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Introduction

Chapter 1. Introduction

In spring 1992, under ahad been in existence forstate—charitable bingo and
mandate from the Texas Legseveral years and, especiallyporse and greyhound rac
islature to “conduct studiesto determine whether gam-ing—have seen modest
to identify adults and juve- bling problems have in- changes in availability during
niles in the state who are, ocreased since the lottery bethe three-year period since the
who are at risk of becoming,gan. first TCADA survey. There
problem or compulsive gam- has been little change in the
blers,” the Texas Commis- Historical Changes in number or location of bingo
sion on Alcohol and Drug Gambling Availability sessions. The fortunes of
Abuse (TCADA) carried out Since 1992 horse and greyhound racing
a baseline survey of the gam- This study is one of only have been more mixed, with
bling behavior of Texas four statewide “follow-up” some tracks going out of busi-
adults and adolescents. Thadtudies of gambling that haveness while new ones have
first survey was conducted inbeen completed to date (othepened. One development has
the few months before theers were in lowa, Minnesota,been the introduction of si-
Texas Lottery began. The reand South Dakotd)ln none mulcasting races from other
sults were intended to pro-of the other states was therstates. Betting on simulcasts
vide information on the perhaps as dramatic a differhow represents over 60 per
prevalence of betting inence in the availability of cent of the total money spent
Texas before a state lotterygambling between their twoon horse racing in Texas. The
was in place, patterns ofsurveys as the advent of dast few years have alsc
gambling, expenditures onstate-sponsored lottery hadrought the offering of lim-
gambling, and the preva-represented in Texas. Theted-scope gaming on the
lence of problem or compul-lottery has been immenselyTigua Indian reservation near
sive gambling at that time. popular, with daily and El Paso, including high-stakes

The potential impact of twice-weekly on-line gamesbingo and gaming machines
the State Lottery on gam-as well as instant scratch-off Finally, the expansion of
bling patterns and problemgickets, and has generatedasino gaming in neighboring
was a source of concern fomore revenues than anyLouisiana has also had an im-
some. The purpose of thisother state lottery in a simi-portantimpact on gambling in
follow-up study was to as-lar period of time. Texas. Since 1992, Louisiana
sess prevalence and patterns The other major commer-has opened 12 riverboat casi-
of betting after the lottery cial forms of gambling in the nos, half of which are located

T
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near the Texas border. Obgambling in Texas led to afacilities that wished to ex-
servers have noted that moreebate in the legislature angband their services to include
than half of the cars parkedn the media about the proggambling treatment. Some
at some of these casinos beamnd cons of such an action766 gamblers with problems
Texas license plates. TheAn important force in edu- were served under this twor
availability of slot and video- cating the public about prob-year provision.
poker machines at truck stopgem gambling has been the These developments form
and arcades in that state hasstablishment of the Texaghe backdrop against which
also increased substantiallfCouncil on Problem andchanges in gambling since
over the last three yearsCompulsive Gambling and1992 should be assessed.
Gambling opportunities in its telephone helpline. The
other Texas border stateselpline was inaugurated the Endnotes
have increased only modervery day the Texas Lottery! See R.A. \Volbergzambling and
ately or remained essentiallypbegan. Since then, it has re- Problem Gambling in lowa: A
stable during this period. ceived over 12,000 calls Replication SurveyRoaring
from problem gamblers out Spring, Penn.: Gemini Research,
of more than 230,000 total 1995); R.M.O. Emerson, J.C
for Problem Gamblers calls. Trained counselors Laun-dergaran and J.M.
Since 1992 provide crisis intervention, SchaeferAdult Survey of Min-
In addition to increasedcounseling and referrals to nesota Problem Gambling Be-
gambling availability, there individuals with gambling havior; A Needs Assessment
have been changes in publiproblems and their con- Changes 1990 to 199®uluth,
knowledge and awareness oferned family members and Minn.: Center for Addiction
the potential consequences dfiends. In addition to oper- Studies, University of Minne-
gambling when it becomesating the helpline, the Coun- sota, 1994); R.A. \Volberg and
problem behavior. The desirecil has also provided educa- R.M. StuefenGambling and
of the gaming industry to le-tional workshops and litera- Problem Gambling in South Da-
galize and establish casindure about compulsive gam- kota: A Follow-Up Survey

U

Changes in Resources

The helpline, which
was started by the
Texas Council on
Problem and
Compulsive Gambling
on the day the Texas
Lottery began, has
received nearly 12,000
calls from problem
gamblers out of a total
of over 230,000 calls.

bling to schools and commu-
nity groups, and has con-
ducted numerous profes-
sional training sessions for
gambling treatment counse-
lors.

Another historical devel-
opment was the provision of
state funds for gambling
treatment during the first two
years of the lottery’s opera-
tion. During this time, start-
up funding was available to

substance abuse treatment

(Northampton, Mass.: Gemi-ni
Research]994).
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Chapter 2. Methodology
Sampling Issues I Jata were then reweighted s
The present study is based that each population subgroup
upon a telephone survey of /1 orderto analyze would be proportional to its
a representative sample of  results within each size in the overall population
7,015 adults aged 18 and  'exas region, the of Texas. Weighting ensures
over and 3,079 adolescents Sample was drawnso  that although certain sub-
aged 14 through 17. The sur- there were a groups may have been
vey instrument and method- minimum of 400 oversampled, their data are
ology were similar to those adults and 200 not overrepresented in results
used in 1992, adolescents from for the entire state. Therefore,
The survey instrument each of the 11 the results presented here are
and design were developed regions. those that would be found if
by TCADA in collaboration the interviewed sample had
with the Public Policy Re- the same gender, age, racial/

search Institute (PPRI) atasked the appropriate quesethnic and regional distribu-
Texas A&M University. tions and that keyed-in re-tion as the Texas population
PPRI selected the samplesponses are not outside the The adult sample was cho-
and completed the inter-range of allowable codes. sen through a random selec
views. Adult interviewing  Inorder to analyze resultstion of telephone numbers
took place between Marchwithin each Texas region, theprovided by Survey Sam-
and August 1995, and youthsample was drawn so thapling, Inc. of Fairfield, Con-
interviews between July andthere were a minimum of necticut. Listed and unlisted
October of that year. Inter-400 adults and 200 adolestelephone numbers were inr
views were conducted incents from each of the 1lcluded. Random selection
Spanish in 5 percent of theTexas Department of Healthhelps to ensure that the
cases, at the respondent’s reend Human Services plansample will be closely repre-
quest. ning regions. In addition, sentative of the state popula
The surveys were con-certain age groups and racialfion of adults who have tele-
ducted using computer-asethnic  groups  were phones.
sisted telephone interview-oversampled in order to pro- Obtaining a sample of
ing software, which mini- vide adequate numbers folyouths by telephone was not
mizes interviewer error by analysis of these groupsa straightforward procedure
ensuring that respondents arseparately. In analysis, theas most telephones are regis
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tered to adults and it was noteach a possible respondent, (highest) to 7 (lowest) for
known in advance whether aa call was made during eacttooperation, truthfulness,
young person resided in theof five different shifts and general understanding
household. Based on highthroughout the week, con-of the questions. Respon-
school data, drivers licensecentrating on evening anddents who were rated as nof
applications and voter regissweekend hours. Numbersvery cooperative, not very
tration lists, Survey Sam-that were apparently discontruthful, or not having a
pling, Inc. developed anected were tried twice.good understanding of the
sample of telephone number8usy numbers were triedquestions (i.e., having a
with an increased probabilitytwice during the same shift,score of 6 or 7 on any of the
of representing householdswith repeated attempts durthree measures) were elimi-
with children aged 14 to 17.ing five different shifts. nated from further analysis.
Using this sample still re- When a household had beefThis reduced the adult
qguired a large number ofreached but the correct resample size by 94 cases
screening calls, as ultimatelyspondent was not availablefrom 7,109 to 7,015.
only about 22 percent of theas many as five more tries For the adolescent study,
households contacted hadvere made to reach the corat the conclusion of the in-
children in the required agerect respondent. In additionterview the respondent was
group. concerted attempts wereasked how truthful his or

A parent’'s permission to made to convert refusals andher answers to the gambling
interview was obtained be-terminations, using speciallyand drug and alcohol ques-
fore the interview with the trained interviewers. All re- tions had beefThirty-nine
youth began. The ages of thepondents were assured ofespondents said their an-
children in the householdconfidentiality and anonym- swers had been “mostly un-
were obtained from the par-ity. Because of bad telephonerue.” These teens were on
ent and one child in the 14-numbers, no answers, an@verage younger (i.e., 14
17 age group was randomlythe need to oversample cerand 15) than the rest of the
picked to be interviewed.tain age, regions and racesample and, as far as the in
Both parents and youths wer@thnic groups, a total ofterviewer could ascertain,
assured that the respondent'46,842 calls had to be madeheir parents were more
answers would remainin order to obtain the re-likely to be listening in.
anonymous and confidential.quired sample size and stratiThey were also more likely
The majority of refusals werefication for the adult survey to be African American and
due to the parents’ denyingand 34,414 calls had to bemale. These 39 were elimi-
permission for the inter- made for the adolescent surnated from from the initial
views. Almost all of the vey. The cooperation ratesample of 3,118, making the
teens for whom parental perwas 70 percent for adults anaffective sample size for
mission was granted agree®2 percent for youths. this study 3,079.
to be interviewed. At the completion of each

Interviewing took place adult interview, the inter-
during weekdays, eveningsyiewer was instructed to rate
and weekends. In order tathe respondent on a scale of




Description of the
Samples

Demographic character-
istics of the survey samples
in 1995 and 1992 are pre-
sented in Tables 2.1 and 2.2.
At both times, the percent-
ages were weighted so that
the samples reflected the ac-
tual racial/ethnic, age and
regional distribution of the
state population based on
the 1990 census. The fol-
lowing categories were used
for weighting the adult
sample: gender (male, fe-
male), race/ethnicity
(Anglo, African American
and Hispanic), age (18-24,
25-34, and 35+), and region
(a map of these 11 regions
and the counties included in
them is attached in Appen-
dix C). The adolescent
sample was similarly
weighted except that the
categories for age were 14,
15, 16, and 17.

Because the 1992 and
1995 samples were both
weighted to reflect the ac-
tual composition of the state
population in 1990, the ef-
fect of any differences be-
tween the two samples with

regard to gender, race/graphic differences in theand income may be associate
ethnicity, age and region is samples. The 1995 adulin some way with gambling
adjusted for automatically. sample does have somewhairevalence or problems, the
Therefore, changes in gam-higher education and incomehigher education and income

Table 2.1. Demographic Description of
Adult Sam ples, 1992 and 1995

Age
18-24
25-34
35+

Gender
Male
Female

Race/Ethnicity
Anglo
African American
Hispanic
Other

Region

1 High Plains
Northwest Texas
Metroplex
Upper East Texas
Southeast Texas
Gulf Coast
Central Texas
Upper South Texas
West Texas
Upper Rio Grande
11 Lower South Texas

© 00 NO OB~ WN

=
o

Education
Less than high school
High school diploma
More than high school

Household Income
Less than $20,000
$20,000-$40,000
More than $40,000

1992

16%
26%
58%

47%
53%

64%
11%
23%

2%

na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na
na

19%
29%
52%

34%
33%
33%

1995

15%
23%
62%

48%
52%

65%
11%
22%

2%

4%
3%
26%
5%
4%
23%
11%
10%
3%
4%
7%

15%
29%
57%

28%
34%
38%

Percentages are weighted.

/
I

Methodology

D

nY

bling patterns between the evels, factors that were notlevels of 1995 should be kept
two periods should not be controlled in the weighting. in mind when interpreting dif-
ascribed to any demo- To the extent that educatiorferences in gambling behav;
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However, since these popu-
lations represent a very small
component of the general

Table 2.2. Demographic Description of
Adolescent Sam ples, 1992 and 1995

1992 1995 _ .
Age population, even large differ-
14 24% 2504 ences in the gambling, sub
15 25% 25% stance use or mental healt
16 25% 25% patterns of these group
17 25% 26% would produce little change
Gender in estimates for the overal
Male 51% 49% :

Female 49% 51% population. _
Race/Ethnicity Because parental permis-
Anglo 50% 51% sion was required for th
African American 14% 13% adolescent study, not onl

Hispanic 34% 34% were teens living in house

Other 2% 3% holds without telephones an
Regions teens living in institutions

1 High Plains na 4% 9

2 Northwest Texas na 3% excluded from the sample

3 Metroplex na 23% but teens living by them-

4 Upper East Texas na 5% selves were also excluded.

5 Southeast Texas na 4% As has been discussed, the

6 Gulf Coast na 23% number of households with

7 Central Texas na 9% out telephones is relativel

8 Upper South Texas na 11%

9 West Texas na 3% Ip\{v an.d the qumber of teen

10 Upper Rio Grande na 5% living in institutions or by

11 Lower South Texas na 11% themselves represent a very

small component of all teen
ior between 1992 and 1995.izing these results to theaged 14-17. Therefore exclu
Limitations of the population of Texas. sion of these segments of th
Study Coverage population probably did not
This report provides esti- The data were collectedaffect the results by mor
mated rates of gambling,among Texans living in than a small fraction. The
substance use, and mentadlouseholds with telephonesfact that parental permissio
health problems amongTherefore, those withoutwas required for the surve
Texas adults and teenstelephone were not sampledmay have introduced som
Though this information is Also not sampled were non-bias if parents of teens wh
useful for purposes of assesshousehold populations suclgambled more than averag
ing changes in these ratesis the homeless and instituor, alternatively, less tha
over time and the currenttionalized. It is possible thataverage, were more likely t
need for prevention and treatthese populations have difrefuse permission. It is no
ment programs, there arderent patterns of gamblingknown whether this was th
limitations which should be than the population that re-case, and if so, what the di
kept in mind when general-sponds to telephone surveysection of the bias was.
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Self-Reported ior that they consider “adult” views, it was not known| Methodology
Information or even “risqué.” The com-whether or not a parent was
A potential source of biaspleted interviews were within earshot.
in any survey is understatescreened for faked responses From the limited analysis
ment or overstatement of acor exaggeration. Claiming tothat could be done with this
tual behavior. While a num-have bet on an excessivelynformation, there appeared to
ber of studies have establarge number of activities, be a small restrictive effect of
lished the utility of self-re- for instance, to have firstparental presence. If a parer
ported information in esti- placed money bets at imposwas definitely listening in, the
mating the incidence andsibly early ages or to haveadolescent was slightly less
prevalence of potentially used every one of the drugdikely to report having ever
sensitive behaviors such assked about could be considbet or used alcohol or illicit
gambling and substance usegred evidence of braggadodrugs than if the parent was
the validity of such data ul- cio. Once the 39 respondentslefinitely not listening in.
timately depends on thewho said their answers hadrhere was no difference be:
truthfulness, recall and com-been mostly untrue were extween teens whose parent
prehension of the respon-<luded, there were no othemwere or were not listening in
dents. This study was carerespondents whose pattern ofvhether they reported having
fully designed and adminis-responses suggested acrosany gambling problems.
tered to minimize these po-the-board faking or exag- Sampling Error
tential sources of error. Nev-geration. The data presented in this
ertheless, some under- or Another possible sourcereport are based on a sample
overreporting of gambling, of bias in surveys is the ef-drawn such that confidence
substance use or mentalect of someone else’s presintervals for all estimates can
health problems may haveence during the interview. be ascertained, and results can
occurred. Despite its inher-This was a particular possi-be generalized to the adult
ent problems, the survey probility in the case of inter- household population of
cess appears to be the onlyiews with teenagers whereTexas within certain probabi-
practical method availablethe parents’ permission wadistic limits. Maximum confi-
for estimating the prevalencesought beforehand. Inter-dence limits (the “margin of
of these kinds of behaviorsviewers were asked to indi-error” inherent in any survey)
in the general population. cate if there was evidenceare shown as part of tabular
Itis generally assumed thatthat a parent was or was nopresentations in Appendices A
out of concern for privacy or listening in the same room orand B. Although for editorial
social desirability, or for fear on an extension phone. Interconvenience findings are
of repercussion, people tend tviewers indicated that a parsometimes presented as if
underreport behavior whichent was definitely listening they applied to the entire adult
they perceive as sensitive om 6 percent of the interviewsor teen population, the reade
deviant. In the case of teenagand that a parent was defishould remember that all es
ers, however, the oppositenitely notlistening in 44 per- timates in this report are base
may be true, as some teensent of the interviews. In theon a sample and are therefore
may instead brag about behawether 50 percent of the intersubject to sampling error

—

[72)
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Partl- when generalizing to the screened, there is some ba-
rr:g’d“c“o” population. Because of the sis to believing that coop-
Methodology large sample size of this sur- eration with a screen would

vey, the overall maximum often have resulted in an ac-
margin of error for findings tual interview, had the re-
based on the entire sample isspondent been eligible.
only £1.4% for adults and Survey research profes-
12.2% for teens. It will be sionals in the USA and
somewhat larger for sub- Canada are reporting that
populations. Additional in- response rates for telephone
formation on the computa- surveys in the general
tional procedures utilized to population have declined in
estimate sampling error can recentyears, perhaps due to
be obtained from TCADA on increased telephone solici-
request. tation and the use of an-
swering machines to screen
Endnotes calls.
! For details of the 1992 in-3 Adolescent respondents
strument and methodology, were asked, “Sometimes it

consult L. S. Wallisch,
Gambling in Texas: 1992
Survey of Adult Gambling
Behavior (Austin, Tx:
Texas Commission on Al-
cohol and Drug Abuse,
1993).

is hard to be totally honest
about behavior such as
gambling or alcohol and
drug use. Would you say
in this survey that your an-
swers to the gambling and
drug and alcohol questions

2 The cooperation rate for the were all true, that they were
adult sample was calculated mostly true, that they were
as the number of completed about half true and half not

interviews plus calls
screened but found ineli-
gible divided by the num-
ber of completed inter-
views, the number of refus-
als, and the number
screened but not eligible.

This makes an assumption

that the majority of those

screened would have com-

pleted the interview. Since

most actual refusals hang

up before they can be

true, or that they were
mostly not true?”
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Chapter 3: Gambling Prevalence Among Adults
In Texas 1995

For each of 12 specific 5. Bingo, including pull- on them. Appendix A com-
types of gambling, plus an tabs or instant bingo;  pares the types of gambling
“other types” category, the 6. Investments such asasked about in the 1995 sur
adults surveyed were asked speculative real estate,vey with those asked about in
whether they had ever bet or high-risk stocks, stock the 1992 survey. There were

spent money on that activity, options or futures; some small differences in
whether they had done so7. Horse or greyhound rac- wording and in some specific
within the past year, and ing; activities asked about.

whether they had gambled8. Playing and betting on  Atthe time of the 1995 sur-
regularly (once a week or games of skill such as vey, the only commercial
more) on that activity within ~ bowling, pool or golf;  gambling activities that were
the past year. These were th®. Outcome of sports or legal in Texas were the Texa
12 specific gambling activi-  some other event with Lottery, state-regulated chari;
ties asked about: friends or coworkers; table bingo, and limited
1. The Texas Lottery or10.Dog or cock fights; parimutuel horse and grey-
other lottery games, suchl1.Card or dice games, mahhound racing. Informal bet-
as instant scratch-off jong or dominoes but ting among friends or cowork-
tickets or on-line games, not at a casino and noters and playing and betting on
where you pick the num-  with close friends (for games of skill were wide-
bers, such as Lotto, daily instance at a card parlorspread and probably not be
numbers, or or card shack); lieved to be outside the law by
video lottery games; 12.Sports bets such as foot-many of the participants as
2. Card or dice games at a ball, baseball, hockey, these activities generally have
casino, including river-  basketball, golf, or box- not been prosecuted when car
boat casinos; ing placed with a ried out within the privacy of
3. Slot machines or video bookie. a person’s home. In fact,
poker machines at a ca- In addition, respondents sports betting and other type
sino, truck stop, arcade owere asked if they had betof gambling, such as poker or
elsewhere; money on “any other gam- billiards, are illegal in Texas
4. Card or dice games, malbling activities,” and if so, only if wagering is done in a
jong, dominoes or mo- to specify the activities and public place and if someone
nopoly with family or report the recency, fre- besides the players makes
friends; quency and amount spentmoney from the operation.

U)

[v2)
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Speculative investing is alsoin Texas increased dramati-than the Lottery are com-
usually legal and is not con-cally. In 1992, about 49 per- bined, the percentage bettin
sidered gambling by somecent of adults had placed aon them remained essentially
although it can be a sourcébet during the past year, stable: the percentage of
of serious addiction for somewhereas by 1995, about 68adults who gambled on non
peoplet percent had done so. Thislottery activities in the past
Tables A1-A12 in Appen- increase reflects a combina-year was 45.7 percent in
dix A show the prevalencetion of increases in betting 1992 and 47.3 percent in
and recency of gambling foron some activities and de- 1995, a negligible difference.
each of the 12 categories andreases in others. In other words, excluding
an “any of the above” cat- Most of the increase in those who bet only on the
egory, for the general popu-gambling overall can be ac- lottery and did no other gam-
lation by age category and forcounted for by betting on bling, the prevalence of gam-
various subgroups. The fol-the Texas Lottery. During bling in the past year was
lowing discussion summa-the past year, about 20 per-essentially the same in 199"
rizes and highlights the infor-cent of the adult population as it was in 1992.
mation presented in theséhad gambled on the Texas However, when gambling
tables and compares it, wheré&ottery only and on no other on non-lottery activities are
appropriate, with findings activity. These gamblers examined in more detail,
from the 1992 Texas surveypushed the total past-yearsome interesting findings
of gambling. gambling prevalence rate upemerge. Although the over-
Between spring 1992 andto 68 percent in 1995. If all all prevalence of betting on
spring 1995, adult gamblinggambling activities other these activities as a group did
not change signifi-
Table 3.1. Prevalence of Past-Year Gambling cantly between 1992
Activities Amon g Texas Adults, 1992 and 1995 and 1995, the preva-
lence of gambling on

O

\"A}

1992 1995 indivi | C.
Lottery e E5T in |V|dua. activities
Cards/dice at a casino 8% 13% Changed' In Some cases
Slot machines/videopoker 9% 19% quite notably (see Table
Bingo 13% 10% 3.1). Consistent with
Speculative investment 7% 7% the increased availabil-
Horse/dog racing 11% 10% ity of slot machines and
Games of skill 12% 11% . .
Sports with friends 25% 22% YldeOpOker machines
Games with family/friends N/A 13% in nearby states, the re-
Dog/cock fights 1% 1% ported gambling on
Games at a card parlor 4% 1% these kinds of activities
Sports Wit.h 'bookie 2% 2% jumped from 9 percent
Other actvity. 3% 0% in 1992 to over 19 per-
Any gambling activity 49% 68% . .
Any activity other than lotteries 46% 47% cent in 1995. An in-
Any illegal activity (e.g., dog/card/bookie) 6% 4% crease in cards and dice

playing at casinos, from




almost 8 percent in 1992 topresented above, the answescratch- off tickets are availabl
nearly 13 percent in 1995, isappears to be that the intro-seven days a weekiver 40
also consistent with theduction of a lottery had no percent ofrespondents who
growth of casino gambling in effect on the overall amount gambled on the lottery sai
surrounding states, notablyof gambling on other activi- they did so weekly or more of-
Louisiana and, to a lesser exties; it neither stimulated ten. When lotteries are ex
tent, Colorado and Missis-other forms of gambling, cluded, only about 11 percen
sippi. nor did it replace them, at of adults who bet on anythin
On the other hand, gam-east in terms of the preva- else did so regularly, which i
bling within the past year onlence of past year betting onsimilar to the 12 percent
bingo, horse or greyhoundthese activities. However, it found in 1992. For gambler
racing, games of skill, cardcannot be determined from who had bet both on the lot
parlor games, and bets on théhese data whether increasesery and on other activities, al
outcome of events withand decreases in gamblingmost half (48 percent) had bet
friends or coworkers all de-on specific non-lottery ac- weekly or more often.
creased somewhat. Speculdivities resulted from the
tive investing, dog or cock Texas Lottery’s stimulating Patterns of Gambling
fights, and bets on sportsarticular activities and dis- on Particular Activities
through a bookie remainedplacing others, or whether Texas Lottery
stable over that time. this was merely an example  About 55 percent of adults
Among people who hadof a natural equilibrium queried in the 1992 survey,
bet at all in the past year, theamong all activities. few months before the Texa
average number of different A later chapter willexam- Lottery began, said that the
activities bet on did notine the position of lottery intended to buy a lottery ticke
change significantly from betting relative to other ac- when they became available.
1992 (2.4 activities) to 1995tivities in terms of the In the first year of the
(2.5 activities). If lotteries amounts spent on wagering.Lottery’s operation, about 67
are excluded, the average percent of adults actually
number of different activities Frequency of Betting played the Lottery, according
bet on in 1995 was 1.6 ac- In 1992, about 12 percentto several sources, includin
tivities. of the adult population said the 1993 TCADA survey of

15
]
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One of the questions thatthey bet regularly, i.e., once adult substance use, the sum-

motivated this research was week or more often dur- mer 1992 Texas Poll, and are-
“In the presence of a statdng the past year. In 1995, port issued by the Lottery
lottery, will overall gambling this proportion more than Commission in December,
increase, decrease, or remaidoubled to nearly 27 per- 19922 By spring 1995, the
the same?” That is, “Will cent. This increase can bepercentage of adults who ha
gambling on a lottergtimu- explained almost entirely by ever played the Texas Lotter
late other gamblingwill it lottery gambling. Lotto had risen slightly, to almost 7
replace gambling on othernumbers are drawn twice apercent, with about 57 percent
activities or will it haveno week, while Pick-3 numbers having played it during the
effec?” From the analysis are drawn daily? Instant past year. Another 4 percent
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of adults had not played thewho had not graduated fromgions were about equally|
Texas Lottery but had partici-high school and those in thdikely to buy lottery tickets,
pated in other lottery gamedowest income categoriesalthough adults living in Up-
during their lifetimes (2 per- were the least likely to play.per South Texas (region 8
cent during the past year)African Americans were lesswere somewhat more likely,
Since 95 percent of lifetimelikely to play than either than those living in the rest
lottery players and 97 percenfAnglos or Hispanics, but partof the state to do so. This
of past-year players hadof this effect may have beemmay be in part because thi
played the Texas Lottery, indue to the fact that Africanregion has the lowest propor:
the rest of this report allAmericans disproportion-tion of African Americans,
forms of lottery will be com- ately have lower incomes.who are the least likely to
bined, and referred to as “thelhese findings are similar toplay the lottery.
lottery” or “lotteries,” except those reported in a recent Because of the complex
when the Texas Lottery isTexas Poll, which questionednterplay of demographic
specifically referred to. 1,010 adults in Octobervariables which appeared to
Who plays the lottery? As 1995. That poll also foundbe associated with lottery
shown in Figure 3.1, recentthat individuals whose in- play, a multivariate logistic
(past-year) lottery playerscome was under $10,000 andegression was performed to
were more likely to be male.African Americans were try to distinguish which vari-
Adults were almost equally least likely to be frequent lot- ables were most strongly re-
likely to play at all ages until tery players. lated to gambling on the lot-
age 60, when play declined The TCADA survey also tery after the effect of other
dramatically. Individuals found that people in all re-variables had been acr

|72}

Figure 3.1. Percentage of Texas Adults Who Played the
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counted for. That is, were ™ 1995. The percentage o Garfllbling
; Prevalence
differences found by The Texas Lottery adults who had played card Among Adults

ethnicity really due to in-
come differences among
Anglos, African Americans
and Hispanics? Were differ-
ences found by region in fact
due to the different
ethnicities living in each re-
gion? The factors examined

or dice games at casinos dur-
ing the past year increase
from almost 8 percent in 199
to almost 13 percent in 1995
while the percentage playin
slot or videopoker machine
jumped from 9 percent to 1
percent in that timé.

appears to be
somewhat different
from other gambling
activities in that there
is a large percentage
of people who bet on

the lottery, but on
nothing else.

were age, gender, race/ As for practically all gam-
ethnicity, education, house- bling activities except bingo,
hold income, and region ofcent also play the lottery. casino games were mor
residence. The mean number of dif- likely to be played by males

The results of this analy-ferent activities bet on in thethan females. However,
sis (shown in Appendix D) past year was 2.6 activitiesvomen gambled on slot an
suggested that, net of allffor people who bet on thevideo-poker machines almos
other factors, being male,lottery (this includes thoseas much as men (18 percent
being younger, having a highwho bet only on the lotteryvs. 20 percent). Anglos, re
school education, having aas well as those who bet orspondents who had had some
higher income and living in the lottery in addition to college education, and re
Upper South Texas were allother activities) and 1.9 forspondents in the higher in
positively associated with people who bet on other accome categories also gamble
having bet on the lottery intivities only. This suggestson these activities more tha
the past year, while racethat gamblers are adding betether individuals. Not surpris-
ethnicity was not associateding on the lottery to their ingly, respondents who lived
with lottery play once theseother activities that theyin the eastern half of the state,
other factors were taken intowvould have bet on anyway,nearest to Louisiana, were th
account. rather than replacing other acmost likely to have played

The Texas Lottery appeardivities with lottery betting.  these games. In fact, over 8
to be somewhat different Table 3.2 presents a compercent of adults who ha
from other gambling activi- parative look at betting onplayed casino games or gam-
ties, in that there is a fairlythe lottery and on other acing machines said they ha

large proportion of peopletivities in 1995. gambled out of state in th
(30 percent of all past-yearCasino Games and Slot/  past year. (The other 20 per
bettors) who bet on the lot- Videopoker Machines cent may have played game

tery but on nothing else. This Betting on card or dice at local casino nights run fo
is unlike other activities, games played at casinos andharitable purposes or playe
which are almost neverslot or videopoker machinesslot-machine-type games that
played exclusively. Among played at casinos, truck stopslistribute non-cash prizes
people who do bet on othemr arcades increased drawhich are legally available in
activities, however, 90 per-matically between 1992 andTexas arcades.) Because ca-
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Table 3.2. Characteristics of Texas Gamblers,

by Activity Bet On Durin g Past Year

Total population
Past-year gamblers
Lottery

Texas Lottery only
Casino

Family games

Slot machines
Bingo
Investments
Horse/dog racing
Games of skill
Friends

Dog/cock fights
Card parlor

Bookie

Other

Total population
Past-year gamblers
Lottery

Texas Lottery only
Casino

Family games

Slot machines
Bingo
Investments
Horse/dog racing
Games of skill
Friends

Dog/cock fights
Card parlor

Bookie

Other

Percent
Population

Who

Played in
Past Year

68%
100%
59%
20%
13%
13%
19%
10%
7%
10%
11%
22%
1%
1%
2%
0%

Percent
African

American

11%
10%
10%
9%
11%
10%
12%
12%
9%
6%
7%
9%
12%
19%
11%
7%

Percent

Past-Year

Players
Who
Played

Regularly

27%
40%
40%
36%
3%
12%
3%
16%
12%
4%
20%
9%
9%
16%
15%
11%

Percent

Hispanic

22%
23%
24%
30%
11%
21%
14%
31%
10%
17%
21%
22%
46%
15%
24%
39%

Percent
Who Bet
On One
Activity
Only
25%
37%
35%
100%
2%
30%
4%
5%
9%
2%
6%
5%
3%
6%
3%
7%

