-right protection for the South Oaks
Gambling Screener in 1987. The screener was designed to be a seif-administered instrument,
and to use it in a telephone survey it required slight modification. Nevertheless. none of the
questions were changed in such a manner that it aitered the intent or design of the screener.




Using the South Oaks Screener, an index of possible problem gambiing was computed and a
person gained one point for each of the following answers:

Question 5 = Most of the Time When | Lose, or Every Time | Lose
Questions 6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15, 17 A-C E-J = Yes

Total=20 points

0 to 2 Points=No Problems

3 to 4 Points=Possibie Problem Gambier

S to 20 Points=Probable Pathological Gambler

In addition, not every respondent was put through the screener. If a person answered that they
had not spent any money in their lifetime gambling, we feit it wouid be problematic asking them
questions pertaining to gambling when the likelihood that they had gambied (for things other
than money) wouid be negligible.

A copy of the questionnaire can be found at Appendix A.

Sampie Design and Selection

The survey sample was designed to complete interviews with a representative sample of 800
aduit and 300 adolescent residents of Nova Scotia. The sampie was selected using a muiti-
stage sampling procedure. The first stage involved stratifying the population of Nova Scotia
into clusters, and then seiecting a proportionate random sample of telephone numbers from the
current telephone directories for each ciuster.

Within each household selected for the aduit sampie, an aduit member (18 years and oider)
within multi-person households was randomily selected using the "last birthday" technique (ie.
the person in the household whose birthday falls next is selected to be interviewed). This
technique helps to ensure that the final sample approximates the population in terms of age
and gender. The same method was used for the youth sampie, with one exception. If a
person who was 13 to 17 years of age answered the phone, they were asked if they wouid
participate in the survey and, if they agreed, they were toid to let the interviewer speak with one
of the parents. |f the parent agreed, the interview would be conducted but, if either the
adolescent or the parent disagreed. the interview was terminated.




Sample Execution

The survey was conducted by telephone from Omnifacts’ centrat facility in Dartmouth between
March 10th and April 7th, 1983. The mean average length of time to complete an interview
was 8:52 (s=6:01) for the youth sub-sample and 9:55 (s=4:41) for the adult sub-sampte.

Compietion Resuits

A total of 810 adult interviews and 300 youth interviews were compieted. The respective
sampling margins of error are +3.51 and +5.77 (within the 95% confidence interval).

Among all eligible respondents contacted during the interview period. the rate of interview
completion is 34.2%. The compietion rate was determined in the following manner. A total of
6053 calls were made and. out of these. 759 were non-vaiid and 2003 were ineligible for a total
of 2811. This left 1308 refusais. 17 terminations, 807 non-contacts, and 1110 completions for
a total valid sample size of 2132. The 1110 compietions was divided by the valid sample size
and the compietion rate ends up at 34.2%. There are severai points that must be stressed
here. First of all, the topic is a sensitive one and a higher refusai rate was expected among
aduits than what actuaily occurred. The problem with the sampie lies in with the youth portion.
Before a youth could be interviewed, both the person to be interviewed and one of their parents
had to consent to the interview. At times a parent would agree onily to have the youth
respondent not give his or her consent. However it was generaliy the other way around. !t was
estimated by the fieid supervisor that over 50% of the parents contacted refused to allow their
chiid to participate, leading to a bias in favour of rural adolescents. This must be kept in mind
when reviewing the resuits of the youth sub-sampie. The sample characteristics by youth ana
aduit is presented beiow.
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Sample Characteristics

A profile of the sample with sub-sample and sub-group comparisons is presented below.

Sample Characteristics

Total Youth Adults

Total

(5 -3 2 ttterecsasasssnanaas e 1110 300 810

(%) o tenveacaccannsannssoanssassnrcanse PN 100.0% 27.0% 73.0%
GENRDER
MBLB. ... it nrssannssnssnnannes creea . §1.9% 50.7% 52.3%
Female.......cconnveaeen veeane PR e 48.1% 49,3% 47.7%
MARITAL STATUS
Never been married..................... 46 .4% 100.0% 26.5%
Married.......( ittt inrrerarsrannans 41.9% . 0% 57.4%
SOPATALEG . ..t vt ittt e 2.2% . 3% 3.0%
Divorced. . ... ...t iiactasaencananasnssna . 3.5% . 0% 4.8%
Widowed........ ... cienincnecnsrscnvsa .o 5.8% .0% 7.9%
No anawer........... eeeeaan feiresesans .3% .0% . 4%
HIGEEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION
Elementary to some high school (grades

1-11) iivinsnnnnnncnas terersseasacnans 49.5% 99.0% 31.1%
Completed high school....... ... 16.3% 1.0% 22.0%
Some community college, vocaticnal,

trade school.......... teeeseanannan . S.4% .0% 7.4%
Completed community college, vocational,

trade 8chool. ... ... viemeraraanss e 6.9% .0% 9.5%
SOmME UNIVErSitY. ... .. .iciveencencceanoans 7.7% .0% 10.5%
Completed university {(Bachelors degree). 9.5% . 0% 13.0%
Post graduate (Masters, Ph.D)........... 4.7% .0% 6.4%
Den‘t know/ no answer/ refused.......... 1% .0% 1%
TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Under 510,000............. treteresaasane 5.4% §.3% 5.1%
$10,000 to $19,999. ... . ccervvncssecanca 13.4% 3.7% 17.0%
$20,000 to $29,999......c00evn. cerenaas 14.6% 8.3% 16.9%
$30,000 to $39,999..... tresacseansa P 11.5% 8.7% 12.6%
540,000 to $49,899............ crtresesssa 10.2% 7.7% 11.1%
$50,000 to $59,999. ... icicicscrarnsonnas 7.0% 3.7% 8.3%
360,000 to $69,999........ sessacserenasn 4.3% 2.0% 5.2%
§70,000 to 79,999 . . ........... tiesaceass 2.7% 1.0% 3.3%
$80,000 and over........ e aane terenecnne 5.4% 5.0% 5.6%
Don’t KNOW.....ccvvaenonsanns ceteeer s en 16.1% 42.3% 6.4%
Refused........... s hes s i enan ceess 9.3% 11.3% 8.5%
AREA
Urban..... tesar s e ectsstnsasatesesetenan 35.9% 24.3% 40.2%
Rural....ceeceuea. ceerens erasas cresesean 64.1% 75.7% 59.98%
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FINDINGS

Prevalence Rates of Possible Problem and Pathological Gamblers:

One of the main objectives of the study was to determine the prevalence rate of ‘possible’
problem and pathological gambiers among adolescents and adults in Nova Scotia, and
breakdown for both adolescents (13-17 years of age) and aduits (18+ years of age) is displayed
in Table 1.

Table 1. Prevalencs Rates of ‘Possible’ Problem and Pathological Gamblers

South Oaks Gambling Index Total Youth Adults
Score 1110 300 810
0 No Problem.........oo0tieueun 75.3% §9.0% 77.7%
1 No Problem.........ciciieeenn 12.7% 11.3% 13.2%
2 No Problem.... .....ccvaveune 5.3% 8.0% 4.3%
k Possible Problem............. 3.5% 6.7% 2.3%
4 Possible Problem............. 1.1% 2.0% 7%
5 Possible Pathological........ 1.2% 1.7% 1.0%
6 Possible Pathological........ .5% 1.0% 2%
8 Possible Pathological........ . 2% .3% 1%
9 Possible Pathological........ . 1% .0% 1%
10 Possible Pathological........ 1% .0% 1%
11 Possible Pathological........ .1% .0% 1%

Collapsed Pathological Gambling Indax

No Problems........cicivvneeronnn ce s eeaan 93.3% 88.3% 95.2%
Possible Problems............... e ees e 4.6% 8.7% 3.1%
Possible Pathological............ cereneen 2.1% 3.0% 1.7%
Median age of respondent.......cccecuveen 21.0 16.0 39.0

There are several points to be noted about the findings in Table 1. First, the prevalence of
'possible’ pathological gamblers among adults was found to be 1.7%, which is slightly higher
than that found in New Brunswick (1.37% {Baseline Market Research, 1992]), New York (1.4%),
New Jersey (1.4%), and Maryiand (1.5%) (Volberg and Steadman, 1989). Moreover, the rate
of ‘possible’ problem gamblers was 3.1%, and is the same as in New Brunswick, but about
.03% higher than in the American states examined (ibid).

A phenomena that has received little exposure in most gambling studies is the prevalence of

problem gambling among adolescents. The data here shows that the rate of ‘problem’

gambling is much higher among adolescents in Nova Scotia than adults. These findings lend
support to Lesieur and Klein’s study of 892 high-schoo! students in New Jersey, where it was
found that just over one in three students were gambling at least once per week, and that 5.7%
of the students dispiayed "clear signs of pathological gambling" (Lesieur and Kiein, 1987).
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As shown in Table 1, 8.7% (N=26) of adolescents were found to be possible probiem gamblers
as opposed to 3.1% (N=25) of adults. Moreover, 3.0% (N=9) from the youth sub-sample were
classified as possible pathologicai gamblers, compared to 1.7% (N=14) from the aduit sub-
sampie®. This means that 11.7% of adolescents as opposed to 4.8% of aduits in Nova Scotia
may cumrently have a gambling problem. An obvious question is why there is such a difference
between adults and youths? One possibie answer is that adolescents may be more sensitive
to the South Oaks Gambling Screener than adults. For instance, looking at just youths and
adults who had a possibie gambling problem, it was discovered that 71% of adolescents had
argued with someone over monies they had won or lost gambling as opposed to 46% of aduits
(+25% difference; p=.028). This makes sense since youths would be in a position where their
spending habits are more visible to parents or friends, much more so than aduits. Given that
adolescents were more likely to argue over gambling wins or losses, they might also be more
sensitized to their own gambling behaviour than adults who did not get into such arguments.
Notice that in terms of the screener, agreement to this question would allot one point towards
the ‘problem’ index., and any two other additionai points would be indicative of a possibie
gambling problem. To determine if arguments over money might make someone more
sensitive to their gambling behaviour, we controlied for ail of the other guestions in the
screener, but did not find any significant relationships. In short, youths were no more sensitized
by arguments over gambiing wins and losses than adults. Nonetheless, after a detailed case
by case analysis, it was determined that youths were picked up by different items on the
screener than aduits. '

To begin with, 62% (16/26) of adolescents who were possible problem gamblers had argued
over gambling wins and losses as compared with 32% (8/25) of aduits. Fifty-eight percent of
youths (15/26) claimed they had gambled more than they intended to in the past. whereas 88%
i22/25) of aduits reported this. Half of the adolescents (13/26) feit guiity about their gambiling
behaviour as contrasted with 64% (16/25) of aduits who feit this way (P>.05), and 27% (7/26)
of youths who were possible problem gamblers admitted they would like to stop gambling but
didn't think they could, while just 4% (1/25) of the adult sub-sample feit this way. Thus, youths
were more likely to argue over money that they had won or lost gambling, and to admit that
they have problems controlling their gambling behaviour, but they were less likely to report
gambling more than they intended to in the past, or to feel guilty about their gambling.

Examining youths and adults who were identified as possible pathological gamblers we
found only two significant differences between the sub-populations. Youths were ‘much more
likely (67% versus 7% [6/9:1/14]) to have borrowed money and not paid it back as a :re'SUIt of
their gambling, and 78% (11/14) of the aduit sample reported having been criticized about their
gambling behaviour in contrast with 33% (3/9) of youths.

* Not significant at p<.05.
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Thus, it appears there is a difference in the behaviourai patterns of youths and aduits who are
possibie problem or pathological gamblers. [n addition, the evidence suggests that there are
attitudinal differences between the groups. For instance, 80% of youths with a possible
problem agreed with the statement that "Even when a person spends too much money on
gambling, it's still there own affair," compared with 60% of adults with a potentiai gambling
problem (p<.05). While not statistically significant, youths were aiso more inclined to think that
there are tricks to gambling (60% versus 40%), and to think that gambling is a harmiess
pastime (44% versus 24%) (p>.05). Examining demographic characteristics such as age,
gender, and region (urban versus ruraf), no substantive relationships were uncovered.
However, a slight difference in family backgrounds was found between youths and adults.
Youths were slightly more likely to report that both of their parents gambie(d) too much (Youths
11.5% versus Aduits 8%), or that either their father (22.2% versus 14.3%) or mother (11.1
versus 7.1) gamble(d) too much (p>.05). This has been argued to be a predisposing factor in
compuisive gambling and. despite the fact that it did not reach statistical significance. it may
nonetheless be a contributing factor in the higher rates among the adolescent poputation. In
short. different attitudes between the two populations may be the underlying determinant as to
why there is a higher prevaience of possible problem or pathological gamblers among youths
compared to adults. Nonetheless, a determinant not covered in the questionnaire is the social
context under which people are gambling. That is, youths may be gambling in groups as a
form of entertainment, whereas adults could be gambling alone and not for entertainment.
Unfortunately the intent of the study was not to compare the two groups and, therefore, the
data is somewhat limited.

Preferred Gambling Activities In Nova Scotia:

Appendix B lists a number of activities that Nova Scotians have engaged in on either a frequent
basis (2 or more times per week), an infrequent basis (1 time or iess per week) or not at all
over the past year. Among the entire aduit population sampled, the gambling activity engaged
in most often was ‘Scratch-N-Win' or other lottery tickets (19.4%) followed by slot/video poker
machines (5.4%). However placing these figures in the context of other activities, 18.8% of the
adult sub-sample rented a video and 16.9% went to a restaurant an average of twice per week
in the past year. Moreover, apart from lottery tickets and slot/video poker games, the remaining
gambling activities were either done infrequently (once a week or less) or invoived very small
numbers of the adult population. In comparison, the most frequent gambling activity among
youths was shooting pool or playing other games for money (5%), which was followed by iottery
tickets (4%). Notice again, however, that video rentals of twice a week or more stood at 26%,
which is higher than among adults. In addition, 16% of youths ate at a restaurant twice a week
or more. Thus, it is clear that frequent gambling activities among the general population were
quite minimal, particularly when compared to other activities.

14




This changes dramatically when we examine gambling among possibie problem and
pathological gamblers. The gambiing activities frequented most by aduits designated as
possible problem gamblers were siot/video poker machines (57% pathological, 28% problem),
lottery tickets (36% path, 24% probiem), and playing cards for money (21% path, 12%
problem). In terms of weekly expenditures, adults who fell within the problem range of the
gambiing index claimed to have spent in a "typical’ week an approximate median average of
$95.00 on slot/video poker machines, $120.00 on card games for money, and $100.00 on
bingo. Moreover, on average, $140.00 was spent per week in a bar, tavemn or iounge, which
may indicate the coexistence of gambling and alcohol problems. This is contrasted with the
amount spent on renting videos ($15.00 per week) and eating at a restaurant ($90.00 per
week). In order to determine the best predictor of a link between probiem gambiing and
specific activities, muitiple regression was performed using the problem index as the dependent
vanable and all of the gambling activities as the independent variables. The resuits are
presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Regression of Adult Gambling Activities on the Index ‘Problem’.
Adjusted R’s.222 Fmd47.11 P<.0001

Variable Beta P=
1. Binge .057 .080
2. Lottary .002 .545
3. Bets on Sports .012 .753
4. Played Cards for Money .134 .000
5. Played a Sports Game for Monay .110 . 002
6. Bet On Horses or Other Animals .114 . 001
7. Played Dice for Money -.074 .Q34
8. Played Office Pools . 017 .618
9. Played Slot/Videao Poker Machines .328 -200
10. Played The Commodities Market .014 .740
1l. Went To A Casino -.032 .342

Aithough the beta coefficients were generated using stepwise entry, forced entry produced
nearly identical resuits; nonetheless, the coefficients are slightly more robust from the stepwise
procedure. As displayed in Table 2, siot/video poker machines had the strongest link with
pathological gambling, and playing cards for money, betting on horses and other animais, and
shooting pool or playing other games of sport for money were also weakly associated with
problem gambling. Notice that while lottery tickets appeared at first to be an activity that
problem and pathological gamblers are drawn to, this is not the case. In fact, a typical median
weekly expenditure on lottery tickets by "problem gamblers" was found to be $25.00, which was
lower than all of the other gambling activities which were played by people designated as
having a problem. It is also interesting that playing dice for money had little effect, indicating
that people who play dice for money are not likely to be problem gambiers. However, the
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combined partialied R? for slot/video poker machines, playing cards for money, betting on
horses and other animals. and shooting pool and playing other games for money equalled .218.
which leaves little of the variance (.004) to be expiained by the remaining variables. In
addition, the partialled R? for slot/video poker was .172, indicating that the majority of the
variance is explained by this one variable alone.

Looking at gambling activities favoured by adolescents, as shown above, piaying pooi or other
games for money was cited as the most frequently pursued activity with lottery tickets and
slot/video poker machines directly behind. It should be noted that the median amount of money
spent in a "typical" week on each of these activities was approximately $10.00. When
examining just those youths who have been categorized as problem or pathoiogical gamblers,
we found that shooting pool or playing other games for money remained the activity of choice
(path 22%. problem 15%), followed closely by slot/video poker (path 22%, problem 8%) and
playing cards for money (path 22%,. problem 8%). Notice, however. that ptaying video games
surpassed all of these activities among youths with possible gambling problems in that no less
than 30.8% of ‘problem cases’ and 33.3% of ‘pathological cases’ had played video games in
a video arcade two or more times per week in the past year. In terms of weekly expenditures,
there was little difference in the amount spent on gambling activities among youths with a
possible compuisive gambling problem. The least amount of money was spent on video games
($5.00) and the largest amount was put towards siot/video gambling machines ($13.50), with
the remaining activities having a median average of approximately $10.00. Among possible
problem gamblers in the youth sub-sample, the highest expenditures were on card games.
playing dice for money, and shooting pool and playing other games. All of these activities had
a median expenditure of approximately $20.00 per week. However, once again, the amount
of money spent on an activity does not necessarily mean it is corretated with problem gambling,
so we examined the question of which activity has the strongest tie to problem gambling using
multiple regression. Again, the dependent variable was the 'problem’ index and the
independent vanabies were each individual gambling activity. We aiso placed playing video
games at a video arcade in the equation as we suspected that this might have a connection
to gambling among youth. Table 3 presents the resuits from the regression analysis.
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Table 3. Regression of Youth Gambling Activities on ths Index ‘Problem‘.