Percent
Female

52%
48%
49%
55%
43%
40%
49%
60%
36%
43%
25%
38%
29%
23%
25%
51%

Percent
Who Said
It Was
Preferred
Activity

39%
69%
33%
33%
33%
26%
20%
31%
24%
21%
18%
11%
15%

8%

Percent
Low
Income

28%
24%
25%
34%
12%
22%
15%
35%

7%
13%
21%
17%
26%
20%
18%
26%

Mean
Number of
Activities
Bet On in
Past Year

1.7
2.5
2.6
1.0
4.5
4.3
3.9
3.7
3.9
4.4
4.4
3.8
4.6
5.3
5.3
5.1

Percent
Low

Mean Age

42.6
39.5
39.5
42.3
38.9
33.5
39.5
39.4
41.6
38.9
32.6
35.3
33.0
35.9
36.0
33.1

Percent
Problem

Education Gamblers

15%
12%
13%
20%
5%
9%
6%
14%
4%
7%
11%
7%
28%
12%
12%
15%

3%
5%
5%
2%
7%
10%
6%
9%
6%
6%
9%
7%
28%
14%
16%
8%




19
I

sino games often involveleast likely. Except in Lower whelmingly more likely than Gambling
large outlays of money andSouth Texas (region 11),residents of other parts of th Amzrﬁgigzﬁz
are mostly played out ofwhich is predominantly His- state to have bet on the races
state, it is not surprising thatpanic, this regional variationin the last year. This canno
those with high incomesin prevalence of bingo playbe explained totally by nearb
gamble on these games mordoes not seem to be a funcracing availability. In 1994
often. tion of race/ethnicity. It may and 1995, there were on
Bingo reflect the different availabil- horse track and one grey

The percentage of adultgty of bingo occasions in par-hound track in this region.
who played bingo gamesticular regions. However, the state’s othe
showed a decline between There is little obvious evi- horse and greyhound track
1992 and 1995, from a littledence that increases in lotwere all located in other re-
over 13 percent to slightlytery play displaced bingogions which did not have
under 10 percent. As in 1992play; in fact, the region high- particularly high prevalence
bingo was the one activityest in lottery participation of racetrack betting. Hors
that was played by propor-(Lower South Texas) wastracks were located in th
tionally more women than also the highest in bingo parMetroplex (region 3), Central
men. As with almost everyticipation. Overall, roughly Texas (region 7) and Uppe
other form of gambling, the same proportion of pastSouthTexas (region 8) an
people over the age of 35year lottery players (14.6greyhound tracks in Lower
were the least likely to play. percent) as bettors on otheSouth Texas (region 11). Iti
Hispanics were most likely activities (12.7 percent)interesting that the presenc
to play the game, whereaglayed bingo, so it does notf race tracks in a region di
Anglos were least likely. In- appear lottery players arenot necessarily correlate wit
dividuals with incomes be- giving up bingo in favor of residents’ bettig.

low $20,000 were morelotteries. Non-Commercial
likely than those with higher Horse and Greyhound Betting
incomes to play. Interest- Racing Non-commercial or infor-

ingly, people with a high Betting on horse and grey-mal betting included wager-
school diploma were morehound racing also decreasethg money on cards, dice o
likely to play than either very slightly, from a preva- boardgames with family or
those with less education olence rate of about 11.5 perfriends, or making bets on th
those with education beyondcent in 1992 to just under 10outcome of sports or othe
high school. There was som@ercent in 1995. Racetrackevents with friends and co
regional variation in play, bettors were most likely to beworkers. Gambling on cards
with residents of Upper male, Anglo, and betweendice and board games wit
South Texas (region 8) andhe ages of 25 and 34. Theyamily or friends was not
Northwest Texas (region 2)were most likely to have asked about as a separate cat-
most likely to have played in some education beyond highegory in 1992, so the preva
the last year, and residents achool and to have incomedence of this kind of betting
the Metroplex (region 3) andabove $40,000. Residents o€annot be compared. In 1995,
the Gulf Coast (region 6)the Gulf Coast were over-about 13 percent of Texa
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adults said they had gambleding. Past-year illegal gaurm - mm———
on games with friends andbling declined from 1992 to
family in the past year. Bet-1995, from 5.6 percent to 3.7 The majority of
ting on the outcome of sportspercent of the population.  People who bet in
or other events with friendsThis was due primarily to a  the past year (63
and coworkers was muchdecline in betting at card par- percent) had
more prevalent, with aboutlors, since betting on animal ~ 9ambled on more
22 percent of respondentdights and through bookies  han one activity.
having done so in the pastemained essentially stalsle.
year (down slightly from 24  Younger males in the
percent in 1992). higher income and educatiorfother” activities reported by

Both of these forms of in- categories were most likelyrespondents, which included
formal betting were most of-to bet illegally. It was re- bike or car racing, outcome
ten engaged in by youngemported equally by all racial/ of events such as births, eleg
males with a high school edu-ethnic groups and by resi-tions or the weather, flipping
cation or above and housedents of all Texas regions.coins, bikini contests,
hold incomes in the higherHowever, when the indi- whether or not a “pick-up
ranges. While games bettingzidual activities in this cat- line” will work in a bar, arm
with friends and family was egory were examined, cerwrestling, losing weight, and
done equally in all Texas re-tain differences emerged.catching fish. Speculative
gions and by all racial/ethnicFor instance, Hispanics werénvestors tended to be
groups, sports or event betmore likely than other slightly older than gamblers
ting with friends and cowork- groups to bet on dog andon most other kinds of activi-
ers was engaged in slightlycock fights, while African ties, with higher education
less often by African Ameri- Americans were more likely and incomes as well. Those
cans and by residents of Upthan others to bet in cardwho played and bet on
per East Texas (region 4)rooms. Higher income andgames of skill and those who
Southeast (region 5) and Upeducation were more characbet on “other” activities
per South Texas (region 8)teristic of those who had bettended to be among the
and slightlymore often by on sports through a bookieyoungest gamblers. Hispan
Anglos and residents of thethan of those who had parics and females were
Metroplex (region 3) and theticipated in other illegal underrepresented among in
Upper Rio Grande (regionforms of gambling. Finally, vestors but overrepresente
10). sports bettors through aamong “other” bettors.

lllegal Forms of bookie were also likely to be
Gambling slightly older than bettors on Betting on Multiple

Respondents who hadother illegal activities. Activities
gambled in the past year on Other Activities The majority of people
dog or cock fights, in card The remaining activities who bet in the past year (63
rooms, or through a bookieincluded speculative invest-percent) had gambled on
were classified in analysis agnents, playing and bettingmore than one kind of activ-
having engaged inillegal bet-on games of skill, andity, with the average number
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being 2.5 activities. This wasplaces, but only in Louisianabettors, had gone out of stat
very similar to 1992, whenand Colorado (casinos and slaspecifically in order to
the average was 2.4. machines) and Mexico (sportgamble. As expected, th

In 1995, for individuals books and animdlghts) are most popular states for Tex
who had bet on only one kindthere special activities thatans to gamble in were Loui-
of activity in the past year, itare not legal in Texas and thasiana and Nevada. About 1
was overwhelmingly likely might attract bettors whopercent of past-year gambler
to be the Texas Lottery (81cannot find them in-state.had gambled in Louisiana,
percent of single-activity Other activities that arewith about half of them hav-
bettors). For single-activity available in these states areng gone there specifically in
gamblers in 1992, the activ-also available in Texas, butorder to gamble. Almost a
ity of choice was more likely might hold other special at-many (12 percent) had
to be bets with friends or co-tractions, such as convegambled in Nevada, with

workers (30 percent), fol- about half of them having
lowed by bingo, lotteries andm—————sssssssss goOnNe there in order to gamble.
racing (about 15 percent Other states bordering Texa

One-third of past-

each). Excluding lottery-
year bettors had

only bettors, individuals who

and the country of Mexico ac-
counted for only a very little

were single-activity bettors gambled out of of out-of-state gambling
in 1995 were most likely to state, and about 13 among Texans.
bet with friends or cowork- percent of all past- Although it is not known
ers, as in 1992, followed by year bettors had which activities respondent
slot machines and bingo. gone 0"_” of state gambled on while out of state
In summary, bettors can specfically to almost 90 percent of peopl
be classified into those who gamble. who had bet on casino games
bet “in general,” that is, on a and over 80 percent of thos
variety of activities, of which who had gambled on slot o

the lottery is usually one; andnience, to residents who livevideopoker machines sai
those who bet exclusively onnear the border of thesehey had gambled out of state,
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the lottery and on nothingstates. and itis reasonable to assume

else. Respondents were askedhat they had bet on those ac-
whether they had gambledivities there. (Although Texas
Out-of-State Gambling  anywhere outside of Texashas no casinos outside of th
Texas is bordered by fourduring the past year and, ifTigua reservation near El
other states (New Mexico,so, whether they had gone tdaso, it is legal to hold privat
Oklahoma, Arkansas andthese places specifically in“casino night” parties if win-
Louisiana) plus Mexico. Fur- order to gamble. Overall,nings are non-monetar

thermore, Colorado is withinone-third (33 percent) of prizes. There are also slot-ma-
only 100 miles from one partpast-year bettors hadchine-type games at som
of the High Plains region of gambled out of state, andvideo arcades that pay off i
Texas. Opportunities toabout two-fifths of them, or prize coupons not redeemabl
gamble exist in all thesel3 percent of all past-yearfor money). Slightly over half
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of respondents who had"=——EEEEEEE—  the prospect of getting rich
gambled on activities that are was an important reason for
illegal in Texas, such as card them to gamble, about the
parlors, animal fights and same proportion who said
sports through a bookie, also . they gam-bled out of curios-
) recreation or to have _ _
said they had gambled out of fun. ity or for new experiences.
state during the past year. On the other hand, when re
spondents were asked to rank
Reasons for tant or very important one fortheir reasons for gambling,
Gambling them, and the percentagénoney came in second, afr
Survey respondents werayho said that it was the onder fun and recreation. Relar
read nine reasons commonlynost important reason. tively few respondents cited
given for gambling and asked The overwhelmingly most prestige, gambling becaust
how important or unimpor- frequent reason given forthey felt lucky, or gambling
tant each one was for themgambling was for recreationto escape from problems as
These reasons were: to maker to have fun. Fifty percentimportant reasons for gams
money or get rich; for fun of the sample said this wadling.
and recreation; to socializean important or very impor-  About one-quarter of all
with friends; to feel presti- tant reason why theyadults who had ever bet did
gious and important; to es-gambled, and almost 40 pernot have any “important”
cape from pressures anaent said it was the most im+easons for gambling; that is,
problems; to challenge theirportant reasof.Roughly they said that each of the rea
decision-making skills; for one-third of respondents saidsons listed was only a minor
action and excitement; forthat socialization with reason or not a reason at all
new experiences or out of cufriends was an important reafor them to gamble. Adults
riosity; and because one is &on and one-third also saidvho did not list any impor-
lucky person or has a “sys-that “action and excitement”tant reasons were more likely
tem” to beat the odds. Rewere im-
spondents were asked foportant

The most frequent
reason given for
gambling was for

D

Table 3.3. Percentages Endorsing

each to indicate whether itreasons Each Reason for Gamblin g
was a “very important rea-for their Important or
son,” an “important reason,”g a m - Very Most
a “minor reason, ” or “not a bling. Important — Important
" . Reason Reason
reason at all” for their gam-Only Eun 50% 20%
bling. Since respondentsslightly money 28% 18%
could espouse more than onever one- Socialize 33% 11%
reason, they were also askequarter ~ Action 35% 5%
which reason was the onepf the Curiosity B 5%
most important for them.  sample E::gzzge lg:j" 23’
. 0 (]
Table 3.3 shpws the persaid that Lucky 8% 1%
centage who said each reasomaking prestige 4% 0%

for gambling was an impor-money or No reason is important na 25%
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to have bet in the far past buspondents with householdbling activity. The next most Gambling
not during the last year.  incomes less than $40,00Gavorite was slot and video- Prevalence

Among Adults

The importance of differ- were more likely than thosepoker machines, with about
ent reasons varied somewith higher incomes to sayl4 percent saying they pre:
what. For instance, youngetthey bet for the money. Fi-ferred this form of gambling.
adults tended to gamblenally, respondents who wereBetween 5 and 10 percent of
more for social reasons, forllottery-only bettors were respondents each said they
the challenge of it, for actionmore likely to say they preferred casino games,
and excitement, out of curi-gambled for economic rea-bingo, horse and greyhound
osity, or because they had @ons than those who bet omacing, and bets with friends

lucky system, whereas oldeother activities. or family. Fewer than 5 per-
adults cited money more of- cent said their favorite activi-
ten as the motivation for their Gambling ties were speculative invest:
gambling. Men were more Preferences: Which ments, games of skill, anima
likely to say they gambled Activity Do You Enjoy fights, card parlor games, or
for social reasons, for the Most? betting on sports with a

challenge, or for action, Respondents who hadbookie.

while women said theyever gambled on more than

gambled primarily for fun. one activity were asked Age at First Bet

Anglos were relatively more which gambling activity they = On average, adults wha
likely than other racial/eth- most enjoyed. Those whohad ever gambled had made
nic groups to cite recreationhad gambled on only one actheir first bet for money at age
and less likely to say thattivity were coded as prefer-25. Adults who had ever
challenge, escape, prestigeajng that activity. gambled regularly had made
luck or curiosity were their  The lottery was far-and- their first bets slightly earlier,
most important reasons foraway the favorite activity of at 23 years old on average,
gambling. African Ameri- most bettors, with about one-and began regular betting at
cans were relatively morethird of respondents endorsabout age 33. These ages are
likely than others to say theying it as their preferred gam-somewhat higher than those

gambled to make money, al- reported in the 1992 survey
though Hispanics also gav ™ e and may be due in part to the
this reason more often than 12 percent of fact that individuals who only

Anglos. People from “other”  pathological gamblers bet on the Texas Lottery had
racial/ethnic groups (prima- said they had begun betting at a later age
rily Asians) were relatively obtained money for than those who bet on other

more likely to gamble forthe  gambling or gambling activities.
challenge or action, and were  debts from an illicit

the group most likely to say source, such as lllegal Activities

they gambled mainly be- shoplifting, writing Related to Gambling
cause it afforded them pres-  pad checks, selling Respondents who hag
tige or a feeling of impor- drugs, etc. gambled at all within the past
tance. Not surprisingly, re- year or who had ever gambled
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regularly, even if not within of opportunity as the reasonlikely to be female, older
the past year, were asked ifvhile by 1995, with the than 35, African American,
they had “ever been inwidespread availability of to have less than a high
trouble with the law becausethe lottery, only 5 percentschool education and a
of activities relating to gam- gave this reason, and a largenousehold income of less
bling.” Less than 0.5 percentpercentage than in 1992 gavéhan $20,000, to come from
of the sample said that thissconomic reasons (22 perNorthwest Texas, Upper East
had occurred. However, 4cent in 1992). Texas or Southeast Texas,
percent of those classified as and to say that religion is
pathological gamblers (see very important in their lives.
definition in Chapter 5) said I These characteristics are a
that they had had such an ex- most identical to those found
perience. In addition, another Since the percentage among non-gamblers in
12 percent of pathological ~ ©f those who first 1992.

gamblers said that they had began betting within Respondents who had
obtained money for gam- he past three years never gambled in their lives
bling or gambling debts from /S the same for those were asked why they did not

an illicit source, such as who have and those
shoplifting, writing bad
checks, embezzling from
work, robbing people, selling
drugs, or carrying out wel-

who have not played
the lottery, it is not
likely that the Texas
Lottery created an

bet money or gamble. Al-
most half (46 percent) gave
religious, moral or personal
scruples as the major reaso
such as “I think it's wrong,”

5

“excess” of gamblers
(i.e., gamblers who

fare, tax, or insurance fraud. “l don’t like the gambling

scene,” “The Bible says |

People Who Have WO“/d.”Ot have shouldn’t.” Almost 20 per-
Gambled in the Past otherW/se.bet on cent gave economic reasons
Almost one-fifth of the re- other things). such as, “It's a waste of

spondents said they had
gambled in their lifetimes but
had not done so during the Adults Who Have money,” and another 20 per-
past year. They gave the fol-  Never Gambled cent said they just weren't
lowing reasons for givingup  While this report focusesinterested in this kind of ac-
gambling: economics (300n characteristics of gam-tivity or had no time or in-
percent), religious or moralblers, there is a small popu-<lination. A small number (5
scruples (15 percent), loss ofation of adults who have percent) said they did not bet
interest (36 percent), and lackhever gambled. About 13because of lack of opportu;
of opportunity (5 percent). percent of Texas adults saidity or because they believed
About 13 percent gave a vathey had never bet money ont was illegal or addictive.
riety of other unclassi-fiable any activity. Compared to

reasons. In 1992, over ongeople who had gambled in

quarter of those who hadtheir lifetimes, people who

given up gambling cited lackhad never bet were more

money” or “I don't believe
in taking risks with my




Did the Texas Lottery gun betting with the Texastery, it is not likely that the
Create New Bettors? Lottery. Only about 28 per- Texas Lottery created a large
When comparing the per-cent of lifetime gamblers “excess” of gamblers, i.e.

centages of those who hadaid that they began bettinggamblers who would not have
never bet in 1995 and 1992within the past three yearsotherwise bet on other things,
it is interesting to note thatand there was little differ-

in 1992, 24 percent of re-ence between those who had Endnotes
spondents said they hacdever bet on the Texas Lottery In the weeks following
never bet in their lifetimes, (29 percent began within the Black Monday, the day there
whereas in 1995, only 13past three years) and thosewas a precipitous drop in the
percent had never done sowvho had only participated in stock market in October
Although the proportion of other forms of gambling but 1987, stock market gam-
people who only began bet-had not played the lottery (26 bling calls represented 44
ting when the Texas Lotterypercent). percent of all calls to the
began is unknown, it is rea- There is a small percent- New Jersey state gambling
sonable to speculate thaage of Texas adults who help-line.
some part of the increase irprobably did first begin bet- 2 Pick 3 is a game played simi-
lifetime betting is attribut- ting with the Texas Lottery larly to lotto numbers, ex-
able to people who firstand who are lottery-only bet- cept players choose threg
started to gamble with thetors. Although this question numbers between one and
lottery. was not asked directly, it can nine.

However, a majority of in- be surmised that individuals® L. S. Wallisch,1993 Texas
dividuals (72 percent) hadwho have gambled only on Survey of Substance Us
begun betting before the lototteries, and who said they Among AdultgAustin, Tx.:
tery ever began, and peopldirst began gambling within Texas Commission on Alco-
who had ever played thethe pastthree years, are prob-hol and Drug Abuse, 1994);
Texas Lottery began bettingably new gamblers attracted unpublished tables from the
on average, even longer agby the Texas Lottery. This “1992 Texas Poll” con-
than those who had neverepresents about 8.7 percentducted by the Public Policy
played the lottery. Respon-of the state’s adult popula- Research Institute, Texas
dents were asked at what aggon. There may also be a cer- A&M University.
they placed their first bet.tain percentage who first be# A very small part of the in-
This age was compared tgyan betting with the Texas crease may be due to the ex
their current age, in order toLottery but who subse- panded wording of the quest
calculate how many yearsquently have bet on other tions used in 1995, in which
ago they had first gambled.activities and are not exclu- respondents were asked i
The 1995 survey was con-=sive lottery gamblers. Since they had played these games
ducted approximately threethe percentage of those who not only at casinos (as aske
years after the lottery hadfirst began betting within the in 1992) but also at riverboa
begun, so individuals whopast three years is the samecasinos, truck stops, arcades
had first bet more than thredor those who have and those or elsewhere. However, it i
years ago could not have bewho have not played the lot- unlikely that respondents in
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1992 underreported these
games just because they did
not include riverboats or
truck stops in their thinking,
since riverboats and truck-
stop gambling were almost
nonexistent in 1992. The
expanded wording reflects
essentially the expansion of
gambling venues and op-
portunities.

°|t is possible that reported
betting at card parlors de-
clined because of a slight
change in the wording of
the question. In 1995, the
question specifically men-
tioned card parlors, while in
1992 it was more vague.
This may have caused some
over-porting of this activity
in 1992.

¢ Percentages given for
“most important reason”
are based on those respon-
dents who said that at least
one of the nine reasons
asked about was an “impor-
tant” or “very important”
reason why they gambled,
that is, they exclude the 25
percent of respondents who
said there were no impor-
tantreasons and that all rea-
sons were minor.
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Chapter 4. Expenditures on Gambling

People who hagambled "———EEEEEEE————————— certain whether these amounts

on an activity during the last were typical of their monthly
twelve months were asked Only three expenditures on gambling, it
how much money they had respondents is possible that respondents
spent on that activity during ~ reported spending exaggerated, or that the past
the past month. The monthly over $5,000 on month was not typical for
gambling expenditures must more than one them. For instance, respon-
be analyzed cautiously for activity and none dents who had visited a casi-
several reasons. First, such  reported spending no during the last month may
information is based on  that much on more have reported the amount
recollection and amounts  than two activities. spent during that trip, which
remembered may not be may not have been typical of
exact. The research team their monthly betting patterns.

believed that asking re-gambling expenditures wereThere did not seem to be gen
spondents about their pastprobed to find out whethereralized overreport-ing, as
month expenditures wouldthis was a typical month for only three respondents report
produce more accurate recallhem, but some may havesd spending a lot of money
than asking about a “typical”’ exaggerated neverthelesover $5000) on more than
month. Indeed, only about 1Another possible ambiguity one activity and none report-
percent of past-year bettordrises from the fact that someed spending that much or
on an activity were unable orrespondents may havemore than two activities. For
unwilling to estimate the reported the net amount they:omparing mean expenditures
amount they had spent, aspent (expenses minushetween 1992 and 1995, o
compared to 7 percent inwinnings) while others may among different demograph-
1992, when questions weréhave reported the totalic categories in 1995, a stan
asked about a “typical” amount of money they gam-dard convention was adopte
month. On the other handpled, regardless of whetheof recoding all amounts great:
amounts reported for thethey won it back orlostitall. er than $5000 to exactly,
previous month may not A few respondents said$5000. Since this was done
produce good estimates othatthey had spent very largdor all activities and for both
average monthly spendingamounts of money peryears, relative means can be
Respondents who reportednonth. Even though inter-compared.Where means are
unusually high past-monthviewers were supposed to aseported, they should be con

=

1=
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sidered only in a relative way,vestments were exclud e = —
since the actual amount willfrom calculations of total
be influenced by the ceilinggambling expenditures.
established. Some gamblers For these reasons, data on
do, however, spend largereported expenditures are
monthly sums of money onbest suited for analyzing the
gambling, so it is unwise torelative importance of differ-
assume that all large amountent types of gambling and the
are overreports. In one samrelative spending of demo-
ple of 71 pathological gam-graphic groups, rather thartivity for 1992 and 1995.
blers in treatment, for exam-for ascertaining absolute Individuals who had bet
ple, the mean amount spenspending levels. in casinos tended to spend
per week on gambling before Figure 4.1 shows, forthe highest amounts. In
treatment was over $3,860. each gambling activity, the1995, 15 percent of past-
Finally, amounts spent onpercentage of past-year betyear casino gamblers had
speculative investments retors on that activity who saidspent more than $100 in the
flect very large amounts ofthat they spent less than $10past month. Interestingly,
money spent by a small num$11 - $20, $21 - $50, $51 -the percentage who spent
ber of respondents and seri$100, and over $100 on thatnore than $100 on casino
ously inflate averages and toactivity in the past month. gambling was only about
tals. Furthermore, such in-For comparison with 1992, half of what it had been in
vestments are not universallyFigure 4.2 shows, for eachl992, when almost 36 per-
regarded as a gambling activactivity, the percentage whocent of casino gamblers had
ity. Therefore, speculative in-spent over $100 on each acspent over $100 in a typical

Individuals who bet in
casinos tended to
spend the highest

amounts, followed by

those who bet on dog
or cock fights.

Figure 4.1. Amount Spent by Past-Year Bettors on Various

Activities
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Figure 4.2. Percentage of Past-Year Bettors Who Spent over
$100 for Each Activity, 1992 and 1995
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month. This may be becauséotteries in 1995 than in any, that a state lottery woul
in 1992, gamblers had t01992, the average amounhave on two other major type
travel to Nevada or New Jer-spent per bettor in 1995 waof commercial of gambling in
sey to bet in casinos, andower. This is possibly be- Texas: bingo and horse an
such a trip was likely to be acause those who bet on lotgreyhound racing. In terms o
large-scale, gambling-cen-teries in 1992, before theexpenditures on these activi
tered one, while in 1995, ca-Texas Lottery began, wereties, there appears to hav
sino betting could more eas~harder core” lottery players. been almost no change in th
ily take place as a componenthat is, in the absence of armamount spent on bingo, bu
of a shorter trip to Louisiana.in-state lottery, those whosome decline in the amoun
Dog and cock fights alsowished to bet on lotteries hadspent on racing. For bingo, th
claimed relatively large out-to make a special effort tomean monthly amount spen
lays, with 12 percent of bet-participate in out-of-state lot- per player was stable, at $5
tors on that activity spendingteries through the mail, or inin 1992 and $50 in 1995. Th
more than $100 in the pasbther lottery-type games. Inpercentage who spent over
month. Fewer than 10 perthe Texas Lottery, on the$100 per month was also quit
cent of bettors on other ac-other hand, it is easy to be aimilar, at 5.5 percent in 199

tivities spent more than $100dollar-a-week gambler. and 4.5 percent in 1995. Fo
per month on them, with lot- racing, the mean amoun
teries having the smallest  Has the Lottery spent declined somewhat,
percentage of hundred-dollarAffected Other Forms from $123 in 1992 to $92 in
bettors (2.2 percent). Inter- of Gambling? 1995, and the percentage wh

estingly, although signifi- There has been considerspent over $100 dropped t
cantly more people bet onable interest in the effect, ifhalf, from 14 percent to 8 per
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cent. non-lottery activities. They spent on other activities.
How much of this changedo not appear to be replac-
can be attributed to lotterying bingo and racing with Mean Monthly

play? There are several way#ottery play but rather add- Amount Spent on All
of looking at this question.ing lottery play to their rep- Gambling in 1992 and
First of all, it is clear that ertoire of gambling activi- 1995
people who bet on bingo orties. When the number of The percentage of gam-
on racing spend more onactivities bet on is held con- blers who had spent more
these activities than dostant, people who play the than $100 per month on an
people who bet on the lotterylottery actually spend more activity was lower for nearly
where the average monthlyon bingo and racing than all activities in 1995 than it
amount was just $37 as compeople who do not play the had been in 1992. The ex-
pared to $50 for bingo andlottery. For example, for ceptions were bets in card
$92 for racing. There is nopeople who bet in the pastparlors and bets on games of
reason to believe that, ifyear on lottery and bingo skill, both of which showed
people did not bet on the lot-only, the monthly expendi- no change since 1992. In ad-
tery, they would invest thatture on bingo was $38 asdition, in 1995 the average
$37 on bingo or racing. compared to just $17 for total amount spent on gam-
When the amount spent orpeople who bet on bingo bling per bettor was only
bingo and racing is looked atand one other, but non-lot- about two-thirds of what it
for lottery players and non-tery, activity during that had been in 1992. In 1992,
lottery players separately, ityear. For those who had betpast-year bettors had spent
might appear at first glanceon lottery and racing only, an average of $200 per
that people who play the lot-the mean expenditure onmonth on gambling, while
tery do spend less on bingagacing was $30 as comparedin 1995, they had spent only
and racing than people whao $18 for people who had $129. Extended to the entire
bet on other activities but dobet on racing and anotherpopulation of Texas adults
not play the lottery. That is, activity. (approximately 13.3 mil-
lottery players spend an av- Differences in mean lion, of whom about 9 mil-
erage of $42 on bingo asamounts should be regardedion were past-year bettors),
compared to $110 for non-cautiously, due to the high this would represent a total
lottery players; similarly, lot- variance of amounts re- expenditure of about $1.2
tery players spend $90 orported and small sample billion on gambling per
racing as compared to $11kizes being compared. In month in 1995. Despite the
for non-lottery players. How- many cases, even seeminglydecline in the average
ever, this difference appeardarge differences are not sta-monthly amount spent, the
to be due to the fact that lottistically significant. In total is identical to that
tery players bet on more acsummary, the above find- which was found in the
tivities overall than non-lot- ings do not provide any evi- 1992 survey, because more
tery players and thereforedence that spending on thepeople had bet in 1995.
spread their money overlottery replaces money that Figure 4.3 shows the pro-
more activities, including would otherwise have been portion of the total monthly




Figure 4.3. Proportion of Average Monthly Gambling
Expenditure Spent on Each Activity
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expenditure on gamblingan indication of the relative S|ot machines and bets with
that was spent on each activimportance of different typesfriends, both of which had
ity individually. This gives of gambling in the generalrelatively high participation

Figure 4.4. Relative Monthly Amounts Spent on Gambling,

by Demographic Groups
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population. The lottery
accounted for the largest
proportion (24 percent) of
expenditures on betting in
the past month because,
although the mean
amount spent on lotteries
was the lowest of any ac-
tivity, the number of

people who played them|
was great. Casino game
accounted for 16 percent
of the total expenditures
for the opposite reason;
although a smaller num-
ber of individuals partici-

pated in these games, th
average amount they
spent was substantial
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Part 2 - Adult rates but average expenditurgraphic groups. This figuir T—
Gambling amounts, each accounted fas used to compare amounts
13 percent of total expendito each other, but not to as-
tures. The relative amountertain absolute amounts
spent on slot machines, racspent by each group.

ing, bets with friends, bingo, Among past-year bettors,
games of skill, and bookiesnen spent almost one-and-a-
was very similar in 1992 andchalf times as much as
1995. The relative amountwvomen, and those under age
spent on casino games d&5 spent one-and-a-half
clined somewhat, from 23times as much as those over
percentto 16 percent, and thege 35. Anglos, African
amount spent on lotteries inAmericans and Hispanicsgroup of individuals in the
creased from 8 percent to 24pent approximately thehigh-school dropout cat-

Among past-year
gamblers, men spent
almost one-and-a-
half times as much
as women, and
those under age 25
spent one-and-a-half
times as much as
those over age 35.

percent. same monthly amount. Theegory (i.e. those completing
relationship between educag to 11 years of education

Differences in tion and amount spent, andor some reason spent a
Expenditures by between income and amouninuch as those with the high-
Demographic spent, was not completelyest education; and individu-
Characteristics consistent. In general, theals in the $20,000 to $30,00(

Figure 4.4 displays theamount spent rose withincome bracket were the
relative monthly amountshigher income and higherhighest spenders of all. There
spent by different demo-education; however, thewere also some regional dif-

U

Figure 4.5. Relative Monthly Amounts Spent, by Region
$350 T

$300 +
$250 +
$200 + —
$150 + ]

$100 +

$50 T

$0

High Plains
Northwest Tx :l
Metroplex I
Upper East Tx
Southeast Tx
Gulf Coast
Central Tx
Upper South Tx
West Tx
Upper Rio
Grande
Lower South Tx




ferences in the amount spent,
with respondents from
Southeast Texas (region 5)
spending almost eight times
as much as respondents in
Northwest Texas (region 2).

Endnotes

1ln 1992, respondents were
asked about their expendi-
tures in a typical month,
while in 1995, they were
asked for their expenditures
during the past month.
However, for purposes of
comparison, it will be as-
sumed that the past month
represents a typical month
for respondents. Since
some respondents will have
bet more than average in
the past month and some
less than average, the mean
amount for the previous
month should, in fact, be a
good indicator of a “typi-
cal” month for the sample
as a whole.

2H. R. Lesieur and S. B.
Blume, “Evaluation of Pa-
tients Treated for Patho-
logical Gambling in a Com-
bined Alcohol, Substance
Abuse and Pathological
Gambling Treatment Unit
Using the Addiction Sever-
ity Index,” British Journal
of Addiction86: 765-771,
1991.
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Chapter 5. Problem and Pathological Gambling

How Gambling I pathological” gambler to de-

Problems Are Despite the overall note someone with five or

Measured increase in the more problems. The expres-

In the 1992 and 1995 prevalence of sion “gamblers with (serious)
studies, gambling problems gambling between problems” will refer to all

were assessed by the South 199, ang 1995, the problem and pathological
Oaks Gambling Screen percentage of adults gamblers combined.

(SOGS). This 20-item in- having gambling- All survey respondents
strument was derived from  ,o/5ted problems did who had ever gambled were
the diagnostic criteria for not change asked to respond to the SOGS
pathological gambling estab- significantly. items. The questions making
lished by the American Psy- up the SOGS scale are pre-
chological Associatiohand sented in Appendix F. The

has demonstrated reliabilityproblem and pathologicalquestions asked first about
and validity? It has been gambling in a population. lifetime gambling problems.
used to assess problem and The SOGS is scored on df respondents indicated that
pathological gambling in scale of 1 to 20, with a scorethey had had a problem in
clinical samples as well as inof 5 or greater usually con-their lifetime, they were then
general population samplessidered to define a probableasked if they had had it dur-
In the past decade, it haspathological” or compul- ing the past year. In this way:.
been used in all but three ofsive gambler. A score of 3 oreach respondent was given a
the gambling prevalence sur4 is considered to represenlifetime and a past-year clas:
veys conducted in 16 statesa “problem” gambler, i.e., sification. Respondents wha
seven Canadian provincesomeone who displays somdad never gambled at all weré
and the country of New serious gambling problemsautomatically assigned 4
Zealand. Although there isnow and may be at risk ofscore of 0.

concern that the SOGS hadvecoming a pathological

caused misclassification of agambler if no intervention Prevalence of
small percentage of gam-occurs. Gambling Problems
blers (both false positives In this report, the term Despite the overall increase
and false negatives), it is at'problem” gambler will be inthe prevalence of gambling
present the most reliable andised to denote a gamblebetween 1992 and 1995, th
widely used instrument for who indicated three or fourpercentage of adults having
measuring the prevalence oproblems on the SOGS, andgjambling-related problems

1%

1%
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Table 5.1. Prevalence of Past-Year and Lifetime This stability of prob-
Problem and Pathological Gambling in Texas, lem rates despite in-
1992 and 1995 creases in gambling
Past-Year Lifetime rates is in part due to the
1992 1995 1992 1995 fact that individuals who
0, 0, 0, 0,

Problem gamblers 1.7% 2.2% 3.5% 3.6% gambled on the Texas

Pathological gamblers 0.8% 0.8% 1.3% 1.8% Lott | h
Total 25%  3.0% 48%  5.4% ottery only (who ac-

counted for the majority
of the increase in gam-
did not change significantly. "=———EEEEEEE———————— )ling prevalence) were less

In 1992, about 2.5 percentof  When gamblers with likely than other gamblers to
the adult population could be  past-year problems experience any gambling
considered past-year prob-  were studied more problems. In 1995, only a little
lem or pathological gam- closely, about one- over 2 percent of people whg
blers; in 1995, this percent-  fourth of them or 0.8 had bet on thdottery and
age was 3.0, a non-signifi-  percent of the Texas nothing else in the past yeajr
cant difference. The lifetime adult population reported any gambling prob-
rates were also only negligi- could be considered lems (3+ on SOGS), while
bly higher in 1995, at 5.4 pathological almost 4 percent of people
compared to 4.8in 1992 (see gamblers. who had bet on non-lottery
Table 5.1). activities only and nearly 6
When gamblers with past- percent of people who hag

year problems were studiedates, about 1.8 percent obet on both lottery and non-
more closely, about a quar-Texas adults were pathologi{ottery activities reported
ter of them, or 0.8 percent ofcal gamblers in 1995, a slightsuch problems. Although it
the Texas adult population,increase from the 1.3 percenis not known which activities
were the most seriouslyof 1992. were the most problematic
troubled gamblers, those In terms of actual num- for these other problem bet:
whose behavior is considereders of individuals troubledtors, it would seem that
pathological. This percent-by gambling problems, people who bet solely on the
age was identical to thatthrough extrapolation it canlottery are less prone to prob
found in 1992. For lifetime be estimated that 346,000 tdems than people who bet on
453,000 adults currentlyother activities or other ac-

have serious gambling prob+ivities plus the lottery. This

I |ems (the range indicates ds not to say that lottery gams
It can be estimated 95 percent confidence inte.r-blers cannot develop prob:
that 346,000 to val). Among these, approxi-lem behavior. The gambling
453,000 adult mately 80,090 to 133,000helpline receives hundreds

can be considered probablef calls a year from individu-
pathological garnlers, who als who spend their rent
would be good candidates foimoney or their entire pay-
treatment at this time. checks on a roll of instant

Texans currently
have serious
gambling problems.
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. Problem and
S_”atCh‘Oﬁ _“Ckets or mul-  Taple 5.2. Demographic Characteristics of Problem Pathological
tiple Lotto picks. Gamblers Versus Non-Problem Gamblers Gambling
Demographic Past-
Characteristics of o Nb‘;t PYE?V Ppta;]S‘l'Y‘?arl
ropiem robiem atnologica
Problem and Gamblers Gamblers Gamblers
Pathological N=4400 N=161 N=60
Gamblers Gender
Male 52% 60% 54%
Tables 5.2 and 5.3 present Female 4% 40% 47%
the rates of demographictace/Ethnicity
o Anglo 66% 51% 56%
characteristics of past-year African American 10% 18% 17%
problem and pathological g‘ti%?”'c Zif’ 2?3;" 2;2;0
0 0 0
gamblers as compared tage
eople who gamble without 1824 L 3% S
peop 9 _ 25-34 26% 30% 27%
problems. Important find- 35and+ 58% 30% 36%
ings are highlighted in theNIarit a’l‘l”eas’"’t Z?fs Ul 06 e
discussion below. Married 58% 36% 40%
Divorced/Separated 15% 17% 12%
In 1995, men and women  Never married 24% 45% 48%
were almost equally likely toEducation
b thol _q | y bly Less than high school 12% 23% 27%
€ pathological gamblers. High school diploma 29% 36% 33%
There was a slight increaseg Some college €02 41% A0
. . Employment Status
likelihood for problem gam-  working full-time 64% 61% 53%
blers to be male. Working part-time % 11% 6%
Going to school 6% 8% 13%
Age Homemaking 11% 13% 10%
Both problem and patho- g';";‘rté'gd —- o 1o
. 0 0 0
logical gamblers were uynemployed 2% 4% %
younger than non-problemfoccupation
bl Professional 20% 17% 14%
gamplers. Managerial 13% %% %%
Race/Ethnicity Clerical/Service 43% 46% 50%
. Blue Collar 24% 29% 28%
Problem and pathologicaltrotal Family Income
gamblers were more likely < $20.000 22% 33% 2%
$20,000-$40,000 31% 36% 34%
than non-problem gamblers >g40000 39% 26% 33%
to be African American orReﬁ)gi/Srf 8% 6% 4%
Hispanic. Protestant/Other Christian 61% 63% 60%
Mar,ta/ Status Catho”c 34% 31% 28%
. Jewish 1% 0% 1%
Problem and pathological  other Non-Christian 2% 2% %
gamblers were less likely to  Atheist/Agnostic 2% 4% 8%
have ever been married importance of Religion
- Very Important 59% 54% 60%
Education Notvery imporant W m e
. ot very importan
Problem and pathological ymp ’ : ’
gamblers were more likely to
be high school dropouts and
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less likely to have any
college education
than non-problem

Table 5.3. Region of Residence of Problem and
Non-Problem Gamblers

Past-Year Past-Year

gamblers. Not Problem  Problem  Pathological

Working Status Region Gamblers Gamblers Gamblers
Pathological gam- (N=4400) (N=161) (N=60)
blers were less likely 1 High Plains 4% 4% 5%
than problem gam- 2 Northwest Texas 3% 3% 3%
blers or non-broblem 3 Metroplex 26% 31% 29%
P 4 Upper East Texas 5% 5% 6%
gamblers to be work- 5 Southeast Texas 4% 3% 2%
ing, but their unem- g Guif Coast 23% 22% 22%
ployment rate was 7 Central Texas 11% 7% 11%
similar to that of the 8 Upper South Texas 11% 12% 8%
other two groups. 9 West Texas 3% 3% 3%
They were less likely 10 Upper Rio Grande 4% 4% 3%
11 Lower South Texas 8% 7% 8%

to be in the labor force
because they were in-
stead in school or disabledlem or pathological gam- variables were controlled for
Occupation bling. Gamblers with prob- their mutual effects, a multi-
Differences in occupationlems were found equally invariate logistic regression
between problem/pathologi-all eleven of the Texas re-analysis was carried out
cal gamblers and non-probgions. This regression explored the
lem gamblers were not sta- The findings presentedsimultaneous effects of gen-
tistically significant. above are all based on bivarider, age, race/ethnicity, mari:
Total Household ate relationships, that is, ontal status, education, and in
Income relationships between eacltome on the probability of
Problem gamblers re-ndividual demographic fac- having gambling problems
ported the lowest householdor and problem gambling(i.e. of being a past-year
incomes. The incomes ofvithout taking into account problem or pathological
pathological gamblers wereany other demographic fac-gambler).
intermediate between probtors that could help explain  The results (shown in Ap-
lem gamblers and non-probthe relationship. For in- pendix D) suggested that be
lem gamblers. stance, problem gamblersng African American and
Religion may be less likely to be mar-young, having a low income,
There were no obviousried and may have lowerand having not attended col
differences in religious af-education and income leveldege were the characteristics
filiation or in importance of simply because they aremost strongly associated
religion among the threeyounger. with having a gambling
groups. In order to investigate problem. Thatis, people with
Region whether the differenceslowerincome and education
There were no significantfound on a bivariate levelwere more likely to be prob-
regional differences in prob-were still found when the lem or pathological gamblers
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at any age and among all ra-  Although other researchblers, they were less over.  Problem and
cial/ethnic groups. Being un-suggests that pathologicalhelmingly so. Problem gam-|  Pathological
. . h ) Gambling
married and being male weregamblers bet for the thrill of blers also favored casing
also related to having a gamgambling and not to get richgames, but also said they pre
bling problem, but their net (they frequently put all their ferred betting on sports and
effect was somewhatwinnings back into gambling other events with friends and
smaller. Being Hispanic hadand gamble until their moneycoworkers. It is apparent that
seemed to be related to haus all gone again), it is inter-individuals with gambling
ing a gambling problem atesting that problem andproblems can experience
the bivariate level, but thispathological gamblers in thisthem with informal and
turned out to be due essensurvey were more likely thanfriendly games as well as with
tially to the lower average non-problem gamblers to saycommercial gambling.
age, education and income ofhat they gambled for eco- It is not clear, of course,
Hispanics. That is, at similarnomic reasons, that is, to getvhether the games they said
ages and education and inrich. Consistent with thesethey most enjoyed were nec
come levels, Hispanics wereother research findings, how-essarily the ones that caused
not any more likely to be ever, pathological gamblersthem the most problems, how:
problem or pathological were also more likely to sayever. It may be that they re-
gamblers than Africanthey gambled primarily for ported enjoying the games
Americans or Anglos. the “action” and excitement.that were actually non-prob-
Pathological gamblers alsdematic for them, whereas the
Gambling Behavior of cited social reasons andyames on which they gambled
Problem and “prestige” reasons more of-compulsively were not per-
Pathological ten than either problem orceived as enjoyable. How-
Gamblers non-problem gamblers. ever, calls to the helpline from
Table 5.4 presents com- Preferred Gambling problem lottery and bingo
parative information about Activity players attest that thesg
the gambling behavior of  While non-problem gam- games, too, can be playe
past-year problem andblerschose lotteries most of-compulsively.
pathological gamblers and often as their preferred gam-Age at First Bet and Age

v

|

individuals who gamble bling activity, problem and at First Regular
without problems. pathological gamblers were Gambling
Out-of-State notably less likely to choose Problem and pathological
Gambling them. Pathological gamblersgamblers began betting on av-

Problem and pathologicalwere more likely to say theyerage six years earlier than
gamblers were more thanpreferred casino gamespon-problem gamblers, at
twice as likely as non-prob-bingo and, interestingly, in- around age 18. They began t
lem gamblers to have maddormal games, such as cardpet regularly (weekly or more
trips out of state during thedice or boardgames playedften) on average in their
past year for the explicit pur-with family or friends. While early 20s, about 10 years ear
pose of gambling. lottery games were still thelier than non-problem gam-

Reasons for Gambling favorite of problem gam- blers.

o
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Table 5.4. Other Characteristics of Gambling Behavior Among
Past-Year Problem Gamblers and Non-Problem Gamblers

Has medical insurance
Yes
No

Association with gamblers
Either someone else in household gambles or most
friends gamble regularly

lllicit drug use
Never
Before past year
Past year
Past month
Had substance problem
No
Abuse
Dependence

Used mental health services

Never
Before past year
Past year

Made out-of-state trip to gamble

Yes
No

Most important reason to gamble

Economic
Entertainment
Social
Prestige
Escape
Challenge
Action
Curiosity
Lucky

Activity enjoy most
Lotteries
Casino games
Slot/videopoker
Bingo

Speculative investments

Horse/dog racing
Games of skill
Bets with friends
Dog/cock fights
Card parlor
Sports with bookie
Family

Other

Not Problem
Gamblers

83%
18%

38%

74%
21%
2%
3%

80%
15%
6%

88%
8%
4%

12%
88%

23%
41%
14%
1%
3%
4%
7%
6%
2%

36%

10%

14%
6%
2%
9%
5%
9%
*k
*%
1%
9%

Problem
Gamblers

62%
38%

64%

54%
31%
9%
6%

54%
28%
18%

88%
6%
7%

26%
74%

34%
32%
9%
1%
4%
2%
9%
5%
5%

26%
14%
13%
7%
3%
2%
6%
17%
1%
2%
2%
8%

*k

Pathological
Gamblers

65%
35%

75%

53%
24%
13%
11%

42%
26%
32%

76%
16%
9%

30%
70%

32%
24%
21%
3%
3%
3%
11%
1%
3%

16%
18%
10%
18%
4%
5%
5%
9%

*%

13%
2%
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Table 5.4., Continued Gambling
Not Problem Problem Pathological
Gamblers Gamblers Gamblers
Parent gambled regularly
Yes 8% 22% 32%
No 92% 78% 68%
Parent had gambling problem
Yes 4% 5% 23%
No 97% 95% 78%
Age at first bet, age gambled regularly
Age at first bet 240 180 17.8
Age when gambled regularly 335 236 211
Played Texas Lottery lifetime
Yes 88% 88% 82%
No 12% 12% 18%
Played only Texas Lottery past year
Yes 31% 20% 6%
No 69% 80% 94%
Amount spent gambling $131 $225 $678

**Less than 0.5%.

Problem gamblers = past-year SOGS score of 3 or 4; pathological gamblers = past-year
SOGS of 5+.

Percentages are weighted. All crosstabs are significant by chi-square at p<=.05 except

All crosstabs are significant by chi-square at p<=.05 except gender (.10), occupation (.07),
importance of religion (.64), region (.99), and played Texas Lottery in lifetime (.30).

Played Texas Lottery the Texas Lottery during theengage in regularly was far-

Almost all gamblers had past year, yet they still expe-and-away the lottery, with 64
played the Texas Lottery atrienced gambling-relatedpercent saying that they wa:
some time in their lives; problems. gered on it weekly or more.
there was no significant dif- Frequency of Betting The next most frequently
ference among gamblers As might be expected,played games were bingo (23
with or without problems. problem and pathologicalpercent played it regularly)
However, problem andgamblers bet more fre-and games of skill (22 per-
pathological gamblers werequently than non-problemcent), followed by games with
much less likely to be lot- gamblers. Almost 65 percenttamily and friends (about 15
tery-only bettors than otherof problem gamblers and 77percent each).
gamblers. This does notpercent of pathologicalgam-  Amount Spent on
mean that it is impossible toblers bet weekly or more of- Gambling
be a problem gambler if oneten in the past year, as com- While it appears from
bets on nothing but the lot-pared to only 38 percent ofTable 5.4 that problem and
tery: about 20 percent ofpast-year gamblers withoutpathological gamblers spend
problem gamblers and 6 perproblems. much more money on gams
cent of pathological gam- The game pathologicalbling in a month than other
blers had bet on nothing bugamblers were most likely tobettors, there is so much vari
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ance in the amounts reportednent may be likely not to 1995
that the differences are probseek it for economic reasons. Figure 5.1 shows the per-
ably not statistically signifi-  Family Background centage of pathological gam-

cant. Problem gambling is Problem and pathologicalblers in 1992 and 1995 with
defined not by how muchgamblers were much moreselected demographic and
one spends but by dysfunclikely than non-problem behavioral characteristics
tional patterns of behaviorgamblers to have grown up(this comparison focuses on
(e.g., loss of control) or of in a household where anothepathological gamblers and
spending (e.g., using moneyadult (most likely a parent) excludes problem gamblers,
earmarked for other pur-gambled regularly. Patho-who are not as seriously
poses or borrowing inappro-logical gamblers (but nottroubled). There have been
priately). problem gamblers) were alsaseveral notable changes in
Concomitant Problems overwhelmingly more likely the characteristics of this

Problem and pathologicalto say that this adult had agroup since 1992. As com-
gamblers were likely to havegambling problem. Fully pared to 1992, when patho-
other behavioral problems a®22.5 percent of pathologicallogical gamblers were more
well. For instance, they weregamblers had a parent ofikely to be male, by 1995,
over twice as likely as non-other adultin their householdthe sex ratio had become
problem gamblers to have af origin who had a gam- much more nearly equal. In

problem with alcohol or bling problem. 1995, pathological gamblers
other drugs. Pathological Association with Other were more likely than in
gamblers (but not problem Gamblers 1992 to be Anglo. They were

gamblers) were also more Both problem and patho-also somewhat younger, on
likely than others to have vis-logical gamblers were moreaverage, and less likely ta
ited a professional counselotikely than non-problem have ever been married. Th
or doctor for mental healthgamblers to associate withrecent pathological gamblers
problems. Substance abusether gamblers. Almost 70were also more likely than
and mental health problemgpercent of problem andtheir counterparts three years
will be discussed in more depathological gamblers, aspreviously to have used il-
tail in Chapters 6 and 7. compared to 40 percent oflicit drugs and to have con-

Medical Insurance the total population, said ei-sulted a health professional

Problem and pathologicalther that they lived with for a mental health problem
gamblers were less likelysomeone else in the housetThey were less likely, on the
than non-problem gamblershold who also gambled, orother hand, to carry medical
to have medical insurancethat most of their friends orinsurance. Finally, it is inter-
Only 62 percent of gamblersacquaintances gambled on asting to note that gamblers

D

U

with problems were insured.regular basis. in 1995 were more likely to
Medical insurance in any recognize or acknowledge
case only infrequently cov- Comparison of that a parent or adult in their
ers treatment for compulsive  Characteristics of household of origin had had
gambling. This suggests that Pathological a probable gambling prob-

gamblers who need treat-Gamblers in 1992 and  lem. None of the differences
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Figure 5.1. Selected Characteristics of Pathological Pathological
Gamblers in 1992 and 1995 Gambling
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noted above were attributask problem gamblers whichto gamble more regularly (68
able to changes in the basactivities caused them thepercent vs 38 percent) and to
rate of these characteristicsimost  difficulties, the have a higher average
the general population, as thguestion can be addressed bynonthly expenditure on
percentages of non-problencomparing rates of problemgambling ($344 vs. $141).
individuals with each of thegambling among people whoTable 5.5 presents these
characteristics was quitédet on different activities. indicators of “riskiness” for
similar in 1992 and 1995. Other factors that mayeach activity.

Which Activities Are indicate the comparative When looking athe per-
Most Problematic? “riskiness” of an individual centage of past-year players
There is one questiomactivity include the who were past-year problem

which is frequently asked bypercentage of players whoor pathological gamblersl-
individuals concerned aboubet on it regularly, the meanlegal betting activities had
the impact of different kindsamount of money spent on itthe highest percentage of
of gambling opportunities:and the percentage of bettorparticipants with gambling
What kinds of activities arewho spent more than $10Qoroblems: 28 percent of past-
most likely to add to theonit?® For instance, as com-year dog and cock fight gam-
number of problem gamblergpared to gamblers withoutblers had problems, as did
in the general population?roblems, problem and pathabout 15 percent each of
Though this survey did notlogical gamblers are knowngamblers in card parlors and
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Table 5.5. Most Problematic Activities for Past-Year Gamblers

% of Past- % Who Bet % Problem
Year Players Mean More than or

Who Played Expenditure $100 Per Pathological

Activity Regulalry Per Month Month Gamblers
Lottery (n=4031) 40% $37 2% 5%
Texas Lottery only (n=1377) 36% $22 2% 2%
Casino (n=822) 3% $110 16% 7%
Family games (n=904) 12% $41 4% 10%
Slot machines (n=1301) 3% $59 6% 6%
Bingo (n=715) 16% $50 5% 9%
Speculative investments (n=429) 12% $962 42% 6%
Horse/dog racing (n=607) 4% $92 8% 6%
Skill (n=694) 20% $71 7% 9%
Friends (n=1480) 9% $52 4% 7%
Dog/cock fights (n=40) 9% $77 12% 28%
Card parlor (n=85) 16% $52 10% 14%
Bookie (n=146) 15% $97 8% 16%
Other (n=31) 11% $16 0% 8%

gamblers on sports throughlottery, which had the low- top, after casinos, were ille-
bookies. Interestingly, as hasest proportion of gamblersgal activities (animal fights,
been noted above, individu-with problems, the activitiescard parlors, bookies),

als who bet on cards, dice owith the highest proportion games of skill and horse or

boardgames with family and of regular players were alsodog racing.

friends were also prone tothose with the highest pro- Taken together, these in:

have gambling problems (10portion of problem or patho- dicators suggest that illega
percent). Other activities thatlogical gamblers. activities, followed by bingo,
had a moderately high pro- Finally, looking at expn- games of skill, and casino
portion of problem and ditureson particular activi- games, are the ones most
pathological gamblers wereties provides some supportisk of being associated with
bingo and games of skill (9 for the above findings. Ex- gambling problems. It may

percent each). cluding speculative invest-be that these activities create
When looking at regular ments, gamblers reportecenvironments that increase

betting habits, that ishe spending the most on casino

percentage of past-year betplay, both in terms of aver- i
tors who bet at least weeklyage monthly expenditures lllegal betting,

on that activity, the lottery and the proportion of bettors  fojjowed by bingo,
was far-and-away the activ-who spent more than $100  games of skill, and
ity that drew the most regu-per month. Using either av-  casino games are the
lar bettors. Games of skill erage monthly amounts or  getivities most at risk
was the activity next mostthe proportion who spent  of peing associated
regularly gambled on, fol- over $100 per month as an with gambling
lowed by bingo, card parlorsindex of expenditures, the problems.

and bookies. Except for theactivities that ranked at the

at
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the risk of developing prob-vulnerable to addictions can Problem and
lem behavior, although thgydevglop them even ungler C(;rr?sbelzug:ée:d[\;ﬁr:eto Pag‘:r'ggl'i‘;‘g
do seem to be a varied mixtelatively low-risk condi- Gambling Reported by
Itis also possible that peopldions, as shown by the fact _ Texas Adults, 1995
with gambling problems tendthat even those who gamble ginancial loss 57%
to gravitate to these types obn nothing but the lottery can physical abuse 8%
activities, although the at-become problem gamblers Psychological abuse 40%
tractions of each would seenfabout 16 percent of all past- Other L
to be somewhat different. year gamblers with problems

The bottom line abouthad bet only on the Texas quences from the gambling
who is at risk for becoming aLottery and nothing else). behavior of someone else|
problem or pathological Almost 5 percent of Texas
gambler is that the question Suffering the adults said they had suffered
is probably a complex one, Consequences of from other peoples’ gam-
involving individual psycho- Others’ Problem bling. In almost one-quarter
logical or cultural predispos- Gambling of the cases, the victim was
ing factors, as well as expo- Individuals with gambling the gambler’s spouse or sigr
sure to gambling situations oproblems are not the only nificant other (Table 5.6). In
activities that may aggravatenes who suffer the conse-about a third of the cases, he
the risk. Some individualsquences. Friends, family or she was a family member
who may be vulnerable to demembers, employers and co-and in another third, a friend|
veloping gambling problemsworkers, business owners,In almost 6 percent of the
will never do so, becauseand other members of soci-cases, the victim was the
they are not exposed to situety can all be directly or in- gambler’s employer, em-
ations where this vulnerabil-directly affected by others’ ployee, coworker or client.
ity could be tested. Othergambling problems. These As shown in Table 5.7, the
people may gamble quite aonsequences can include fi-adverse consequences men-
bit or spend large sums ohancial loss, psychological tioned (respondents could
money—situations thatabuse, physical abuse, rup-name more than one) in-
could be risky for some—butture of relationships, loss of cluded financial loss (57%),
do not become problem gamservices, and other problems.physical abuse (8%), psycho
blers because their gambling All respondents were logical abuse (40%), and
remains under control. It isasked whether they had everother consequences (15%),
clear that individuals who aresuffered adverse conse-including family stress, di-
vorce and custody battles
high blood pressure, verba
abuse, and property damag
or loss. Men and women
were about equally likely to

Table 5.6. Relationship of Victim to Problem
Gambler as Re ported by Texas Adults, 1995

[}

Spouse, former spouse, fiance', girlfriend, or boyfriend 24%

Other family member 35% s

. : say they had been a victim
Friend or acquaintance 34% f oth les’ blina:
Employee, employer, coworker, or client 6% of other peoples’ gambling;
Someone else or "people in general" 2% however, for women, the
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Part2.-AduIt gambler was much more tion, 1987).
Gambling likely to have been a spouse 1 | esieur and S. Blume,

or family member, but for «The South Oaks Gambling
men, the gambler was more ggreen (SOGS): ANew In-
likely to have been a friend siryment for the Identifica-
or acquaintance or SOmeone ign of Pathological Gam-
with whom they were in a pjers "American Journal of
business relationship. Inter- Psychiatry 144: 1184-

estingly, those who had ever 1188, 1987.

been problem and pathologi=s gee R. A. Volberg\ager-

cal gamblers reported that ing and Problem Wagering
they, too, had suffered ad- i | guisiana (Roaring

other peoples’ gambling, search, report to the Loui-
most often from a spouse or gijana Economic Develop-

afriend. However, they were ant and Gaming Corpora-
much more likely than the tion, 1995).

general population to cite fi-
nancial losses and less likely
to report having experienced
physical or psychological
abuse. It is possible that for
some of these gamblers,
what they perceived as vic-
timization from other
peoples’ gambling was, at
least in part, attributable to
their own problem gambling.