Adjusted R*=.237 F=68.96 P<.0001

Variable Beta B=_
1. Bingo .028 .288
2 Video Games .119 .000
3. Lottsry -.009 794
4. Bets on Sports .070 .021
S. Played Cards for Monasy .123 .000
6. Played a Sports Game for Monsy .115 .000
7. Bet On Horses or Other Animals .061 .029
8. Played Dice for Money -.031 .282
9. Played Office Pools . 015 .596
10. Played Slot/Video Poker Machines .262 .000
1l. Played The Commoditiss Market -.002 . 935
12. Went To A Casino -.043 .128

Once again both the stepwise and forced entry methods were utilized. but the coefficients are
from a stepwise modei. Examining Tabie 3, we find that like the adult sub-group slot/video
poker gambling had the strongest link with problem gambling among youths. This variable aiso
explained 15% of the variance in the equation, making it a relatively strong predictor. Playing
cards and shooting pool or playing other games for money were weakly associated with the
probiem index, but notice that playing video games at a video arcade was approximately the
same strength as the other two beta coefficients. This is merely speculation, but it couid be
that youths who habitually play video games in an arcade will be more predisposed to later on
become problem or pathological gamblers. The difference between a video game and video
poker is very slight and there is a weak correlation between the two activities of .233 (p<.001).
Moreover, people who get used to the thrill of winning in a video game may look for other ways
to satisfy this thrill once they have grown out of piaying video games. Again. this is merely
speculation grounded in some empirical evidence, but the hypothesis deserves further attention.

A Profile of The Problem and Pathological Gambler

Aduits

Before examining the demographic characteristics of problem gambiers, it shouid be noted that

none of the demographic variables reached significance at a=.05 when correiated with the
coitapsed problem index, and thus the findings must be interpreted with caution. Among adults,

when the entire population is examined, there is little difference between men and women.
Looking at the row percentages in Table 4, men were more likely to have a gambling problem
than women. Of those screened out as probabie pathotogicai gambiers 2.4% (10) were male
as opposed to 1.0% (4) of females. Additionaily, the largest number of possible problem
gamblers felt among men at 3.5% (15), compéred with 2.6% (10) of women who displayed
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signs of problems in their gambiing behaviour. in total, 5.9% of men potentially had some form |
of gambling problem compared with 3.6% of women (p>.05). Thus, men are more predisposed
to have a gambling problem than women.

Table 4. Gambling Problems by Gender (Adult Sample)

Total No Possible Possible
Problems Problems Patholocgical

Total
8 - . 810 771 25 14
(B) ettt iieitneacratasecannoannns 100.0% 95.2% 3.1% 1.7%
GENDER
- 5§2.3% 94.1% 3.5% 2.4%
FemAle........i0cieemeneennnaanenns 47.7% 96.4% 2.6% 1.0%

The majority of studies on pathological gambling have focused on the fact that problem and
pathological gamblers have generaily compieted high-school but have not gone beyond this
level. As displayed in Table 5. the findings are replicated here as 52% of problem gamblers
and 57.1% of pathological gambilers reported obtaining high-school or less than high-schooi
education. However, it is important to note that the 39 people who are classified as having a
gambling problem are not substantially different in their ievel of education than people who did
the gambiing screener but were classified as non-problem gamblers (53%). Thus, this is not
a characteristic that can be used to profile an aduit problem gambler in Nova Scotia.

Table 5. Gambling Problams by Lawvel of Education Obtained (Adult Sample)

Total No Possible Possible
Problems Problems Pathological

Total
5 - 810 771 25 14
(%) e eveacnenns Cetiesssesscasrtean 100.0% 95.2% 3.1% 1.7%

HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION
Elementary to aome high school

{grades 1-11)...........00vvunnne 31.1% 31.0% 32.0% 35.7%
Completed high school.............. 22.0% 22.0% 20.0% 21.4%
Some community college, vocational,

trade school......... teeeseans - 7 .4% 7.1% 20.0% . 0%
Completed community college,

vocational, trade school........ 9.5% 9.3% 8.0% 21.4%
Some URIVerSitY.......ciicacecnnans 10.5% 10.5% 12.0% 7.1%
Complated university (Bachelors

degres) .. ....ccivivveieiacnnen PO 13.0% 13.1% 8.0% 14.3%
Post graduate (Masters, Ph.D)...... §.4% §.7% .0% . 0N
Don’t know/ no answer/ refused..... .1% .1% .0% 0%
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Tuming to Table 6, we can see that peopie who are possible problem gambiers are more iikely
to have not married than the non-gambling or pathological groups (which is likely a function of
age to be discussed beiow) and are almost twice as likely to have divorced than in the general
population. In addition, slightly more potentiai pathological gambiers are married than in the
other two groups, but they are also more than twice as likely as the general population to be
separated from their spouse.

Table 6. Gambling Problems by Marital Status (Adult Sample)

Total No Possible Possible
Problems Problems Pathological

Total
15 - 810 771 25 14
(%) i iieiiieeannennossnoencenannas 100.0% 95.2% 3.1% 1.7%

MARITAL STATUS

Never been married..........cc00... 26.5% 26.1% 40.0% 28.6%
Married.. .. ...ioviieeeeeannnnnnnnnas 57.4% §7.7% 44.0% 64.3%
Separated........... it cenenannas 31.0% 3.0% 0% 7.1%
Divorced...... ..ttt veeneennoencens 4.8% 4.8% 8.0% . 0%
Widowed. . ...t i nninitneeennannnans 7.3% 8.3% . 0% .0%
NO anBwer........cciveienennscenena . 4% .1% 8.0% .0%

In terms of total household income, possible pathologicai gamblers were slightly less likely than
the non-problem category tc be below the $40,000.00 per year mark (44% (9] versus 52%
[398]); however, 20% of the 'possible’ problem gamblers either did not know their household
income or refused to divulge it.

Table 7. Gambling Problems by Total Household Income (Adult Sample)

Total No Possible Possible
Problems Froblems Pathological

Total

8 - 810 771 25 14

() eovenennscenoenaatvocanannnnes 100.0% 95.2% 3.1% 1.7%
Onder 5$10,000......0000veveencenn ‘e 5.1% 4.7% 12.0% 14.3%
510,000 to $19,999. ... .0 eccrenns 17.0% 17.4% 12.0% 7.1%
$20,000 to $29.999.....ccciceivnnann 16.9% 17.0% 12.0% 21.4%
$30,000 to $39,999....0ccuieeccranan 12.6% 12.6% 8.0% 21.4%
$40,000 to $49,999. ... ..c.ccivnnnnnn 11.1% 10.9% 20.0% 7.1%
$50,000 to §59,999. . ... cnann 8.3% 8.2% 12.0% 7.1%
$60,000 to $69,999. ... v nncene 5.2% 5.3% .0% 7.1%
$70,000 to 79,999..... tetesacsncras 3.3% 3.5% .0% .0%
$80,000 and OVeT ... c0cecreccrsarannse 5.6% 5.7% 4.0% 0%
DODR’'t KOOW..covtnssesnscscnccoanscsos 6.4% 6.1% 16.0% 7.1%
Refused.......c...... “tesecrsersnas 8.5% . B.7% 4.0% 7.1%
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Probable pathological gambiers, on the other hand, had a higher representation below the
$40,000.00 income level {64.2% [9]), but again 14% of their income is not accounted for. The
results of the pathological category supports previous research, but we cannot be sure of the
accuracy of the findings for either gambling category, given the iarge number of missing cases
and the fact that the resuits did not reach significance at a=.05.

Looking at the age of potential problem and pathological gamblers, it is ctear that the majorty
are below 35 years of age. Approximately one-quarter of all problem gamblers in the sample
were at or below the age of 24 (28% and 21.4% as opposed to 13.5% of non-problem
gamblers); this couid easily account for the high ratio of non-married among this group. A
second quarter feil between the ages of 25 to 34; this is not different from the non-problem
group, but it tapers off among ‘possibie’ problem gamblers and then increases among
pathological gamblers after this point. In fact, there is a negative reiationship between the
‘possible’ probiem category and the pathoiogical category; as the age of ‘problem’ gamblers
increases their numbers decrease, and the reverse is found with the ‘pathological’ category.
An hypothesis that is supported in the literature and appears to be displayed here is that many
people start off at a young age as ‘problem’' gamblers and, for some, their gambling behaviour
deteriorates as they become older.

Table 8. Gambling Index by Collapsed Age (Adult Sample)

Total No Possible Possible
Problams Prcblems Pathological

Total

5 < 810 771 25 14

(%) i ittt et ie ittt i tnncntrenannanss 100.0% 95.2% 3.1% 1.7%
1B=24 ..ttt isterenstcnrannaoanans 14.1% 13.5% 28.0% 21.4%
25-34 ..t e ttan st attirenaanacann 26.5% 26.5% 24.0% 28.6%
T 20.1% 19.9% 16.0% 35.7%
45-54. ... .00ttt tnettaiacecnnnan 13.0% 13.1% 16.0% .0%
S5eB4d .. ittt itarsctsttencarasanans 12.7% 12.9% 8.0% 14.3%
BB e ittt et e it tacsensenens 13.6% 14.0% 8.0% .0%

Finally, people from rural areas are only slightly more inclined to be problem (16 rural
compared with 9 urban) or pathological gamblers (9 rural versus 5 urban) (p>.05). For
instance, there is only a 4.8% difference between urban peopie in the non-probtem group and
urban potential pathological gamblers. Thus, region is not a variable that can be added to the
profile. By listing the telephone prefixes of people with possible problems, it was observed that
14 people were from the metropolitan Halifax area or areas closely surrounding it (Lake Echo,
Lawrencetown), 2 were from the metropolitan Sydney area, 7 were from the Annapolis Valley
(Berwick, Kingston, Kentville), 3 were from the South Shore (Bridgewater, Chester), § were
from the Pictou County area, and the remaining 8 were from rurai areas of Cape Breton
(Invemness, Baddeck, Port Hawkesbury).
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Table 9. Gambling Problems by Urban Versus Rural (Adult Sample)

Total No Possible Possible
Problems Prcblems Pathological

Total

(D) iiiiiierieaensonusaonsonoecannas 810 771 25 14

1 2 100.0% 95.2% 3.1% 1.7%
Urban. ... it ivecsrtenrssensoscanen 40.2% 40.5% 36.0% 38.7%
RUXAl .. ittt enscecescasssnsncannns 59.8% £9.5% 64.0% 64.3%

Tuming to a psychographic profile of the adults, we discovered that only one item reached
significance and that was agreement to the statement that, "l have no problems controfling my
gambling." Twenty three people (92%) who were picked up as possible problem gamblers
agreed with this statement as opposed to 71.4% (10) of probable pathologicai gamblers
(p<.001). What this indicates is that the majority of the possible problem gamblers in the
sample either do not realize that they have a gambling problem or refuse to admit to it. What
is even more interesting is the fact that 9 (1.5%) individuals who fell in the no problem category
disagreed with this statement; this shows that some people may think that they have a problem
when they probably do not.

When read the statement "There are tricks to gambling that you have to know to win,"
approximately 45% of non-probiem and potential problem gamblers agreed. compared with
28.6% (4) of probable pathological gamblers who agreed (p>.05). Moreover, the pathotogical
designates were the least likely to agree that "A successful gambler knows how to beat the
odds.” (14.3% (2]), compared with 27.6% of the non-problem group; the potential problem
gamblers scored highest on this with 40% (10) agreeing to the statement (p>.05). It seems
ironic that people who are probably the most intense gamblers would also be the most
knowledgeabie when it comes to myths about gambling. Perhaps the knowledge is gained
through experience. There was only a slight difference between the three categories in
agreement to the phrase "Even when a person spends too much money on gambling it's still
their own affair," with the probable pathoiogical and probiem gamblers aimost tied (64.3% (9]
and 5§8.3% [14] respectively) and people with no apparent probiems just behind the other two
groups at 55% (p>.05).

When the two problem categories were combined, out of 39 people with a possible problem,
10 feit that gambling was a "very serious" or "serious” problem in Nova Scotia as opposed to
21 who thought it was "fairly serious" and 5 who did not think it was a problem at all.
Examining attitudes towards the statement "Gambling is a harmiess pastime,' probable
pathological gamblers scored highest at 38% (5) compared with 24% (6) of problem gamblers
and 21% of the non-problem group (p>.05). The pathological group were also more likely to
think that gambling is a bad habit that anyone could get over, with 71.4% thinking that this is
true, while the probiem and no problem categories were tied at 45% (p>.05). Notice that 71.4%
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(10) of the pathological group also feit that they had no problems controlling their gambling;
they might feei that it is simply a bad habit and they wouid be abie to controi it if they wanted
to. Again. it is paradoxical that the probable pathological group were most likely to feel that
gambling is a problem that concems everyone (path 91.7%, problem 80%, no problem 64,7%
(p<.08), and finaily all three groups were equally likely at approximately 90% to think that
gambling is an iliness.

Examining the items on the gambling screener, with regard to parental influence on gambiing,
it was determined that people with gambling problems are more likely to report that they
have/had fathers who gambied too much (4/39), then mothers who gambled too much (2/39),
and finally both parents who gambied too much (2/39) (p>.05). The literature suggests a link
between parentai gambiing behaviour and their progeny’s gambling behaviour; however, 32 out
of 38 people who fell under the problem or pathotogical categories claimed that neither of their
parents gambled too much. Of course, how much is "tooc much" is an unknown here. but it still
raises some question as to the validity of previous findings. People designated as pathotogical
gamblers were more likely to “chase” losses (6/14) than those who feli in the probiem category
(1/25) (p<.05), and they admitted more often to having difficulties controliing their gambling
(4/14) than problem gamblers (1/25) (p<.05). Moreover, the pathological designates had been
criticized for their gaming behaviour more than problem gamblers (11/14 versus 6/25) (p<.05).
Only one person who was labelled as a pathologicai gambler did not feel guilt over their
behaviour. whereas 8 out of 25 peopie with possible problems felt this way (p<.05) and,
furthermore, 9 of 14 individuals from the pathological category stated that they would like to
stop gambling but did not think they could as opposed to 1 person in the problem category
{p<.001). Finally, 7 of the 14 people who may have a gambling addiction had hidden signs of
gambling compared with 1 person (1/25) from the problem grouping who reported this
behaviour (p<.001), and the former group were much more likely to have argued over their
gaming activities (10/14) than those in the tatter (8/25) (p<.05).

In sum—keeping in mind that most of the findings did not reach a level of significance—the
demographic and psychographic profile of the problem gambler can be stated as follows: these
people are most likely to be young to middle aged males, non-married if they are problem
gambiers, and married if they are pathological gamblers, aithough the latter are predisposed
to experience higher rates of separation and divorce than in the general population. At least
half have a total family income below $40,000.00 per year and they are found in both urban
and rural areas at almost the same frequency. Regarding several attitudinal items that were
measured, it was found that pathological gamblers are less likely to accept myths about
gambling, such as tricks to winning and ways to beating the odds, than either problem or non
problem gamblers. Moreover, the three groups are almost as equally likely to feel that
gambling is a person’s own affair. Peopie who were classified as pathologicai gamblers were
much more likely to admit that they have problems controlling their gambling, and a majority
disagreed that gambling is a harmiess pastime. However, the buik of the potential pathologicat
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gamblers aiso felt that gambling is a bad habit that anyone should be able to control; this is in
contradiction to their admittance that they have trouble controlling their own gambling. This
latter point is more obvious since pathotogical gamblers feit strongest that gambling is a
problem that concems everyone and overwheimingly thought that compulsive gambiing is an
illness.

it was also found that aduits with gambling problems are more likely to have (or had) parents
who gamble(d) to excess than the general popuiation; however, whether or not this is a
predisposing factor is questionable at his time. In terms of psychographics and the gambiing
screener, people classified as possible pathological gamblers were more predisposed than
possibie problem gambiers to "chase" their losses, to admit to difficuities controlling their
gambling behaviour, to be criticized over and argue about their gaming activities, to feel like
they want to stop gambling but cannot, and to have hidden signs of their gambiing from
significant others. Both of the groups displayed higher rates for each item than the non-
problem group. Given these findings, we believe that the bulk of the problem gambiers in the
general population are unaware that they have a problem with their gambling. However, given
the social stigma associated with compulsive gambling, it is possible that at least some of the
people attempted to conceal their problem.

Youths

A demographic profile of adolescents whose gambling is a problem is much more difficuit to
establish than that for adults. For instance, the age group is much smaller (13 to 17), limiting
the possible variation between the age categories, and we would not expect to find any
vanation in such variables as marital status. Moreover, many youths do not know what their
family income is and, if they do hazard a guess, it may very well be wrong. Nonetheless, a few
demographic variables can be used in an attempt to construct a profile of problem and
pathological gamblers among youths. The first to be examined is gender as shown in Table
10. '

Table 10, Gambling Problems by Gander (Youth Sample)

Total No Possible Possible
Problems Problems Pathological

8 - 300 265 26 9
3 P 100.0% 88.3% 8.7% 3.0%
GENDER
Mal®. ... iiiiiaininrersavsannonnans 50.7% 84.2% 12.5% 3.3%
FOMAle. ... viiitvnerarsscsasssscnnca 48.3% 92.6% 4.7% 2.7%
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It can be seen from the row percentages in Table 10 that young men are much more
predisposed to be possible problem gambiers than young women but, in the probable
‘pathological category, the vanation is narrowed considerably. It is not clear why there is the
difference between the two gambling groups but, as suggested above, it could be the social
context under which the gambling is taking place. Perhaps young maies are more apt to
gamble as a form of entertainment than young females, and their gaming activities place them
at a higher risk of becoming 'problem’ gamblers. Once again, it couid be argued that people
in the pathological category have moved beyond the sphere of gambling for amusement and
this is why there is a more even split in terms of gender; whatever attracts young men to
gambling for reasons other than amusement is probably aiso attracting young women.
However, making interpretations based on such smail numbers is conjecture until further
studies have been carried out to determine the pursuits of the pathological adolescent gambler.

With regard to marital status and education. not surprisingly, all of the youths had never been
marrned and only three respondents had compieted high-schooi. Moreover, since 42.3% (127)
of the sub-sample did not know their family income and a further 11.3% (34) refused to divulge
it, we cannot use income in the demographic profie. However. we can compare the ages of
youths who had problems with their gambling activities in comparison with those who did not,
but we note that the results are not statisticaily significant at a=.05 (Table 11.).