Endnotes
! Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual of Mental Disor-
ders: Third Edition(Wash-
ington, D.C.: American
Psychiatric Association,
1980) and American Psy-
chiatric AssociationDiag-
nostic and Statistical
Manual of Mental Disor-
ders, Third Edition Revised
(Washington, D.C.: Ameri-
can Psychiatric Associa-
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Chapter 6: Substance Use and Gambling
Prevalence of I |ation reporting lifetime use.
Substance Use Just over two-fifths of
The Texas survey is  Justover two-fifths adults said they had drunk al
unigue among statewide  of adults said they cohol during the past month
gambling surveys in that it  had drunk alcohol but only 2 percent said that
attempts to assess gamblers’ during the past they had used one of the
substance use and misuse as month, but only 2 above-mentioned illicit drugs
well as gambling problems. percent said they during the past month, ang
Several studies have shown  had used an illicit another 2 percent said that
high rates of co-occurrence  drug in that time. they had used an illicit drug
of gambling problems and during the past year but not
substance use disorders. in the past month. Marijuana
Respondents were askegear ago?” again accounted for most of

about their use of tobacco, The lifetime and past- the past-month drug use.
alcohol, marijuana, and co-month prevalence rates for Overall, these rates are
caine/crack and their non-each of the substances askesbmewhat lower than the rates
medical use of stimulantsabout were almost identicalreported in thel993 Texas
(“uppers”) and sedativesto those reported in the 19925 urvey of Substance Us
(“downers”). The questionsgambling survey. In the con-Among Adultswhich focused
were similar to those used intext of this gambling survey, specifically on substance use.
the 1992 gambling survey asabout three-quarters of Texa®ossible methodological rear
well as in the 1993 TCADA adults reported ever havingsons for this underreporting
survey of substance usaised alcohol, slightly overare discussed in the 1992
among adults in the generabne-half said they had eveigambling survey. However,
population. For each sub-used tobacco, and about onghe remarkable similarity of
stance, respondents weréfth said they had ever usedates reported in the 1992 and
asked, “In your lifetime, one of the four illicit drugs 1995 gambling surveys gives
have you ever used [sub-asked about (marijuana, cocredence to the stability of
stance]? Was the most recertaine/crack, uppers orsubstance use reporting inth
time you used [substancedowners). Marijuana was thecontext of a gambling survey
within the last month, within illicit drug used most often, and suggests that any differ-
the last year, or more than avith 21 percent of the popu-ences found in the relation-

(D
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ship between gambling andered to be dependent if he oalcohol or drug abuse in the
substance use in 1995 ashe exhibited three or morel993 survey and the 6 perr
compared to 1992 will not beof the nine symptoms askedcent who reported symptoms
due to differences in the bas@bout or reported feeling de-of dependence in that sam
rates of substance use. pendent on substances, ansurvey.
was considered to abuse sub- Among individuals who

Problems Associated stances if he or she reportethad used only alcohol in the

with Substance Use one or two symptoms. Apast year, almost 30 percen

Respondents who saidcopy of the substance probhad experienced symptom
they had used either alcoholem questions is included inof abuse or dependence
or other drugs during the pasAppendix E. More informa- while among people who
year (about one-half thetion about how these queshad used an illicit drug, al-
sample) were asked aboutions were coded can bemost 70 percent had experi
any problems they may havdound in thel993 Texas Sur- enced such problems. As
had because of their subvey of Substance Use Amongith gambling problems,
stance use or any experience&dults* even those who had experi
that would indicate a sub- Interestingly, although the enced enough problems to be
stance-related problem. Theprevalence of substanose considered to abuse or be de
questions were adapted fronwas underreported in thispendent on substances did
the Diagnostic Interview survey compared to the 19930t always acknowledge that
Schedulé, an instrument adult substance use surveythey had a problem. In re-
widely used to assess subthe prevalence of reportedsponse to a direct question,
stance abuse and dependengeoblems was almost identi-“Have you ever thought you
and which has been used iral. In this gambling survey, had a drinking or drug prob-
several other TCADA sub-about 12 percent of Texadem?” fewer than half of
stance surveysThe ques- adults reported symptoms othose with problems serious
tions measure nine symp-drug or alcohol abuse and anough to be classified as de
toms in theDSM-III-R used additional 5 percent reportecpendent recognized that they
by clinicians to determine symptoms of dependencemight have a problem.
whether a client abuses or ighese rates are similar to the
dependent on substancesl12 percent of Texas adults  Substance Use
An individual was consid- who reported symptoms of Among Gamblers

As shown in Table
6.1, past-year gam-

D

Ur—=

Table 6.1. Percentage of Gamblers and Non-Gamblers

Who Used Substances in the Past Year blers were more likely
No . to say that they had
SUbetggce A'é?ﬂg' Iljllr'ﬁgs used alcohol and/or
other drugs than

Non-gambler 82% 17% 1%
Did not gamble during the past year 62% 36% 2% people Who had not
Past-year gambler, but not weekly 38% 57% 5% gambled in the past
Past-year gambler, weekly 38% 57% 5% year. Occasional gam-
Problem/pathological gambler 25% 58% 17% blers were equally as
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likely as regular gamblers togamblers in general usedience withdrawal-like symp- Substance
have used substances.  substances at the same tim®ms (nervousness and irrita Glfrfbizg

Problem and pathologicalas or shortly after gambling.bility, cravings, insomnia,
gamblers were no more headaches and other psycho-
likely than past-year gam- Substance-Related logical symptoms) when the
blers without problems to  Problems Among attempt to cut back or sto
use alcohol; however, they Gamblers gambling®®

were more than three times Substance use is one of Although co-addiction has
as likely to have used illicit the factors that can hasten thbeen studied in clinical popu
drugs. The drug of choice forprogression of social gam-lations, little research ha
drug-using problem/patho-bling into problem gam- been done on the prevalence
logical gamblers, as for all il- bling.> Research conductedof concurrent gambling and
licit drug users, was mari-among samples of clinicalsubstance use disorders in the

juana. patients suggests that up tgeneral population. Among
half of pathological gam- problem gamblers who call

Timing of Substance blers in treatment may havethe Texas gambling helpline
Use Relative to problems of chemical depen-approximately 30 percent als
Gambling dency® and conversely report problems with alcohol

Respondents wigambled among chemically depen-or other drugs. Gamblers wh
in the past year and who alsalent treatment populationscall the helpline about their
reported past-year substanceates of problem gamblingproblems may be more like
use were asked if they someare 6 to 10 times greater thatreatment sample than a gen-
times gambled while drink- among the general populaeral population sample. Th
ing or using other drugs, ortion.” Problem gambling and present Texas survey allow
if they sometimes drank orsubstance abuse may eithesome assessment of the co-oc-
used drugs soon after gameo-occur or occur in se-currence of these disorder
bling. guence; “switching of addic- among adults not in treatment.

About 40 percent of thetions” has frequently been Among past-year drug or
respondents who hadobserved in people recoveralcohol users, the more re
gambled and used subing from one or the other. cently and frequently one
stances did so at the same Pathological gambling gambled, the more likely he
time or shortly afterward, shows many similarities with or she was to have experi
while 60 percent did not mix substance addicticiThe ex- enced substance-related prob-
these behaviors. A small percitement of gambling “ac- lems as well. Thirty-five per-
centage (3 percent) used suliton” can be compared to thecent of past-year gambler
stances only after gambling;high of cocaine ustln ad- who had used substances ex-
the others used them whiledition, many pathological perienced substance-relate
gambling and sometimes af-gamblers report a tolerancgroblems, as compared to 2
ter gambling as well. Amongto the amount of money wa-percent of people who ha
problem and pathologicalgered, with small bets notgambled in the more distan
gamblers, a higher percentbringing the excitement theypast, and 19 percent of peopl
age (60 percent) than amongnce did. Virtually all expe- who had never gamble
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(Table 6.2). Past-year probproblem gamblers, for 1992a score of 3 or greater on th
lem or pathological gamblersand 1995. lifetime SOGS). About 17
who had used drugs or alco- In both years, individuals percent of Texas adults had
hol were the most likely of allwith gambling problems a problem with substance
to report substance problemgayere at least twice as likelyabuse or dependence within
with 66 percent of them clasas other gamblers to alsdhe last year, as assessed by
sified as abusing or being dehave at least one problenthe DSM-I11I-R problem
pendent on substances. Onlyith substances. For ex-questions. Another 3 percent
about one-third of those whample, in 1995, problem andwere not classified by the
acknowledged that theypathological gamblers wereproblem questions as having
might have a drinking or drugover 14 times as likely as nora current substance use prob-
problem had ever been in gamblers, five times as likelylem, but said, in response to
substance treatment progranas people who have gamble@ direct question, that they

Itis not possible to strictlyonly in the past, and overthought at some time that
compare the prevalence dfwice as likely as past-yearthey had a drinking or drug
substance problems amongamblers to have had subproblem. Therefore, the life-
gamblers in 1992 and 1995stance problems. In 1995 théime rate of substance us
because substance problemslative difference betweenproblems was at least 20 pe
were assessed somewhat difhose with gambling prob- cent, and probably higher
ferently in each survey. lems and other gamblers wasince the problem questions
However, in general, it ap-generally greater than it hadonly assessed problems ex

1%

pears that problem and pathdseen in 1992. perienced within the past
logical gamblers were rela- year.

tively more likely to report Overall Incidence of Using these criteria, ap-
any problems in 1995 thanin  Dual Substance/ proximately 2.7 percent of
1992. Table 6.3 shows the Gambling Problems the Texas adult population
relative likelihood of problem Among Texas Adults had a dual problem with

and pathological gamblersto About 5.4 percent of gambling and substances at
have had any substance profexas adults had a lifetimesome time in their lives. This
lems, as compared to nongambling problem (receivedtranslates to 306,000—

Table 6.2. Percentage of Substance-Using Gamblers and Non-Gamblers
Who Experienced Problems Related to Their Substance Use During the
Past Year

No Problems Abuse Dependence

Non-gambler 81% 13% 6%
Did not gamble in the past year 74% 20% 6%
Past-year gambler, but not weekly 65% 25% 10%
Past-year gambler, weekly 65% 24% 11%
Problem/pathological gambler in the past year 34% 37% 29%

Note: The past-year not weekly and past-year weekly categories include problem and
pathological gamblers as well as non-problem gamblers. Differences would be even more
striking if gamblers with problems were excluded from these categories.
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Table 6.3. Relative Likelihood of regard to psychoactive sub Use and
Problem/Pathological Gamblers to Have Any stance use disorders; how- Gambling
Substance Problems in 1992 and 1995 ever, in order to be consis;
1992 1995 tent with other recent and
As compared to: ongoing TCADA studies,
Non-gamblers 4.2times  14.1 times the estimates of substance
Non past-year gamblers 4.4 times 5.0 times dependence are derived ac-
Past-year gamblers, but not weekly 2.7 times 2.2 times cording to theDSM-111-R
Past-year weekly gamblers 1.8 times 2.3 times L
definition.
4L. S. Wallisch,1993 Texas
413,000 individuals with Endnotes Survey of Substance Use

both gambling and substancéL. Robins, L. Cottlerand T. Among Adult§Austin, Tx.:
use problems (the range in- Babor, Diagnostic Inter-  Texas Commission on Alco-
dicates a 95% confidence view Schedule - Substanceho| and Drug Abuse, 1994),
interval). Abuse ModulgSt. Louis, 33-34.

Lifetime rates are appro- Missouri: Washington Uni- sR_ Rosenthal and V. Lorenz
priate to consider because versity School of Medicine, “The pathological Gambler
there is frequent switching of School of Psychiatry, as Criminal Offender, The
addictions among persons 1990). Psychiatric Clinics of North
who suffer from these kinds? TCADA surveys which  America: Clinical Forensic
of disorders. Amore conser- have used the Diagnostic psychiatry15(3): 647-660,
vative measure would be the Interview Schedule include 1992.
number of persons who have the 1993 adult substance 4. Lesieur and S. Blume,
experienced both substanceuse survey, the 1993 survey “Eyaluation of Patients
use problems and gambling of male state prison in- Treated for Pathological
problems within the previous mates, the 1994 survey of Gambling in a Combined Al-
12 months. This comes to 1.5 female state prison inmates, cohol, Substance Abuse and
percent of the Texas adult and the 1994 survey of pathological Gambling Treat-
population, or 160,000— youths entering Texas ment Unit Using the Addic-
240,000 individuals. These Youth Commission facili- tion Severity Index, British
people are likely to be in cur- ties. Journal of Addiction 86:
rent need of intervention of*American Psychiatric Asso- 1017-1028, 1991: R. D. Lin-
some kind for both their dis- ciation, Diagnostic and den, H. G. Pope and J. M
orders. The most seriously Statistical Manual of Men-  jonas, “Pathological Gam-
troubled, those with past year tal Disorders, Third Edi- pling and Major Affective
substancedependencand tion, ReviseqWashington, Disorder: Preliminary Find-
past-yeapath0|ogicalgam- D.C., American PsyChiatriC ingS,”\]ourna| of Clinical Psy_
bling, comprise 0.3 percent Association, 1987).InMay chiatry47: 201-203; and R.A.
of the Texas adult popula- of 1994, theDSM-III-Rwas  McCormick, A.M. Russo, L.
tion, or about 20,000— updated and released as ther, Ramirez, et al. “Affective
49,000 individuals. DSM-IV. TheDSM-IVcon-  Disorders Among Pathologi-

tains several changes with cal Gamblers Seeking Treat:
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ment,” American Journal of
Psychiatryl41: 215-218.
"H. Lesieur, S. Blume, and
R. Zoppa, “Alcoholism,
Drug Abuse and Gam-
bling,” Alcoholism: Clinical

nal on Addictiorl:150-154,
1992; I. Wray and M.
Dickerson, “Cessation of
High Frequency Gambling
and ‘Withdrawal’ Symp-
toms,”British Journal of Ad-

and Experimental Research diction, 76: 401-405, 1981.
10: 33-35, 1985; H. R.Mn 1992, substance problems

Lesieur and M. Heineman,
“Pathological Gambling
Among Multiple Substance
Abusers in a Therapeutic
Community,” British Jour-
nal of Addiction83:765-771;
M. A. Steinberg, T. A. Kosten
and B. J. Rounsa-ville, “Co-

were measured using a 14-
item subset of the Inventory
of Substance Use Patterns,
which, like the DIS questions
used in 1995, was based on
the DSM-III-R criteria for
substance dependence and
abuse. However, the ques-

caine Abuse and Pathologi- tions were worded differ-

cal Gambling,”American
Journal of Addictior23: 477-
490.

8H. R. Lesieur, S. B. Blume,
and R. Zoppa, “Alcoholism,
Drug Abuse and Gam-
bling,”1991; Alcoholism:
Clinical and Experimental
Research10:33-38, 1986; E.
Moran, “Varieties of Patho-
logical Gambling,”British
Journal of Psychiatryl16:
593-597, 1970; and J. Orford,

Excessive Appetites: A Psy-

chological View of Addic-
tions (Chichester: Wiley,
1985).

® H. Lesieur,The Chase: Ca-
reer of the Compulsive Gam-
bler (Cambridge, Mass.:
Schenk-man Books, 1984).

YR. Rosenthal and H. Lesieur,
“Self-Reported Withdrawal
Symptoms and Pathological
Gambling,”American Jour-

ently in both surveys and the
total number of questions
asked was different. While
each instrument was valid
for measuring substance
misuse problems, they can-
not be strictly compared. For
more details about the as-
sessment of problem sub-
stance use in the 1992 sur-
vey, see AppendixDinL. S.
Wallisch, Gambling in
Texas: 1992 Texas Survey of
Adult Gambling Beavior
(Austin, Tx.: Texas Com-
mission on Alcohol and
Drug Abuse, February
1993), D1-D4.
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Chapter 7. Gambling and Mental Health

Studies suggest that gam ™ —————EEEE——— hospitalized for a mental

blers in treatment experience health problem.

a relatively high incidence of Adults who had Overall, most individuals
other psychiatric disordersas gambling problems, rated their mental health as
well.* It is difficult to get an particularly excellent or good. Only about
accurate assessment of the pathological 8 percent said their menta
“mental health” of a pop- gamblers, reported health was fair or poor.
ulation with the few ques- disproportionately About 12 percent of the
tions allotted on a survey  more contact with adults had ever visited 4
devoted to measuring other mental health health professional for men-
things. The presentgambling  treatment providers tal health-related problems
survey was not able to ask a  than other adults. about one-third of these vis-
full battery of questions that its had occurred within the
would have allowed calcula- past year. Thatis, about 4 per-

tion of rates of psychiatric chological problems [they] cent of Texas adults had con
disorders such as depressiowere having.” If they had tact with a mental health pro-
or anxiety. However, the done so, they were asked furfessional within the past year
guestions asked permit soméher questions to assess thin total, about 61 percent of
understanding of the pos-severity of their problems: the adults who had ever had
sible extent of mental health-whether this had occurred inmental health contact reportec
related problems, regardlesshe past year; the age abne or more of the “severity
of severity or diagnosis.  which they first consulted factors.” About 37 percent
Respondents to the Texasomeone for these problemshad received a professional
survey were asked to ratevhether these problems hadnental health diagnosis, with
their emotional or mental ever significantly interfered the most common (56 per-
health as “excellent,” with their life or activities; cent) being depression. All of
“good,” “fair,” or “poor.” whether they ever took pre-these percentages are almost
They were also asked if theyscribed medicine for theseidentical to those found in the
had “ever seen a health prokinds of problems; whether1992 survey.
fessional (doctor, nurse, psythey had ever received a
chologist, therapist) for mental health diagnosis; and
‘nerves’ or emotional or psy-whether they had ever been

=0
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Figure 7.1. Percentages of Those Who Had Ever Seen a
Mental Health Professional, by Gambling Status

2506 - 25%
21%
20% +
16%
15% -+
12% 12% 13%
10% -+
5% +
0% . . . . . |
No Problem Pathological No Problem Pathological
gambling gambler gambler gambling gambler gambler
problems problems
Lifetime Gamblers Past-Year Gamblers
Mental Health cent), but pathological gam-in itself does not specify the
Problems Among blers had such contact ahature or severity of a men;
Gamblers twice that rate (25 percent).tal health problem, which

Adults who had gambling In the 1992 survey, it wascould range from transient
problems, and particularlyfound that problem gamblersanxiety to paranoid schizo-
pathological gamblers, re-were more likely than patho-phrenia, it gives a general in:
ported disproportionatelylogical gamblers to have haddication of the frequency
more contact with mentala mental health contact, butwvith which mental health
health treatment providersthis was not the case in 1995problems may be found in
than other adults. As com-when problem gamblersthe population. By this defi-
pared to the 12 percent of allvere closer to the generahition, 11.9 percent of Texas
adults who had ever visitedpopulation, and pathologicaladults have had a mental
a mental health provider, al-gamblers were significantly health-related problem dur-

most 16 percent of problemhigher. ing their lifetimes. An addi-

gamblers and 21 percent of tional 0.6 percent had not
pathological gamblers hadDual Gambling/Mental  seen a mental health practi-
had such contact (see Figure Health Problems tioner but rated their menta
7.1). When limited to indi- Among Texas Adults health as “poor.” Even using

viduals with past-year gam- In the present study, athis broad definition, the pro-
bling problems, the differ- mental health-related prob-portion of Texans defined as
ences are even more strikingtlem was defined as any conhaving had a mental health
past-year problem gamblergact with a health profes-problem is still only one-half
had about the same level oional for “nerves” or emo- the rate of United States
mental health contact as theional or psychiatric prob- adults estimated from recen
general population (12 per-lems. While such a contactlarge-scale epidemiologica

—




surveys as having had at leasttional Comorbidity Sur-

one lifetime mental disorder vey,” Archives of General

other than substance abdse. Psychiatry 51:8-19, 1994.
About 1 percent of Texas

adults, or between 106,600

and 159,900 persons, can be

considered to have had prob-

lems with both gambling and

their mental health during

their lifetime. As a more cur-

rent measure, about 0.3 per-

cent, or 24,000-56,000 indi-

viduals, had both gambling

and mental health problems

within the past year.

Endnotes

1H. Lesieur and R. Rosenthal,
“Pathological Gambling: A
Review of the Literature
(Prepared for the American
Psychiatric Association Task
Force on DSM-IV Commit-
tee on Disorders of Impulse
Control Not Elsewhere Clas-
sified),” Journal of Gam-
bling Studies7 (1): 5-39,
1991.

2 D. Regier, et al.
“Comorbidity of Mental
Disorders with Alcohol and
Other Drug Abuse: Results
from the Epidemi-ologic
Catchment Area (ECA)
Study,” Journal of the
American Medical Associa-
tion, 264 (19): 2511-2518,
1990; R. Kessler et al., “Life-
time and 12-Month Preva-
lence of DSM-III-R Psychi-
atric Disorders in the United
States: Results frothe Na-
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Chapter 8. Multiple Problems

Multiple problems are not "=——————————————— health, 2 percent had a prob-

uncommon among people Seven percent of lem with substances and gam-
entering treatment or among  7axas adults have bling, and about one-half of
the general population. Are- had some one percent had a problem
cent large-scale epidemio- combination of with gambling and mental
logical survey estimated that substance, mental health. Another one-half of
about 48 percent of the gen- health, and/or one percent had a problem
eral population of American gambling problems. with all three disorders.
adults had a lifetime mental

health or substance use dis- Endnotes

order and of these, over halPercent had a substancer. Kessler, et al., “Lifetime

had more than one disorder.Problem, 8 percent had a and 12-Month Prevalence

That is, a total of 27 percentmental health problem and 2 of pSM-I1I-R Psychiatric

of the general population,Percent had a gambling prob- pisorders in the United

according to that mentallem). The remaining 7 per- States: Results from the

health survey, has had a lifecent of Texas adults had National Comorbidity Sur-

time history of comorbidity. Some combination of prob- yey " Archives of General
Comorbidity complicates lems with substances, men- psychiatry51:8-19, 1994.

recovery from addictions tal health and gambling: al-

and presents challenges ténost 4 percent had a problem

treatment p|anning. There_With substances and mental

fore, it is important to know

the extent of multiple disor-

. . . Table 8.1. Multiple Problems or Disorders
ders in the population, in Or' Among Texas Adults—Percenta ge and Number
der to plan for the appropri-

. No disorder 69.1% 9,207,000 adults
ate services needed.
i i 0,
About 31 percent of Texas Slngle dtljorderI 22;//0 3,158,000 adults
ambling only 2%
adults have haq a pro.blc_am at o ances only 13.8%
some 'Flme during Fhelr lives  pjental health only 7 7%
with either gambling, sub- :
| health. A Dual disorder 6.3% 839,000 adults
stances or mental healtn. As Gambling /substances 2.1%
Table 8.1 shows, almost 24 gambling/mental health 0.4%
percent had a single addic-  substances/mental health 3.8%
tion or type of problem (14 e gisorder 0.6% 80,000 adults
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Chapter 9. Treatment for Gambling Problems

Who Needs — hensive and address concomi
Treatment? tant problems, since multiple
What are the implications Individuals with problems complicate recov-

of the demographic and be- 9ambling problems ery. Finally, it is interesting to
havioral findings noted fend to be younger note that problem and pathor
above for targeting the treat-  than the average logical gamblers were twice
ment needs of this popula-  bettor and began as likely as other gamblers to
tion? First of all, since prob-  betting at an earlier have gone out of state in the
lem and pathological gam- @ge than the average past year specifically to
blers are apparently found bettor. This suggests gamble, and they were also
equally in all regions of the that early intervention more likely than other gam-
state, resources (programs,  and prevention/ blers to say that casino games
funding) should be made €ducation programs were a preferred gambling
available everywhere for Wwould be beneficial in activity. It is possible that for
treating gambling problems.  réaching those more these people the developmen
The fact thatindividuals with ~ /ikely to be at risk of of casino gaming opportuni-
gambling problems tend to later developing ties within the state may ex-
be younger than the average problems. acerbate their problems
bettor and began betting at an However, it must also be
earlier age suggests that noted that problem and patho
early intervention and pre-problems, coupled with thelogical gamblers also said dis;
vention/education programshigh percentage who do noproportionately that gambling
targeted at teens would béave medical insurance thatith friends and family were
beneficial in reaching thosemight partially pay for treat- preferred activities; this sug-
more likely to be at risk of ment, implies that many maygests that people at risk of
later developing problems.not be able to afford the treatgambling problems can de-
Individuals who have not at-ment they need. About halfvelop them around any activ-
tended college, and espeer more of all people with ity.
cially high school dropouts,gambling problems also
should be considered at highhave a problem with sub- Treatment Experience
est risk of developing prob-stance misuse, and a quarter  of People with
lems, and therefore prevenof pathological gamblers Gambling Problems
tion efforts should begin may also have a mental Almostno one interviewed
early. The lower average in-health-related problem.had ever sought any treatment
come of individuals with Treatment must be comprefor gambling problems. In this

v
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I |ogical gambling problem gamblers, but are rather
said that they thought theyquestions about how to play
had had such a problem irthe lottery or what the win-
the past year. ning numbers were. It may
Another factor in the low be that the low amount of
rates of treatment-seeking igreatment-seeking is simply
the actual modest availabil-an adaptive response to th
ity of resources and facilitiesrelatively low availability of
for gambling treatment in treatment.
Texas, as well as the lack of Between 1992 and 1994
knowledge about those thasome state monies were
sample, only two people hadare available. A major re-available to develop treat-
ever received gambling treat-source for counseling peoplement for problem and com-
ment. Another eight had de-with gambling problems andpulsive gambling in the state
sired treatment at some timeglirecting them to appropriateSome of this funding went
but never got it, citing rea- self-help groups or treatmeninto education and preven
sons of fear, job security, notis the Gambling Helpline (1- tion efforts, some into train-
knowing where to go, or de-800-742-0443). However,ing of compulsive gambling
sire to keep their problem aonly 58 percent of problemtreatment professionals, and
secret. or pathological gamblersmost into setting up and ad:-
There are several possibleaid that they had ever heardhninistering adult treatment
reasons for this notable abof this helpline, and only six programs, primarily within
sence of expressed desire fandividuals, none of them existing substance abuse
treatment even among indi-problem gamblers, had eveprograms. In addition, some
viduals who apparently needcalled that line. The numberlocal substance abuse coun
it. One factor may be denialof the helpline is printed oncils received money to carry
by pathological gamblers ofthe back of every lottery out education and informa-
the seriousness of their probticket sold and has recentlytion efforts in their areas. In
lems. In this sample, onlybeen required to be posted iotal during this time, some
one-third of adults who werebingo halls. In addition, 766 problem gamblers re-
identified by the SOGS assome race tracks voluntarilyceived treatment services
probable pathological gam-display the number. Theunder this funding and many
blers at some time in theirTexas Council on Problemmore adults and adolescents
lives said, in response to @and Compulsive Gamblingwere reached with education
direct question, that they hachas received over 230,00Gbout problem gambling.
ever personally thought theycalls since it began theDue to the reduced levels of
had a problem with gam-helpline in May 1992, attest-funding after 1994, only the
bling. The percentage ofing to the wide publicity the helpline has continued to be
those acknowledging a cur-number has received. Yefunded under state appro
rent problem was even lowermost of these calls are nopriations.
only 28 percent of respon-specifically about problem
dents with a past-year pathogambling or from problem

The Texas Council on
Problem and
Compulsive
Gambling has
received over
230,000 calls since it
began its helpline in
May 1992.
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, . , the age category of 35 or Treatment for
Figure 9.1. Race/Ethnicity of Clients Id Gambling
Entering Gambling Treatment vs. olaer. i Problems
Race/Ethnicity of Pathological Gamblers In comparison, among the
579% 56 Identified in Survey pathological gamblers identi-
0 . . .
60% 1 ° fied in the general population
50% + survey, 54 percent were male,
40% +
0 29% 070 56 percen.t were Ahglo, 17
30% 7 percent African American and
20% + ° 13% 27 percent Hispanic. The av:
10% + ‘ erage age of these gamblers
0% ; | was 32, with only 35 percent
Anglo African Hispanic ; :
American being in the age category of
35 or older.
O Clients Entering Gambling Treatment Clients in treatment had

B Pathological Gamblers Identified in Survey been referred from a variety

of sources. About one-third
Characteristics of under this funding. The cli- were self-referred, almost 10
Gamblers Who Have ents were predominantlypercent had been referred by
Received Treatment male (77 percent). About 57family or friends, 3 percent by
Most of the gambling percent were Anglo, 29 per-employers or EAP programs
treatment funded by TCADA cent were African American and about 21 percent throug
between 1992 and 1994 tooland 13 percent were His-the criminal justice system
place within established sub-panic. Their average age wagalthough not necessarily for
stance abuse treatment pra35, with 47 percent being ingambling-related crimes).
grams. This was because a

majority of gamblers need- Figure 9.2. Most Problematic Activities for
ing treatment had concurrenRespondents Who Had Been Treated for Gambling
Problems

-

problems of substance
abuse, and also because Games of skill

%

these programs already had Horse or dog racing
a well-functioning infra- s
structure, needing only to Bér;go
expand their existing treat-

ment capability to include

gambling treatment. The

gambling treatment was pro-

vided by substance abuse sports betting
counselors or others who had 1
received special training to

Lottery
34%

treat gambling problems. Cardeidice

Thirty-seven clinics pro-
vided gambling treatment

Source: TCADA gambling treatment database; N=766
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About 8 percent said their re-by cards/dice (22 percent)clients had been discharge
ferral had been from theand sports betting (17 per-by the time data were comj
Texas Council on Problemcent). Only about 7 or 8 per-piled for this report. Among
and Compulsive Gambling. cent each said that the activthese clients, a majority (61
At admission, slightly ity that caused them the mospercent) had left the prograr
more than half (53 percent)problems was either bingo,voluntarily before complet-
were unemployed, as comhorse or dog racing, oring their treatment, and an-
pared to only 3 percent ofgames of skill. other 8 percent had been dis
pathological gamblers in the A majority of the gam- charged early for noncompli-
general population. Almostbling treatment clients (76ance with the program.
half of those gamblers inpercent) had concomitantAbout 25 percent had suc;
treatment who were unem-problems of substance abuseessfully completed the pro-
ployed but in the labor forceat admission. The primarygram. About 6 percent were
(i.e., seeking employment)substance of abuse was mostansferred or referred to
said they were unable tocommonly alcohol or co- other programs for continued
work due to gambling or sub-caine. In contrast, about 58reatment, or were incarcer

stance abuse disorder. Fullypercent of past-year pathoated.
87 percent of clients had ndogical gamblers in the gen-  Sixty days after discharge
health insurance. eral population had sub-from the program, an attempt
As shown in Figure 9.2, stance problems. was made to follow up on
the most problematic activ- Unfortunately, limited clients to ascertain their well
ity for most clients treated for data are available on the outbeing and status. Half of the
gambling problems was thecomes of treatment (Figureclients could not be located
lottery (34 percent), followed 9.3). Only about half of the at that time. For the other
half, data were pro-

vided either by the cli-
Figure 9.3. Outcomes for Those Entering Gambling ents themselves or by
Treatment Programs: 1992-1994

friends or family mem-
bers whom the client
Transferred to other programs/ had designated at ad-

Incarcerated mission as acceptable
follow-up contacts.
Because of the high
rate of loss to follow-
up, no firm conclu-
sions can be drawn

from these data about

Successfully
completed program
25%

Left program the impact of treat-
voluntarily
61% ment, and more con-

trolled evaluation stud-
ies are needed. Itis un-
known whether those

Discharged for
noncompliance
8%

Source: TCADA gambling treatment database; N=766
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who could not be recontacted Gamblers in to rank as probable pathologir ~ Treatment for
were more or less likely than Remission cal gamblers said the reaso gfgglt:'rzg

those who were followed up Sometimes, even withoutthey no longer had problem
to have reduced their gamireatment, gambling prob-was lack of time or opportu-
bling. lems may appear to resolvenity or money to gamble. For
The admissions data sugon their own. About one- some of these people, it i
gest, however, that gamblershird of individuals in the possible that their problem
in treatment do not strictly general population survey ofcould escalate again if the op
represent those who appeagambling behavior who hadportunity presented itself.
to be in greatest need in thet one time been pathologi- Itis not entirely clear what
general population. For in-cal gamblers reported thait means to have had a histor
stance, while Hispanicsthey no longer exhibited anyof pathological gambling
made up 27 percent of pathoproblems in the past year; anproblems but no longer repor
logical gamblers in the gen-other 22 percent reducedany problems at all. Most cur
eral population, they only their level of problems from rent treatment models con
comprised 13 percent of thepathological (SOGS 5+) tosider total abstinence fro
treatment population. Like- problematic (SOGS 3 or 4).gambling a necessary element
wise, while 46 percent of Individuals who reported of recovery. By this criterion,
pathological gamblers in thehaving fewer gambling prob- it would not be accurate to
general population werelems in the past year tharconsider all these individual
women, only 23 percent ofpreviously were asked whyto be “recovered” pathologi-
those in publicly-funded they thought this was so. Al-cal gamblers, as only abou
treatment were female. Thanost 10 percent of themone-quarter of them had no
treatment population waswere surprised to be told thabet at all in the past year. Fo
notably older as well: in thethey had ever had a gamblinghis reason, we will refer to
general population only 35problem. However, the ma-former pathological gambler
percent of pathological gam-jority said they were able toas gamblers “in remission.”
blers were older than age 35teduce their gambling on A look at the characteris-
while almost 47 percent oftheir own. Only 4 percenttics of these former pathologi
individuals in treatment weresaid they had received someal gamblers who were in re
in that age category. Theséind of counseling. Some ofmission from gambling prob-
disparities are borne out bythe others “just stopped” orlems reveals them to be dif
data from the Helpline assaid they “changed their habferent in many ways from
well. More outreach effortsits,” “grew out of it,” “got pathological gamblers who
are needed to attract thosbored” or lost interest. A continue to have problems
subgroups of the populationnumber cited “self control” Those in remission were
that are not seeking or getas the reason they were ablemuch more likely to be male,
ting the treatment they mayto reduce their problem gam-and were older and mor
need, notably women, His-bling. However, slightly over highly educated. They wer
panics and younger individu-one-quarter of these responless likely to have used illicit
als. dents who had once hadlrugs or to have had a sub-
enough gambling problemsstance problem, although the
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Part 2 - Adult —— id not experience any prob-
SS{CS"”Q - lems in the past year. On the
Y It will be important to other hand, gamblers in re-
continue to assess mission were equally likely
factors associated with a5 current pathological gam-
remission in order to blers to have gambled out of
better understand how  gtate in the past year and to
individuals with have gambled on casino
gambling problems are games.
able to recoveron Interestingly, gamblers in
their own. remission did not appear to

have been significantly less
troubled overall by gambling
were about equally likely to problems than current patho-
have had a mental health-relogical gamblers: their mean
lated problem. Their reasonsscore on the lifetime SOGS
for gambling and favorite was only half a point less
activities were different, asthan that of current patho-
well. They were more likely logical gamblers.

than continuing pathological The remission rate of 33
gamblers to say that theypercent in 1995 is higher
gambled primarily for enter- than it had been in 1992,
tainment; on the other handwhen only 17 percent of
they were also more likely people with a lifetime history
than them to say that theirof pathological gambling re-
primary motivation for gam- ported no problems in the
bling was “action and excite-previous year. In both years,
ment” or “escape from theira similar percentage of
problems”, both reasonspathological gamblers re-
which usually characterizeported a past-yeaeduction
pathological gamblers. Theyto problem gambling (22
were also more likely thanpercent). In light of recent
continuing pathological cutbacks in treatment avail-
gamblers to say that their fa-ability, it will be important
vorite gambling activity was to continue to assess factors
casino games, and less likelyassociated with remission in
than them to prefer lotteriesorder to better understand
or bingo. Lack of opportunity how individuals with gam-
(i.e. the need to travel out ofbling problems are able to
state to engage in casinavercome them on their own.
gambling) may be one reason

why some of these gamblers
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Teens were asked abouaind whether they partici-
the different types of gam-pated regularly (once a weeld.
bling activities in which they or more) in that type of gam-
had ever participated, thebling.
recency and frequency of The teen-aged respon-5.
their gambling, the total dents were asked about the
amount of money they hadfollowing gambling activi-
spent on gambling, their at-ties:
titudes towards the Texas 1.The Texas Lottery and
Lottery and towards gam-  other lottery games, such 6.
bling in general, their emo- as instant scratch-off 7.
tional experiences associated tickets or on-line games
with gambling, and any where the player picks 8.
problems they may have had the numbers (such as
related to their gambling.  daily numbers or video
They were also asked ques- lottery games);
tions about their family,
friends, and school, their
mental health, and their al-
cohol and drug use.

9.

dominoes played with
family or friends;
3. Commercial card parlors
or betting establish-12
Gambling ments, including casinos
Activities
Adolescents were
asked if they had
ever bet money on90%
11 specific types of 80% +
activities, plus an 70% |
“other types” cat- 0% |

9% 52%

57%
51%

Chapter 10. Gambling by Texas Teens

2.Cards, dice games o110.Bets with a bookie or
11.

.Any other gambling ac-

Figure 10.1. Frequency and Recency of Betting
Among Texas Adolescents: 1992 vs. 1995

or river-boats;

Slot machines or video
poker or other gambling
machines;

Outcome of sports events
such as football, baseball
or basketball, among
school or work friends,
without using a bookie;
Bingo or instant bingo;
Horse or greyhound rac-
ing;
Games of skill, such as
bowling, pool, golf or

video arcade-type games;

Dog or cock fights;
bookmaker;
Pitching pennies or quar;

ters or flipping coins;

tivities, such as pull tabs,

egory. If they said ZO% 1
that they had ever
bled on an ac-gO% |
gam 20% |
tivity, they were .. |
then asked whether ,,

%,,

14%
10%

they had done so
within the past year

Ever Bet

01992 01995

Bet Past Year

Bet Weekly

67
]
Gambling
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Among Teens
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Monopoly® or other
board games, car racing...

(If so, what?)

A substantial number of
respondents who said they
had bet on “other” activities
cited car racing or Mo-
nopoly®. For purposes of
analysis, betting on Mo-
nopoly® was subsequently
combined with betting on
cards, dice games or domi-
noes played with family or
friends, and car racing was
added as a separate category

Prevalence of
Gambling Among
Texas Teens 1995
In 1995, 81.8 percent of

Texas teens aged 14 through
17 said they had ever bet for
money on something; 66.9
percent had bet in the past
year; and 1.4 percent had
bet weekly or more often dur
ing the past yeaAs shown

in Figure 10.1, these rates are
similar to those reported by
teens in 1992.

The average age at which
teens first started gambling
was 12.9 yearsTeens who
gambled in 1995 had begun
betting on average about half
a year later than teens who
gambled in 1992, when the
average age reported was
about 12.3.

Table 10.1. Demograp

hic Characteristics

of Gambling and Non-Gambling Teens in

Texas: 1995
Gambled
Never in
Gambled Lifetime
(N=596) (N=2483)
Gender
Male 34% 52%
Female 66% 48%
Age
14 years old 30% 24%
15 years old 27% 25%
16 years old 23% 25%
17 years old 20% 27%
Mean age 15.3 15.6
Size of Household
1 adult 8% 9%
2 adults 89% 86%

3 or more adults

Race/Ethnicity

Anglo

African American

Hispanic

Other
Income

Received an allowance

Worked 1+ hours per week

Had a weekly income > $0
Region

1 High Plains

Northwest Texas
Metroplex
Upper East Texas
Southeast Texas
Gulf Coast
Central Texas
Upper South Texas
West Texas
Upper Rio Grande
Lower South Texas

© 00 ~NOoO O WNN
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4% 5%
50%
18%
26%

6%

51%
12%
35%

2%

43%
19%
84%

52%
32%
95%

4%
3%
24%
7%
5%
21%
10%
10%
3%
4%
10%

4%
3%
23%
5%
4%
23%
9%
11%
3%
5%
11%

Characteristics of

Teen Gamblers

tinguished bettors from those
who said they had never be

Although most teens hadfor money As Table 10.1

bet in their lives, there wereshows, gamblers were mor
some characteristics that dislikely than non-gamblers to
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be male and they were olde =————  nstance, while 74 percent of Gambling
on averageThey were more Teens who worked those whose weekly income Arﬁgﬁ;’?}ggﬁz
likely than average to be His-  5ne hour a week or was $1 to $9 had gambled,
panic and less likely than more, or who received fully 93 percent of teens with
average to bafrican Ameri- an allowance, were a weekly income of $200 or
can.There was no regional ;5.0 likely to gamble more had done so. For com-
difference in gambling than teens who did parison, only 58 percent of
prevalence: teens from all ot work or receive an ~ 1€€NS who reported no income
regions of the state were allowance. had ever gambled. Even net
equally likely to have ever of income, teens who worked
gambled. at least one hour per week and

There has been somdéeAnglo.In1992asin1995, teens who received an allow:
change in the demographicghere were no regional & ance were more likely to
of teenage gamblers sincg&nces in gambling prev-gamble than those who did
the 1992 surveyOver the alance. not work or receive an allow-
three-year period between Other factors thought toance.The actual number of
the two surveys, the sex rabe associated with whethehours worked was not related
tio has become more equalor not a teen gambled in-to gambling. It is possible that
In 1992, 44 percent of gam-cluded the number of adultshaving money is a stimulus ta
blers were girls, while by in the household (i.e. singlegambling. Howeverthe fact
1995, this percentage hadarentvs. two parent family)that teens who worked and
risen to 48, making girls al-and whether or not a teen hateens who received an allow:
most as likely to gamble asmoney with which to ance were more likely to
boys.The age dferences, on gamble. gamble regardless of the ac
the other hand, have become In 1995 (as in 1992), theretual amount of money they re-
more pronounced. In 1992 was no relationship betweerceived suggests that teens
there were no statisticallythe number of adults in thewho want to gamble are likely
significant age dferences in household and whether oto seek sources of money with
gambling  prevalence,not ateen was likely to havewnhich to do so.
whereas in 1995, gamblerggambledThere was, perhaps Characteristics of teens
were more likely to be oldernot surprisinglyan associa- who had ever gambled varied
than non-gamblers. Racialtion between having moresignificantly depending on the
ethnic diferences,do, have money and gamblingAl-  recency and frequency of their
changed over time. In 1992though we do not know thegambling (Rble 10.2)Teens
gamblers were more likelyhousehold incomes of thewho gambled frequently
than average to be either Histeens who responded to théweekly or more) were more
panic oAfricanAmerican. In  survey those who reportedlikely to be male and His-
1995, they were also morethat their personal weeklypanic, to receive an allowance
likely than average to be His-income was higher wereand/or work, and to have a
panic, but they were less likelymore likely to gambleThe higher weekly incomeThey
than in 1992 to béfrican probability of gambling rose were less likely to live in a
American and more likely to directly as income rose. Fortwo-parent family but more
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Table 10.2. Demographic Characteristics of Teens
Who Have Ever Gambled, by Frequency and

Recency of Gamblin g: 1995

Gender
Male
Female
Age
14 years old
15 years old
16 years old
17 years old
Mean age
Size of Household
1 adult
2 adults
3 or more adults
Race/Ethnicity
Anglo
African American
Hispanic
Other
Income
Received an allowance
Worked 1+ hours per week
Had a weekly income > $0
Region
1 High Plains
Northwest Texas
Metroplex
Upper East Texas
Southeast Texas
Gulfcoast
Central Texas
Upper South Texas
West Texas
Upper Rio Grande
Lower South Texas

© oo ~NO O~ WN
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Not Past
Year
(N=484)

42%
59%

29%
23%
25%
22%
15.4

11%
85%
5%

47%
18%
33%

2%

44%
19%
89%

3%
3%
21%
7%
5%
18%
11%
12%
3%
5%
13%

Gambled
Past Year,
but not
Regularly
(N=1691)

52%
48%

21%
25%
25%
29%
15.6

7%
87%
5%

53%
10%
35%

2%

54%
33%
96%

4%
3%
23%
5%
3%
24%
8%
11%
3%
4%
10%

Gambled

Weekly in

Past Year
(N=308)

70%
30%

29%
22%
24%
25%
15.4

12%
81%
7%

43%
14%
41%

2%

57%
43%
97%

4%
2%
23%
3%
4%
23%
9%
11%
4%
6%
10%

All percentages are weighted. Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding.

likely than average to live Although younger teens ing in single-adult house:
either with one adult or with were less likely to have ever holds as well. On the other
three or more adults. Curi- bet at all, if they did so, they hand, there was a more “lin-
ously they were also most were apparently more likely ear* relationship between
likely to be 14 years of age. than average to gamble on agender and Hispanic thnicity

regular basis.

As Table 10.2
shows, not all of the
demographic charac:
teristics were associ:
ated with recency and
frequency in a linear
fashion.That is, on
some characteristics,
the most intensive
(past-year weekly)
gamblers more nearly
resembled the least in
tensive gamblers (teens
who had only bet in the
distant past) than they
did teens who bet mod
erately (i.e. during the
last year but not
weekly). For example,
14-yearold teens were
more often found
among weekly gam-
blers and among gam
blers in the more dis-
tant past and less ofte
among those who had
gambled in the past
year but not weekly
Similarly, African
Americans were most
often either distant-past
gamblers or weekly
gamblers, but least of
ten past-year occa
sional gamblersThis
was true for teens liv-

=)
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and intensity of gambling: betting on cards, dice andent or other adult buy a ticke Gambling
i.e., the most intensive gam-oardgames with family or for them. Others may manag Prevalance
. . . . Among Teens

blers were male and His-friends (with 36 percent of to buy tickets themselveEhe

panic whereas the least inteens having bet on this duronly other activity that

tensive were female and lesgng the past year), followedshowed an increase in past-

likely to be Hispanic. Hav- by betting on sports with year participation was flip-

ing an allowance or job andfriends (35 percent), lotter ping coins (from 8 percent to

an income were also relatedes (28 percent), games ofl6 percent), but much of thi

to more intensive gamblingskill (26 percent), and flip- apparentincrease may be due

in a linear way ping coins (16 percent).to the fact that this activity
There was no relationshipFewer than 10 percent hadvas asked about specificall

between where a teen livedgambled in the past year onn 1995 rather than as part o

(region) and how recently orany one of the other activi-a question about “other activi-

frequently he or she bet. ties asked about. ties such as flipping coins...”
In general, similar rela- Notunexpectediythe per as in 1992. It is likely that

tionships between recencyentage gambling on lotter when more attention is fo-

and frequency of gamblingies rose significantly sincecused on an activitypeople

and demographic characterthe opening of th&exas Lot- are more likely to report hav-

istics had been found intery, from about 1 percent ing engaged in it.

1992 At that time, however in 1992 to about 28 percent Gambling on three activi-

there had been no statistiin 1995.While teens cannotties declined significantly

cally significant association legally purchase lottery tick- over the periodThese were

between age or householets, many of them have a parall non-commercial or infer

size and recency/frequency

of gambling, while these

variables were associated in

Table 10.3 Prevalence of Betting on
Different Activities in the Past Year:

1995. On the other hand, Texas Teens 1992 Versus 1995
there were some regional dif- 1992 1995
ferences in 1992 that were no (N=924)  (N=3079)
longer evident in 1995. Lotteries 11% 28%
Cards/dice with family and friends 48% 36%
Most Prevalent Casinos/card parlors 1% 2%
Gambling Activities Z"Ot ;"ac_rt‘r']”f?/v:e‘)p(’ker 42?;" ;EZ"
Table 10.3 shows the pro- Biﬁ:;ros Wi rends 120/2 100/2
portion of teens in 1992 and yrse/dog racing 6% 5%
1995 who had gambled dur Games of skill 35% 26%
ing the past year on each ofDog/cock fights 2% 1%
the activities that were askedBookie 1% 1%
about comparably in both FliPping coins 8% 16%
years. Car racing n/a 1%
Other 3% *x
In 1995, the most preva- Any activity 66% 67%

lent gambling activity was
** Less than 0.5%.
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mal kinds qf betting: Table 10.4 Gambling Activities morg kmdg qf a§t|V|-

boardgames with on Two or More Activities were asked which one
family and friends, | gyeries 14%  theyprefered (those

betting on the out- Games with family/friends 24% who had bet on only
come of sports with Card parlors/casinos <1% one activity were
friends, and playing Slotand gaming machines 52/0 coded as preferring
and betting on ;:‘:;r;s with friends 22;‘2 that one). Unlike for
games of skill. De- Horse/greyhound racing 4% adults, where the lot-
spltg the percentage ;,mes of kil 12% tery was by far_ t.he
decline, these, along pog/cock fights <1% most popular activity

with lotteries, re- Betting with a bookie <1% for adolescents, bet-
mained the most Flipping coins 5% ting on sports with
popular gambling Carracing 1% friends, and on cards,

e . 0 .
activities in 1995, as O’ % dice or boardgames
. Don't know/refused 2% . .

they had been in with friends and fam-
1992. ily were the activities

The prevalence of bettingtery betting, whereas amongnost enjoyed.About 25 per
on bingo, horse and greyhoundeens, the almost tripling ofcent of the sample said they
racing, slot and video-pokerlottery gambling was appar preferred each of these
machines, casinos and caréntly counterbalanced by aTable 10.4). Lotteries and
parlors, animal fightsyal bet- decline in other activities, sogames of skill came in as dis-
ting with a bookie remainedthat overall gambling preva-tant seconds, with about 14
about stable between 1992ence remained about thepercent of the sample prefer
and 1995These were all ac- same. For teens, wagering oning the first and 12 percent
tivities with a relatively low the lottery is not the over the second. None of the other
prevalence of betting bywhelmingly most popular activities was preferred by
teens at both periods. gambling activity that it is more than 5 percent of the

Despite declines in bettingfor adults. More adults hadsample.
on some activities and in-gambled on the lottery inthe There were some défr-
creases in others, the overalpast year than on any otheences in preferred gambling
rate of past-year betting omactivity; for teens, on the activities between boys and
any activity did not changeother hand, gambling on thegirls, younger and older
significantly from 1992, lottery was just one of sev-teens, andinglos, African

~

when 65.6 percent of adoleseral popular activities. Americans, and Hispanics
cents had bet in the past year For instance, girls preferred
as compared to 66.5 percent Preferred Activities lotteries, slot machines,

in 1995 Among adults older  Prevalence of participa-bingo and horse racing twice
than 18, the overall preva-tionin an activity may reflect as often as boys, while boys
lence of past-year bettingas much the availability of preferred cards and dice
rose dramatically in thatthat activity as its popularity games, sports betting, and
three-year period due to lot-Teens who had bet on two obetting on games of skill
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more often than girlsThe ported in 1992, suggestingbet during that time?They
very youngest teens (14-that the advent of a state lotwere asked to respond using
yearolds) preferred lotteries tery did not add another acthe following dollar catego-
and flipping coins more thantivity on top of those that ries: $0, $1-9, $10-19, $20-49,
the other teens, while theteens already bet on. $50-99, $100-199, and $200
oldest teens (17-yealds) For teens who had bet oror more.
liked slot machines moreonly one activity in their ~ On the whole, teens whqg
than the other teens. In terméives, the most prevalentgambled had not spent a lo
of race/ethnicityAnglos pre- were theTexas Lottery (22 of money doing so. Most re-
ferred lotteries and horse racpercent of those who had bespondents who had bet during
ing relatively moreAfrican on only one activity), betting the last year (71 percent) sai
Americans preferred sloton cards, dice andthat they had spent less tha
machines and flipping coins,boardgames with friends andb50 in all on gambling activi-
and Hispanics enjoyed bingdamily (19 percent) and bet-ties in the past 12 months
more than other teens. It iging on sports with friends About 12 percent of past-year
interesting that these ethniq19 percent). gamblers had spent $50-$99
preferences are ddrent for about 13 percent had spen
adults, where Hispanics pre- Amount Spent on over $100 gambling in the
fer the lottery more often and Gambling past yegrand 4 percent said
Anglos least oftenAlso Teens who had gambled athey did not know (Figure
among adultsAnglos prefer all during the past year werel0.1). These amounts are al:
slot machines as often@Af  asked, “If you think about all most identical to those re-
rican Americans, andifri- the times you have betported in 1992 and indicate
canAmericans and Hispan-money in the past 12 monthsthat teens are not spending
ics prefer bingo equally how much total money any more money on gambling

would you estimate you havenow than they did three years

—+

>

~—+

Number of Activities

Gambled On

Most teens who had ever
gambled had bet on more
than one kind of activity dur
ing their lifetimes. Only 20
percent of lifetime gamblers
had bet on only one activity
The average number of dif-
ferent activities bet on dur
ing a teers lifetime was 3.1
(for those who had ever bet)
and during the past ye&.6
(for those who had bet in the
past year).These numbers
were identical to those re-

Figure 10.2. Amounts Spent by Teens on
Gambling During the Past Year
Don't
know/refused
$200 or more 4%
6%

Less than $10

$100-$199 26%

™%

$50-$99
12%

$10-$19
20%

25%
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ago. Figure 10.3. Attitudes of Texas Teens
Looking at the one-quar Toward Gambling: 1992 and 1995
ter of teens who had spent 60%
. 0% — O
$50 or more on gambling®®® 5106 55%

48%

during the past yeathey 50% +
were most likely to be males
older teens, andfrican

Americans or Hispanics.sO% | 10
Teens from the Upper Ri020%
Grande area (Region 10) ango, |
WestTexas (Region 9) were

40% +

. 0% 1 1
the most |Ik€|y to have Spent Betting not Teens should be | could make
a |Ot, while those from Cen- harmful able to bet money on betting
tral Texas (Region 7) and 01992 01995
NorthwestTexas (Region 2)
were the lowesspenders. that gambling was economi-
Youths who had gambled on  Attitudes About cally advantageous: only 25
dog and cock fights, on Gambling percent believed that they

sports through a bookie, or Respondents were askedcould get rich by gambling.
on car racing reported theyhether they “strongly dis- These attitudes hav
highest spending, with moreagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” changed only slightly since
than 50 percent of these betyr “strongly agree” with the 1992, when 48 percent felt
tors having spent over $50. following statements about betting was not harmful, 60
gambling :“I do not think percent thought teens should
Gambling Out of State  petting for money is harm- be able to bet, and 21 percent
Teens who had gambled|:” «|f teenagers want to believed they could get rich
during the past year werepet moneythey should be by gambling. Interestingly
asked if they had bet moneygpje to:” and‘I think I could  the trend since that time has
or gambled out of state or inmake a lot of money playing been towards thinking that
Mexico during that time. games of chance like the lot-betting is not harmful bu
About 12 percent of themygpy away from thinking that all
had gambled outsidéexas  Teens were about evenlyteens should be able to bet|if
during the past yeahe same gjvided on whether they per they want to.
percentage as in 1998l-  cejyed betting as harmful or
though it is unknown which not (Figure 10.2), with 49  Behavior of Friends
particular activities they hadpercent considering it harm-  Adolescents who had ever
bet on out of state, teens Whey| and 51 percent not. How- gambled themselves were
had bet out of state had begyer a slight majority of re- asked how many of their
.
)

11%

on more activities in the pasispondents (55 percent) feltfriends gambled, whethe
year (3.4 on average) thanpat teens should be able tathey thought that any of thei
teens who had only gambledhet if they wanted to. Most friends gambled “too much,”?
in Texas (2.4). teens, though, did not think and whether they though

—




schools should have a pro-
gram to help students who
have gambling problems.
70% 1 64%
Most teens who had ever .. | 60%

gambled themselves hagoo/z L s
friends who had alsoyq, |
gambled: 60 percent said thaipo, +
some of their friends20% +
gambled and 29 percent saitb%

30%

Figure 10.4. Attitudes of Teenaged
Gamblers and Non-Gamblers

28%

12%

that most of their friends 0%

Betting is Teens should

gambled.About 13 percent harmiul be able to bet
of teens who had gambled
had friends who gambled 0 Gamblers

“too much.” Respondents
were about equally divided
on whether or not schoolsgion of residence or in the
should have programs tonumber of adults who lived
help students with gamblingin the household.
problems, with 51 percent As might be expected,
endorsing the idea, 46 pernon-gamblers had less lib-
cent rejecting it, and 4 per eral attitudes towards teen-
cent undecided.he reported age betting than gamblers:
behavior of friends and atti-they were more likely to be-
tudes towards in-school helpieve that betting was harm-
programs was similar inful and less likely to think
1992 and 1995. that teens should be allowed
to bet.
Non-Gamblers

About 18 percent of teens
said that they had never bet
money on any activity in
their lives.When compared
with youths who had ever
gambled (refer back ftable
10.1), the non-gambler was
more likely to be female,
younger than 16African
American, and to have a
lower weekly income. Gam-
blers and non-gamblers did
not differ significantly in re-

| could make
money betting

O Non-Gamblers
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Chapter 11. Teen Gambling on the Lottery

Attitudes About the ready played the Lottery, anderies are a bad idea or Lot-
Lottery of these teens, only slightlyteries serve a useful pur-
In the 1992 survey, con-over one-quarter said that ampose.”
ducted just prior to the open-adult had bought a ticket for Teens’ perceptions of the
ing of the Texas Lottery, them. costs and benefits of a lottery
teens were asked if they Respondents were alsdhave not changed signifi-
thought it was wise for theasked whether they thoughtantly in the three years since
state to have a minimum agedotteries were a good or a badhe Texas Lottery has been it
of 18 to play the lottery. At idea:"Some people say thatoperation. In both years, abou
that time, a majority (76 per-lotteries are a good idea be-the same majority (66 percent
cent) felt that the age limitcause they help raise moneyn 1995 and 69 percent in
was wise. In 1995, threefor state programs that can1992) thought that lotteries
years after the lottery beganbenefit people. Others saywere a good idea, while oner
teens felt essentially thelotteries are a bad idea be-quarter (25 percent) in both
same way, with 79 percentcause they encourage peoplgears felt they were a bad
endorsing the age restrictiorto waste their money onidea. Nine percentin 1995 and
(Figure 11.1). Older andsomething thatis along shot6 percent in 1992 were unde
younger teens felt equallyWhich statement best reflectgided on this issue.
that there should be an aggour view of lotteries: Lot- There was, however, more

limit of 18.
As might be expected, Figure 11.1. Teen Attitudes Toward the
Lottery

— =J U

however, attitudes and be-
havior were somewhat2 o
linked. Individuals who be- 76% -+
lieved there should be an agé4% 1
restriction were less likely ZSL’Q I 69%

than those who thought theres | 66%
should be no age limit togiz//‘o’ i
have ever actually played thes2e +

Texas Lottery themselves.59% |

79%

0
However, almost 30 percent Lotteries are Age
of those who thought there a good idea restriction is
should be an age limit nev- good
ertheless said they had al- m1992 ©1995
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variation in these attitudes b>;10rs under the age of 18 tdhey had been able to purt
age, gender and region oplay the lottery, itis possiblechase the tickets them-
residence than there had beefrcfr parents or other adults toselvest In Texas, in 1994
in 1992, when attitudes werddurchase tickets for them.some 56 percent of minors
similar across all demo-About one-quarter of thewho attempted to buy to-
graphic groups. In 1995, reteens who said they hadbacco proqlupts Werg sucr
spondents who thought |Ot_played the Texas Lottery vol-cessful, so it is not unlikely
teries were a good idea Werémteered that an adult hadhat teens under the age of 18
bought a ticket for them. are often able to purchase

most likely to be older teens™ ) _ _
and males, and to live in theSince this question was nofottery tickets as well.

Upper Rio Grande region_asked directly, we do not
Younger teens, females andnow whether the others Who Plays the Texas

respondents from Upper EasY"hO said they had played Lottery?
Texas were less likely to alo_Were able to buy their tick- There were no age differ-
prove of lotteries. There wereSts themselves. Howevergnces in lottery play: older
no differences in attitudes byyounger teens were moregeens and younger teens had
race/ethnicity. likely than older teens to sayplayed the Texas Lottery
Almost one-quarter of that an adult had purchasedbout equally, even though
teens who thought that lotter-& ticket for them, suggestingthe younger the teen, the
ies were on the whole a ba&hat teens were increasinglymore likely he or she was ta
able to buy their own ticketssay that an adult had purt
as they got older. A recentchased the ticket for them

study in Minnesota found (Figure 11.2).
When queried about theirthat over one-quarter of un- As shown in Table 11.1,
derage teens who had playethere were no significant re-

intentions in 1992, just be- _ . . . :
fore the Texas Lottery began:[he lottery said explicitly that gional differences in the pro-

about one-quarter of Texas

teens aged 14-17 said they in- Figure 11.2. Percentage of Teens Who
tended to purchase lottery Had Played the Texas Lottery, By Age
tickets when they became : ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
available. By the time theAgJe 17 H |
present survey was con- |

ducted in 1995, about 34 per-

. Age
cent of teens in that age group
said they had in fact gambled
on the Texas Lottery. AnotherAge 15
10 percent said they had
gambled on other lottery Age 14
games in and outside of
Texas but not on the Texas 0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%
Lottery itself.

While it is illegal for mi-

137

idea nevertheless had playe
the lottery at least once them
selves.