Table 11. Gambling Problems by Age (Youth Sawmple)

Total No Possible Possible
Problems Problems Pathological

Total

1 - ico 2685 26 g

L3 100.0% 88.3% 8.7% 3.0%
D 6.0% 6.0% 7.7% . 0%
B 17.7% 17.4% 26.8% . 0%
10 it i ittt t s e e 19.3% 19.2% 15.4% 33.3%
-, 18.3% 17.0% 30.8% 22.2%
B 38.7% 12.9% 8.0% 44 .4%

It appears that gambling among adolescents begins at a young age, and in this sample it
started by 13 years of age. The findings also suggest that adolescents first deveiop a ‘problem’
with their gambling and then some move into a ‘pathoiogical’ state of gambling behaviour. This
is somewhat similar to the pattemn found among adults but, in addition, as age increases among
the general population so too does the propensity to gambie. This could be tied to the social
perception that gambling is permissible among adults but not among youths. Thus, as
adolescents get closer to aduithood they begin to become more invoived in gaming activities
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that were previously restricted to them. In Table 12, the effects of region on adolescents and
gambling is examined.

Table 12. Gambling Problems by Urban Versus Rural (Youth Sample)

Total No Possible Possible
Problems Problems Pathological

Total
8 = 3 300 285 26 -]
(%) ettt ittt etrensancncnnnan 100.0% 88.3% 8.7% 3.0%
DEDRD. . .. tisttneaensoncncacnssannnn 24.3% 23.0% 38.5% 22.2%
RUTRL ... iiivevevenessnennensnnnsss 75.5% 77.0% 61.5% 77.6%

A general caveat accompanying these results is that the sub-sampie is skewed towards the
rural population of Nova Scotia: this is a resuit of parental refusals in the urban areas. Looking
at Table 12, we can see an urban/rurat difference among the three gambling categories. For
instance, youths in urban areas are more likely to have developed a ‘possible’ gambling
problem, but have not begun to display symptoms of pathological gambling. (p>.05).
Conversely, youths in rurat areas have a higher rate of probable pathological gambling than
possible problem gambling. There are several possibiiities as to why rates of pathological
gambling are higher in rural areas among youth, such as high rates of unemployment and
fewer forms of amusement. However, the results couid be biased by the oversampling of rural
areas and they are not statistically significant. Thus, we can only specuiate until a larger
sample of youths is available for study. After listing the phone prefixes for each case, it was
determined that 11 out of the 34 youths designated as problem or pathologicai gamblers came
from the metropolitan Halifax region or an outlying area nearby (Chezzetcook), 3 were from the
metropolitan Sydney area and 6 were from rurai Cape Breton, 5 were from the Annapolis
Vailey, 3 were from Pictou County, 4 were found in Antigonish County, and 2 came from Hants
County.

Tuming to psychographics, there was a moderate relationship found between the three
categories of gamblers and the statement "l have no probiems controlling my gambling," with
95.9% [255] of the non-problem, 87.7% {23] of the possible problem, and 77.9% [7] of the
probable pathological gamblers agreeing with this statement (p<.05). Again, in this sub-sampie,
we find that 4.1% (11) of the non-problem category felt that they couid not controi their
gambling but were not screened as possible or probable problem gamblers. Furthermore, not
unlike the aduit sub-sampie, youths who were designated as either problem or pathological
gamblers did not feel that they had a problem controlling their gambling behaviour or were
reluctant to admit it. Since 11 people stated in the screener that they did not think they couid
stop gambling, and only 6 agreed that they had problems controiling their gambling here, it is
probable that at least half are unaware of their gambling behaviour as indicative of being a
problem, and the remainder are unwilling to admit it. Uniike the adults, the probable
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pathological category was most likely to agree that there are tricks to successful gambling (path
67% (6], problem 58% [15], no problem 49% [130]) (p>.05), but the least likely to feel that there
is a way to beat the odds (22% [2], 52% [13], 35% {93]) (p>.05). Thus, the probable
pathological youth gambler has probably leamed that there is no way to beat the odds, but has
not yet leamed that there are no tricks to help someone win games of chance. In addition.
although not statistically significant, the possible problem youth gambler displays the least
knowledge of these myths, and this couid be a start on the road to pathologicai gambling
behaviour. Adolescents who were designated as pathologicai and probiem gamblers were
almost equally predisposed toc agree that gambling is a person’s own affair (approximately 80%
versus 65% among non-problem gamblers) (p>.05). Just as the possibie problem adolescent
gamblers were more inclined to be unaware of the myths about gambling, they were aiso less
likely than the other two groups to disagree that it is a harmiess pastime (56% [14] compared
with 89% (8] of path, and 76% of non-problem [189]) (p=.05), and they are tied with the other
problem category (approximately 65%) in feeiing that gambiing is a bad habit that anyone can
control (p>.05). Finally, there was no difference among the three groups with relation to the
statement that gambling is a problem that concems everyone, but the possible problem
category tended to be iess enlightened as to whether or not gambling is an illness; 23%
disagreed, compared with 15% of non-problem and 11% of probable pathological gamblers.
With ali of these things taken together, it appears that the possible problem adolescent
categories are the least aware of the difficulties that pathological gamblers face. Combined
with the belief that gambling is a harmiess pastime, that successful gamblers know how to beat
the odds and have tricks to help them win, and that it is their own affair if they gamble too
heavily, it is easy to see why there is such a high rate of possible probiem gamblers among
adolescents.

As with the adult portion of the sample. some of the probable patholtogicai gambiers reported
that their fathers gambled too much (22% [2]) compared to possible problem gambters (8% [2]},
and 11% [1] of the pathological category stated that their mothers gambled to excess, while
12% of the possible problem group feit that both gambled too much (p<.001). However, we
again note that two-thirds of the pathological category and 80% of the possibie problem
gamblers reported that neither their father nor mother gambied too much. Thus, in both sub-
samples, there is simply not enough evidence to warrant a claim that a father or mother's
gambling behaviour influences their son's or daughter's. If indeed there is an influence, it
appears to be quite minimai.

in terms of the remainder of the items in the South Oaks screener, we have found that it is
much different than among the adult sub-sampte. To begin with, about 75% of both groups of
potential problem gamblers "chased" their losses (p<.001), and the possible problem category
was just slightly more likely to claim they were winning when in fact they were not (path 33%
(3], problem 40% [10]) (p<.001). Furthermore, not one of the possible problem gamblers
reported having a gambiing problem {n=26], while 33% of the pathological group stated that
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they had a current problem or one in the past (since we do not know how long “the past” is.
we have lumped them together) (p<.001). The probable pathological group were 33% more
inclined to state that they have gambied more than they intended to in the past (path 88% [8],
problem 58% [15]) (p<.001), and 33% (3] claimed they had been criticized for their gambling
as contrasted with 19% [5] of the problem group (p<.001). Two-thirds [6] of the adolescents
designated as pathological gamblers stated that they had felt guiity about their gambiing
behaviour as compared with 50% [13] of the problem group. Nearly half {4] of the youths with
pathoiogical gambling tendencies claimed they had felt as if they would like to stop gambling
but could not, whereas slightly over one-quarter {7] of the problem category stated this. All of
the pathoiogical group [9] reported having argued over gambling wins and losses, compared
to 61.5% (16) of the possible problem gamblers; this is not surprising given that two-thirds [6]
of the former group had borrowed money and never paid it back, whereas oniy 15% [4] of the
problem gamblers said that they had done this. Finally, 33% (3] of the probabie pathological
gamblers stated that they had lost time from school or work because of their gambiing
compared with 8% (2] from the probiem group had failed to appear at schooi or work for this
reason.

Given the above, we can now provide a limited profile of the problem and pathological
adolescent gambler. To begin with, male adolescents tend to show higher rates of both
problem gambling as well as pathological gambling than females. Marital status and education-
-at least in this sample—provide no detaiis as to the nature of adolescent gambling. All of the
youths in the study had never been married and 99% had below a high-school education.
Looking at age, gambling among adolescents appears to begin by atieast 13 years of age, and
the rate of youths who are gambling grows progressively as youths get oider. Problem
gambling begins at approximately 14 years of age and some peopie are displaying symptoms
of pathoiogical gambling as early as 15. [t was determined that pathological adotescent
gamblers are more fikely to be found in rural areas, but this finding needs to be replicated by
further studies since there was a bias toward rural adolescents in the sampie. Almost all of the
adolescents picked up by the screener as possible problem or probable pathologicat gamblers
do not appear to be aware that they have a probiem, or if they are, they are denying it.
Adolescent gamblers in general and problem gambiers in particular are, for the most part, not
knowledgeable about the myths associated with gambling. The youths with possible problems
were the least knowledgeabie about the odds being against them, the most likely to feel that
gambling is a harmiess pastime and the least informed about compuisive gambling as an
ilness. This group is also likely to feei that gambling is their own affair in spite of what others
think. In short, possible problem gamblers are the least knowledgable of gambling and the
most likely to have an attitude that would predispose them towards compuisive gambling. Both
types of adolescent gambler were found to "chase” after losses and claim they were winning
in their gambling activities when they were not. Problem and pathological adolescent gamblers
are very likely to deny that they have a gambling problem, but no more than adults who display
the same behaviour. We have concluded that some of the people are aware of their probiem
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but are reluctant to admit it. For instance, over half of both groups feit guiity about their
gambling activities, and half of the pathoiogical and one-quarter of the problem category
respondents claimed that they wouid like to try and stop gambling but did not think that they
could. Adolescents who fall under the pathological category are more likely to report being
criticized about their gambling and to have argued in the past over money that they have won
or lost gambling. This makes sense as a large number had borrowed money and not paid it
back. Finally, youths who are probable pathological gamblers are more prone to miss school
or work as a resuit of their gambling activities.

- It has been suggested in the literature that probiem and pathologicali gamblers aiso have
difficulty controiling their use of drugs and or alcohol. We wiil examine this next.

The Co-occurrence of Drugs, Alcohol, and Problem Gambling

Several articles have shown that substance abuse and probiem/pathological gambling are often
correlated. For example, Lesieur and Heieneman (1988) found that out of 100 patients in a
therapeutic community for drug and alcohol rehabilitation. 14 were diagnosed as pathological
gamblers and another 14 were thought to be problem gamblers. Blaszcynski, Burich and
McConaghy (1985) aiso found that heroin addicts and pathological gamblers had similar
addiction scores derived from the Eysenck Personality questionnaire, and they raised the
question as to whether pathologicat gamblers as well as substance abusers are a reflection of
the factor of affective disturbance. This study simpiy asks the question does problem and/or
pathological gambling co-occur with substance abuse?

To start. we asked all the people who had been through the South Oaks screener®: Has
anyone ever suggested that you have an aicohol or drug problem? This question was
intentionally worded as a "double-barrelled" question because we thought that if we asked
about drugs alone, the question would be too threatening. The resuits from the two sub-
samples show that three youths from the no problems category and one from the pathological
category reported that someone had previously suggested that they have a drug or alcoho!
problem and, furthermore, they agreed that they may have a problem with drugs and alcohol.
When we asked the youth sub-sample how often they drink alcohol or use drugs while
gambling, the evidence did not support the conclusion that there is a strong co-occurrence of
substance abuse and problem or pathologicali gambiing. Eighty-one percent [21] of the
possible problem category and 89% (8] of the pathological category stated that they never drink
or use drugs while gambling. However, there could be some under-reporting of these activities

“ People who claimed that they had never spent any money gambling in their entire live;
were omitted from the screener because it would be pointless to ask them questions about their
gambling activities when they had aiready claimed that they had not gambled before.
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since they are both iilegal for youths. Nonetheless, drugs and alcohol had been used while
gambiing ‘rarely’ by 8% (2], ‘fairly often by 8%’ [2], and ‘almost all of the time’' by 4% (1] of
adolescents who are also possible problem gamblers. In terms of probable pathological
gambiers that are adolescents, just one person out of nine drank or used drugs while gambiing,
but ‘almost all the time’ (p<.001). A case analysis was done and it was determined that this
individual was not one of the people who had been told, or feit like, they had a drinking/drug
problem.

When looking at the aduilt sub-sampie, nine peopie or 36% of 24 adults who had been
screened out as possible problem gamblers had been toid in the past that they had a probiem
with drugs and/or alcohol, and 4 out of 14 (28.6%) of probable pathological gamblers were toid
the same thing (p<.001). Moreover, 16% (4) of possible problem gamblers and 36% (5) of
probable pathofogical gamblers admitted that they feit that they had a problem with drugs
and/or alcohol. \When the two categories were examined using contingency analysis, it was
found that. among possible problem gambiers, 40% [10] never used drugs or alcohol while
gambling; 44% [11] used one or both ‘rarely’; 4% (1] stated ‘fairly often’ and 12% (3] claimed
that they used drugs or aicohol (or both) ‘almost ail of the time.” Moreover, 64% of the
probable pathological category claimed non-usage while gambling, 7% [1] felt it was ‘rarely’,
14% (2] stated ‘aimost all the time', and 14% said that they used drugs and or aicohol ‘ail the
time' while gambling. Again using a case analysis, it was determined that 14% [2] were thought
to have a drug and or aicohol problem and feit themselves that they had a problem and drank
or used drugs ‘almost all the time’ while they were gambling. A further 7% [1] fell under the
same conditions but drank or used drugs while gambiing ‘fairly often.’ Finally, two people were
told that they had a problem, and did not admit to it, but claimed to drink and or use drugs
while gambling ‘almost all of the time.' This indicates that 15% of the potentiai problem and
pathological gamblers aiso had a potential substance abuse problem. !f we inciude the two
people who are probable pathological gamblers and claimed to drink or use drugs while
gambling ‘all of the time,’ the rate goes up to 18%. To substantiate the supposition that there
is a weak association in both samples between the use of drugs and/or alcohoi and problem
gambiing, we calcuiated the correlation coefficients for both sampies and found them to be
r=.231 (p<.01:two tailed) for the youth sub-sample and r=.254 (p<.01:two tailed) for the adulit
sub-sample. Our conclusions are, therefore, that, in the adult sub-sample, there is a weak co-
occurrence of substance abuse with problem gambling; co-occurrence of drinking and drug use
is occurring with problem gambling in the youth sub-sampie, but it is not clear whether abuse
is taking place. That is, peopie could be drinking or using drugs only while gambling and this
may not constitute an addiction.

Gambling and Treatment Programs in Nova Scotia

Given the controversial issue of the provincial govemment's control of video gambling machines
and the way that they have been managed in the previous six month pericd, it was decided to
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examine who the public thought should control gambling in Nova Scotia. A forced choice
question was asked, "Shouid gambling in Nova Scotia be owned and operated by private
enterprises or should it be run by the government?" and the resuits are presented in Table 13.

Table 13. Gambling Shouild Be Privataly or Gowvermment Controlled?
Total Youth Adults

Total

(B) st ieiinvennoeaas P 1110 300 810

(%) eoonnnns 100.0% 27.0% 73.0%
Privat®.. ....cccecenceans 35.9% 37.3% 35.3%
Government.......... ‘e 42.4% 54.0% 38.1%
Neither.........cc00u.. 12.7% 3.0% 16.3%
Both.. ...t nconen 4% . 3% 4%
Depeands................ .1% .0% 1%
Don’t KOOW.....'o000e00e 7.4% 4.3% 8.5%
NO anBwer..........eees 1.2% 1.0% 1.2%

Out of the total sampie of youths and aduits, 42.4% feit that gambling shouid be controiled by
the government; however, youths were more likely to feel this way than adults. Notice that
almost 13% stated that neither sector should be invoived, and that aduits feit more strongly this
way than youths (p<.05). In addition, 75% of the total sample who thought that gambling in
Nova Scotia was a fairly serious or very serious problem feit that gambling is not a harmiess
pastime (89%) and were of the opinion that compuisive gambiing is an illness (89.2%) aiso
thought that gambiing shouid not be controlled by either the government or the private sector
(p<.01). This can be interpreted as meaning that these people feel that gambling shouid not
be a legal form of amusement. Unfortunately, we do not know whether these peopie are
referring to the control of video gambling or all forms of gambling, the former being the most
likely given the controversy over the issue.

Table 14. Public or Privats Traatmant For Pathological Gamblers?
Total Youth Adults
Total

1 - T 1110 300 810

(%) ceiienernnenancnans 100.0% 27.0% 73.0%
Private......iocvveanan . 38.2% 32.7% 40.2%
PUDliC. .. .ieecnnannceans 51.9% 57.0% 50.0%
BOth....vsesnncnncanas . .1% .0% .1%
Depends......co0evesesns .1% .0% .1%
Other.....ccceeeuvaaanss 1% .0% .1%
Don‘t KDOW.....cccouasas 8.5% 10.0% 7.9%
No answer....... teesaans 1.2% .3% 1.5%
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A slim majority of the sample think that treatment for pathological gambiers should be public.
Among those who thought that the treatment shouid be public, 90.2% thought that the gambling
problem in Nova Scotia was fairly serious to very serious, and 72.3% feit that gambling is a
problem that concemns everyone (p<.05). People, who agreed that gambling was an illness and
disagreed that gambling is a harmiess pastime and a bad habit that anyone can get over, were

equally as likeiy to think that treatment shouid be conducted by the public sector as the private
sector.

In short, a slight majority of the people sampied feel that both gambiing and treatment for
gambiing addictions should be controlied and run by the public sector.
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Appendix A

Questionnaire




INTERVIEWER: Omnifacts Research Ltd

March 10, 1993
DATE OF INTERVIEW: #93080
TELEPHONE #:
Drug Dependency Services Gambling Survey
FRNAL QUESTIONNAIRE
Good evening, my name is . Our company, Omnifacts Research Limited. is conducting a province-

wide survey to examine gambling activities and attitudes towards gambling in Nova Scotia. \We are interested in
speaking with peopie who have played games of chance or gambled, as weil as people who have not.

Your household has been randomly selected o participate in the survey and we would like to speak to the person
in your household, 18 years or oider, whose birthday comes next after today.

{IF NOT AVAILABLE] Can you tell me when | can call back to reach this person?
{ONCE SELECTED RESPONDENT 1S ON THE LINE, REPEAT INTRODUCTION]

You have been randomily selected to participate in this survey. and ali of your answers wil be kept strctly
confidental.




1. ! would like to start off by listing a number of generai activities and for each one i would like you to indicate.
- on average, over the past year, whether you have done the activity less than once per week [1], more
than once per week [2], or not at all [0]. [READ AND ROTATE}

Qa1 Q2
A. ATTENDED A MOVIE s
B. PLAYED BINGO | —_— 3
C. PLAYED VIDEQ GAMES IN A VIDEO ARCADE —_— - T
D. PURCHASED SCRATCH-N-WIN OR OTHER LOTTERY TICKETS _____ $
E. PLACED BETS ON HOCKEY, FOOTBALL, SOCCER,
OR ANY OTHER SPORT — $
F. WENT TO A BAR, TAVERN, OR PUB —_ $
G. PLAYED CARDS FOR MONEY —_— s
H. ATTENDED SOME FORM OF LIVE THEATRE —_— $
. -SHOT POOL, PLAYED GOLF OR ANY OTHER GAME FOR MONEY ___ s
J. ATTENDED A POP/ROCK CONCERT —_— $
K. PLACED BETS ON HORSES OR ANY OTHER TYPE OF ANIMAL __ $
L. SMOKED A PACKAGE OF CIGARETTES —_ 3
M. PLAYED ANY TYPE OF DICE GAMES FOR MONEY — $
N. RENTED A VIDEO _ S
0. PLACED MONEY ON OFFICE POOLS OF ANY KIND . 3
P. WENT TO A RESTAURANT TO EAT 3
Q. PLAYED SLOT MACHINES, VIDEO POKER MACHINES, OR ANY OTHER
TYPE OF GAMBLING MACHINE s
R. ATTENDED A SYMPHONY CONCERT —_ s
S. PLAYED THE STOCK AND/OR COMMODITIES MARKET o $
T. WENT TO A CASINO (LEGAL OR OTHERWISE) - s
2. GO BACK TO QUESTION 1 AND TAKE EACH ANSWER FROM A TO T-THAT HAS A 2-AND ASK:
How much money would you spend in a typical week on” " (eg. A=2 "How much money would

you spend in a typical week on going to the movies?”)




| WOULD UKE TO NOW ASK YOU A FEW QUESTIONS ABOUT GAMES OF CHANCE OR GAMBLING
ACTIVITIES. [READ SLOWLY] THESE INCLUDE PLAYING BINGO, PLAYING CARDS OR SOME OTHER GAME
FOR MONEY, PLAYING VIDEO POKER OR OTHER GAMBLING MACHINES, PURCHASING LOTTERY
TICKETS, PLACING BETS ON ANY SPORT, ANIMAL, OR POOL OF ANY SORT, PLAYING THE
STOCKICOMMODITIES MARKET, AND/OR GAMBLING AT A CASINO.

3.

What is the largest amount of money that you have ever gambied with on any one day in your lifetime
?

IF AMOUNT=$0.00 THEN GO TO QUESTION 20, OTHERWISE CONTINUE.

4.

Which of the follom)ing statements would you agree with most?
[READ AND ROTATE]

BOTH MY FATHER AND MOTHER GAMBLE(D) TOO MUCH . . ....... 1
MY FATHER GAMBLES (OR GAMBLED) TOO MUCH ... ... ........ 2
MY MOTHER GAMBLES (OR GAMBLED) TOO MUCH .. ........... .. 3
NEITHER MY FATHER OR MOTHER GAMBLES -
{OR GAMBLED) TOOMUCH . ... ... . ... .. .. .. ... ... ... ... ... 4
DON'T KNOW . .. 8
NO ANSWER . . 9

When you gamble. how often do you go back on another day to win back money that you have lost?
‘Would you say: [READ AND THEN ROTATE ORDER]

NEVER 1

SOME OF THE TIME WHEN ILOSE ... ... ... .. ... ... .. ... ..... 2
MOST OF THE TIME WHEN ILOSE . ... . ............ ... . ....... 3
EVERY TIME [ LOSE . . . .. ... 4
DONT KNOW 8
NOANSWER ... ... 9

Have you ever claimed to be winning money gambling, but werent really?
In fact, you iost?

NO 1
YES e 2
DONT KNOW L 8
NO ANSWER . ... 9

Do you feel that you have ever had a problem with gambling?

NO 1
YES INTHE PAST, BUTNOT NOW . . . ..... ... ... ... ... ....... 2
YE S 3
DONT KNOW . . 8
NO ANSWER . . ... ... 9

NO e e 1
YE S 2
DONT KNOW . . . e 8
NOANSWER . . ... . e 9

NO L e 1
YES . e 2 —
DONT KNOW . ... e s 8
NOANSWER . ... . . . i e 9




10. Have you ever felt guilty about the way you gamble or what happens when you gambie?
NO 1
YES e 2 e
DONT KNOW . . 8
NOANSWER . .. ... . e e 9

11. Have you ever felt like you would like to stop gambiing but didn’t think you couid?
NO e 1
MBS e e 2
DONT KNOW . . e e e 8
NO ANSWER . ... . e e e e 9

12 Have you ever hidden betting siips, lottery tickets, gambling money, or cther signs of gambling
from peopie wno are important in your life?
NO e 1
YES e 2
DONT KNOW . . e 8
NO ANSWER . ... . e e 9

13. Have you ever argued with people over money that you have won or lost while gambling?
NO 1
YES e 2
DON'T KNOW . 8
NO ANSWER . . . 9

14, Have you ever borrowed money from someone and not paid them back as a resuit of your gambling?
NO e 1
VB e 2
DONT KNOW . e 8
NO ANSWER . . . ... e 9

15. Have you ever lost time from work (or schooi) due to gambling?
NO e 1
YE S e 2 ———
DON'T KNOW . . e 8
NO ANSWER . . .. e e 9

6. Have you ever borrowed money to gamble or to pay for your gambling debts?
NO 1
YEBS . e 2 —_—
DONT KNOW . L e e e e e e 8
NO ANSWER . e 9

(F NO/DK/INA GO TO Q18a [F YES, CONTINUE....

17. ‘Where did you borrow the money for gambling from? Did you borrow it from:
[READ AND ROTATE] [CHECK ALL THAT APPLY]
A, HOUSEHOLD MONEY . .. .. ... . . e 1 R
B. YOUR SPOUSE . . . ... e e 1 S
C. RELATIVES ORIN-LAWS . . . .. .. 1 N
D. FRIENDS . . . 1 i
E. BANKS, CREDIT UNIONS, OR LOAN COMPANIES ... ............ 1 e
F. CREDIT CARDS .. ... .. . . e e e 1 —
G. LOAN SHARKS . . ... . e e 1 S
H. YOU CASHED IN STOCKS, BONDS, OR OTHER SECURITIES ...... 1 e
. YOU SOLD PERSONAL OR FAMILY PROPERTY ................ 1 R
J. YOU BORROWED ON YOUR CHECKING ACCOUNT ............. 1 em—
K. YOUGOT CREDIT FROMABOOKIE ......................... 1 RS
L. YOUGOT CREDIT FROMACASING .............c..cciiuuan. 1 m

DONT KNOW .. i e e e a e 88
NO ANSWER ... ... . . i i e e g9




18a.

18b.

18¢c.

DONT KNOW
NO ANSWER

YES .......
DONT KNOW
NO ANSWER

[Read Out)

FAIRLY OFTEN

Has anyone ever suggested that you have an alcohol or drug problem?

ALMOST ALL THE TIME

ALL THE TIME
DON'T KNOW
NO ANSWER

How often do you drink alcohol or use drugs while you are gambling? Would you say:

19. 1 am going to now read some statements to you and | would like you to state whether you would Strongly
Agree, Agree, Disagree, or Strongly Disagree with each one.

SA A D sD OK/MNA

A. THERE ARE TRICKS TO GAMBLING THAT
YOU HAVE TO KNOW TO WIN 1 2 3 4 9

B. EVEN WHEN A PERSON SPENDS TOO MUCH MONEY
ON GAMBLING. IT'S STILL THEIR OWN AFFAIR 1 2 3 4 9

C. A SUCCESSFUL GAMBLER KNOWS HOW .
TO BEAT THE ODDS 1 2 3 4 9

D. | HAVE NO PROBLEMS CONTROLLING MY GAMBLING 1 2 3 4 9

20. Should gambling in Nova Scotia be owned and operated by private enterprises of shouid it berun by the
govemment?

21. Some peopie think that compuisive gamblers in Nova Scotia should get treatment through Ipmate
organizations, while others feel that publicly funded therapy shouid be made available. What is your
opinion?

PRIVATE .. . e 1
PUBLIC . ... ... ... .. i, P 2

|




22. How senous of a proolem i1s gambling 1n Nova Scotia. Is itt [READ AND ROTATE]

EXTREMELY SERIOUS . .. ................................. 1
VERY SERIOUS . ...\t 2
FAIRLY SERIOUS . ... ...ttty 3 - |
NOT SERIOUS AT ALL ... ...t 4 '
DONT KNOW . ..ot 8
L 9

23. Would you say that the following statements are Definitely False [DF], Faise [F], True [T]
or Definitely True {DT}:

DF F T oT DK/MNA
A. GAMBLING IS A HARMLESS PASTIME 1 2 3 4 s
B. GAMBLING IS A BAD HABIT THAT ANYONE COULD GET OVER
IF THEY REALLY WANTED TO. i 2 3 4 9
C. GAMBLING IS A PROBLEM THAT CONCERNS EVERYONE 1 2 3 4 S
D. COMPULSIVE GAMBLING IS AN ILLNESS 1 2 3 4 9

SO THAT WE CAN COMPARE THE ANSWERS OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF PEOPLE, I'D LIKE TO ASK YOU
A COUPLE OF FINAL QUESTIONS ABOUT YOU AND YOUR HOUSEHOLD.

24. What year were you bom in? ——

25. What is your present mantal status? ;‘
(READ] b
NEVER BEEN MARRIED . .. ... ... . ... .. . .. 1
MARRIED .. .. . . e 2
SEPARATED . . . . . . 3
DIVORCED . . . . . . 4 e
WIDOWED . . . . 5
DONT KNOW . . e 8
NO ANSWER . . . e g

26. What is the highest levei of education you have had the opportunity to obtain? N
[DO NOT READ] ‘ .
ELEMENTARY TO SOME HIGH SCHOOL(GRADES 1-11) ............. 1
COMPLETED HIGH SCHOOL . . ... .. .. . e 2
SOME COMMUNITY COLLEGE, VOCATIONAL,
TRADE SCHOOL .. . ... .. e 3
COMPLETED COMMUNITY COLLEGE. VOCATIONAL,
TRADE SCHOOL . ... . it ettt e e e e 4 e,
SOME UNIVERSITY . ... e i e 5
COMPLETED UNIVERSITY (BACHELORS DEGREE) ................ 6 !
POST GRADUATE (MASTERS, PhD) . .............coviiiunann.. 7 \
NO SCHOOLING ... ... ..ttt i ittt e e e ians 8 |
DKNAREFUSED . ..................... P 9




For statistical purposes. we need information abou! your household income. Could you please tell me

27.

which of the following categories applies to your total household income for 18827
[READ]

UNDER $10.000 .. . . . o1
10,000 10 $19.998 . . ... 02
320,000 10 $29.999 . . .. ... 03
$30.000 t0 $39.898 . . . ... ... 04
$40,000 to $49.999 . ... ... 08
$50.000 to $59.899 .. .. ... 06
$60.000 10 $69.8999 . . ... o7
$70.000 10 879.888 . ... 08
$80.000 AND OVER . . ... .. . i 09
DON'T KNOW 88
REFUSED . . . ... 99

THAT COMPLETES THE SURVEY. IN CASE MY SUPERVISOR WOULD LIKE TO VERIFY THAT | CONDUCTED
THE INTERVIEW WITH YOU. MAY | HAVE YOUR FIRST NAME?

SUPERVISOR CODE AS: Urban .. .. ... ... 1
Rural 2

28. NOTE GENDER ... DO NOT ASK.
MALE . . . 1
FEMALE e 2

THANK-YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME.

Interviewer #:

Length of interview:

Supervisor:

Tel # for Validation:




Appendix B
Tables




1
Q3. What is the largest amount of money that you have
ever gambled with on any onRe day in your lifetime?
Total ¥o problems Fossible Fossible
FProblens Patho-
logical
Total :
[§ ¥ senesans 810 771 25 14
(%) eevrnventnnancesnos 100.0% 95.2% 3.1% 1.7% ;
8§.00. . cceisananans e 20.1% 21.1% .08 .0%
S1.00. . i renneocsnoans 4.8% 5.1% . 0% .0%
$2.00........4 cet s e 7.9% 8.3% . 0% 0%
$3.00...... hiear s PN 1.5% 1.6% .0% . 0% |
$4.00.....00000 et e aan 7% .8% .0% . 0% |
$5.00...... 11.1% 11.4% 4.0% 7.1% |
§6.00. ...t ncnans v .5% . 5% . 0% . 0%
§7.00. ...t ciaatanens . 5% .6% .0% .0%
$8.00...... ... verenaan . 2% L3N . 0% . 0%
$§16.00........ ceaas s . 11.9% 12.2% 8.0% . 0%
$12.00........04 Ciaaaas .2% 3% . D% .0%
$13.00. ... .. it e . 2% . 3% .0% . 0%
$14.00. ... it . 2% . 2% . 0% . 0%
S15.00. ... v eeansnocen L.1% ~.2% . 0% .08
817.00. ... N 1 L1% L% . 0%
$18.00. ..., 0t tanans . 2% .1% . 0% .0%
$20.00. ... i 10.5% 20.9% 16.0% . 0%
§22.00......0000vaus erens . 2% L1% 4.0% . 0%
$25.00..........-. ve e 1.5% 3.6% . 0% .0%
$30.00........ PP 2.7% 2.5% 12.0% . 0%
$38.00. . ... it . 3% . 3% . 0% . 0% |
$40.00.. ... .00t annn . 1.0% . 8% 4.0% 7.1% |
$44.00. ... .. it .1% 1% . 0% 0% :
$45.00. .. cviirinnennan .1% 1% . 0% .0%
850.00....c e snnns N 4.0% 3.6% 12.0% 7.1% ;
$52.00. ...t v L1% -1% .0% 0%
$54.00........... P .18 .18 . 0% .08
$55.00. ... anans FO . 2% . 1% . 0% 7.1%
$60.00. ... 000 enann P . 5% . 4% 4.0% . 0%
$70.00. ... cconcrnsranann .1% -1% . 0% . 0%
$§75.00.....ciaeuenes PN . 2% .1s 4.0% . 0%
880.00. ... .. 0vaccsarana .2% . 0% 4.0% 7.1%
885.00. ... ...t aneaneann .1% 1% . 0% .0%
S100.00. ..., v ens PPN 4.6% 4.2% 16.0% 7.1%
$8120.00. ... e . 2% . 3% . 0% . 0%
S150.00. ... v annns . 5% . 3% . 0% 14.3%
$200.00.......c.. P . L.6% 1.3% 8.0% 7.1%
S250.00. ... v PPN .2% L1% 4,0% . 0%
$300.00. ... ireennarnns 1.0% . 9% M) ] 7.1%
$385.00. . ... P .1% L1% 0% . 0%
$400.00.. ... cau Pees e .1% .08 0% 7.1%
$800.00........0 PR 1.1% 1.2% . 0% . 0%
$801.00., .00 ceenen .1% -1% .08 . 0%
SE00.00. ... s . 4% . 4% . 0% . 0%
$700.00. ... i0ennen ceen .1% .08 . 0% 7.1%
$800.00......00000e ceen . 2% .3 0% . 0%
$1,000.00......... ceenen .9% .B% . 0N T.1%
$1,700.00.......... P .1y . 1% .08 . 0N
$2,000.00......0c000n e .5% . 4% . 0% 7.1%
$2,500.00.....c00000s00n 1% 1% 0% . 0%
$3,000.00......... PR 1% 1% 0% 0%
$3.500.00........ Crarens .1% .1% .0% 0N
$4,000.00.....c000nannnn .1% .1% . 0% . 0%
$%,000.00.......... seeen .6% . 6% 0% 0N
$10,000.00........... .o .5% .5% 0% 0N
$25,000.00........., veeea . 2% .3% 0% 0N
$§30,000.00.......... e .1% 1% . 0% 0% }
§50,000.00...... cee e 1% . 1% . 0% 0N :
Don‘t know...... e . 1% .1% .0% . 0N |
MOAR AMOUNE. ....ccnuvnen . $312.42 $319.28 $66.88 4373.,57




Q4.

would you agree with most?

Which of the following statements

Total Nc problems Possible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
8 + T T 647 608 25 14
(%) evevinennceananansas 100.0% 94.0% 3.9% 2.2%
Both my father and
mother gamble(d) too
much....ccovuenna caas 1.9% 1.6% 8.0% .0%
My father gambles {(or
gambled) too much.... 2.5% 2.0% 8.0% 14.3%
My mother gambles (or
gambled) too much.... 2.6% 2.5% 4.0% 7.1%
Neither my father or
mother gambles (or
gambled) too much.... 91.5% 92.3% 80.0% 78.6%
DOn‘t Know.....coceneeses .6% .7% .0% .0%
NO answer.......cccceoua0. 9% 1.0% .0% .0%
Q5. When you gamble, how often do you go
back on another day to win back money that you
have lost? Would you say ...?
Total No procblems Possible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
5 + ) 647 608 25 14
(%) .0 iiiiieinnnnnas 100.0% 94.0% 3.9% 2.2%
Never.......vceeeaeasene 81.3% 83.4% 60.0% 28.6%
Some of the time when I
loge........ciiiienen 15.0% 14.0% 32.0% 28.6%
Most of the time when I
lose.......cciiiinnenn 1.7% 1.0% 4.0% 28.6%
Every time I lose....... .8% .5% .0% 14.3%
Don‘t know........ casens .6% 5% 4.0% .0%
NO an8wer.....cccaesessss .6% 7% . 0% .0%




Q1. I would like to atart off by listing
a aumber of general activities and for
each one I would like you to indicate, on average,
over the past year., whethar you have done the activity
iess than cnce per wesk, more than once per wesk. or not at all.