16

B Parents bought tickets for them OHad ever played Texas Lottery
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than girls to have perhaps at charitable game ~Teen

Table 11.1. Percentage of played (37 percentnights or similar events. By G‘i‘rr:;bl'_'ggeor”
Teens in Each Demographic vs. 31 percent). And 1995, this percentage had Y

Category Who Had Ever Bet

on the Lotter y African Americans more than doubled, to 45 per

werelesslikely than cent, of whom 34 percent had
Age y p
14 33% other racial/ethnic played the Texas Lottery and
15 35%  groups to have 11 percent had played other
16 33%
17 37% played the Lottery lottery games but not the
Gender 20 percent, com- Texas Lottery. However, un-
. p y
';"e""r'ﬁale 2102 pared to 37 percentlike the Texas adults, among
Race/Ethnicity of Anglos and 37 whom a relatively large pro-
Anglo 37% percent of Hispan- portion were lottery-only bet-
AfricanAmeri 20% P
Hig;:zicmer'can 7o, ics). This latter find- tors, there were very few teens
Region ing is especially in- (only 5 percent of all teens)
; Eig?hPlainsT 222;0 teresting since, in who had only gambled on lot-
orthwest Texas (1] . . . .
3 Metroplex 34% 1992, African Am.erl- teries and nothing else. Most
4 Upper East Texas 30% cans were more likely teens who had bet on lotter:
5 Southeast Texas 33%  than Anglos to say ies or the Texas Lottery hag
6 Gulf Coast 33% .
7 Central Texas 37% they intended to play also bet on at least one other
8 Upper South Texas 36% the Texas Lottery activity, with the average
9 West Texas 33% i i i nitiac i
10 Upper Rio Grande 590 once it became avail numper being 2.7 actlvmes.ln
11 Lower South Texas 37% able. addition to the lottery. This

There were two can be interpreted in one of
questions concern-two ways. The fact that very
portion of teens who hading teenage gambling thatfew teens have gambled on
played the Lottery, either.arose when a lottery was bethe lottery onlynaymean that
The regions with the highesting considered for Texas:once ateen had bet on the lot
proportions of adolescents'Will a state-sponsored lot- tery, he or she was stimulated
who had played the Lotterytery induce gambling amongto bet on other activities as
(about 37 percent) were Centeens who had neverwell. However, it is perhaps
tral and South Texas and thgambled before?” and “Will more plausible that the lottery
region with the lowest (abouthaving a lottery stimulate attracted primarily teens wha
29 percent) was the Uppeiteenage gambling on othemvere already bettors on other
Rio Grande region. While activities as well?” activities.
these differences appear dra- Data from the pre- and Respondents were not
matic, they were not statisti-post-lottery TCADA surveys asked which activity was the
cally significant and could can help shed some light orfirst one on which they
have occurred by chance. these issues. In 1992, abougambled, so this question can

There were, however, two19 percent of teens said theyot be definitively answered
major demographic differ- had played some kind of in-with these data. However, re:
ences in who played the Lot-stant or video lottery gamesspondents were asked how
tery. Boys were more likely probably in other states orold they were when they
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placed their first monetary = — — Endnotes
bet. The 1995 survey respon- Very f had 1K. C. Winters, R. D.
dents could have gambled on ery few teens ha Stinchfield and L. G. Kim,

the Texas Lottery for only gamb/ed only 0'7 “Monitoring Adolescent
three years or less, so those lotteries and nothing Gambling in Minnesota,”
who had placed their first bet else. Journal of Gambling Stud-
four or more years ago must ies11(2): 165-183, 1995.
have gambled on something 2Texas Department of

else. Some 28 percent ofvhen it began were those Health, FY 1995 Activity

teens who had gambled orwho were already gamblers Report “Minors and To-
lotteries and other activitieson other activities; fewer bacco” (unpublished re-
had placed their first betthan 10 percent of those who port) submitted to the Cen-
more than three years ago, sbad never gambled before ter for Substance Abuse
they must have gambled orsaid they planned to play the Prevention in accordance
activities other than the Texadottery. The average number with ~ Section 1926
Lottery first. This does not of different activities that (b)(2)(B) of the Alcohol,

mean that the other 72 perteens bet on was 2.6 for teensDrug Abuse, and Mental
cent did gamble on the lot-who had never bet on the Health Administration Re-
tery first; merely that it can- Texas Lottery and 3.7 for organization Act.

not be determined in thesdeens who had. This suggests

cases. It should be rememthat teens who bet on the

bered that because of theitottery had added an aver-

age, many of the teens wouldge of only one more activ-

have begun betting in the pasity to the repertoire of activi-

three years because theties on which they had pre-

were growing up and tryingviously bet. If the lottery

new things, and not becausevere stimulating other forms

the lottery began. It is inter-of gambling, it might be ex-

esting that over one-third ofpected that lottery bettors

respondents who said theyvould bet on more other ac-

had gambled on lotteries onlytivities than non-lottery bet-

and on no other activities intors. Taken all together, these

their lifetimes had begunfindings suggest that many

gambling more than threeteens who bet on the Texas

years ago, which implies that_ottery were teens who

they were already gamblinglikely may have been bettors

on lotteries before the Texa®n some other activity, and

Lottery began. In the earlierthat the lottery was neither

1992 survey, an overwhelm-their first activity nor one

ing majority of those teensthat stimulated other forms

who said theyintendedto of gambling.

gamble on the Texas Lottery
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Chapter 12. Problem Gambling Among
Adolescents

Although some people be- = bling, such as lunch money or

lieve that any amount of money obtained through ille-
gambling among young Although some gal means.
people is cause for concern,  People believe that A newly introduced, briefer
of particular concern are any amount of screening instrument called
teens who have experienced ~ g9ambling among the MAGS (Massachusetts
evident problems connected young people is Gambling Screen), shows
with their gambling. This cause for concern, good reliability and validity.
chapter focuses on the preva- of particular It is presently under develop-
lence and correlates of prob- concern are teens ment but may become more
lem gambling behavior who have widely used in future studies|
among adolescents. experienced To preserve comparability
problems with the earlier Texas survey
Assessing Problem connected with their  the 1995 study assessed prob-
Gambling gambling. lem gambling in the same way
Instruments designed to as in 1992, using the SOG$
identify problem gambling instrument adapted for teens.

are few, and this is the caseling behavior (see Appen-In addition, two questions
particularly for identifying dix F for the SOGS instru-from the MAGS were in-
problem gambling amongment). The SOGS asks recluded in the survey but were
teenagers. The South Oakspondents a series of quegiot used for classifying indi-
Gambling Screen (SOGS)tions about gambling behav-viduals as problem gamblers.
widely used in state surveydor and about the source€nly individuals who had
to assess problem gamblingised to obtain money togambled at all within the past
among adults, was used witihamble or pay gamblingyear were asked the SOG!
modification for adolescentsdebts. These questions tapnd MAGS questions. There-
in a survey of teen gamblingbehavior that can be probfore, teens who may have had
in Minnesota and Washing-lematic, such as loss of cona history of gambling prob-
ton state-A slightly adapted trol or excessive preoccupalems in the past but who had
version of the SOGS wastion with gambling, and not bet at all during the past
also used in the 1992 Texasources of money that are inyear would not be counted
survey of adolescent gam-appropriate to use for gam-among problem gamblers

U
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This may have resulted in adetails about the codinghaviors for developing gam-

slight undercount of lifetime scheme can be found inbling problems.

problem or at-risk gamblers.Gambling in Texas: 1992 Other Indicators of
Asin 1992, answers to theTexas Survey of Adolescent Problem Gambling

SOGS questions were comGambling Behavia? All respondents who had
bined using a “multifactor gambled within the past year
method” in order to classify Prevalence of and who were asked the
respondents as problem gam- Problem Gambling SOGS questions that were

~

blers or not. The multifactor Among Texas Teens used to create the problem
method treats the behavioral The prevalence of gam-at-risk classification scheme
and borrowing dimensions ofbling problems was lower in described above, were also
the SOGS separately, and 995 than in 1992. In 1992,asked two questions taken
also incorporates measure8.0 percent of teens werdrom the MAGS (see above)
of the frequency and inten-identified as problem gam-These weré'Has your gam-

sity of gambling. bling ever created problems
Using the multifactor "= between you and any mem-
method, teens were classified , 1992, 5 percent of ber of your family or
into three categories: NON-  ;o0ns were identified friends”? and “Have you
problem gamblers, at-risk has problem ever gotten into trouble at
gamblers and problem gam- 52 mpjers: in 1995, work or school because of
blers. An individual was only 2.3 percent met your gambling”?
scored on three dimensions: the criteria for About 10.5 percent of past;
behavioral difficulties, bor- problem gambling. year gamblers had experit
rowing difficulties, and gam- enced one or the other of those
bling involvement (fre- problems. Most teens who re-

quency of gambling andblers, whereas in 1995, onlysponded affirmatively to the
amount of money spent).2.3 percent met the criteriaMAGS questions were also
Gamblers with no or few dif- for problem gambling. In classified as at-risk or prob-
ficulties on any dimension 1992, another 11.7 percent oflem gamblers by the multi-
were classified as non-probteens were classified as atactor method. However, ap-
lem gamblers, those whorisk of developing problems, proximately 3.7 percent of
gambled weekly with no but by 1995, this figure hadpast-year gamblers were
problems or less intensivelydeclined slightly to 9.9 per-classified as non-problem
but with some problems werecent. Although the rates ofgamblers by the multifactor
classified as at-risk gamblersproblem and at-risk gam-method, but had experienced
and those who had severabling have declined, the ab-one or the other of the
behavioral and/or borrowingsolute number of youths af-MAGS problems asked
problems and who eitherfected is not negligible: ap-about. Since gambling that
gambled weekly or spentproximately 26,200 Texascreates problems with fam-
more than $10 per month orteenagers already have prohiy or friends or at school or
gambling were classified asems with gambling and an-work suggests that a teen
problem gamblers. Furtherother 112,680 show risk be-may be at risk for becoming
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a problem gambler, it mightthey had a gambling problemgroup of non-problem gam- Problem
be prudent to consider thesevhen asked directly. Aboutblers, most (79 percent) had Gambling

teens also in the “at-risk” cat-7 percent of at-risk gamblersgambled within the past year
egory. Doing so would raisefelt that they had ever had awhile the others had gambled,
the rate of at-risk gamblinggambling problem. Interest-but not within the past year,
from 9.9 percent to 13.6 per-ingly, about 2 percent of (All of the at-risk and prob-
cent. However, in the re-past-year bettors classified alem gamblers had gambled
mainder of this study, to pre-non-problem gamblers nev-within the past year.)
serve comparability with the ertheless felt they had had a

1992 study, the more conserproblem with gambling at Demographic
vative measure of at-risksome point in their lives. Characteristics of At-
gambling, based on the mul-Therefore, teens were not Risk and Problem
tifactor method, will be used. unlike adults in regard to ac- Gamblers
Further research is needed tknowledgment of problems. Table 12.1 presents set
determine to what extentAs discussed in Part 2 of thidected demographic character
MAGS questions should bereport, 33 percent of adultistics of at-risk and problem
used instead of or as gathological gamblers, 5 pergamblers, and of teens who
supplement to the SOGScent of adult problem gam-gamble without problems. As
guestions in assessing teehlers and fewer than 1 percompared to teens who hav

D

problem gambling. cent of adult non-problemgambled without problems,
gamblers felt that they hadat-risk and problem gamblers
Recognition of One’s ever had a gambling prob-were more likely to benalg
Own Gambling lem. younger and from aminority
Problems racial/ethnic group They
For this study, identifica- Factors Associated were also more likely to have
tion of teens who had gam- with Problem and At- worked10 or more hours per
bling problems was made orRisk Gambling Among week and to have hadeekly
the basis of their answers to Texas Teens incomeof $10 or more. They

the SOGS and their patterns In the following analyses, said more often than other
and intensity of gambling be-the characteristics of prob-teens who gambled that ong
havior. However, individuals lem, at-risk and non-problemor both of their parents alsa
do not always recognize thagambling teens are com-gambled, and that this paren
they themselves may havepared. Teens who had nevemay have had a gambling
problems. One question orgambled were not includedproblem. Problem gamblers
the SOGS asks respondents the analyses, since theybut not at-risk gamblers)
directly if they felt that they represent a relatively smallwere more likely to reside in
had ever had a problem withproportion of teens, and in-the Dallas/Fort Worthor

betting money or gambling.terest is in factors associate@outheast Texas regions,
Only 33 percent of teenswith developing gambling while at-risk gamblers were
identified by the multifactor problems rather than factorooverrepresented in Central
method as problem gamblersssociated with ever havingTexas. The regional differ-
recognized or admitted thattried gambling. Among the ences, however, were not

1%

—
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Table 12.1. Demographic Characteristics of Teens in Texas Who
Gamble, by Category of Gamblin g

Non-Problem At-Risk Problem

Gambler Gambler Gambler
(N=2117) (N=307) (N=59)
Gender
Male 49% 70% 71%
Female 51% 30% 29%
Age
14 years old 22% 32% 26%
15 years old 25% 23% 26%
16 years old 25% 22% 32%
17 years old 28% 24% 16%
Size of Household
1 adult 8% 12% 10%
2 adults 87% 83% 81%
3 or more adults 5% 6% 9%
Race/Ethnicity
Anglo 52% 44% 33%
African American 12% 14% 18%
Hispanic 34% 40% 49%
Other 2% 2% 0%
Income
Received Allowance 52% 58% 43%
Worked 10 or more hours/week 21% 28% 33%
Had weekly income of $10 or more 78% 88% 80%
Parental Gambling
One or both parents gambled 66% 71% 77%
If so, parent gambles too much 4% 6% 27%
Region
1 High Plains 4% 5% 1%
2 Northwest Texas 3% 2% 1%
3 Metroplex 23% 18% 34%
4 Upper East Texas 5% 4% 1%
5 Southeast Texas 3% 4% 4%
6 Gulf Coast 23% 21% 36%
7 Central Texas 9% 11% 2%
8 Upper South Texas 12% 12% 7%
9 West Texas 3% 4% 4%
10 Upper Rio Grande 4% 6% 6%
11 Lower South Texas 11% 12% 4%

All percentages are weighted. Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding.




strong, and were probablyi.e., more evenly distributed,for adults, and that the in-
due to other demographicn terms of gender and racetrease was primarily due td
differences, such as the difethnicity over time. Whereasgambling on the lottery.
fering ethnic distributions in 1992, only 5 percent of Preferred Activities
within the regions. There problem gamblers were fe- Figure 12.1 shows the fa-
was no significant differencemale, in 1995 some 29 pervorite activities of problem
between problem or at-riskcent were female. Similarly,gamblers, at-risk gamblers
gamblers and those whowhile in 1992, only 18 per- and teens who gamble with-
gambled without problemscent of problem gamblersout problems. Non-problem
in whether or not they re-were Anglo, by 1995, thisgamblers clearly preferred
ceived an allowance or in theproportion had risen to 33lotteries more than other gam
number of adults in their percent. This suggests thablers. At-risk gamblers pre-
household. girls and Anglo youths areferred games of skill rela-
The demographic characincreasingly developing tively more often than other
teristics of problem gamblersgambling problems. gamblers, whereas problem
in 1995 were similarin many Itis also of interest to notegamblers were disproportion-
respects to those of problenthat in 1995 about twice asately likely to say their favor-
gamblers in 1992. For bothmany teens as in 1992 saidte activity was cards, dice,
survey years, problem gam+that one or both of their par-dominoes or board games
blers were more likely to beents gambled. Itis likely thatwith family or friends. It is in-
male, from a minority group some of this increase reflectseresting that what might be
and to have a higher weeklythe new opportunities to betconsidered a more casua
income. Nevertheless, prob-afforded by the lottery. The form of betting, or an activity
lem gambling became someadult survey showed thatin which one might participate
what more “democratic,” gambling had indeed risenin order to socialize, was pre-

Figure 12.1. Favorite Activities of Adolescent Problem, At-
Risk, and Non-Problem Teen Gamblers

40%

35%
30%
25% __I
20% +—

15% +— ]

10% +—
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friends
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Table 12.2. Correlates of At-Risk and Problem Gambling Among Texas

Teens
Non-
Problem At-Risk Problem
Gamblers Gamblers Gamblers
(N=2117) (N=307) (N=59)
Attitudes Towards Gambling
Don't think betting is harmful 53% 68% 60%
Lotteries serve useful purpose 70% 75% 89%
Wise to have age limit on lottery 82% 66% 69%
Teens should be able to bet 59% 7% 69%
Could make a lot of money betting 25% 39% 56%
Emotional Experiences of Gambling
Action/Excitement 74% 84% 86%
Forget problems 7% 18% 25%
Numbness/Oblivion 3% 8% 23%
Like to bet alone 11% 24% 37%
Amount Spent on Gambling
$1 - $49 78% 46% 15%
$50- $99 12% 17% 4%
$100 - $199 5% 15% 26%
$200 or more 3% 16% 50%
Don't know/refused 3% 7% 5%
Parental Knowledge of Gambling
Parents know you gamble 7% 66% 66%
If parents know: know extent 85% 66% 34%
If parents know: parents disapprove 9% 12% 25%
Average Grades
A 42% 28% 22%
B 49% 51% 39%
Corless 9% 22% 39%
General Deviance
Skipped school 4 or + days 10% 26% 36%
Sent to principal 4 or + days 8% 27% 44%
School called home 4 or + days 3% 11% 18%
Most/all friends feel close to prnts 42% 38% 33%
Most/all friends carry weapons 4% 16% 25%
Most/all friends belong to gang 3% 12% 25%
Ever done illegal act 27% 44% 68%
Ever arrested 5% 15% 27%
Most/all friends care about grades 68% 53% 39%
Most/all friends want to drop out 4% 7% 29%
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ferred by teens who had Attitudes Towards I — Problem
gambling problems more of- Gambling At-risk and problem Gambling
ten than teens who did not At-risk and problem gam-  gamblers were more
have problems. Preferencélers had more tolerant atti- convinced that

does not necessarily corretudes towards lotteries and  gambling is lucrative:
spond to prevalence. Thatisgambling in general than 56 percent of problem
problem gamblers were notother bettors. Interestingly, gamblers and 39
any more likely than at-risk at-risk gamblers were even percent of at-risk
gamblers to have engaged imore likely than problem  gamblers thought they
betting with family or friends gamblers to say that betting  could make a lot of

in the past year, even thoughs not harmful and that teens money betting,
it was their favorite activity. should be able to bet if they  compared to only 25
On the other hand, they weravant to. Problem gamblers percent of other
more likely than other gam-through their own experi- gambling teens.

blers to have bet on gamegnces may be more aware of
of skill (the favorite of at-risk some potentially harmful ef-
gamblers) and lotteries (thefects of teenage betting thargambling as a solitary rather

favorite of non-problem at-risk gamblers. than a social pursuit, much
gamblers). Whether or not Emotional Experiences like solitary drinking, can also
the reported “preferred” ac- Associated with be a potential risk factor for
tivity is the one that leads to Gambling developing problems.

the most problematic betting Problem and at-risk gam- Expectation of
behavior is unclear; it may beblers were significantly more Success

that teens report as favoritesikely than non-problem  At-risk and problem gam-
those that do not cause probgamblers to say that theyblers were more convinced
lems for them. Indeed, whengambled for action and ex-that gambling is lucrative: 56
gambling behavior involves citement or to forget their percent of problem gamblers
loss of control and financial problems or feel numb orand 39 percent of at-risk gams
difficulties, what began as aoblivious. In addition, they blers thought that they could
pleasurable activity may nowere more likely to say thatmake a lot of money betting,
longer be perceived as enjoythey preferred betting aloneas compared to only 25 pert

able. rather than in the companycent of other gambling teens,
of others. Adult studies haveAlthough gambling is osten-
Other Correlates of suggested that a craving fosibly about making money,
Problem Gambling “action” as well as, alterna- most gamblers recognize that

Table 12.2 displays othertively, a desire to “escape” ortheir chances of getting rich
factors that are associatedeel numbness are reasonare slim and they gamble for
with problem gambling. given more frequently by the fun of it or to socialize
(The full wording of the problem gamblers than bywith friends. Gamblers who
problem gambling questionspeople who gamble withoutpursue the “big win” by
abbreviated in this Table areproblems. Studies have alsdchasing” their losses or bor-
given in Appendix F). suggested that engaging imowing money to gamble or
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percent of non-problemthat schools should have pro
gamblers. grams, only 42 percent of at;
Behavior of Friends risk gamblers and 37 percen
Gamblers might be ex-of problem gamblers felt this
pected to associate with othway. Teens apparently can

Teens who were
problem or at-risk
gamblers were

—

7{5’7“&”#)/ n;or.e ers who are like them and teacknowledge gambling

: eytcojlcs!aytkelr condone behavior which isproblems that need helg
parents did not know similar to theirs. About 81 more readily in their friends
that they gambled at

percent of problem gam-than in themselves.
blers, as compared to 59 per-Parental Knowledge of
cent of at-risk gamblers and  Teen’s Gambling
24 percent of non-problem Teens who were problem
engage in other kinds of in-gamblers, said that most ofor at-risk gamblers were sig-
appropriate behavior aretheir friends gambled. Teensnificantly more likely than
likely to be problem gam- were asked if any of theirnon-problem gamblers to say
blers. friends gambled “too much.” that their parents did not
Intensity of Gambling At-risk and problem gam- know that they gambled.
Not surprisingly, problem blers were more likely thanAbout one-third of teens
gamblers had begun bettingthers to say that they hadvith gambling problems had
earlier, had bet on more dif-friends who gambled tooparents who did not know
ferent kinds of activities andmuch: 33 percent of problemthat they gambled at all (ac-
had spent more money omyamblers and 20 percent otording to the teen’s report)
gambling than at-risk gam-at-risk gamblers, as com-For those whose parent
blers or non-problem gam-pared to 13 percent of teensvere aware of their gam-
blers. Teen problem gam-without gambling problems, bling, at-risk and problem
blers had made their first bekaid they had such friends. gamblers were also more
formoney at 12 yearsold, on Teens who recognizedlikely to say that their par-
average, while at-risk gam-that some of their friendsents did not know the extent
blers had started betting aambled too much wereof their gambling. Problem
12-and-a-half and non-prob-slightly more apt than thosegamblers were also more
lem bettors at age 13. On avwho had no such friends tolikely than other gamblers to
erage, problem gamblers hadigree that schools shouldsay that their parents disap
bet on 5.3 different kinds of have a program to help stuproved of their gambling. At-
activities in their lifetimes, as dents with gambling prob- risk gamblers were similar to
compared to 4.5 activities forlems (55 percent vs. 49 pernon-problem gamblers in the
at-risk bettors and 2.8 forcent). On the other handpercentage who said their
non-problem bettors. Fifty teens who themselves hagharents disapproved of their
percent of problem gamblersgambling problems were lesggambling.
had spent $200 or more orlikely to endorse the idea of School Performance
gambling during the pastschool programs. While 52  Teens with gambling
year, as compared to 16 perpercent of students with noproblems or at risk for them
cent of at-risk teens and 3gambling problems thoughtreported generally lower

all.

v
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grades in school that othebelonged to gangs, didn't pjing Screen (MAGS),” Problem
gambling teens. Almost 40care about their grades and joyrnal of Gambling Stud- Gambling
percent of problem gamblerswanted to drop out of school. jes10(4):339-362.
as compared to only about 1G0me 68 percent of problem®| . 5. wallisch,Gambling in
percent of teens who gambl@amblers said they had par- Texas: 1992 Texas Survey of
without problems, had aver-ticipated in illegal activities  pgolescent Gambling Behavt
age grades of Cs or less. It i@t some time during their jor (Austin, Tx.: Texas Com-
not known whether problemlives, and 27 percent said mission on Alcohol and Drug
gambling leads to poorthey had been arrested for opyse, 1993).
grades or whether poor stuother than a traffic violation.
dents are more likely to be- Personal and Family
come problem gamblers. Happiness
General Deviance At-risk and problem gam-

Respondents were askedlers also said more fre-
about their school attendanceguently than other gamblers
and behavior and about thdéhat they had felt unhappy
non-gambling-related atti-and anxious during the past
tudes and behavior of theirmonth, that their parents did
friends. Information about not get along well and their
friends can help describe thdamily was not close. Prob-
social context that can influ-lem gamblers were the most
ence young people. It cantroubled.
also help serve as a proxy for
the behavior of the respon- Endnotes
dent, because people tend tb K. C. Winters, R. Stinchfield
be friendly with others who and J. Fulkersoddolescent
share their characteristics and Gambling Behavior in Min-
behaviors, and may find it nesota: A Benchmark
less threatening to report oth- (Duluth, Minnesota: Center
ers’ behavior than their own. for Addiction Studies, 1990)

At-risk and problem gam- and R. VolbergGambling
blers reported in general and Problem Gambling
more signs of “deviance” Among Adolescents in Wash-
than other teens. Problem andington Statg/Albany, N.Y.:
at-risk gamblers more than Gemini Research Report to
non-problem gamblers had the Washington State Lot-
skipped school, been sent totery, 1993).
the principal, and had their* H. J. Shaffer, R.LaBrie,
parents called by the school K.M. Scanlan and T. N.
about their behavior. They Cummings, “Pathological
were more likely to have Gambling Among Adoles-
friends who carried weapons, cents: Massachusetts Gam-
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Chapter 13. Adolescent Substance Use and
Gambling

Studies of adults in treat-lems, compared to 1 percentent of problem gamblers and
ment for either gambling or of non-problem gamblefs. 28 percent of past-year
substance abuse have found In the 1992 Texas surveyweekly gamblers had had a
that a relatively high percent-of adolescent gambling, drugproblem associated with their
age of them also suffer orand alcohol problems werealcohol use, as compared to
have suffered in the pastalso found to be related toonly 12 percent of teens wha
from a comorbid disorder.gambling and gambling were non-problem gamblets.
For instance, research conproblems. Teens who had
ducted among samples ofjambled in the past year, and Prevalence of Teen
clinical patients suggests thaparticularly those who had Alcohol and Drug Use
up to half of pathological gambled at least weekly, in 1995
gamblers in treatment maywere much more likely to The prevalence rates of alt
have problems of chemicalhave experienced difficultiescohol and drug use reported
dependency. Converselyrelated to alcohol or drugs.in this survey are shown in
among chemically depen-Problem gamblers were esTable 13.1. Slightly over one-|
dent treatment populationspecially likely to have also half of all teens said that they
rates of problem gamblinghad substance problems. Fanad drunk alcohol in their life-
are 6 to 10 times greater thaexample, at that time, 39 pertimes, and 28 percent of al
among the general popula-
tion. Less is known about the

co-occurrence of problem Table 13.1. Prevalence and Recency of
gambling and substance mis- Drug Use Among Texas Teens: 1995
use in general population Ever Past Past
samples, and particularly Used Year  Month
among adolescents. Inone of ~ Alcoh° 53% 45% 28%
. . Tobacco 39% 31% 21%
the few studies done which RIEE TS — — -
examined this question, it Inhalants 5% 3% 1%
was found that 22 percent of Hallucinogens 5% 4% 2%
teen problem gamblers in Uppers 4% 3% 2%
Washington state had expe- ~ Downers 3% 2% 1%
rienced alcohol-related prob- ~ Ecstasy 3% 2% 1%
lems and 11 percent had ex- Cocém?/cra(:k 2% 2% i,
P Any illicit drug 19% 15% 9%

perienced drug-related prob-
**|ess than 0.5%
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teens had drunk alcohol as retiality (at home vs in-class- Oy about 12 percent had
ever sought help from a

cently as the past monthroom), and differences in the :
Some 39 percent of all teendocus of the interview (inter- SOUrce other than family or
had smoked tobacco in theirest primarily in gambling vs fi€nds about problems re-
lives, and 21 percent hadnterest focused on substancit€d to their substance use.
done so during the pasuse). Therefore, the preva- APout 10 percent of all
month. Overall, about 19 perdence of substance use £€€NS said that at least one
cent of the youths had usegrobably underreported in®f their parents had experi-
one of the six illicit drugs the present survey. HoweverEc€d problems because of
asked about (marijuana, cothe relative association ofdfinking or using drugs.
caine or crack, uppers,substance use and gambling©€ns who themselves had
downers, ecstasy or halluci-will not be biased. problems were twice as
nogens). Five percent had likely (19 percent) as teens
ever used inhalants. Problems Associated who reported no problems
Since the 1992 survey, the with Substance Use (9 percent) to say that one
use of marijuana has in- Teens who had used alco®" both of their parents had
creased dramatically, from ahol o illicit drugs within the ad substance-related prob-
reported lifetime rate of 10.6past year were asked abodems:
in 1992 to 17 percent in 1995any problems they may have
The use of uppers, downerdad in that year because of
and ecstasy also increasetheir substance use. These
somewhat over this period.included getting into diffi-
The rise in the use of mari-culties with their friends be-
juana recorded in these twacause of their drinking or
gambling studies parallelsdrug use, being criticized by _
the increase noted during thisomeone they were datingd@mpling or substance use
time from school surveys ofdriving a car when high or My be a potential risk for
substance usdHowever, the intoxicated, and getting intoY°UN9 People from a
actual rates of substance ustouble with the police or N€alth. psychological or le-
reported in the gambling sur-with their teachers becausd@l Pointof view. Engaging
veys are somewhat lowerof their drinking or drug use. N More than one of these
than those reported in the Overall, about 14 percentPehaviors increases the risk
TCADA surveys focused of respondents had had on@f adverse consequences,
specifically on substance us@r more problems related to!2P1€ 13.2 shows the per-
among students. This is probtheir alcohol use and abouf€Ntage of Texas teens who
ably due to methodological7 percent had had any prob€xhibited one or more risky
differences between the twdems related to drug uge. Pehaviors, defined as any
surveys, such as differencesiowever, few teens had evefampling, any alcohol use
in the mode of administrationsought help for their prob-°F @ny drug use during the
(telephone vs. paper-andiems. Among respondents;OaSt year.
pencil), differences in thewho had a current problem
perceived level of confiden-with alcohol or illicit drugs,

Multiple Risky
Behaviors
While a teen may
gamble or use substances
without reporting any asso-
ciated problems, in fact any
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Table 13.2. Risky Behavior Among There We_re no apparent dif Aéducg:f;r?cn;
Texas Teens (Gambling, Drinking, ferences in drug preferences Use/Gambling
and Drug Use) in the Past Year between teens with gambling
None 25% problems and those without
Single Behavior 34% However, problengamblers
Gambling Only 28% -
Alcohol Only S0t had used a larger variety of
Drugs Only 1% drugs — on average, three
Dual Behavior 30% kinds out of those asked about
Gambling and Alcohol 26% (marijuana, cocaine or crack
i 0, .
Gambling and Drugs 1% psychedelics, uppers, downers,
Alcohol and Drugs 2% inhal h
Tile Bl 11% ecstasy or inhalants) — than at-

risk or non-problem gamblers
who had used two kinds, on av,
due to their alcohol or drugerage.