Not act all Lass than ocnce a wesk Mors than once a week
No Posstble Possible No Fossible Possible No Fossible Fossibl:
problems Problems Patho- problems Problems Pathe- problems Problems Fatho-
lagical logical logacal
Attended » movie........ S0.6% 48.0% 50.0% 47.1% 48.0% S0.0% 2.3% t.0% .a%
Played bimgo............ 81.7% 56.0% 71.4% 14.3% 35.0% 14.3% 2.1% 8.0% P P 1
Played video gamss in a

video srcade......... 89.0% 76.0% 71.4% 10.1% 16.0% 1¢.3% . 9% 8.0% 4.3y
Purchased scratch-n-win

or other lottery

CiCketB. . v vianenan 31.8% 20.0% 14.3% 49.3% 56.0% 50.0% 28.5% c4.0% I5.7%
Placed bets on, hockey,

football. soccsr, or

any other sport...... 91.2% 23.0% 78.6% 7.9% 22.0% 14.3% L3 . 0% TN
Went to a bar. tavern.

OF PUD ¢ cveeresonss 52.5% 16.0% 14.3% 40.1% 32.4% 64.3% 7.4% 12.0% Ii.4%
flayed cards for zonsy.. 84.4% $2.0% 57.1% 14.4% 16.0% 21.4% L.2% 12.0% oY )
Attsndad some form of

live thestre......... 55.5% 58.0% 57.1% 34.2% 32.0% 42.9% i .0% ) Y
Shot pool, played golf

©or any other game for

MORAY. . e . vsiacaan N 0.7% T6.0% 27.1% 7.3% 16.0% 21.4% l.a% 3.0% sa.d4%
Attended a pop/ rock

[o1-2-1-1 | & S 33.85% T6.0% 35.7% 16.0% 24.0% 14.3% S 9 .3% - ¥
Placed bets on horses or

any other type of

ADABMAL. .. iaseraannans 94.9% 84.0% 78.6% 4.7% 16.0% 14.3% AN . 0% P
Smoked a package of

cigarettes........... £7.1% 40.0% 35.7% 4.8% 4.0% 14.3% 28.1% £6.0% T3.0%
Played any typs of dice

gamas for money...... 95.5% 96.0% 92.9% 3.2% 4.0% 7.1% 3% 0% %
Rented a video.......... 28.9% ~6.0% 14.3% 53.0% 48.0% 57.1% 28.0% 36.0% S8.6%
Placad wmoney on office

poois of any kind.... a5.5% §8.0% 78.6% 12.3% 28.0% 21.4% 2.3% 4.0% L%
Went to a resataurant to

LT 9.9% 3.0% 7.1% 73.8% £4.0% §4.3% L6.3% 28.0% 23.6%
Played slot machinea,

video poker machinss.

or any othear typs of

gambliah machine..... 81.1% £2.0% 21.4% 15.2% 20.0% 21.4% 1.8% 28.0% S7.1%
Attendsd a symphony

CORCOTE. .. cnvunoseana 89.6% 22.0% 85.7% 10.2% 8.0% 14.3% A .0% el )
Played the stock and/ or

commodities market... 39.6% 38.0% 71.4% 3.7% L2.0% -B.6% .5% 0% .3

Went tc a casinc {lagal
or otherwisei....... . 36.2% 38.0% 92.9% 1.6% 12.0% 7.1% 2% -J% S3%




Q2. How much money would you spend in
a typical week on *____ .

Total No problems Possible Possibl.
Problems Patho-

logics.

Amount Spent On Movies In Average Week?...... $17.56 $18.35 54.00
Amount Spent on Eingo in Average Weak?....... 548.50 $48.13 $37.590 $62.5¢
Amount Spent On Video Gamas in Average Week?. $8.36 §7.29 $8.00 §12.5¢
Amount Spent on Lottery Tickets in Average

MOBK? .. .. ivvncvurnneancsacsnnsasnsenssssns $9.68 $9.27 $9.50 . -$21.8¢
Amount Spent Betting On Sports in Average

WOBK? .. v rrerrnnessnecrasnrsoscoccnorse $9.88 $9.86 . $10.0C
Ampunt Spent in Bar, Taverm, or Pub in

AVETROS® WeBK?. ... ... coviineartoccanaaccns . $58.18 559.88 $40.63 $73.33
Amount Spent Playing Cards Por Momey in

Aversgs Neek?........c00eivttesatessoscnae $33.13 $14.44 $15.67 $106.67
Amount Spent on Live Theatrs in Average Week? $27.50 §27.50 . .
Amount Spent Shooting Poel, Golf, or Other

GARSS POX MONBY?.....ccneeerssassnscarnsns $18.35 $18.27 519.00 518.33
Ampunt Spent On Attendance at Rock/Pop

Concext in Average Week?.......cccnerceesns $30.00 $30.00
Amgunt Spent Betting On Horses or Other

Animals in Avarage Week?............. PR $95.00 $117.50 . §50.00
Amount Spsat On Cigarattes In An Averags

WOBK? . ... ittt ierrrtar st aaansanr o s s nnnen 534.81 $314.72 536.08 $35.00
Amount Spent Playing Dice Games FPor Monsy In

Average Week?..........i000uaa cher e $110.00 $110.00
Amount Speat Renting Videos In An Avarage

He@k?........0000evuns Cheteaes e §9.61 $9.54 $10.7S §9.67
Amocunt Spent On Office Pools In An Avarage

L T 7 3 ce e $14.39 $14.06 $20.00
Amount Spent Eating at a Rastaurant in an

Average Wesk?..........ccruuus $72.56 $75.48 $28.57 $62.5¢0
Amount Spent on s:l.ctIVid.oIGunbling Machines

in Average Week?.............. $48.14 $32.45 $29.57 $121.25
Amount Spent oz M:tonding Symphony in an

AVOTXage Week?........civceunnnnsasnnsssons $15.00 §15.00
Amount Spent on Stock/Commoditiss in an

Aversge Week?......... $275.00 $275.00

Amount Spent in Any Typs ot Casino in an
Average Week?......... §55.00 $55.00 . .




Q6. Have you ever claimed to be winning
money gambling, but weren‘t really? In fact, you loat?

Total No problems Possible Poassible
Preblems Patho-
logical
Total
< 3 647 608 25 14
1 100.0% 94.0% 3.9% 2.2%
NO. .ottt intensnnnan 94.9% 97.2% 60.0% 57.1%
Ye8. ... ittt 4.9% 2.6% 40.0% 42.9%
Don‘t know......co000... .2% 2% .0% .0%
Q7. Do you feel that you have ever
had a procblem with gambling?
Total No prcblems Possible Possgible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
L < 1 647 608 25 14
I 100.0% 94.0% 3.9% 2.2%
NO.. ... iiiiiiiitnnennnnas 96.8% 95.5% 64.0% 35.7%
Yes in the past, but not
OW. ittt itenacennens 2.5% .5% 32.0% 35.7%
Yes. ... it i i .8% .0% 4,.0% _ 28.6%
Q8. Have you ever gambled more that you intended to?
Total No problems Possible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
8 - ) 647 608 25 14
3 100.0% 94.0% 3.9% 2.2%
= 81.9% 86.5% 12.0% 7.1%
Y @B . oo teninenaananencena 17.9% 13.3% 88.0% 92.9%

NO Gn8Wer.....cecouas e e 2% .2% .0% .0%




Q8. Have people criticized your gambling?

Total No problems Possible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
15 + 1 647 608 25 14
L3 100.0% 94.0% 3.9% 2.2%
NO. .ot ietotooaennns 95.1% 97.5% 76.0% 21.4%
eS8, .. it iiie et a s 4.8% 2.3% 24.0% 7B.6%
NO answer......cooaeeees . 2% . 2% .0% .0%
Q1l0. Have you ever felt gquilty about the way
you gamble or what happens when you gamble?
Total No problems Possible Poseible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
L1 3 647 608 25 14
(%) o v it ie it i i 100.0% 94.0% 3.9% 2.2%
NO..'e et ieetooeaanasns 92.1% 96.5% 32.0% 7.1%
b '] - I 7.9% 3.5% 68.0% 92.9%
Qll. Have you ever felt like you would like
to stop gambling but didn’t think you could do it?
Total No problems Possible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
3 647 608 25 14
1 3 100.0% 94.0% 3.9% 2.2%
NO.ouceeoaseasans ceeriaea 97 .4% 98.8% 96.0% 35.7%
b 4= - T 2.2% .7% 4.0% 64.3%
Don‘t know........ . . 2% . 2% .0% 0%
NO GnSBWer...oueieeanssan 3% .3% .0% .0%




Ql2. Have you ever hidden betting slips, lottery
tickets, gambling money, or other signs or gambling
from people who are important in your life?

Total No problems Possible Pogsgible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
1 < 647 608 25 14
L 100.0% 94.0% 3.9% 2.2%
< 98.0% 99.2% 96.0% 50.0%
Yes........ et e s e e . 2.0% .8% 4.0% 50.0%
Ql3. Have you ever argued with people
over money that you have won or lost while gambling?
Total No problems Possible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
1+ ) ceeae 647 608 25 14
(%) oo virenann ceeeeaen 100.0% 94.0% 3.9% 2.2%
NO. .ot eiiiionannoacncans 94.9% 97.5% 68.0% 28.6%
Yes.....uineeans e 5.1% 2.5% 32.0% 71.4%
Ql4. Have you ever borrowed money from someone
and not paid them back as a result of your gambling?
Total No problems Possible Possaible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
8 = 1 647 608 25 14
{(%)...... et et eaaa 100.0% 94.0% 3.9% 2.2%
NO. .o eeeieeennansns e 99.5% 99.8% 96.0% 92.9%

Ye8....ciiiveannnan v .5% . 2% 4.0% 7.1%




QlS5. Have you ever lost time from
work (or school)} due to gambling?

Total No problems Possible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
(n)...... ceeaeas sees e 647 608 25 14
(%) e ettt i iicnaenn 100.0% 94.0% 3.9% 2.2%
No....... Cieserereasenns 99.5% 99.8% 96.0% 92.9%
Ye8. . ittt ittt .5% .2% 4.0% 7.1%
Ql6. Have you ever borrowed money
to gamble or to pay for your gambling debts?
Total No problems Possible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
5 < 1 647 608 25 14
(%) o ci s ittt it i e e 100.0% 94.0% 3.9% 2.2%
o 96.3% 98.2% 68.0% 64.3%
Yes. ...ttt it 3.6% 1.6% 32.0% 35.7%
No anawer............... .2% .2% .0% .0%




Q1l7. wWhers did you borrow the monsy for gambling from?
Did you borrow it from ...

(Subsample: thoas who borrowed mopey to gambla or pay gambling dabts)

Total No problems FPossible fossible

Problams Patho-
logical

Total

L - 3 23 10 ] 5
%) ea e ettt titaiennrresaararcencnonnananns 100.0% 43.5% J4.8% 21.7%
Household MOBGY..... .. cti0utrerrercnsssvosessos 4.3% .0% .0% 20.0%
YOUr BpOUSS....... .00 AP 4.3% 0% 12.5% . 0%
Relativas OF 1n-lawl.......ccovvevvcaaansacas 56.5% 50.0% 50.0% 60.0%
132 1 - T 47.8% 40.0% S0.0% 60.0%
Banks, credit unicns. or loan companiss...... 17.4% 10.0% L% 60.0%
You sold personal or family property......... 4.3% 0% . 0% 20.0%
4.3% 0N 12.5% . 0%

HO GOBWEL . « ottt ereuervtsarscsanssannnnssons




Ql8a.

Has anyone ever suggested that

you have an alcohol or drug problem?

Total No problems Possible Pogagible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
16+ cesecanons 647 608 25 14
8 IR 100.0% 94.0% 3.9% 2.2%
NO..oiiiitennaoacasaaanas 91.2% 92.8% 64.0% 71.4%
YeB. .ot nnnrnenanaans 8.7% 7.1% 36.0% 28.6%
NO answer........cco00.. 2% 2% .0% .0%
Q1l8b. Do you feel that you have ever had
an alcochol or drug problem?
Total No problemsa Possible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
1+ R 647 608 25 14
3 100.0% 94.0% 3.9% 2.2%
NO. . iviioerooesonnnannns 91.3% 92.3% 84.0% 64.3%
(- - 8.2% 7.2% 16.0% 35.7%
Don‘t KNOW. .. eoeoeaceaan .3% .3% .0% . 0%
NO anSwWer....ccoevesseas .2% .2% 0% .0%
Ql8c. How often do you drink alcochol or use
drugs while you are gambling?
Total No problems Possible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
[+ 647 608 25 14
3 100.0% 94.0% 3.9% 2.2%
Never......ocoeeeaenssas 79.8% 81.7% 40.0% 64.3%
Rarely....ceevevcosannas 13.9% 12.8% 44.0% 7.1%
Fairly often............ 2.3% 2.1% 4.0% 7.1%
Almost all the time..... 2.0% 1.5% 12.0% 7.1%
All the time............ 1.4% 1.2% .0% 14.3%
Don’t KNOW. .. e eeteceraas 2% 2% .0% .0%
No answer..... sreessaans .5% .5% .0% .0%




Ql3. I am going to now read soms stataments to you and
I would like you to state whethsr you would strongly asgres,
agree, disagrse, or sctonglily disagree with each one.

Strongly agree

Agree Disagraes
No Poasibls Possible No Possible FPossible No Poasible Fossible
problems Problams Patho- problems Problems Patho- problems Problems ‘htho-
logical logical iogical
A. There are tricks to
gambling that you
have to know to win.. S.6% 22.0% 7.1% 331.1% 12.0% 21.4% 36.8% 40.0% 50.0%
B. Even 1f a person
spends too much money on
gambling, it’s their R ;
own affalr........... 2.4% 4.0% 7.1% . 44.2% $2.0% $7.31% 23.6% 32.0% 1.3y
C. A successful gambler
knows how to beat the
odds....... N 2.8% 3.0% 7.1% 22.9% 32.0% 7.1% 47.9% 16.0% 50.0%
0. I have no problems
concrolling =y
gambling.......... 58.1% 26.0% 21.4% 29.3% £6.0% 50.0% . 2% 8.0% 2l.4n
{continued)
<33. I am going to now read Some stactements Lo you and
I woulid like you to state waecher you wouid strongly agreas,
agree, disagree. or stongly disagres with sach cna.
Strongly disagres Depsnds Zon't know/ no
answer
No Pomaible Possibls No No Possible
problems Problems Patho- problams problems Prchlems
logical
A. There are tr:ciks to
gambling chat you
have tQ know ta win.. “5.6% 22.0% c1.4% . 0% 3.9% 4.0%
8. Even if a perason
spands too zmuch money
on gambling., ‘s their
own affair........... L4.5% 8.0% 2l.4% . 3% 2.3% 4.0%
<. A successful zambler
xnows how t: cSeat ths
odds. .. ........... PN L3.2% ~4.0% IS.7% L% T.1% .08

u

I have no prszlams

zontrolling =v
gambling........ e

L.3% IN S ¥ el 1.2% . 3%




Q20.

Should gambling in Nova Scotia be owned

and operated by private enterprises or should it be
run by the government?

Total No problems Possible Possible

Problems Patho-

logical

Total
1 < 3 TN 810 771 25 14
3 T 100.0% 95.2% 3.1% 1.7%
Private........cce0eeneen 35.3% 34.4% 60.0% 42.9%
Government.........co00.. 38.1% 38.3% 24.0% 57.1%
Neither. ceresaeasanaa 16.3% 16.7% 12.0% .0%
Both.....iiiiiiinnneanns 4% .3% 4.0% .0%
Depends.......cconveanos 1% 1% .0% .0%
Don‘t Know......cvoceean 8.5% 8.9% .0% .0%
NO ansSwer........ceeeees 1.2% 1.3% .0% .0%
Q2l. Some people think that compulsive gamblers
in Nova Scotia should get treatment through private
organizatione, while other feel that publicly funded
therapy should be made available. What is your opinion?

Total No problems Possible Poasible

Problems Patho-

logical

Total

5 = ) T 810 771 25 14

1 3 100.0% 95.2% 3.1% 1.7%
Private.......vieeeeneens 40.2% 40.3% 40.0% 35.7%
Public......icivuuenn . e 50.0% 49.7% £2.0% 64.3%
Both.. ..ttt innnnansnane 1% 1% .0% .0%
Depends......cccveeeuune. 1% L1% .0% .0%
other....... . nunee . 1% 1% .0% .0%
DOn’t KNOW...iciienuneona 7.9% 8.2% 4.0% .0%
NO anBwWer......cceueeeoe 1.5% 1.4% 4.0% .0%




Q22. How gerious of a problem is gambling in Nova Scotia?

Total No problems Possible Posgsible
Problems Patho-
logical

Total
1 - 8 S 810 771 25 14
(%) . ettt ninnennaens 100.0% 95.2% 3.1% 1.7%
Extremely serious....... 7.4% 7.5% 0% 14.3%
Very serious............ 22.5% 22.6% 24.0% 14.3%
Fairly seriocus.......... 45.8% 45.4% 52.0% 57.1%
Not serious at all...... 15.4% 15.6% 12.0% 14.3%
DOn’‘t KOOW...coacoerocas 8.4% B.4% 12.0% .0%
NO asnwer......c-..- e .5% .5% .0% 0%




323, Would you say that the following stateasents are

definitaly fales. false. trus or definitely true?
Definitaly false False Trus
No Possible Possaible No Fosaible Posaible No Possible Possible
problems Problems Patho- problems Problems Patho- problems Problams Patho-
logical logical legical
A. Gambling is a harmless
PABCAMS. . ....itruraae 19.8% 16.0% 21.4% 56.8% 60.0% 35.7% 18.5% 24.0% 35.7%
B. Gambling is a bad habit
anyone coculd get cver
if they wanted to.... 8.7% a.0% 7.1% 34.6% 16.0% 21.4% 46.2% 48.0% 50.0%
C. Gambling is a problam
that concerns
AVETYOD®. ... insraane 4.0% .oN .0% 30.5% 20.0% 7.1% S1.1% 58.0% 57.1%
D. Compulsive gambling is :
an 1llness...... .00 2.9% .08 .0% 3.5% 12.0% 7.1% 61.39% £0.0% 71.4%

{continued)

Q23. Would you say that thae following stataments are
definitely false. false, trus or definitely true?

Jafinitely trus Cepends Zon‘t know/ neo answer
No Passible Possible No No Possible Possible
problems Problems Fatho- problems probleas Problams Patho-
logical logical
A. Gambling is a harmisss
PASTIiM®. . . ... 2.1% . 0% . 0% .15 2.6% .0% T.1%
B. Gambling i» & bad habit
anyons could get over
if they wanted to.... T.3% 4.0% 21.4% .0% 1.2% 4.0% . 0%
C. Gambling is a prodlea
that concszns
eVeryone®......... e 12.2% 12.0% il1.4% 0% 2.2% . 0% 14.3%

D, Compulsive gambling is
an illoese........... 24.3% <8.0% <l.4% .0% 1.6% -0% . 0%




Sample Characteristics \

Total No Possible Possible
problems Problems Patho-
logical
Total
1 300 265 26 L}
(%) i iiie it ieisnseaocaenanananns 100.0% 88.3% 8.7% 3.0%
GENDER
Male.....iiiietnnncecaaceoasacnanna 50.7% 48.3% 73.1% 55.6%
Female.......ocevoenneanccacoscanan 49,.3% 51.7% 26.9% 44.4%
MARITAL STATUS
Never been married.......ciceeevenn 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION
Elementary to some high school
(grades 1-1l)...ccecceoecananaas 99.0% 98.9% 100.0% 100.0%
Completed high school.............. 1.0% 1.1% .0% .0%
TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Under $10,000.....c000cietnencaanns 6.3% 6.8% 3.8% .0%
$10,000 to $19,999...... i 3.7% 3.0% 3.8% 22.2%
$20,000 to $29,9589. .. .. .ccvvvinnnnn 8.3% 8.7% T.7% .0%
$30,000 to $39,999. .. ...t iieannnn 8.7% 9.4% 3.8% .0%
$40,000 to 549,999, .. ...t venvcnns 7.7% 6.8% 15.4% 11.1%
$50,000 to $59,5999. .. ..ttt 3.7% 4.2% .0% 0%
$60,000 to $69,999. .. ... cciivnnncnns 2.0% 1.5% 7.7% .0%
$70,000 to 79,999, .. ...t erieneinnnn 1.0% 1.1% .0% .0%
$80,000 and OVer..... v cveveerocecrnas 5.0% 5.3% 3.8% .0%
DON’t KDOW. o' cvvsoneronssasasesesss 42.3% 41.5% 46 .2% 55.6%
Refused...........iiit i ennnnas 11.3% 11.7% 7.7% 11.1%
AREA
Urban.. i vttt eeeneasorsnssscossens 24.3% 23.0% 38.5% 22.2%
RUFAl. .. ioeieiiinenesonsacaosansans 75.7% 77.0% 61.5% 77 .8%
AGE OF RESPONDENT
13.00....00t c e et eerr e 6.0% 6.0% 7.7% .0%
14.00. ...ttt rrenencnccasrasonnnana 17.7% 17.4% 26.9% 0%
15.00 ...t ieeussenranecsnnsannasans 19.3% 19.2% 15.4% 33.3%
16.00. ..ttt iinseaesoosnanaanns . 18.3% 17.0% 30.8% 22.2%
17.00....... teesraveacesseacsanesoa 38.7% 40.4% 19.2% 44.4%
Mean age of respondent......... oo 15.7 15.7 15.3 16.1

{continued)




Sample Characteristics

Total No Possible Possible
problems Problems Patho-
logical
South Oaks Gambling Index
No Problem.........coinenentsacesss 69.0% 78.1% 0% .0% ]
No Problem.....covieiisercnocencnns 11.3% 12.8% . 0% .0% 1
No Problem.....cociiivenerinccacnss 8.0% 9.1% .0% .0% I
Pos8ible.....ccciiiiiiteattncnaranns 6.7% .0% 76.9% .0%
Posgible......cceeiietnsscnencaanns 2.0% .0% 23.1% .0%
Probable Pathological.......ccceeee 1.7% .0% .0% 55.6%
Probable Pathological.............. 1.0% .0% . 0% 33.3%
.3% .0% .0% 11.1%

Probable Pathological..............




Gl. I would lika cto esctart off by listing
a number of gauneral activities and for
each one I would like yocu to indicacte., on average.
over the past year, whether you have dope the activity
less than once per wesk, more than once per wesk., or not at all.

Not at all Less than once a week Hore than once & wesk
No Possible Possible No Possible Possible No Possible Poseible
problems Problems Patho- problass Problems Patho- problems Problems Patho-
logical legical logical
Attanded & movie........ 18.5% 19.2% 11.1l% 75.5% 76.9% 88.9% 5.0% 3.8% L%
Played bingo......cce0nu 81.5% §9.2% 98.9% 16.6% 30.8% 11.1% 1.9% .08 ) ]
Played video games in a

videc arcade......... 50.9% 19.2% 22.2% 19.6% S0.0% 44.4% 3.4% 30.8% 31.3%
Purchased scratch-n-win

or other leottery

tickets.......c000.n, 74.3% 53.8% £6.7% 21.5% 42.3% 33.3% 4.2% 31.8% 3%
Placed bats on, hocksy,

football, socecsr, or

aay other 2port...... 83.0% 46.2% £E5. 6% 14.0% 46.2% 44.4% 3.0% 7.7% .0%
Went to a bar, tavern,

OF PUD ... aasasns 92.8% 94.6% 77.8% 6.8% 15.4% 22.2% . 4% .0% . .0%
Played cards for monasy.. 78.5% 42.3% £5.6% 18.5% §0.0% 22.2% 1.0% 7.7% 22.2%
Attsndad soma form of

live theatrs......... 61.1% 42.3% 56.7% 18.1% 57.7% 131.3% . 3% LO% . 3%
Shot pool, played golt

or any other gams for N

MOBBY « e o v v evvnonsanss 95.23% 51.5% £5.6% 23.9% 23.1y 12.2% 1.8y 15,40 l2.2%
Attanded a pop/ roek

CORCOLE .o v v v anannans 77.0% $0.0% 14.4% 22,.6% 46.2% 35.6% 4% 3.an L%
Placed bats on horses or

any other type ot

3. 3 T 38.1% 88.5% 120.0% 1.9% 11.5% .0% . 3% LON L%
Saoked a package of

cigarectes........... 85.7% 73.1% S5.6% 7.9% 15.4% . 0% 6.4% 11.5% 44.4%
Playsd any typa of dice

games for mODGY...... 9§.8% 60.8% 38.9% 4.2% 15.40 1l.1y . 0% 3.8% LY
Rentad & video.......... 8.3% .0% .0% 65.3% 69.2% 88.9% i6.4% 30.8% 11.1%
Placed money on offics .

poels of any kind.... 35.5% 84.6% 566.7% 4.5% 11.5% 22.2% 0% 1.8% 11.1%
Went to a restauraant %o

BBE . ... it 9.1% 3.8% 1.1y 75.8% 65.4% 77.8% “5.1% 30.8% 11.1%
Played slot machines.

video poker machinas,

or any other type of

gambling machine..... 88.3% §5.4% 44 . 4% 9.4% 26.9% 331.3% 2.3% 7.7% 22.2%
Attended a symphony

concert....... 90.6% 88.5% 38.5% 3.4% il.5% 21,1y -0% 0% 0%
Played the stock and/ or

commoditiss market... 97.7% 92.3% 130.0% 2.3% 7.7% 0% 0% 0% .3%

Went to a casino {(legal o
or otherwise)........ §9.6% 92.3% 100.0% . 4% TN . 3% 3% .0% L3%




Q2. How much money would you spend in

a typical week on *

Total Youth Adults

Amount Spent On Moviss In Average Week?...... $16.33 $14.87 $17.56
Amount Spent on Bingo in Average Neek?....... $41.08 511.40 549.50
Amount Spsat On Video Games in Avaraga Week?. $7.47 $7.19 $3.3¢6
Amount Spent on Lottsry Tickets iz Average

WOBKT . oo vt s nsvannsananscenearsnnrnnsaansens 5§9.38 $5.18 5%.60
Amount Spent Batting Ou Sports in Averagse

WRBK? . v ottt it ctsatnsases e ncannas $8.94 $8.20 $9.486
Amount Spent in Bar, Tavern, or Pub in

Average Weak?........c.csvcncesvencaveasons $58.79 $100.00 $58.18
Amount Spent Playing Cards For Money in

AVerage Week?..........ceo0000es0000nussans $23.37 $11.17 §33.13
Amcunt Spent on Live Theatrs in Average Week? $23.33 $1s.00 $27.50
Amount Spsat Shooting Pool, Golf, or Other

Games FOr HONOY?. ... .ovuencnnrraonconnesnnn $14.06 $8.65 518.38
Amount Spent On Attendance at Rock/Pop

Concert in AVerage Week?..... .. cciecensnves $331.323 §35.00 $30.00
Ascunt Spent Setting On Eorses or Other

Animals in Average Wesk?.............c0n-.- 5$95.00 , $95.00
Amount Spent On Cigarettes In An Average

WOBK Y. oo et etaranvnnntnsesratrsasooss $33.34 §18.48 $34.81
Amount Spent Playing Dice Games For Monsy Io

AVETage Waek?. ... ...ciirieersrsvroansnorans $80.00 $20.00 $110.00
Amount Spent Renting Videos In An Averags

L LT T 5 $9.11 $8.14 59.61
Amount Spsnt On Office fools In An Average

L L T $13.55 $6.00 $14.39
Amount Spent EAting at a Restaurant in an

AVETEgS WEBK?. ... .. .ot vrtnrsnannansanss $57.6€5 $16.59 §72.56
Amount Spant con Slot/Video/Gambling Mschines

in AVOTAgE Wask?........000evneeennansasna $40.61 $7.50 $40.14
Amount Spsat on Attsnding Symphony in an

AVOragse WeeK?......c.vcerecenecsanansanans $15.00 . $15.00
Amount Speant on Stock/Commodities in an

AVOrage WHeek?........covveversannssosonsos $275.00 . $275.00
Amount Speat in Any Typs of Casine in an $55.00

AVOTage Week? . ... ... .ccvvrvornsacnanaanons $%S5.00




Q3. What is the largest amount of money that you have

ever gambled with on any one day in your lifetime?

Total No problems Poasible Possible
Problems Patho-

logical

Total

(n)...... ceeserseaana . 300 265 26 9

(%)...... e esreaeens 100.0% 88.3% 8.7% 3.0%
$.00 . ittt 39.3% 44.5% 0% .0%
$1.00. ... 00t annnan ceoe 3.0% 3.4% 0% .0%
$1.50........... feieeans .3% 4% .0% .0%
$2.00....iiiiiiiriiiiannn 7.0% 6.8% 7.7% 11.1%
$3.00. ...t nnananans 1.7% 1.5% 3.8% .0%
$4.00........0ttinnnenn .3% .4% .0% .0%
$5.00.. ... tiiianennnnn 19.0% 18.5% 30.8% . 0%
$6.00. ... it ennnanen .3% .0% . 0% 11.1%
$7.00. . ittt 3% .4% .0% .0%
$10.00. ... it i i inansns 10.3% 9.8% 15.4% 11.1%
$15.00. . .0ttt iinrnanns 1.3% 1.5% 0% .0%
$16.00.. . iivcnnns cenean .3% .4% .0% .0%
$17.00. . it ennncnnsanne .3% .4% .0% .0%
$20.00....0000 cererene 6.3% 5.3% 11.5% 22.2%
$25.00.. .00 0an Ceeeaeen 2.7% 2.3% 7.7% .0%
$30.00. ...ttt nannnens 3.0% 1.9% 11.5% 11.1%
$45.00..... Ceseeeeas .o .3% .0% 3.8% .0%
$50.00....... ceenee cenen 1.3% . 8% 7.7% .0%
$70.00....... Ceereeneann 7% 0% .0% 22.2%
$80.00. Cieeeecas e .3% .4% . 0% .0%
$100.00......c00c00 ceeee 3% .0% .0% 11.1%
$200.00....00ci it 3% .4% 0% .0%
$250.00. ... it incnnnnnns 3% 4% . 0% .0%
$400.00............. e 3% 4% .0% . 0%
$S00.00.......... ceaees 3% 4% . 0% .0%
Mean amount...... ceaaas $11.79 $10.48 $16.62 $36.44




Q4. Which of the following statements
would you agree with most?
Total No problems Possible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
L = 182 147 26 9
(%) ......... cecacenas . 100.0% 80.8% 14.3% 4.9%
Both my father and
mother gamble(d) too
mUCh.......cce00eene . 2.7% 1.4% 11.5% .0%
My father gambles (or
gambled) too much.... 3.8% 2.0% 7.7% 22.2%
My mother gambles (or
gambled} too much.... 2.7% 2.7% 0% 11.1%
Neither my father or
mother gambles (or
gambled} too much.... 89.6% 93.2% 76.9% 66.7%
NO answer........ccec0000. 1.1% . 7% 3.8% .0%
Q5. When you gamble, how often do you go
back on another day to win back money that you
have lost? Would you say .?
Total No problems Possible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
8 1) 182 147 26 9
(%) e i iiiiiiiiiiee. 100.0% 80.8% 14.3% 4.9%
Never........... Ceaenane 65.4% 74.1% 30.8% 22.2%
Some of the time when I
lcse..... csiesetensans 28.6% 24.5% 42.3% 55.6%
Most ©of the time when I
lose........ ceveseans 4.9% 7% 23.1% 22.2%
Every time I lose....... 1.1% 7% 3.8% .0%
Q6. Have you ever claimed to be winning
money gambling, but weren‘t really? In fact, you lost?
Total No problems Possible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
1 < 182 147 26 9
[ 3 seeas 100.0% 80.8% 14.3% 4.9%
NO.:ceoeonnoeeeanann ceean 85.7% 91.8% 57.7% 66.7%
Yo8...ocerae ceeaans crean 13.2% 7.5% 38.5% 33.3%
Don’t know....... cecanes 1.1% .7% 3.8% .0%




Q7. Do you feel that you have ever
had a problem with gambling?

Total No problems Posaible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
< 3 182 147 26 9
T 100.0% 80.8% 14.3% 4.9%
NO. it eetirnnneeensnans 97.3% 98.6% 100.0% 66.7%
Yes in the past, but not
MOW. ctvvenasanaconsns 1.6% 7% .0% 22.2%
b4 - 1.1% 7% .0% 11.1%
Q8. Have you ever gambled more that you intended to?
Total No problems Possible Pecssible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
6« 3 182 147 26 9
(%) e ettt i ieiennenn 100.0% 80.8% 14.3% 4.9%
= 78.0% 88.4% 42.3% 11.1%
Ye8. . ittt ieii i 22.0% 11.6% 57.7% 88.9%
Q9. Have people criticized your gambling?
Total No problems Possible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
15+ 9 R . 182 147 26 9
3 100.0% 80.8% 14.3% 4.9%
. 94.0% 98.0% 80.8% 66.7%

B4 T - 6.0% 2.0% 19.2% 33.3%




Ql0. Have you ever felt quilty about the way
you gamble or what happens when you gamble?

Total No problems Poasible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
6 < 3 182 147 26 9
3 100.0% 80.8% 14.3% 4.9%
o 85.2% 94.6% 50.0% 33.3%
D4 14.8% 5.4% 50.0% 66.7%
QlLl. Have you ever felt like you would like
to stop gambling but didn‘’t think you could do it?
Total No'problems Possible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total :
(). et 182 147 26 8
(%) e i ittt 100.0% 80.8% 14.3% 4.9%
NOo....oiiviinan.n eseaan 90.7% 95.9% 73.1% 55.6%
Yes.......o00u.. e 8.8% 3.4% 26.9% 44.4%
Don‘t Know......vueeeuun. .5% .7% .0% .0%
Ql2. Have you ever hidden betting slips, lottery
tickets, gambling money, or other signs or gambling
from people who are important in your life?
Total No problems Possible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
6+ 182 147 26 )
(%) ..oovnen e taeeans 100.0% B0.8% 14.3% 4.9%
NO. ..o et cecans 95.6% 98.0% 84.6% 88.9%

b 47 - 4.4% 2.0% 15.4% 11.1%




Ql3. Have you ever argued with people
over money that you have won or lost while gambling?

Total No problems Possible Possgible

Problems Patho-
logical
Total
16 - PPN ceeea 182 147 25 9
(%) ettt 100.0% 80.8% 14.3% 4.9%
No...oiiveeunn. ceeraans 70.9% 81.0% 38.5% .0%
YeB....iiieeneeann e 29.1% 19.0% 61.5% 100.0%
Ql4. Have you ever bhorrowed money from someone
and not paid them back as a result of your gambling?
Total No problems Possible Poasible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total
(n)....... e e 182 147 26 9
(%) .. o0 it . 100.0% 80.8% 14.3% 4,9%
No.......... e te e e 54.0% 99.3% 84.6% 33.3%
Yes.......cciiunnn e 6.0% 7% 15.4% 66.7%
Ql5. Have you ever lost time from
work (or school) due to gambling?
Total No problems Possible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical
Total .
n}........ et 182 147 26 ‘ S
(%) ...t e 100.0% 80.8% 14.3% 4.9%
No....ooun St es e e 96.2% 98.6% 92.3% 66.7%

D 4 -7 - Z feeesan 3.8% 1.4% 7.7% 33.3%




Ql6.

to gamble or to pay for your gambling debts?

Have you ever borrowed money

Total No problems Possible Possible
Problems Patho-
logical

Total
5 » 1 182 147 26 9
() it it enerencnenanns 100.0% 80.8% 14.3% 4.9%
NO. i vt ieeaoeeoosacesnanns 92.3% 95.2% 84.6% 66.7%
Y8 ..t ootttneoonncannons 7.1% 4.1% 15.4% 33.3%
No answer.. e .5% 7% .0% .0%

a a o 4 e 08 e

Ql7. Where did you borrow the money for gambling from?
Did you borrow it from ...
(Subsample: those who borrowed money to gamble or pay gambling debts)
Total No problems Possible Possible
Problems Patho-
lecgical
Total
16 + 1 T 13 6 4 3
(%) oo veteeneaceanens 100.0% 46.2% 30.8% 23.1%
Household money......... 7.7% .0% .0% 33.3%
Relatives or in-laws.... 30.8% 16.7% 25.0% 66.7%
Friends.......eeeeueu... 76.9% 83.3% 50.0% 100.0%
You borrowed on your
checking account..... 7.7% .0% .0% 33.3%




Q19. I am going to now read SOmS statements to you and
I would like you to state whather you wouid scromgly agree.
agres, disagres. or stongly dissgres with sach cue.