Substance Use use.
Among Teens Who Problem gamblers were Parents’ Influence on
Gamble the most likely of all to have Teen Substance Use

Table 13.3 shows the pelr_used substances and to have  and Gambling
centage of teens who use§xperienced problems with  Parents’ Substance
alcohol or other drugs orthem (Table 13.3). Whereas Problems
who had a substance-relate@4 percent of all weekly Parents’ own substance
problem, according to the9amblers had one or more alabuse had a substantial effect
recency and frequency ofcohol or drug problems, al-on teens’ own behavior: if a
their gambling. Among teensMOSt 52 percent of problemteen reported that his or her
who gambled, the more re-gamblers had problems.  parent(s) had a substanc
cently and frequently they Among illicit drug users, problem, the teen was abou
gambled, the more likely marijuana was the drug usedwice as likely to have a sub-
they were to have used to/MoSst frequently. This wasstance problem him- or her-
bacco, alcohol and othertrue whether or not teensself as compared to teen
drugs and to have had Iorobgambled, gambled regularlywhose parents did not have
lems related to their or had gambling problems.problem. Parents’ substanc

—~ D

DO © 0

substance use. For
example, teens who
gambled weekly

Table 13.3. Gambling and Substance Use Among Teens
Who Have Ever Gambled, b y Frequency of Gamblin g

Gambled, Gambled

were approxi- Not Past Past Gambled Problem
mately twice as Year Year  Weekly Gamblers
likely as teens who topacco use 26% 45% 62% 72%
gambled less regu- Alcohol use 38% 63% 70% 77%
larly during the past llicit drug use 12% 21% 41% 45%
year to have used n trouble due to alcohol 6% 16% 30% 44%
illicit drugs and to In trouble due to drug use 3% 8% 19% 32%
have had prob'ems Either 8% 20% 34% 52%
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Zzglf;cent problems were also related, See L. Y. Liu and J. C.
Gambling but less strongly, to teens’ Maxwell, 1994 Texas

gambling problems: teens School Survey of Substance
who reported that their par- US€AmMong Secondary Stu-

ents had a substance problenfl€Nts(Austin, Tx.: Texas
were about one-and-a-half Commission on Alcohol
times as likely as those whose2nd Drug Abuse, 1995).
parents did not have sub- Having an alcohol or drug-
stance problems to be eitherr_e'ated pro*?'em was de-
at-risk or problem gamblers. fined as having had at least

Parents’ Gambling qne of the following expe-
Problems riences during the past year:

Interestingly, the opposite getting in trouble with
relationship was not true— teachers beca‘?se_"f qu-
teens whose parents had gamgtange use', gett.lng into dif-
bling problems were not any ficulties with friends be-
more likely to have substancec"’?us_e of responder?t’s
problems than those whosefjIrlnklng or drug usg, driv-
parents did not have gam-'N9 @ car after hav.|n9 had
bling problems. However, ‘a good _b't” to drink or
parents’ gambling problems feeling high from drugs,

were related to teens’ gam-P€ing criticized by some-
bling problems. A teen was "€ respondent was dating

twice as likely to be an at-risk because of drinking or drug

or problem gambler if he or US€: OF getting into trouble
she reported that his or herith the police because of
parents gambled too much. Substance use.

Endnotes

1 R. A. Wolberg, Gambling
and Problem Gambling
Among Adolescents in
Washington StatéAlbany,
N.Y.: Gemini Research,
1993).

2 L. S. WallischGambling in
Texas: 1992 Texas Survey of
Adolescent Gambling Be-
havior (Austin, Tx.: Texas
Commission on Alcohol and
Drug Abuse, 1993).




PART 4
Comparisons and Conclusions

95



Chapter 14. Comparisons Between Adolescent
and Adult Gambling

A question frequently gamblers to see the degree toomparison is limited to
asked is: To what extent doesvhich teen behavior changesdults aged 18 through 24 in
teenage behavior carry oveor doesn’t change once therder to have a reference
into adulthood? The teenline is crossed into adult-group closest in age to the
years are often times of ex+ood. teens. Interest is in what hap
perimentation with risky be-  Although the question- pens to teens’ gambling ber
havior; however, in mostnaires used in the adult andhavior immediately or soon
cases, this behavior ceaseteen surveys were somewhaafter reaching adulthood. The
once a person reaches adultdifferent, adults and teensteens and young adults wer
hood. However, early in-can be compared on severadimilar in gender, race/
volvement in potentially ad- dimensions of gambling. In ethnicity, and regional distri-
dictive behaviors is often athe following comparisons, bution, so no weighting was
strong predictor of lateradolescent gamblers arenecessary in order to compar
problems. For instance, adulcompared with adults whotheir behavior. It must be kept
problem gamblers typically were surveyed at the samén mind that this is not a true
report having begun gam-time, in spring 1995. The longitudinal look at individu-
bling at an earlier age

than adults who gamble

without problems, and Figure 14.1. Prevalence and Recency of

Gambling%%mong Teens and Young Adults: 1995
%

1)

¢}

adult substance abusers
report earlier first use of °% | &%
alcohol or drugs than®% 7 |
other users. Although it 70% 1
cannot be determined®”’
which teens with prob- 20% |
lems will go on to have

. 30% - 24%
problems in adulthood 0% |
and which ones will _ ’ﬂ.
“grow out of” their be- 0% } }
havior, it is instructive to Lifetime Past-Year Regular
compare the characteris- Gamblers Gamblers Gamblers
tics of teen and adult

77%
67%

OTeens 14-17 B Adults 18-24
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als as they pass from theilmdults on games of skill.  veloping problems.
teens to adulthood, but rather Using the SOGS, it was
a look at two cross-sections Problem Gambling estimated that 3.9 percent of

=

of the population. Current The adult survey used theTexas adults aged 18 throug
teenagers may behave differSOGS for assessing problen24 were lifetime pathologi-
ently when they enter theirgambling, whereas the teercal gamblers and another 7.2
twenties than do youngsurvey used a multifactorpercent were lifetime prob-

adults today. method. However, since thdem gamblers (Figure 14.2)
SOGS questions were thdJsing the same criteria, 3.2
Prevalence of basis for assessing teen prolpercent of adolescents would
Gambling lem gambling, a SOGS scordbe classified as lifetime

As shown in Figure 14.1, for teens can be derived inpathological gamblers and
in 1995, about 82 percent othe same way as for adultsanother 6.0 percent as prob
teens and 90 percent of adult¥he SOGS classification oflem gamblers. Teens were
aged 18 through 24 had evetprobable pathological gam-therefore slightly less likely
bet for money in their life- bler” corresponds roughly tothan young adults to be prob
times. About 67 percent ofthe multifactor method’s lem or pathological gam-
teens and 77 percent of adult§problem gambler” and rep- blers.
had bet during the past yearesents the most seriously A comparison of adult and
and 11 percent of teens asroubled gamblers. Theteen gamblers who have had
compared to 24 percent ofSOGS classification of any gambling problems (that
adults were regular (weekly)“problem gambler” corre- is, lifetime problem and
gamblers. sponds approximately to thepathological gamblers com-

In the 1992 survey, teensmultifactor method’s “at-risk bined) reveals no significant
gambled approximately asgambler” and designateddifferences in gender, race
much as young adults. Thegamblers with a few prob- ethnicity or region of resi-
fact that more adults thanlems or risk factors for de-dence. However, teen prob
youth have ever gambled in

1995 may reflect the fact Figure 14.2. Problem and Pathological
thatth? lottery affected adult Gambling Among Young Adults and Teens:
gambling rates much more - 1995

than it did teen gambling.
On most of the specific
activities that were asked
about comparably in both
surveys, a higher percentage
of adults than adolescents. . ;,,7
had gambled. However,
teens had gambled more } } } } } }
than adults on sports events 0.0% 2.0% 4.0% 6.0% 8.0% 10.0% 12.0%
with friends and they had
gambled about as much as

Adults 18-24 3.9% 7.2%

3.2% 6.0%

O Pathological Gambler O Problem Gambler




lem or pathological
gamblers are more
likely to say that their

cent of young adults.
Apparently, gambling is
more of a way of social-
izing for adolescents
than for adults, even
among those who
gamble problematically.

In terms of substance use
behavior, among both teens
and adults, problem gam-
blers were more likely than
other gamblers to have used
illicit drugs in the past year
and to report substance-re-
lated problems. About 63
percent of teens and 75 per-
cent of young adults with
gambling problems had used
alcohol during the past year;
however, more teens (37 per-
cent) than young adults (21
percent) had used illicit
drugs.

0%

_ 100% T
friends gambled than g4, |

were young adults with ggo, |
gambling problems: 60 70% +
percent of teens said that 60% -+
most of their friends 50% -+
also gambled, while this 40% t

was true for only 35 per- 30% 1
20% -+

10% +

Figure 14.3. Past-Year Substance Use Among
Young Adult and Teen Problem Gamblers: 1995

21%

75%

37%

63%

Young adults
classified as
problem gamblers

Teens classified
as problem
gamblers

OPast-Year Alcohol Use OPast-Year lllicit Drug Use

99
I

Adolescent
and Adult
Gambling

Comparisons



101
I

Summary and
Conclusions

Chapter 15. Summary and Conclusions

Even before the Texasminorities, increasingly, fe- tery tickets. Nevertheless, a
Lottery, a majority of teens males and Anglo teens aresubstantial proportion of teens
were betting on one thing ordeveloping gambling prob-(34 percent) said they had
another, and that a small, bukems. This parallels findingsplayed the lottery. Among
not negligible, percentagefrom the adult survey, whichthem, only one-quarter said
had already experienced poalso indicated that problemthat an adult had bought the
tentially serious gambling gambling was increasinglyticket(s) for them.
problems or displayed riskfound among women and Teens who bet on the lot-
behavior for problems. Anglo adults. tery were about equally as

Although  gambling  While the advent of the likely to have gambling prob-
prevalence has barelyTexas Lottery had alarge imdems as those who bet on sld
changed since 1992, whempact on adult gamblingmachines, bingo, horse or
66 percent of teens hadorevalence, its effect was nogreyhound racing, sports with
gambled in the past year, ass strongly felt among teensfriends, or card, dice and
compared to 67 percent inThis is understandable, sincéooard games with family or
1995, the rate of problem andnminors under the age of 18riends (18 to 22 percent).
at-risk gambling among cannot legally purchase lot-However, problem and at-risk
teens has apparently de-

clined (Figure 15.1). In

1992, almost 17 percent of Figure 15.1. Prevalence of Gambling and
teens could be classified Gambling Problems Among Texas Teens: 1992

and 1995
as problem or at-risk gam-
blers, while by 1995, this
percentage had declined®® |
to about 12 percent. 50% ¢
At the same time, the40%
characteristics of at-risk30% -
and problem gamblers hagos | 1% e
changed somewhat.gy |
Whereas in 1992, problem g, ;
gambling was predomi- Gambling At-Risk or

\31%4

—

66%  67%

%,,

nantly found among Prevalence Problem
. : Gamblers
males and racial/ethnic 01992 01995
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gamblers were less like|y ™ — S  state lottery became fully

than other bettors to say that functional, that study found
the lottery was their favorite These findings that increases in gambling on
activity. suggest that neither the lottery were balanced by
Another source of in- the Texas Lottery decreases in other forms o
creased gambling opportuni- nor the increased gambling, so that there was
ties over the past three years availability of a shift in activity preferences
has been the growth of casino  casinos and gaming but no increase in gambling
gambling and truckstop ar- machines in overall. The increase in lot-
cades with slot and video neighboring states tery and casino betting was
gaming machines in neigh- has had much proportionately largemmong
boring states, particularly impact on the teens who attained legal age
Louisiana. However, these prevalence of during that period than
were less likely to be seri- gambling or of among teens who were un-
ously implicated in teens’ problem gambling derage, suggesting that youth
problem gambling, since itis  among Texas teens. tended to wait until they
presumably somewhat diffi- were of legal age to partici-
cult for teens to travel out of pate in those forms of gam-

state and to gamble withouthad traveled out of state tabling. In addition, the Min-
their parents’ supervision.do so, again those who hadhesota study also found no
Teens who had gambled orgambled out of state were n@hange in the amount of
gaming machines were namore likely than those whoproblem gambling from be-
more likely than teens whohad gambled i -state to havdore the lottery to after.

had gambled on a wide vari-gambling problems. However, despite the ap-
ety of other activities to be These findings suggestparent decline in problem
problem gamblers. Aboutthat neither the Texas Lotterygambling in Texas over the
one-quarter of the teens whaor the increased availabil-past few years, the absolute
had gambled on gaming maity of casinos and gamingnumber of youth currently in
chines had gambled out ofmachines in neighboringtrouble with gambling can-
state in the past year; howstates has had much impaatot be ignored. Some 26,20
ever, these teens were non the prevalence of gam-Texas youths currently have
more likely to have gambling bling or of problem gam- serious gambling-related
problems than teens who dicbling among Texas teensproblems that probably need
not leave the state. A someindeed, problem gamblingsome intervention or treat-
what higher proportion of has actually declined amongnent at this time. These
teens who had bet in comyouth. problems include loss of
mercial establishments, such A recent study of adoles-control over their gambling,
as casinos and card parlorgzent gambling in Minnesotainterference with school and
were at-risk or problem gam-lends some support to theseelationships, using money
blers (about 35 percent)findings! Following 532 for gambling that was in-
While more than half of teensteens over one-and-a-haltended for other purposes,
who had bet in these placegears, during which time aand obtaining money in

O
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—— merous community groupsserve about 2400 Texas teen- Summary and
Left unrecognized and schools. It is very pos-agers in publicly-funded gam- ~ Conclusions
and untreated, co- sible that increased awarebling treatment programall
occurring disorders ness of the potential prob-teens could benefit from edu-
can lead to increased lems that can result fromcation programs about com-
dysfunctionality and gambling lies behind somepulsive gambling in their
be a trigger to of the decrease in problemschools or communitieg)st
relapse, even if one observed over the past threas all should receive prevenr
disorder is apparently years. tive education about alcohol
under control. While this study found tobacco and other drugs. Not
that over 26,000 youths havell teens currently display risk
serious current gamblingfactors for problem gambling,
some illegal way. This meansproblems, it is likely that, but with the high rate of gam-
that a sizeable number ofeven if treatment opportuni-bling involvement among
young people will be head-ties were available, not allyouth, there is the potentia
ing into adulthood with a teens in need would availfor developing problems or
potential gambling addic- themselves of them; after all for having friends who do.
tion. two-thirds of teens identified  The significant incidence of
In addition to these youth,as problem gamblers did nomultiple problem behavior also
another almost 112,700 teensecognize or admit, whenneeds to be considered. Table

=

can be considered at risk ofasked directly, that they hadl5.1 shows the percentage ¢

developing more seriousever had a problem with betteens who reported gambling

problems, because they curting money or gambling. problems, alcohol problems

rently exhibit some problemsFurthermore, not all teensand/or drug problems in this

or gamble frequently orwho would be interested insurvey. Close to 8 percent of

spend a relatively hightreatment would be eligible teens had a gambling problen

amount of money gambling.for publicly funded treat- only and another 4 percent ha

These teens could benefitment programs because of

from education and preven-high family in-

tion programs that attempt tocome. Makin

keeﬁthgirproblem beha?/iorthe assumptiogn Table 15.1. Lifetime Gambling,

Alcohol, and Drug Problems

from escalating. that about a third Among Texas Teens: 1995

Since its inception in of problem gam-

[ R—

None 75.2%
1992, at the start of the Lot-blers would be Sinale Probl 18.9%
. . Ingle rProblem 270

tery, the Texas Council onmotivated for gerr
) Gambling Only 7.8%
Problem and Compulswetregtment and a  Ajcohol Only 7.9%
Gambling has provided in-third of those Drugs Only 2.5%
formation, crisis counselmgvv_ould be el.l- Dual Problem 5.0%
and referrals to treatment tagible for public Gambling and Alcohol 1.9%
some 12,000 individuals. Inprograms, we  Gambling and Drugs 0.8%
addition, it has made educaestimate that  Alcoholand Drugs 2.3%
tional presentations at nu-thereis aneedto Triple Problem 1.7%
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Part 4 -
Comparisons
and
Conclusions

problems with gambling and
alcohol and/or drugs. Left un-
recognized and untreated, co-
occuring disorders can lead
to increased dysfunctionality
and be a trigger to relapse,
even if one disorder is appar-
ently under control. It is rec-
ommended that all profes-
sionals who serve youth with
health or mental health
needs— doctors and nurses,
mental health counselors,
substance abuse treatment
personnel, school counselors,
family therapists and juve-
nile justice system personnel,
for example—be aware of,
and screen for, potential
problem gambling behavior.

Endnotes
! Winters, R. D. Stinchfield,
and L. G. Kim, “Monitor-
ing Adolescent Gambling
in Minnesota, Journal of
Gambling Studies11(2):
165-183, 1995.
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Appendix A

Table A.1. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among
Texas Adults: 1995

Lottery
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Cards/dice at casino
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games with family/friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Slot/videopoker
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bingo
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Speculative investments
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Horse/greyhound racing
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games of skill
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bets with friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Dog/cock fights
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games at card parlor
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Sports with bookie
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Other
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Any activity
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older

Ever Bet

On
73.4%
77.7%
82.0%
69.0%
26.5%
17.2%
28.4%
28.1%
24.6%
38.4%
27.2%
20.3%
42.3%
29.3%
43.9%
44.8%
28.9%
26.4%
30.3%
29.0%
11.7%

5.2%
11.6%
13.4%
30.0%
20.3%
30.6%
32.1%
18.2%
29.7%
20.8%
14.4%
37.2%
40.7%
42.4%
34.4%

2.4%

2.9%

2.6%

2.3%

2.6%

3.1%

2.2%

2.7%

4.9%

5.1%

5.6%

4.6%

0.7%

1.3%

0.8%

0.5%
86.8%
90.0%
92.4%
83.9%

Past Year
Regularly

23.5%
17.1%
22.0%
25.7%

*%

0.7%

26.9%
23.9%
25.5%
28.1%

Past Year Not
Regularly

35.1%
48.0%
44.1%
28.6%
12.4%
13.0%
15.7%
11.0%
11.7%
25.1%
14.8%
7.3%
185%
18.9%
22.4%
17.0%
8.1%
11.2%
9.2%
6.9%
6.0%
25%
6.7%
6.6%
9.5%
9.3%
12.6%
8.4%
85%
18.0%
11.2%
5.2%
20.2%
29.4%
26.8%
15.5%
0.6%
1.1%
0.8%
*%
0.9%
1.8%
0.7%
0.8%
1.9%
2.4%
25%
1.5%
*%
0.8%

*%

40.8%
53.5%
51.0%
33.8%

Not Past
Year

14.7%
12.7%
15.9%
14.8%
13.7%
3.5%
12.5%
16.7%
11.3%
9.9%
10.7%
11.9%
23.1%
9.2%
20.8%
27.3%
19.2%
13.3%
19.8%
20.5%
4.9%
1.9%
3.4%
6.2%
20.1%
10.6%
17.9%
23.2%
7.6%
6.1%
7.4%
8.0%
14.9%
7.4%
13.5%
17.2%
1.8%
1.7%
1.8%
1.9%
1.6%
0.8%
1.4%
1.8%
2.7%
2.2%
2.5%
2.9%

**
**
Fk

*k

19.2%
12.6%
15.9%
22.1%

Never Bet
On

26.6%
22.3%
18.0%
31.0%
73.5%
82.8%
71.6%
71.9%
75.4%
61.6%
72.8%
79.7%
57.7%
70.7%
56.1%
55.2%
71.1%
73.6%
69.7%
71.0%
88.3%
94.8%
88.4%
86.6%
70.0%
79.7%
69.4%
67.9%
81.8%
70.3%
79.2%
85.6%
62.8%
59.3%
57.6%
65.6%
97.6%
97.1%
97.4%
97.7%
97.4%
96.9%
97.8%
97.3%
95.1%
94.9%
94.4%
95.4%
99.3%
98.7%
99.2%
99.5%
13.2%
10.0%

7.6%
16.1%

** |_ess than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all adults = £1.4%



Table A.2. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among Texas

Adult Males: 1995

Lottery
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Cards/dice at casino
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games with family/friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Slot machines/videopoker
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bingo
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Speculative investments
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Horse/greyhound racing
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games of skill
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bets with friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Dog/cock fights
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games at card parlor
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Sports with bookie
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Other
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Any activity
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older

Ever Bet

On
75.5%
76.5%
82.6%
72.5%
31.2%
19.1%
30.5%
34.5%
30.2%
47.2%
30.6%
25.9%
44.6%
28.5%
43.5%
49.1%
26.5%
23.6%
25.9%
27.5%
15.6%

7.2%
12.6%
18.8%
32.7%
22.7%
31.5%
35.7%
27.4%
42.1%
30.3%
22.6%
46.6%
55.0%
52.4%
42.3%

3.5%

4.8%

3.6%

3.2%

4.4%

4.5%

3.4%

4.7%

7.9%

8.2%

8.3%

7.7%

0.7%

1.0%

0.7%

0.6%
90.0%
91.7%
92.9%
88.6%

Past Year
Regularly

27.1%
19.8%
24.3%
29.9%
0.6%
1.1%
*%
0.6%
2.0%
5.7%
1.4%
1.3%
0.6%
0.8%
*%
0.6%
1.1%
1.1%
0.8%
1.2%
1.2%
1.5%
1.6%
1.0%
0.6%
0.7%
*%
0.7%
3.4%
8.6%
3.4%
2.1%
3.3%
7.0%
3.4%
24%

¥

31.8%
29.7%
29.0%
33.3%

Past Year Not
Regularly

34.6%
45.1%
43.7%
28.6%
14.5%
13.8%
16.0%
14.1%
14.2%
32.0%
17.7%
8.5%
19.8%
18.0%
22.7%
19.2%
6.9%
9.9%
8.2%
5.6%
7.8%
3.5%
7.0%
9.2%
11.1%
10.1%
13.4%
10.5%
12.9%
26.3%
16.1%
8.4%
25.1%
38.2%
33.1%
18.8%
0.8%
1.6%
1.4%
*k
1.4%
2.6%
0.9%
1.4%
2.9%
4.1%
3.8%
2.2%
*k
0.7%
**

**

40.5%
51.2%
51.5%
33.8%

Not Past

Year
13.7%
11.6%
14.6%
13.9%
16.1%
4.2%
14.0%
19.8%
14.0%
9.5%
11.4%
16.1%
24.2%
9.6%
20.4%
29.3%
18.6%
12.6%
16.8%
20.8%
6.6%
2.1%
4.0%
8.6%
21.1%
11.8%
17.9%
24.5%
11.1%
7.3%
10.8%
12.1%
18.2%
9.9%
15.9%
21.1%
2.6%
2.9%
2.1%
2.8%
2.7%
1.4%
2.3%
3.1%
4.5%
3.0%
3.6%
5.2%

Never Bet
Oon

24.5%
23.5%
17.4%
27.5%
68.8%
80.9%
69.5%
65.5%
69.8%
52.8%
69.4%
74.1%
55.4%
71.5%
56.5%
50.9%
73.5%
76.4%
74.1%
72.5%
84.4%
92.8%
87.4%
81.2%
67.3%
77.3%
68.5%
64.3%
72.6%
57.9%
69.7%
77.4%
53.4%
45.0%
47.6%
57.7%
96.5%
95.2%
96.4%
96.8%
95.6%
95.5%
96.6%
95.3%
92.1%
91.8%
91.7%
92.3%
99.3%
99.0%
99.3%
99.4%
10.0%

8.3%

7.1%
11.4%

** | ess than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all male adults = +2.1%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = +5.5%
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Appendix A

Table A3. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among Texas

Adult Females: 1995

Past Year,
Ever Bet Past Year, Not Not Past
On Regularly Regularly Year

Lottery 71.5% 20.3% 35.6% 15.6%
Adults 18-24 79.0% 14.2% 51.0% 13.8%
Adults 25-34 81.3% 19.7% 445% 17.2%
Adults 35 & older 66.0% 22.0% 28.5% 15.5%
Cards/dice at casino 22.3% i 10.5% 11.6%
Adults 18-24 15.3% i 12.1% 2.9%
Adults 25-34 26.3% i 15.4% 11.0%
Adults 35 & older 22.4% i 8.2% 13.9%
Games with family/friends 19.4% 1.2% 9.3% 8.9%
Adults 18-24 29.2% 0.9% 17.9% 10.4%
Adults 25-34 23.9% 2.0% 11.9% 10.1%
Adults 35 & older 15.3% 0.9% 6.2% 8.2%
Slot machines/videopoker 40.2% 0.7% 17.4% 22.1%
Adults 18-24 30.3% 1.7% 19.8% 8.8%
Adults 25-34 44.3% 0.9% 22.2% 21.2%
Adults 35 & older 41.1% b 15.0% 25.6%
Bingo 31.2% 2.1% 9.3% 19.9%
Adults 18-24 29.3% 2.7% 12.6% 14.1%
Adults 25-34 34.9% 1.9% 10.3% 22.7%
Adults 35 & older 30.3% 2.0% 8.1% 20.2%
Speculative investments 8.2% ki 4.4% 3.4%
Adults 18-24 3.2% i 1.4% 1.7%
Adults 25-34 10.7% 1.4% 6.5% 2.7%
Adults 35 & older 8.6% b 4.3% 4.1%
Horse/greyhound racing 27.4% ki 8.1% 19.1%
Adults 18-24 17.9% b 8.4% 9.5%
Adults 25-34 29.6% b 11.8% 17.8%
Adults 35 & older 29.0% b 6.6% 22.0%
Games of skill 9.5% 0.9% 4.3% 4.3%
Adults 18-24 16.8% 2.4% 9.5% 5.0%
Adults 25-34 11.1% 0.9% 6.3% 3.9%
Adults 35 & older 7.2% 0.6% 2.2% 4.3%
Bets with friends/family 28.3% 0.8% 15.6% 11.9%
Adults 18-24 25.9% 0.6% 20.4% 4.9%
Adults 25-34 32.3% 0.8% 20.3% 11.1%
Adults 35 & older 27.3% 0.9% 12.6% 13.8%
Dog/cock fights 1.4% ki ki 1.0%

Adults 18-24 0.9% b 0.5% i
Adults 25-34 1.6% b b 1.4%
Adults 35 & older 1.5% b ok 1.0%
Games at card parlor 1.1% ki b 0.6%

Adults 18-24 1.6% i 0.9% i

Adults 25-34 1.1% i 0.6% i
Adults 35 & older 0.9% kg *x 0.7%
Sports with bookie 2.1% s 0.9% 1.1%
Adults 18-24 2.0% ok 0.6% 1.4%
Adults 25-34 2.9% i 1.3% 1.4%
Adults 35 & older 1.9% i 0.9% 0.9%

Other 0.7% i b b
Adults 18-24 1.7% ok 0.8% 0.8%

Adults 25-34 0.8% i 0.7% o

Adults 35 & older ki kid kid kid
Any activity 83.9% 22.3% 41.0% 20.6%
Adults 18-24 88.3% 17.9% 55.9% 14.5%
Adults 25-34 92.0% 22.0% 50.5% 19.5%
Adults 35 & older 79.8% 23.5% 33.8% 22.6%

Never Bet
On

28.5%
21.0%
18.7%
34.0%
77.7%
84.7%
73.7%
77.6%
80.6%
70.8%
76.1%
84.7%
59.8%
69.7%
55.7%
58.9%
68.8%
70.7%
65.1%
69.7%
91.8%
96.8%
89.3%
91.4%
72.6%
82.1%
70.4%
71.0%
90.5%
83.2%
88.9%
92.8%
71.7%
74.1%
67.7%
72.7%
98.6%
99.1%
98.4%
98.5%
98.9%
98.4%
98.9%
99.1%
97.9%
98.0%
97.1%
98.1%
99.3%
98.3%
99.2%
99.6%
16.1%
11.7%

8.0%
20.2%

** |_ess than 0.5%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for all adult females = +1.9%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = +5.5%



Table A.4. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among
Texas Adult An glos: 1995

Lottery
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Cards/dice at casino
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games with family/friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Slot machines/videopoker
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bingo
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Speculative investments
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Horse/greyhound racing
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games of skill
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bets with friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Dog/cock fights
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games at card parlor
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Sports with bookie
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Other
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Any activity
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older

Ever Bet

Oon
73.1%
83.9%
79.6%
67.9%
31.4%
21.9%
34.9%
32.5%
28.2%
40.9%
32.7%
23.4%
48.9%
37.0%
51.9%
50.7%
29.2%
24.9%
31.3%
29.5%
14.2%

6.3%
14.5%
16.0%
36.6%
26.7%
39.6%
37.9%
21.3%
30.9%
26.3%
17.1%
41.2%
44.8%
49.2%
37.4%

2.1%

1.8%

1.3%

2.4%

2.8%

3.3%

2.1%

3.0%

5.1%

4.7%

6.2%

4.8%

0.8%

1.8%

0.7%

0.5%
88.3%
93.2%
93.6%
85.2%

Past Year,

Regularly
21.9%
15.2%
18.4%
24.8%

*%
*%

*%

0.5%
1.4%
1.7%
2.1%
1.1%
0.7%
1.7%
0.5%
**

1.1%
1.8%
1.0%
1.0%
1.1%
1.2%
2.1%
0.8%

*k

25.2%
21.3%
22.7%
27.2%

Past Year,
Not
Regularly

37.1%
57.0%
46.3%
28.8%
14.6%
17.9%
17.9%
12.6%
13.1%
26.9%
16.8%
8.2%
21.0%
24.7%
25.0%
18.5%
7.2%
10.6%
7.3%
6.4%
6.9%
3.0%
7.7%
7.6%
11.4%
11.7%
15.3%
9.9%
9.8%
18.6%
13.8%
6.0%
22.4%
33.5%
31.1%
16.4%
*k
1.1%
**%

**

0.9%
1.9%
0.6%
0.8%
1.9%
2.7%
2.9%
1.4%

1.1%

43.4%
60.4%
54.0%
35.2%

Not Past
Year

14.1%
11.8%
14.9%
14.3%
16.4%
3.8%
16.7%
19.3%
13.7%
12.3%
13.8%
14.0%
27.3%
10.6%
26.4%
31.7%
20.8%
12.6%
23.0%
22.1%
6.1%
2.0%
4.8%
7.6%
24.8%
14.4%
24.3%
27.6%
9.2%
6.6%
9.9%
9.5%
17.1%
7.9%
16.5%
19.6%
1.6%
0.7%
1.0%
2.1%
1.8%
1.2%
1.4%
2.1%
3.0%
1.9%
2.8%
3.4%
*k
0.8%
*%