Strongly agres Agres Disagras
No Possibls Possible No Possible Fossible No Posmible Fossible
problems Probleas Patho- problams Problems Patho- problams Problazms Patho-
logical logical logical
A. Thers ars tricks to
gambling that you
have to kmow to win.. 6.1% 11.5% .0% 42.2% 46.2% §6.7% 37.48 30.8% 33.3%
B. Even if a person
spenda toco much money
on gambling, it’'s their
own affair........... 10.9% 30.8% 11.1% S3.7T% 46.2% 77.8% 27.93% i15.2% 11.1%
C. A successful gambler
knows how to bhsat the
CddB. .. i 1.4% 15.4% .0% 31.3% 14.6% 22.2% 45.6% 42.3% 66.7%
2. I have no problems
controlling my
Jambling....cciieeann 65.3% l0.8% S5.6% 30.6% €7.7% 22.2% 4.1% i1.5% 22.2%
{continued)
319. I am going to now read some stataments to you and
I would like you to state whather you would strongly agres,
agres, disagres., or stongly disagrae with each one.
Strongly disagres Don’t know/ BoO
answer
¥o fosaible Posasible No Possible
problems Probless Patho- problems Problems
logical
A. Thers are tricks to
gambling that you
have to know to win.. 12,.5% 11.5% .08 1.4% . 3%
B. Even if a person
spsnds toc much money
on gqambling, it‘s their
own atfair........... 7.5% 3.8% .0% .0% . 3%
T. A successful gambler
knows how to beat the
odds...... 17.7% 31.8% tl.1% 2.0% 3.8%

I have no problems
controlling my
gambling...... 0% 0N L3N .3% . 3%




Q20. Should gambling in Nova Scotia be owned
and operated by private enterprises or should it be
run by the government?

Total No problems Possible Poasible

Problems Patho-
logical

Total

1 2 3 L 300 265 26 9
(%)..... Ceeescrennanes 100.0% 88.3% 8.7% 3.0%
Private.....oeeeeeennces 37.3% 35.1% 50.0% 66.7%
Government......ccaa0000 54.0% 55.5% 46.2% 33.3%
Neither.......cvoeeeeee. 3.0% 3.4% 0% .0%
BOth....ivieeanencaneanns .3% .4% .0% .0%
Don’t KNOW...:oceveaannse 4,3% 4.5% 3.8% .0%
No answer.....cceceeeess 1.0% 1.1% .0% .0%

Q21. Some people think that compulsive gamblers
in Nova Scotia should get treatment through private
organizations, while other feel that publicly funded
therapy should be made available. What is your copinion?

Total No problems Possible Possible

Problems Patho-
logical

Total

(n)...... ce et e casaaan 300 265 26 9
(%) ........ ce e esnaen 100.0% 88.3% B8.7% 3.0%
Private...... et et 32.7% 33.6% 26.9% - 22.2%
Public... i ivineinceencnan 57.0% 56.2% 57.7% 77.8%
Don‘t know........ cesea 10.0% 10.2% 11.5% .0%
NO ansSwer........oveeeaaes .3% .0% 3.8% .0%

Q22. How serious of a problem is gambling in Nova Scotia?

Total No problems Possible Pogsible

Problems patho-
logical

Total

(n)...... creas e san e 300 265 26 9
(%) v eeernenonnsosaaans 100.0% 88.3% 8.7% 3.0%
Extremely sericus....... 10.3% 9.1% 19.2% 22.2%
Very SeriocuS.....ccscs0.. 25.0% 26.4% 15.4% 11.1%
Fairly serious.......... 54.0% 53.6% 53.8% 66.7%
Not serious at all...... 7.7% B.3% 3.8% .0%
DOR‘E KROW.:coaonsooovnes 3.0% . 2.6% 7.7% .0%




Q23.

Would you say that the following statsments are

detfinitely false. false. true or dafinitely true?

Dafinitely false

Falass

Trus

No foesible FPossible No Possible FPossible No Possible Fossible
preblexms Problems Ffatho- problema Problems Patho- probleams Problems Patho-
logical logical logical
A. Gambling 13 a harmless
pastios...... caersenn 24.5% Z1.5% §6.7% S0.6% 42.3% i2.2% 20.4% 34.6% 11.1%
8. Gambling is a bad habit
apyons could get over
if they wanted to.... 5.7% 7.7% 22.2% 33.6% 26.9% 11.1% 49.4% 46.2% 44.4%
Z. Gambling ia a problem
that cenceras
eVeryone......... e 3.8% l.8% 11.1% 30.6% 30.8% 22.2% 57.4% £3.8% 13.3%
D. Compulsive gambling is
an illness......... .. 1.5% J1.8% 11.1% 14.0% 19.2% .08 55.8% 42.3% 55.6%
{continued)
223. Would you say that the following statsments are
definjtaly falss, falase. true or definitely truae?
Sefinitely true Zon’'t koow/ no
answer
No fossible Possible No Possible
problans Probleams Patho- preblams Problems
logical
A. Gambling 15 a barmless
pastime.............. j.on T.7% L3N 1.5% 3.8%
3. Gambling £s a bad habit
anyons could get over
if they waated to.... 7.8% 19.2% 22.2% 1.5% 0%
2. Gambling 13 & problem
that concerns
everyone...... ST 7.9% 11.5% 33.2% .48 .0%
Z. Compulsive gambliag ia
an flloess........... 26.0% 34.6% 313.3% 2.6% . 0%




Sample Characteristics

Total Youth Adults

Total

(n)..... tesesresetassnscsasasea cvreese 1110 300 810

(%) ieeninneennns eeseseasratesc s varnne 100.0% 27.0% 73.0%
GENDER
MBlE. . iiiieieeoeossasannsseaassssosaasasa 51.9% 50.7% 52.3%
Female............ cesseseressaseaananes . 48.1% 49.3% 47.7%
MARITAL STATUS
Never been married.......ccvceeuevee cvee 46.4% 100.0% 26.5%
Married........eoe. ceesesans e ceesan cevee 41.9% .0% S7.4%
Separated......... ceescscanne eeesaa ceea 2.2% .0% 3.0%
Divorced........... ceseca e ceeseane ces 3.5% .0% 4,.8%
Widowed........ .o veecanssaraacssaanncans 5.8% .0% 7.9%
NO BNBWeY......cocecieesssssasonsssnaasse 3% .0% 4%
EIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION
Elementary to some high school (grades

1-31) . iiieeearacacensnncane csesna o 49.5% 99.0% 31.1%
Completed high school.......cesevvnn e 16.3% 1.0% 22.0%
Some community college, vocational,

trade school....cceeveee cevene cesaens 5.4% .0% 7.4%
Completed community college, vocational,

trade school......ccee0. ceteersemanne 6.9% .0% 9.5%
Some university....ccccccetcccccnnsan .o 7.7% .0% 10.5%
Completed university (Bachelors degree). 9.5% .0% 13.0%
Post graduate (Masters, Ph.D})....... e 4.7% .0% 6.4%
Don‘’t know/ no answer/ refused.......... .1% .0% 1%
TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Under $10,000...cc0esceccvcsrasasnnccans 5.4% 6.3% 5.1%
$10,000 to 819,999... .0t vcansccccn ceene 13.4% 3.7% 17.0%
$20,000 to $29,999....ccccenens ceseecans 14.6% 8.3% 16.9%
$30,000 to $39,999. ...t cvtcsrscascsccncnse 11.5% 8.7% 12.6%
$40,000 to $49,999....... ereeseestsecens 10.2% 7.7% 11.1%
S50,000 to §59,999. .. ccecssscacancnnan 7.0% 3.7% 8.3%
$60,000 to $69,999..... ceveesrescace s 4.3% 2.0% 5.2%
S70,000 to 79,999, . ... rceccasccanncascas 2.7% 1.0% 3.3%
$80,000 and over......ccco»>» ceccesasenass 5.4% 5.0% 5.6%
Don‘t know........ ceeoes cseestr s e ancaanra 16.1% 42.3% 6.4%
Refused.........ccuitieeenns ca et s asssensa 9.3% 11.3% 8.5%
AREA
Urban. . ccccaieernacsnssssssasancas cesene 35.9% 24.3% 40.2%
RUrAl.. . icietenacanncnvnnsscnsses censeann 64.1% 75.7% 59.8%

{continued)




Sample Characteristics

Total Youth Adults

South OCaks Gambling Index

No Problem......c.c.iiesveesorecnocsscncns 75.3% 69.0% 77.7%
NO Problem.....cveeesssasesssssonnsoscsans 12.7% 11.3% 13.2%
NOo Problem...ccciivanssrscannsanncacsesnns 5.3% 8.0% 4.3%
POBBiDblEe. ...ttt irttsresttcenanacacas 3.5% 6.7% 2.3%
Posgible.....ccevvpveen ctscrcareesneeee 1.1% 2.0% .T%
Probable Pathological.......cccceeeenens 1.2% 1.7% 1.0%
Probable Pathological.......c.ccivencees .5% 1.0% .2%
Probable Pathological........ovceeeacnen .2% .3% .1%
Probable Pathological.......ccciieransnnes .1% . 0% 1%
Procbable Pathological.......... ceeesesen .1% .0% 1%
Probable Pathological.........ccveevvess .1% .0% 1%
Collapsed Pathological Gambling Index

NO ProblemB....ccvsveerrcnnnnosos e ee 93.3% 88.3% 95.2%
Possible Problems.......cccioveencesonns 4.6% 8.7% 3.1%
Possible Pathological......... Gt e s eenes 2.1% 3.0% 1.7%

Mean age of respondent.......ccceconesan 35.2 15.7 42.5




Q3. What is the largest amount of money that you havae
ever gambled with on any one day in your lifetime?

Total

Youth

Adults

Total
6 - 1110
(%) e ecinennnns cseeeena 100.0%

.00, ..ttt ts e 25.3%
$1.00. . .0 cveennccanana .o 4.3%
- 1 1 1%
2.00. ..t iancnnnes 7.7%
- R+ 1.5%
S4.00. . . ittt ittt .6%
$5.00........ cecsarrenns 13.2%
$68.00... .ttt nnanns .5%
$7.00...... Ceserrencnana .5%
$8.00. .. cctcencnncncennn .2%
$10.00.. . c00eeecnnnan e 11.4%
$12.00. ... 0t nnnrnannn 2%
$13.00. .t cinannoannans .2%
$14.00....... ceessesanes . 2%
$15.00. ..., PUPR 1.2%
$16.00...... te et 1%
$17.00....... che et enaas .2%
S1B8.00.. .. icieninnnnenn .1%
$20.00. . cciucitnreennnaa 9.6%
$22.00........ Wesasasesa 2%
$25.00. ... it innenan 3.2%
$30.00. ... st iescansanas 2.8%
$835.00. ... ..t icnncese 2%
$40.00...cc00tnntnncnnns .T%
$44.00. .. ... 0i0evviaanse 1%
$45.00......... c e esaeas .2%
§50.00. .. 00ttt cenancaans 3.2%
852.00.. ... cereeea .1%
$54.00. ... 0t ncancccans 1%
855.00. ..t ennrenecnnn .2%
$60.00....r . tieiceannnnn 4%
$70.00... ... ceeae .3%
878.00. ... ittt nnnnnas .2%
$80.00.,...... secsetrennn .3%
$85.00......... sheerieas 1%
£100.00..... Ceeeeeeea e 3.4%
$120.00.. .ttt innnnas . 2%
§150.00. .. iccececanannas 4%
$200.00....... crreraecas 1.3%
$250.00.cccenvvancnnanns 3%
$300.00....c00v it nennas 7%
$385.00.....0000u0un cseen 1%
$400.00.. ...t eucvens .2%
§500.00....c000ceccncrsn . 9%
$501.00....ccc0nennnnnns 1%
$600.00...0cosveecennnna 3%
$700.00..ccnvveocvennnns 1%
$800.00....cc0vvcnnnnnes .2%
$1,000.00 c0uvevnnnnannn .6%
$1,700.00..c00cercccvcas 1%
$2,000.00.. 00t vevnacann 4%
$2,500.00. . 0ccceencncans 1%
$3,000.00.. 000 veccnnas 1%
$3,500.00....00000cceans 1%
$54,000.00..00cvcnvccssne 1%
$5,000.00..ccicavvenccns .5%
810,000.00...0000cvcsvas .4%
$25,000.00....c0cutanunn .2%
$30,000.00...00000accnun 1%
$50,000.00....00000ccees 1%
Don‘t KOOW..v.eceaveenas .1%
Mean amoUNt..cacncoceons §231.10

300
27.0%

39.3%
3.0%
.3%
7.0%
1.7%

1.3%
.0%
. 0%
.0%
7%
0%
.3%
.0%
.3%
.0%
.3%
.3%
.0%
.0%
.3%
.3%
.0%
.0%
.0%
.0%
.0%
.0%
.0%
0%
. 0%
.0%
.0%
. 0%
.0%
.0%
. 0%
.0%

$11.73

810
73.0%

20.1%
4.8%
.0%
7.9%
1.5%
7%
11.1%
.5%
.6%
.2%
11.9%
.2%
.2%
.2%
1.2%
.0%
.1%
.1%
10.9%
.2%
3.5%
2.7%
.2%
1.0%
1%
1%
4.0%
1%

1.0%
1%
.1%

1.1%
.1%
.4%
1%
.2%
.9%
.1%
.5%
1%
1%
1%
.1%
.6%
.5%
-2%
.1%
1%
1%

$312.42




Q4. Which of the following statements
would you agree with most?

Total Youth Aduilts

Total

1 - ) 829 182 647

(%) eevinennneacsnnaas Crreceecanan 100.0% 22.0% 78.0%
Both my father and mother gamble(d)

too MUCh. ... ittt i e s et 2.1% 2.7% 1.9%
My father gambles (or gambled) too

MUCH. . it vecevecnsonvssonnsanasas 2.8% 3.8% 2.5%
My mother gambles (or gambled) too

MUCH. .. iieeeeetacanssssancsananne 2.7% 2.7% 2.6%
Neither my father or mother gamhles

(or gambled) too much........... 91.1% 89.6% 91.5%
DON’E KOOW. .t v o ueveroosonassecensan .5% .0% .6%
NO anSwer.......ococeevecsancetonss 1.0% 1.1% . 9%

Q5. When you gamble, how often do you go
back on another day to win back money that you
have lost? Would you say ...?

Total Youth Adults
Total
-+ 1 T 829 182 647
(B) it ittt ittt teenesenannns 100.0% 22.0% 78.0%
NeVeL . . ittt e eennannonasscens 77.8% 65.4% 81.3%
Some of the time when I lose.. 18.0% 28.6% 15.0%
Most of the time when I lose.. 2.4% 4.9% 1.7%
Every time I loS€.......c00000. .8% 1.1% . 8%
DON‘t KNOW. e sttt tvconnacnrsnns .5% .0% .6%
NO GNBWeY .....veeuvesnsnncenes .5% 0% 6%
Q6. Have you ever claimed to be winning
money gambling, but weren’t really? In fact, you lost?
Total Youth Adults
Total
&+ 3 LR 829 182 647
3 100.0% 22.0% 78.0%
. = e 92.9% 85.7% 94.9%
YeB...iteieeneronnans “ee 6.8% 13.2% 4.9%

Don‘t know...... ceeeacns .4% 1.1% .2%




Ql. I would like to start off by listing
a pumber ¢f general activities and for
sach one I would like you to indicats, on averags.
over the past year., whether you have done the activity
less than cnce per week, more chan oOnce per waek, or not at all.

Not at all Lass than once a week Mors than once a week
Youth Adults Youth Adults Youth Adulta
Attanded A MOVAB. .. ... coiniiiiraencieannarena 138.3% 50.5% 76.0% 47.2% 5.7% 2.3%
Played DilgO....cccvnevsnnsssscesvnnsaneranne 80.7% 82.6% 17.7% 14.9% 1.7% 1.5%
Played video games in a vidao srcade......... 47.3% 88.3% 40.7% 10.4% 12.0% i.4%
Purchased scratch-n-win or other lottery
ClCROEB .t c vt sicnineitrnnartrasantnansnn 72.3% 31.1% 23.7% 49.5% 4.0% 19.4%
Placed bets on. hockey, football, soccer, or
ADY OCLRSE SPOPC. . c o rtessrarsssrertnrncnans 7%9.0% 30.9% 17.7% 8.1% 3.3% 1.0%
Went to a bar, tavern, OF Pub......ceverausas 91.7% 51.4% 8.0% 40.2% . 3% 8.4%
Playad cazds fOT HOBBY......cvviteeorcnnnsnnns T74.7% g3.0% 21.3% 15.2% 4.0% 1.9%
Attsnded some form of live theatre........... 59.7% 65.4% 39.7% 34.3% .78 2%
Shot pool, played gelf or any other game for
DOBOY -t vt s ssvaansosatssoncisasansasssnacsens 82.3% 89.6% 12.3% 7.8% 5.3% 2.6%
Attonded & POP/ ZOCK CORCELL.....ccovnearenen 73,78 83.7% 25.7% 16.2% 7% .18
Placed becs on horses or aay other typs of
LT - L T 97.3% 94.3% 2.7% 5.2% . 0% . 5% ‘
Smoked & package ©f CiQATRELER®.........c0.000n 83.7% 65.7% 8.3% 4.9% 8.0% 29.4%
Played any type of dice games for monay...... 94.3% 36.4% 5.3% 1.3% .3% 2%
Repted & Vid@O. . it tveniticnetantcaarsnntnnan 7.3% 28.3% 66.3% 53.0% 26.3% 18.8%
Placad meney on offica pools of any kind..... 93.7% 44.8% 5.7% 13.0% 7% 2,27 |
Went to & restaurant to eat.......... 8.7% 3.8% 75.0% “31.3% 16.3% 16.9%
Played slot machines, video pokar machines.
or any other type of gambling machine..... 85.0% 79.1% 11.7% LS.4n 1.3% S. 4%
Attended &4 SYRPHONY CODCETL......ccncvirran.a 90.3% 39.6% $.7% 20.2% .0% 4
Played the etock and/ or commodities market.. 97.3% 89.3% 2.7% 10.1% -0 -6%
Went to & casino (legal or otherwise)........ 99.0% 35.9% 1.0% 4.0% .0% .18




Q2. How such money would you spead in
- -

a typical week on *

Total Yeuth Adulcs
Amount Spent On Novias In Average Weak?...... $16.32 $14.87 $17.56
Amount Spent on Bingo in Average Week?....... $461.08 $11.40 $48.50
Amcunt Spaat On Video Gamas in Avsrage Week?. §$7.47 §7.19 58.36
Amount Spant on Lottary Tickets in Average
WOAKR? ... vournrnvarsnancncorssanen $3.38 $5.18 5$9.68
Amount Spant Betting On Sports in Average
WOBK? .. i ccicnnrernraantancscsanasssasannes $8.94 $8.20 $9.88
Amount Spent in Bar, Tavern, or Pub in
AVEArage WeeK?. ... ..icttntctnscrocancacnnanss $58.79 $100.00 $58.18
Amount Spsat Playing Cards Por Momey in
AVOTRGE WOGK? .. ... cctvnrscerennsnvnnsnenes $23.37 §11.17 §33.13
Amount Spant on Live Theatrs in Average Week? $23.32 §15.00 $27.5¢
Amocunt Spent Shooting Pool, Golf, or Other
Games FOr MODBY? ... cicaveerentocsncacossns $14.06 $8.69 5§18.135
Amount Spent On Attendance at Rock/Pop
o] t in Av g We@R?.,..covvnsvencanss $33.33 $35.00 530.00
Amount Spent Betting On Horses or Other
Animals iz Avarage Meek?.........00c0s0aee $95.00 $95.00
Amount Spent On Cigarettes In An Average
HOBK? . it i ccverarreanrsnanoncancsosnasnannn $33.34 $18.48 $34.81
Amount Spent Playing Dice Games Por Money In
AVOERGES WOBK? . ... it nsnsnaacocnsesaceanssn $80.00 §20.00 $110.00
Amount Spent Renting Vidaos In An Averags
WEBK? . ... it e e taisesasroonaasotsantoon $9.11 §8.14 £9.61
Amount Spent Cn Office Pools In An Avarags
Week?........0 0. seser e rrean e $11.55 $56.00 214,39
Amguat Spent Eating ac a Rastaurant ia an
AVOERGS WOBKR? . ... ... verereranssneseensnne $57.65 $16.5% $72.56
Amgunt Spent on Slot/Video/Gambling Machines
in Avarage Week?...........cocrnnncenerens $40.61 $7.50 $48.14
Amgunt Spent on Attending Symphony in an
AVATRTE WOOK? ... .. ..o vuivrsrrernnrsnasnannnss §15.00 $§15.00
Amount Spant oca Stock/Commmodities in an
AVETAGS Wesk?. ... ..c.civirerenrsrnnannennn $275.00 $275.00
Amount Spent in Any Type of Casino in an
. 5§55.0¢0

AVerage Week?.......ccovvvennrrernnrnnonns $5%.00




Q7. Do you feel that you have ever

had a problem with gambling?

Total Youth Adults
Total
(n) . creesenersaasana 829 182 647
3 cases 100.0% 22.0% 78.0%
= 96.9% 97.3% 96.8%
Yes in the past, but not now 2.3% 1.6% 2.5%
D 4 - 7 - .8% 1.1% .8%
Q8. Have you ever gambled more that you intended to?
Total Youth Adults
Total
8 - T . 829 182 647
3 100.0% 22.0% 78.0%
NO. .. it enatannnansnns 81.1% 78.0% 81.9%
B4 T - S 18.8% 22.0% 17.9%
NOo answer.......couee0a. 1% .0% . 2%
Q9. Have people criticized your gambling?
Total Youth Adults
Total
5 < 3 829 182 647
. Y 100.0% 22.0% 78.0%
No. Ce s s et senaaaann 54.8% 94.0% 95.1%
YeB. ..ttt ivriseseroane . 5.1% 6.0% 4.8%
NO answer.....c.ocnueeue 1% .0% 2%

Qlo0.

Have you ever felt quilty about the way

you gamble or what happens when you gamble?

Total Youth Adults
Total
n)....... teteencannes 829 182 647
(%) e ioeeeae cce s 100.0% 22.0% 78.0%
NO:. i ittt eaeeaseenooncan 90.6% 85.2% 92.1%
b {-1: IR csaeees caans 9.4% 14.8% 7.9%

s




Qll. Have you ever felt like you would like .
to stop gambling but didn‘t think you could do it?

Total Youth Adults ' 4
Total
(A) iie i e tessoannasena 829 182 647
3 100.0% 22.0% 78.0% 1.2
2 - 95.9% 90.7% 97.4% 6.6
b - T 2 3.6% 8.8% 2.2%
Don‘t know........ s eaees 2% .5% 2%
NO anBWer.....c.... ceene .2% .0% .3% Ho

Ql2. Have you ever hidden betting slips, lottery
tickets, gambling money, or other signs or gambling
from pecple who are important in your life?

. Total Youth Adults
: Total :
1 < e 829 182 647
{(%)...... csessans cesnra 100.0% 22.0% 78.0%
NOo. .. ittt iinenes s e saeas 97.5% 95.6% 98.0%
Yeg.......... crecenea oo 2.5% 4.4% 2.0%

Ql3. Have you ever argued with people
over money that you have won or lost while gambling?

Total Youth Adults
Total
n)...ocveieunann.. ceonan 829 182 647
(%) eev e ceececsseas 100.0% 22.0% 78.0%
NO.oiveaeen trsee v s o eseaa 89.6% 70.9% 94.9%
B 4 T 1 10.4% 29.1% 5.1%

Ql4. Have you ever borrowed money £from someone
and not paid them back as a result of your gambling?

Total Youth Adults

Total |
L R I A 829 182 647
’(‘)geyl’iili’-ﬁiqt!tlﬂdii 100.0% 22.0% 78.0%
N@”l"iiiﬁiyi’ﬂlﬂiﬂqi‘!i!i! 96-3‘ 94.0‘ 99-5*

Y".li‘iiﬁ’“ﬁ/;liﬁﬂﬂ!I'iﬁli.d 167* 6.0‘ ‘5*




Q20. Should gambling in Nova Scotia be owned
and operated by private enterprises or should it be
run by the government?

Total Youth Adults
Total
16 + 5 . 1110 300 810
{%)..... cetesracaranen 100.0% 27.0% 73.0%
Private.....ccceceeavens 35.9% 37.3% 35.3%
Government..... .« . e 42.4% 54.0% 38.1%
Neither.......... ceeaana 12.7% 3.0% 16.3%
Both...oveeeearenenns ceee .4% .3% .4%
Depends........ teseasaaa .1% . 0% 1%
Don’t know....... cecesene 7.4% 4.3% 8.5%
NO anSweY......ocevesvee 1.2% 1.0% 1.2%

Q2l1. Some people think that compulsive gamblers
in Nova Scotia should get treatment through private
organizations, while other feel that publicly funded
therapy should be made available. What is your opinion?

Total Youth Adults

Total

{B) . ittt e s e cesens 1110 300 810

(%) .o eiereetrieeenanns 100.0% 27.0% 73.0%
Private.....cveveeencnns 38.2% 32.7% 40.2%
Public.. ... inieeninennnn 51.9% 857.0% 50.0%
Both.. ... iiiiinnes. 1% .0% 1%
Depends.........vo0eeuu. 1% .0% 1%
Other.......cieveeescans 1% 0% 1%
Don‘t KNOW.....ovveuvunnn 8.5% 10.0% 7.9%
NO anBwer.....cccc0evseee 1.2% 3% 1.5%

Q22. How serious of a problem is gambling in Nova Scotia?

Total Youth Adults
Total
6 - 3 N 1110 300 810
(%) ...... cresaraes oo 100.0% 27.0% 73.0%
Extremely sericus..... . 8.2% 10.3% 7.4%
Very seriousS.......coeus 23.2% 25.0% 22.5%
Fairly seriocus.......... 48.0% 54.0% 45.8%
Not serious at all...... 13.3% 7.7% 15.4%
Don‘t know.....cov0.. e 6.9% 3.0% 8.4%

NO a8nWer ... ccceevessosns 4% .0% .5%




C. Gambiing iz a problea
that concerne
eVETYON®. . ... 0 aans 4.0% 3.8% 30.3% 29.8% $6.3% 51.7% 3.0% 12.3% it ) L3N 2.3%

Q2). Would you say that tha following Statamants asre o
definizaly falss, false, true or definitely true? )
a7y}
Jafinitely falss Palse Trus Definitely true Depends pon‘t know/ no o
answer
Youth Adults Youth Adults Touth Adults Youth Adults Adults Youth Adults ..
A. Gambling is a harmlass
PASCIRS. ... ....vsennan 24.7% 19.8% 4%.0% S6.5% 21.3% 13.0% 3.3% 2.0% .1y 1.7% 2.56%
8. Gambling is a bad habit 3
anyone couid get over
if they wanted to.... §.3% 8.6% 32.3% 34.48 49.0% 46.3% 11.0% T.4% 0% L.3% 1.2%
5.6

D. Compulsive gambling is
an illness........... 2.0% 2.7% 14.0% 9.5% 54.7% 62.0% 27.0% 24.3% .oN 2.3% 1.5%




Ql5. Have you ever lost time from
work (or school) due to gambling?

ael

Hult

Total Youth Adults
Total
1 - 3 P, .o 829 182 647
(%)...... cressssaneans 100.0% 22.0% 78.0%
NO. . iiiiiiennnnanes sesea 98.8% 96.2% 99.5%
Yes...... veereaasan ceres . 1.2% 3.8% . 5%
Ql6. Have you ever borrowed money
to gamble or to pay for your gambling debts?
Total Youth Adults
Total
1+ 3 829 182 647
(%) o v er i iiivennesnnaa 100.0% 22.0% 78.0%
(= 95.4% 92.3% 96.3%
YQB...... ------ 8 e » 8 8 0 s 4-3* 7-1% 3‘6%
No answer.......... ceaaa .2% .5% 2%




@l7. +where did you borrow the monay for gambling from?
Did you borrow it from ...

{S—
({Subsampls: those wno pborrowed money to gamble or pay gambling dsbta) : Adule
] P
Total ** Youth Adults
4.4
Total
(B et iieiietnninassuaasosascoernvonanennas 36 13 23
(%) et it iiiineeenerattneassacasnvononensenas 100.0% 36.1% 63.9%
HouSehold BODEY...cvurereenseenrvonnnnsoncenn 5.6% 7.7% 4.3% 1.3
YOUT SpPOUBS. .. .cvrcrcevavomnsrsmevcssncsvnsos 2.8% . 0N 4.3%
Relatives or in-lawWl.....casceuvronscvsesvnans 47.2% 30.8% 56.5%
Friand®......cccciviveernnnnnnsnssosassnsanan 56.3% 716.9% 47.8% 5.6
Banks, cresdit unions, or loam companies...... 11.1% . 0% 17.4% *
You sold personal or family property........ B 2.8% Q0% 4.3%
You borrowed on your checking accoumt........ 2.8% T.7% 0%
HO BOBWBT......ootcvroenscesssnnnssscannonsas 2.8% .0% 4.3% sl

** Total may exceed 100% due to multiple mentions




TR N T

ot ne
Qlga. Has anyone ever suggested that ﬁmw
you have an alcohol or drug problem? Mule
8.5
Total Youth Adults
Total 2.3
) ....c. ves s s e aacene 829 182 647
(%) .0 eiennns cestaaae . 100.0% 22.0% 78.0% .6
NO...oveeeniennns cvererae 92.56% 97.8% 91.2%
YeS..ooeeronaann ceee e 7.2% 2.2% 8.7% t.1
No answer........... e 1% .0% . 2%

Ql8b. Do you feel that you have ever had
an alcohel or drug problem?

Total Youth Adults

Total :

8 <+ 1 T 829 182 647 g

3 100.0% 22.0% 78.0% |
NO. . ' ttneoerooeneacanas . 92.6% 97.3% 91.3%
b4 - Y - 2 7.0% 2.7% 8.2%
Don‘t kDOW. . .v.nervneesn .2% 0% .3%
NO aNBWer . ....ooiieeennne 1% 0% .2%

Ql8c. How often do you drink alcohol or use
drugs while you are gambling?
Total Youth Adults

Total

[+ 829 182 647

{(%)eeeeonn cee v st 100.0% 22.0% 78.0%
Nevel‘.--....-........... 8201% 90'7% 79‘8*
RAXEIY .. v i tvesnnncansas 12.3% 6§.6% 13.9% g
Fairly often........c.s 2.2% 1.6% 2.3% !
Almost all the time..... 1.8% 1.1% 2.0% {
All the time............ 1.1% .0% 1.4%
Don‘’t know..... sesecas . 1% .0% .2%

No answer..... st e .4% .0% .5%




Ql9. I am going to now read some statsments to you and
I would liks you to state whather you would scrongly agrae,
sgres, disagres, or stongly disagres with each ons.

Agree Jisagres Scrongly disagres Dapends don’t Know/

Stroangly agrea
anawar

Youth Adulea Youth Adults Youth Adultcs Youth Adults Adulcs Youth Adu

A. Thars are tricks to

gambling that you
have to know to wan.. 5.9% 44.0% 12.8% 16.3% 17.23% 22.1% 15.6% . 0% 1.1% [}

3. Even when a parson
spands too much money

on gambling, it‘s their

own affajir....... . 13.7% 3.1% 53.an 14.0% 25.8% 29.4% 6.6% 14.4% .9% 2
J. A successful gambler

knows how teo beat ths

odd@. .. .oevrenanenns 4.9% 1.1% 31.3% 22.9% 46.2% 47.4% i5.4% 19.8% L3N .1 L3

2. I have no problams

contrelling my
Jambling............. 59.9% §5.8% 14.1% 30.8% 5.08 .9% Q% L.4% 0% 9% i,




Sample Characteristics

Total No Possible Possible
problems Problems Patho-
logical
Total
6 » 3 T e eececsesenaen 810 771 25 14
(%) i vt ei e cecaanesannns e e 100.0% 95.2% 3.1% 1.7%
GENDER
Male......oc. e e st e s e s e s e s e aensnees £2.3% 51.8% 60.0% 71.4%
Female........ v e st eee ettt 47.7% 48.2% 40.0% 28.6%
MARITAL STATUS
Never been married...........v.uu.. 26.5% 26.1% 40.0% 28.6%
Married..... C et et e e et s et 57.4% 57.7% 44.0% 64.3%
SepArated. . v i s 1 s esra o e et soeaeon 3.0% 3.0% .0% 7.1%
Divorced. .t iv i v dveeresecaannsoanass 4.8% 4.8% 8.0% .0%
Widowed. . . i i i e et eeacenasaaannoss 7.9% 8.3% .0% 0%
NO AR8WET ../ it v istoscecsssonesonoesas .4% 1% 8.0% 0%
HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION
Elementary to some high school
(grades 1=11l).......c0c0evuvunnns 31.1% 31.0% 32.0% 35.7%
Completed high school.............. 22.0% 22.0% 20.0% 21.4%
Some community c¢ollege, vocatiomnal,
trade schoel.., 7.4% 7.1% 20.0% .0%
Completed uamm’nity college,
vocational: 9.5% 9.3% 8.0% 21.4%
Some unlveraiﬁy 10.5% 10.5% 12.0% 7.1%
Completed unive: ity (Bachelors
degree) . cid i 13.0% 13.1% 8.0% 14.3%
Post graduate nN 6.4% 6.7% . 0% .0%
Don‘t know/ no Bﬂlﬁﬁgl refused .1% .1% 0% .0%
TOTAL HOUSEHOLD mcmm
Under $10,000. .. iitsissosannnocanan 5.1% 4.7% 12.0% 14.3%
$10,000 to §19, 999-a§‘;!..... ...... 17.0% 17 .4% 12.0% 7.1%
$20,000 to $29, 9990&;:;:1:-- ....... 16.9% 17.0% 12.0% 21.4%
$30,000 to $39,999 . iusstsarocecces 12.6% 12.6% 8.0% 21.4%
$40,000 to $49.999...}u:;;«,,,....... 11.1% 10.9% 20.0% 7.1%
SSO'OOO tO $59'999.lﬂiyﬁyiii§'!!!0.0dc. Bn3% 8-2% 12.0% 701%
SG0,000 to $591999.-qli}iqitqnon--- 5.2% 5.3% .0% 7.1*
$70'000 to 79 9990-olibhlili|g;o--- 3-3% 3-5% -0% ‘0*
$80,000 and over.....oiustsvs0s000s 5.6% 5.7% 4.0% .0%
Don‘t know. . ... ... -cniii!iiii;!;nc 6.4% 6.1% 16.0% 7.1%
Refuseda ----------- ooaun;aﬁi(lbtcno 8-5% 8-7% 4.0% 7-1%
AREA
Urban. . ccceceeeesnea ce s A EEE A A AN 40.2% 40.5% 36.0% 35.7%
RUral.. v eeeseeeccoens R R R 59.8% 59.5% 64.0% 64.3%

{continued)




Sample Characteristics

Possible Possible

Total No
problems Problems Patho-
logical
AGE CATEGORY
18-24.. .. 0t cescerccasncsnssensnns .o 14.1% 13.5% 28.0% 21.4%
25-34 ... iiitirctrts et nses e 26.5% 26.5% 24.0% 28.6%
35-44... ...t 0vncrnonse ceececanans 20.1% 19.9% 16.0% 35.7%
45-54...... teteceatsae s ssses e 13.0% 13.1% 16.0% 0%
85-64.....000ccecssrssasnsesans seee 12.7% 12.9% 8.0% 14.3%
654 .ccuiecnnane s e e essestev st eesanas . 13.6% 14.0% 8.0% .0%
South Oaks Gambling Index
No Problem...vsseeussssovoscoacscnas 77.7% 81.6% .0% .0%
No Problem‘iﬁlilijidﬂiili .......... 13-2% 13'9% '0* 'o%
NO Problem..cccrsssssnssssoseesceanas 4.3% 4.5% . 0% 0%
Posgible. ... cciaeviassocsccacccanc v 2.3% .0% 76.0% .0%
Pos‘ihle..."'.'llﬂ‘.“.Q' .... * - - 07% -0* 24.0% 00‘
Probable Pathological.......... . e 1.0% .0% .0% 57.1%
Probable Pathological.............. .2% .0% . 0% 14.3%
Probable Pathological.............. .1% .0% .0% 7.1%
Probable Pathological......... ceeen 1% .0% .0% 7.1%
Probable Pathological.......... cens 1% .0% .0% 7.1%
Probable Pathological....... e .1% .0% .0% 7.1%
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