**

19.7%
11.5%
16.9%
22.8%

Never Bet
Oon

26.9%
16.1%
20.4%
32.1%
68.6%
78.1%
65.1%
67.5%
71.8%
59.1%
67.3%
76.6%
51.1%
63.0%
48.1%
49.3%
70.8%
75.1%
68.7%
70.5%
85.8%
93.7%
85.5%
84.0%
63.4%
73.3%
60.4%
62.1%
78.7%
69.1%
73.7%
82.9%
58.8%
55.2%
50.8%
62.6%
97.9%
98.2%
98.7%
97.6%
97.2%
96.7%
97.9%
97.0%
94.9%
95.3%
93.8%
95.2%
99.2%
98.2%
99.3%
99.5%
11.7%

6.8%

6.4%
14.8%

** |ess than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all adult Anglos = £1.8%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = +5.8%
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Table A.5. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among

110 Texas Adult African Americans: 1995
|
Appendix A Past Year,
Ever Bet Past Year, Not Not Past Never Bet
On Regularly Regularly Year On
Lottery 71.6% 21.6% 33.0% 16.9% 28.4%
Adults 18-24 63.0% 14.3% 32.4% 16.4% 37.0%
Adults 25-34 79.5% 21.6% 41.2% 16.8% 20.5%
Adults 35 & older 70.7% 23.5% 30.1% 17.1% 29.3%
Cards/dice at casino 21.3% b 12.4% 8.4% 78.7%
Adults 18-24 16.1% 1.4% 10.5% 4.2% 83.9%
Adults 25-34 27.4% ok 18.7% 8.8% 72.6%
Adults 35 & older 20.2% o 10.5% 9.2% 79.8%
Games with family/friends 18.5% 2.5% 9.1% 7.0% 81.5%
Adults 18-24 29.9% 6.0% 16.7% 7.2% 70.1%
Adults 25-34 21.9% 1.7% 12.1% 8.1% 78.1%
Adults 35 & older 14.4% 1.9% 6.0% 6.5% 85.6%
Slot machines/videopoker 34.5% 0.9% 19.8% 13.9% 65.5%
Adults 18-24 28.0% 1.3% 16.7% 10.0% 72.0%
Adults 25-34 39.5% 1.2% 25.3% 13.0% 60.5%
Adults 35 & older 34.3% 0.7% 18.4% 15.1% 65.7%
Bingo 25.2% 2.0% 8.8% 14.4% 74.8%
Adults 18-24 23.6% 2.2% 10.7% 10.8% 76.4%
Adults 25-34 28.7% 1.6% 11.5% 15.7% 71.3%
Adults 35 & older 24.2% 2.1% 7.3% 14.8% 75.8%
Speculative investments 8.4% ki 5.3% 2.7% 91.6%
Adults 18-24 3.8% o 2.5% 1.3% 96.2%
Adults 25-34 12.0% 0.8% 6.5% 4.7% 88.0%
Adults 35 & older 8.1% ok 5.5% 2.4% 91.9%
Horse/greyhound racing 17.1% ok 4.7% 12.0% 82.9%
Adults 18-24 8.6% b 4.0% 4.3% 91.4%
Adults 25-34 19.2% b 6.1% 12.7% 80.8%
Adults 35 & older 18.4% b 4.3% 13.6% 81.6%
Games of skill 12.0% 1.6% 4.8% 5.6% 88.0%
Adults 18-24 24.7% 6.2% 11.5% 7.0% 75.3%
Adults 25-34 13.9% 1.9% 7.3% 4.7% 86.1%
Adults 35 & older 8.1% b 2.2% 5.5% 91.9%
Bets with friends 30.5% 2.6% 16.0% 11.9% 69.5%
Adults 18-24 30.0% 3.3% 18.5% 8.3% 70.0%
Adults 25-34 31.6% 2.3% 18.9% 10.4% 68.4%
Adults 35 & older 30.1% 2.5% 14.4% 13.3% 69.9%
Dog/cock fights 1.8% b 0.5% 1.1% 98.2%
Adults 18-24 2.3% i o 2.0% 97.7%
Adults 25-34 2.8% o 1.2% 1.1% 97.2%
Adults 35 & older 1.2% b ki 0.9% 98.8%
Games at card parlor 3.9% b 1.2% 2.2% 96.1%
Adults 18-24 6.7% 0.9% 4.4% 1.4% 93.3%
Adults 25-34 4.6% 0.6% 1.3% 2.7% 95.4%
Adults 35 & older 3.0% i ok 2.2% 97.0%
Sports with bookie 4.9% ke 1.9% 2.6% 95.1%
Adults 18-24 5.8% 0.8% 0.8% 4.2% 94.2%
Adults 25-34 5.1% 0.9% 1.8% 2.4% 94.9%
Adults 35 & older 4.7% b 2.2% 2.3% 95.3%
Other o b ok ok 99.6%
Adults 18-24 0.6% b 0.6% ki 99.4%
Adults 25-34 b b b bl 99.8%
Adults 35 & older ki ki b b 99.6%
Any activity 81.8% 24.5% 38.0% 19.3% 18.2%
Adults 18-24 81.7% 20.9% 43.8% 17.0% 18.3%
Adults 25-34 88.0% 24.7% 47.6% 15.7% 12.0%
Adults 35 & older 79.5% 25.3% 32.9% 21.2% 20.5%

** Less than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all African-American adults =+3.0%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = +6.5%



Table A.6. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among Texas
Adult His panics: 1995

Lottery
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Cards/dice at casino
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games with family/friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Slot/videopoker
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bingo
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Speculative investments
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Horse/greyhound racing
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games of skill
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bets with friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Dog/cock fights
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games at card parlor
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Sports with bookie
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Other
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Any activity
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older

Ever Bet

On
76.5%
74.6%
88.5%
72.4%
14.0%

8.8%
14.8%
15.0%
17.3%
37.8%
19.1%
11.6%
26.0%
16.3%
28.6%
27.5%
30.2%
29.5%
31.6%
29.8%

5.0%

2.7%

5.1%

5.5%
17.7%
13.8%
19.5%
17.9%
12.4%
29.4%
12.8%

8.1%
29.3%
38.5%
34.9%
24.9%

3.4%

5.1%

5.4%

2.3%

1.3%

1.3%

1.4%

1.3%

4.1%

4.2%

5.0%

3.8%

0.8%

0.8%

1.3%

0.6%
85.2%
89.0%
92.1%
81.6%

Past Year,
Regularly

28.9%

20.3%

31.0%

30.3%
*%
1.5%
*%

*k

1.3%
5.1%
1.1%

0.6%
0.6%
0.8%
0.5%
3.0%
2.1%
1.9%
3.7%

¥

%

BB EEE:

o
i%
>

32.5%
28.7%
33.2%
33.1%

Past Year,
Not Not Past
Regularly Year
32.3% 15.3%
41.3% 13.0%
39.6% 17.9%
27.3% 14.8%
57% 8.1%
4.4% 2.9%
8.6% 6.2%
4.8% 10.0%
9.2% 6.8%
25.5% 7.2%
11.8% 6.2%
4.2% 6.9%
11.1% 14.4%
8.8% 7.0%
14.5% 13.4%
10.4% 16.5%
10.3% 16.9%
12.6% 14.8%
12.7% 17.0%
8.8% 17.3%
2.8% 2.1%
1.5% 0.7%
4.4% ok
2.5% 3.0%
6.6% 10.6%
6.6% 7.2%
11.5% 7.9%
4.8% 12.4%
6.7% 3.9%
19.3% 5.0%
7.4% 3.9%
3.3% 3.6%
17.2% 9.5%
28.2% 6.5%
22.9% 8.6%
12.3% 10.6%
1.0% 2.2%
1.6% 3.2%
1.5% 3.9%
0.7% 1.4%
0.6% 0.7%
0.6% *x
ki 0.9%
0.6% 0.7%
1.7% 1.8%
2.2% 2.1%
2.1% 2.2%
1.5% 1.5%
*% *k
*%k *%
1.1% *x
*% *%k
34.9% 17.8%
47.8% 12.6%
43.8% 15.1%
28.4% 20.1%

Never Bet
On

23.5%
25.4%
11.5%
27.6%
86.0%
91.2%
85.2%
85.0%
82.7%
62.2%
80.9%
88.4%
74.0%
83.7%
71.4%
72.5%
69.8%
70.5%
68.4%
70.2%
95.0%
97.3%
94.9%
94.5%
82.3%
86.2%
80.5%
82.1%
87.6%
70.6%
87.2%
91.9%
70.7%
61.5%
65.1%
75.1%
96.6%
94.9%
94.6%
97.7%
98.7%
98.7%
98.6%
98.7%
95.9%
95.8%
95.0%
96.2%
99.2%
99.2%
98.7%
99.4%
14.8%
11.0%

7.9%
18.4%

** | ess than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all Hispanic adults = +3.1%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = +6.6%
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Table A.7. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among Texas
Adults with Incomes of Less than $20,000: 1995

Lottery
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Cards/dice at casino
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games with family/friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Slot machines/videopoker
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bingo
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Speculative investments
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Horse/greyhound racing
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games of skill
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bets with friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Dog/cock fights
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games at card parlor
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Sports with bookie
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Other
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Any activity
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older

Ever Bet

On
69.9%
75.7%
86.6%
62.1%
14.0%
11.3%
11.1%
15.7%
18.5%
36.6%
22.5%
12.5%
25.9%
20.0%
26.9%
27.0%
28.9%
32.2%
33.2%
26.4%

3.5%

1.6%

3.4%

4.0%
15.7%
12.4%
18.0%
15.7%
12.5%
26.5%
16.0%

7.7%
24.5%
33.1%
32.7%
19.3%

1.8%

3.4%

2.6%

1.1%

1.9%

2.9%

2.0%

1.6%

3.6%

5.3%

5.3%

2.5%

0.5%

1.0%

1.4%

*k
82.2%
90.1%
93.8%
75.8%

Past Year
Regularly

21.6%

17.3%

24.4%

21.6%
*%
0.7%
*%

*%k

1.4%
4.5%
1.6%
0.6%
0.7%
1.2%
1.4%

2.5%
4.1%
2.0%
2.3%

¥

%

iiiiiiiiiigiiii

24.7%
24.0%
27.9%
23.6%

Past Year Not
Regularly

31.6%
43.6%
41.8%
24.9%
5.3%
7.9%
5.8%
4.4%
8.6%
22.8%
11.0%
4.2%
9.4%
12.1%
12.9%
7.4%
9.7%
14.3%
12.9%
7.3%
1.5%
1.2%
2.6%
1.2%
4.6%
5.1%
8.4%
3.0%
6.6%
18.8%
8.6%
2.8%
12.6%
22.2%
20.3%
7.3%
0.6%
0.8%
1.1%
**
0.6%
1.7%

**

*k

13%
2.4%
2.2%
0.7%
*k
0.6%
1.1%
*%
35.2%
49.9%
46.9%
27.2%

Not Past

Year
16.6%
14.8%
20.3%
15.6%
8.3%
2.6%
5.4%
10.8%
8.5%
9.4%
10.0%
7.7%
15.8%
6.8%
12.7%
19.2%
16.7%
13.9%
18.3%
16.8%
1.8%

*k

*k

2.7%
10.9%
7.3%
9.6%
12.3%
4.8%
4.4%
5.6%
4.5%
10.7%
8.5%
10.6%
11.3%
1.3%
2.6%
1.5%
0.9%
1.1%
*%
1.6%
1.1%
2.1%
2.9%
2.6%
1.8%

*%
*k
*%

*%

22.3%
16.2%
18.9%
25.1%

Never Bet
Oon

30.1%
24.3%
13.4%
37.9%
86.0%
88.7%
88.9%
84.3%
81.5%
63.4%
77.5%
87.5%
74.1%
80.0%
73.1%
73.0%
71.1%
67.8%
66.8%
73.6%
96.5%
98.4%
96.6%
96.0%
84.3%
87.6%
82.0%
84.3%
87.5%
73.5%
84.0%
92.3%
75.5%
66.9%
67.3%
80.7%
98.2%
96.6%
97.4%
98.9%
98.1%
97.1%
98.0%
98.4%
96.4%
94.7%
94.7%
97.5%
99.5%
99.0%
98.6%
100.0%
17.8%
9.9%
6.2%
24.2%

** | ess than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all adult Texans with an income of <$20,000 = +2.6%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = +6.7%



Table A.8. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among

Texas Adults with

Incomes of $20,000-$39,000: 1995

Lottery
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Cards/dice at casino
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games with family/friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Slot machines/videopoker
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bingo
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Speculative investments
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Horse/greyhound racing
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games of skill
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bets with friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Dog/cock fights
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games at card parlor
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Sports with bookie
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Other
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Any activity
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older

Ever Bet
On

76.3%
82.1%
84.1%
71.9%
25.3%
20.9%
27.6%
25.5%
25.9%
39.2%
28.9%
21.5%
41.3%
32.8%
41.4%
43.3%
30.5%
24.1%
31.8%
31.5%
9.9%
6.4%
10.8%
10.5%
30.2%
24.7%
29.0%
32.0%
17.3%
28.6%
20.5%
13.3%
38.3%
49.0%
42.6%
34.0%
1.8%
1.8%
1.5%
1.9%
3.0%
2.4%
2.3%
3.4%
4.3%
5.0%
3.9%
4.2%
0.7%
1.9%
0.5%
0.5%
87.8%
92.3%
92.6%
84.9%

Past Year,
Regularly

26.5%

18.2%

24.1%

29.5%
*%k
0.9%
*%

**

1.9%
4.0%
1.6%
1.4%
0.6%
1.6%
0.8%

**

1.4%
*%

1.2%
1.7%
0.6%
1.8%
1.0%

**
**
*%
*k

*%

1.9%
6.2%
2.2%
0.8%
2.0%
3.3%
1.3%
1.9%

**
**
*%

*k

**
*%
*k

*k

29.5%
25.2%
27.5%
31.4%

Past Year,
Not
Regularly

35.7%
53.9%
45.2%
27.6%
11.7%
17.3%
14.5%
9.3%
11.6%
22.6%
15.4%
7.5%
17.1%
21.8%
18.8%
15.3%
8.4%
9.0%
8.8%
8.1%
4.7%
2.7%
5.8%
4.8%
8.9%
10.3%
11.6%
7.6%
7.7%
15.8%
10.9%
4.5%
22.0%
36.6%
30.3%
15.3%

*%

*%
0.5%
*%
0.9%
1.3%
1.0%
0.7%
1.7%
2.3%
1.9%
15%

*%
0.5%

*%k

*%

39.6%
58.4%
49.8%
31.1%

Not Past
Year

14.1%
10.0%
14.8%
14.8%
13.2%
2.7%
13.1%
15.8%
12.4%
12.6%
11.9%
12.6%
23.5%
9.4%
21.9%
27.6%
20.7%
14.9%
21.8%
21.7%
4.6%
2.0%
3.9%
5.6%
21.0%
14.4%
17.1%
24.1%
7.6%
6.5%
7.4%
8.0%
14.3%
9.2%
11.0%
16.8%
1.4%
1.1%
0.9%
1.6%
1.9%
0.7%
1.1%
2.5%
2.3%
2.7%
1.8%
2.3%
**
1.4%
*k

*k

18.7%

8.7%
15.3%
22.4%

Never Bet
On

23.7%
17.9%
15.9%
28.1%
74.7%
79.1%
72.4%
74.5%
74.1%
60.8%
71.1%
78.5%
58.7%
67.2%
58.6%
56.7%
69.5%
75.9%
68.2%
68.5%
90.1%
93.6%
89.2%
89.5%
69.8%
75.3%
71.0%
68.0%
82.7%
71.4%
79.5%
86.7%
61.7%
51.0%
57.4%
66.0%
98.2%
98.2%
98.5%
98.1%
97.0%
97.6%
97.7%
96.6%
95.7%
95.0%
96.1%
95.8%
99.3%
98.1%
99.5%
99.5%
12.2%

7.7%

7.4%
15.1%

** | ess than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all Texas adults with incomes between $20,000 and $39,999 = +2.
Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = +7.3%

113
|

Appendix A



114
I

Appendix A

Tables A.9. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among Texas

Adult with Incomes of $40,000 and Above: 1995

Past Year,
Ever Bet Past Year, Not Not Past
On Regularly Regularly Year

Lottery 76.8% 24.2% 39.7% 12.8%
Adults 18-24 83.0% 15.9% 54.5% 12.6%
Adults 25-34 77.9% 19.6% 46.0% 12.3%
Adults 35 & older 74.8% 27.9% 33.7% 13.1%
Cards/dice at casino 39.1% ki 19.4% 19.2%
Adults 18-24 26.0% b 19.8% 6.1%
Adults 25-34 44.4% 0.6% 25.0% 18.7%
Adults 35 & older 40.3% b 17.2% 22.6%
Games with family/friends 30.7% 1.6% 15.8% 13.2%
Adults 18-24 47.0% 2.1% 35.8% 9.2%
Adults 25-34 31.9% 2.3% 18.9% 10.8%
Adults 35 & older 26.2% 1.3% 9.8% 15.1%
Slot machines/videopoker 57.7% ki 27.9% 29.5%
Adults 18-24 42.1% ok 28.3% 13.7%
Adults 25-34 63.0% o 35.6% 27.4%
Adults 35 & older 59.6% 0.6% 24.8% 34.2%
Bingo 29.8% 1.1% 7.4% 21.2%
Adults 18-24 28.1% 1.7% 11.3% 15.1%
Adults 25-34 28.3% 1.1% 7.3% 19.9%
Adults 35 & older 30.8% 1.0% 6.6% 23.2%
Speculative investments 20.2% 1.7% 10.7% 7.7%
Adults 18-24 11.1% 1.2% 5.3% 4.7%
Adults 25-34 21.0% 3.6% 11.7% 5.7%
Adults 35 & older 22.1% 1.2% 11.7% 9.3%
Horse/greyhound racing 43.0% 0.6% 14.7% 27.7%
Adults 18-24 28.9% 0.5% 14.1% 14.3%
Adults 25-34 46.9% o 18.9% 28.0%
Adults 35 & older 45.0% 0.8% 13.2% 30.9%
Games of skill 25.0% 3.3% 11.6% 10.1%
Adults 18-24 37.6% 7.5% 21.2% 8.9%
Adults 25-34 27.2% 3.0% 15.0% 9.2%
Adults 35 & older 21.1% 2.4% 8.0% 10.7%
Bets with friends 48.8% 3.2% 26.5% 19.1%
Adults 18-24 48.1% 5.8% 35.4% 6.9%
Adults 25-34 53.5% 3.9% 31.4% 18.3%
Adults 35 & older 47.2% 2.3% 22.6% 22.4%
Dog/cock fights 3.6% b 0.9% 2.7%
Adults 18-24 2.6% ok 1.7% 0.9%
Adults 25-34 4.0% ko 0.8% 3.3%
Adults 35 & older 3.7% o 0.7% 2.9%
Games at card parlor 3.4% x* 1.3% 1.9%
Adults 18-24 4.4% o 3.0% 1.2%
Adults 25-34 2.8% o 0.8% 1.8%
Adults 35 & older 3.4% ok 1.2% 2.1%
Sports with bookie 7.7% 0.7% 2.9% 4.0%
Adults 18-24 1.7% 1.9% 3.7% 2.0%
Adults 25-34 9.3% 1.4% 3.9% 4.0%
Adults 35 & older 7.1% ki 2.4% 4.6%

Other 1.0% b 0.6% ok

Adults 18-24 1.7% ol 1.7% **

Adults 25-34 0.8% e o b

Adults 35 & older 0.9% o o ok
Any activity 92.1% 28.4% 48.0% 15.7%
Adults 18-24 93.3% 23.7% 58.9% 10.7%
Adults 25-34 93.5% 24.2% 57.5% 11.9%
Adults 35 & older 91.3% 31.1% 41.8% 18.4%

Never Bet
On

23.2%
17.0%
22.1%
25.2%
60.9%
74.0%
55.6%
59.7%
69.3%
53.0%
68.1%
73.8%
42.3%
57.9%
37.0%
40.4%
70.2%
71.9%
71.7%
69.2%
79.8%
88.9%
79.0%
77.9%
57.0%
71.1%
53.1%
55.0%
75.0%
62.4%
72.8%
78.9%
51.2%
51.9%
46.5%
52.8%
96.4%
97.4%
96.0%
96.3%
96.6%
95.6%
97.2%
96.6%
92.3%
92.3%
90.7%
92.9%
99.0%
98.3%
99.2%
99.1%

7.9%

6.7%

6.5%

8.7%

** |_ess than 0.5%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for all adults with incomes over $40,000 = +2.6%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = +8.2%



Table A.10. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among

Texas Adults Who Were Not Hi

gh School Graduates: 1995

Lottery
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Cards/dice at casino
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games with family/friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Slot machines/videopoker
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bingo
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Speculative investments
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Horse/greyhound racing
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games of skill
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bets with friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Dog/cock fights
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games at card parlor
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Sports with bookie
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Other
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Any activity
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older

Ever Bet

Oon
68.1%
72.7%
88.8%
59.2%
11.2%

6.3%

9.3%
13.2%
14.8%
35.1%
17.3%

8.9%
20.3%
12.2%
20.8%
22.1%
23.6%
20.5%
32.1%
21.1%

4.0%

3.1%

4.5%

4.1%
12.7%
11.9%
13.9%
12.5%
12.0%
35.7%
16.9%

4.4%
19.4%
33.6%
27.8%
12.7%

2.3%
5.5%
5.3%
*%
2.0%
3.8%
0.8%
2.0%
3.4%
5.2%
4.4%
2.7%
*%
0.8%
1.6%
*%
78.7%
84.5%
91.4%
72.5%

Past Year,
Regularly

25.6%

23.9%

31.7%

23.6%
0.9%
15%
1.6%
**
2.4%
8.4%
3.6%
0.5%
*k
0.8%
*%k

*k

2.1%
2.2%
1.0%
2.5%

**
**
*%

*%

0.6%
0.5%
*%k

0.7%
1.8%
8.2%
1.4%
**

1.7%
6.5%
0.8%
0.9%

*k

0.6%

*k

1.4%

**
**
*%
1.1%
*k
*k
*k
*%

*k

28.4%
32.2%
32.9%
25.8%

Past Year,
Not
Regularly

27.0%
40.6%
35.6%
20.4%
3.7%
3.2%
4.4%
3.6%
5.9%
19.7%
7.8%
1.8%
7.8%
7.3%
9.1%
7.5%
7.0%
12.6%
13.0%
3.4%
1.5%
2.0%
1.6%
1.3%
4.3%
4.0%
7.5%
3.2%
6.0%
19.7%
9.7%
1.2%
9.5%
20.0%
16.2%
4.3%
1.2%
2.8%
3.3%

1.4%
**

**

1.6%
3.1%
1.8%
1.1%
*k
0.8%
1.6%
*%k
28.1%
43.2%
37.4%
20.9%

Not Past
Year

15.5%
8.2%
21.5%
15.1%
6.6%
1.6%
3.3%
9.1%
6.5%
7.0%
5.9%
6.6%
12.1%
4.2%
11.7%
14.2%
14.4%
5.7%
18.0%
15.2%
2.2%
1.1%
2.5%
2.4%
7.8%
7.4%
6.1%
8.6%
4.3%
7.9%
5.8%
2.8%
8.2%
7.0%
10.8%
7.4%
1.0%
2.1%
2.0%
*k
1.1%
1.0%
*%
1.4%
1.5%
2.0%
1.5%
1.4%

*k
*k
*k

*%

22.2%

9.1%
21.2%
25.8%

Never Bet
On

31.9%
27.3%
11.2%
40.8%
88.8%
93.7%
90.7%
86.8%
85.2%
64.9%
82.7%
91.1%
79.7%
87.8%
79.2%
77.9%
76.4%
79.5%
67.9%
78.9%
96.0%
96.9%
95.5%
95.9%
87.3%
88.1%
86.1%
87.5%
88.0%
64.3%
83.1%
95.6%
80.6%
66.4%
72.2%
87.3%
97.7%
94.5%
94.7%
99.6%
98.0%
96.2%
99.2%
98.0%
96.6%
94.8%
95.6%
97.3%
99.5%
99.2%
98.4%
100.0%
21.3%
15.5%
8.6%
27.5%

** | ess than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all adults who were not high school graduates = +3.3%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = +9.3%
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Table A.11. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among
Texas Adults Who Were Hi gh School Graduates: 1995

Lottery
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Cards/dice at casino
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games with family/friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Slot machines/videopoker
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bingo
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Speculative investments
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Horse/greyhound racing
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games of skill
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bets with friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Dog/cock fights
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games at card parlor
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Sports with bookie
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Other
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Any activity
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older

Ever Bet

On
76.2%
76.5%
86.9%
72.1%
21.0%
11.7%
23.0%
22.4%
22.8%
34.3%
26.7%
18.5%
37.1%
25.6%
36.4%
40.1%
31.2%
29.0%
33.4%
31.0%

6.3%

1.7%

5.6%

7.7%
24.3%
16.0%
21.5%
27.3%
15.2%
25.8%
15.3%
12.5%
33.7%
39.7%
35.9%
31.3%

2.0%

2.9%

1.5%

2.0%

2.4%

3.0%

2.0%

2.4%

3.5%

2.8%

4.0%

3.5%

*%

0.5%

*%*

*%

86.2%
90.3%
92.6%
82.7%

Past Year,
Regularly

28.0%
17.4%
28.5%
30.4%

*%

0.9%

%

iiiiigiiiiiiiii

31.0%
23.6%
30.4%
33.1%

Past Year,

Not

Regularly

33.2%
45.4%
43.8%
26.2%
9.5%
7.3%
12.2%
8.9%
12.1%
23.7%
15.1%
8.2%
17.5%
16.2%
21.3%
16.3%
10.5%
11.9%
13.7%
8.9%
3.3%
1.0%
3.4%
3.8%
7.5%
7.6%
9.0%
6.9%
7.0%
15.3%
8.6%
4.4%
20.1%
29.9%
27.4%
15.0%
*%
1.5%
*%

*k

0.9%
2.0%

0.7%
0.9%
1.5%
1.1%
0.7%

*%

37.1%
51.4%
47.6%
29.7%

Not Past
Year

15.0%
13.7%
14.6%
15.5%
11.2%
3.5%
10.8%
13.2%
9.1%
7.7%
9.9%
9.2%
19.0%
8.9%
14.1%
23.3%
18.4%
14.2%
17.5%
19.7%
2.6%
*%
1.6%
3.6%
16.5%
8.3%
12.5%
20.0%
6.4%
6.1%
4.8%
7.1%
11.5%
7.2%
6.5%
14.4%
1.6%
1.3%
1.0%
1.9%
1.4%
0.6%
1.5%
1.6%
2.2%
1.2%
2.2%
24%

Never Bet
On

23.8%
23.5%
13.1%
27.9%
79.0%
88.3%
77.0%
77.6%
77.2%
65.7%
73.3%
81.5%
62.9%
74.4%
63.6%
59.9%
68.8%
71.0%
66.6%
69.0%
93.7%
98.3%
94.4%
92.3%
75.7%
84.0%
78.5%
72.7%
84.8%
74.2%
84.7%
87.5%
66.3%
60.3%
64.1%
68.7%
98.0%
97.1%
98.5%
98.0%
97.6%
97.0%
98.0%
97.6%
96.5%
97.2%
96.0%
96.5%
99.6%
99.5%
99.5%
99.7%
13.8%

9.7%

7.4%
17.3%

** |_ess than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all Texas adults with a high school education = +2.5%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = +6.3%



Table A.12. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among
Texas Adults with an Education Be yond High School: 1995

Lottery
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Cards/dice at casino
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games with family/friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Slot machines/videopoker
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bingo
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Speculative investments
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Horse/greyhound racing
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games of skill
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bets with friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Dog/cock fights
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games at card parlor
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Sports with bookie
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Other
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Any activity
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older

Ever Bet

On
73.9%
80.5%
78.8%
70.4%
33.4%
25.4%
34.3%
35.1%
28.3%
42.8%
29.3%
24.3%
50.7%
38.3%
51.3%
53.6%
29.3%
26.5%
28.8%
30.2%
16.5%

8.7%
15.5%
18.7%
37.4%
26.6%
37.5%
40.0%
21.4%
30.6%
23.8%
18.3%
43.7%
44.1%
47.9%
42.0%

2.7%

2.0%

2.5%

2.9%

2.9%

2.8%

2.6%

3.1%

6.1%

6.9%

6.6%

5.8%

1.0%

2.1%

0.8%

0.8%
89.6%
91.7%
92.7%
87.8%

Past Year,
Regularly

21.1%
14.5%
17.5%
24.0%

*k
*%

*%

0.5%
1.3%
2.0%
1.3%
1.2%
0.8%
1.9%
0.6%
0.5%
1.0%
1.0%
1.0%
1.0%
1.2%
1.4%
2.1%
0.7%

0.6%

0.5%
2.5%
5.4%
2.5%
1.7%
2.2%
4.0%
24%

[y
3
=3

N

iiiiiigiiiiiiiii-

24.6%
21.2%
22.2%
26.4%

Past Year,
Not
Regularly

38.3%
52.6%
45.8%
32.0%
16.3%
20.8%
19.3%
14.1%
13.1%
28.1%
16.0%

8.4%
22.0%
25.1%
25.4%
20.0%

7.4%
10.2%

6.7%

7.0%

8.5%

3.8%

9.1%

9.4%
11.9%
12.4%
15.1%
10.6%
10.0%
19.6%
12.6%

6.7%
23.2%
32.4%
28.5%
19.0%

*k
*%

*k

0.6%
1.0%
1.7%
0.9%
0.9%
24%
2.9%
3.3%
2.0%
*k

1.2%
*%

*k

46.0%
58.8%
55.0%
39.4%

Not Past
Year

14.5%
13.4%
15.4%
14.4%
16.8%
4.3%
15.0%
20.5%
13.8%
12.7%
12.0%
14.8%
27.9%
11.3%
25.3%
33.0%
20.9%
15.3%
21.1%
22.2%
6.8%
3.5%
4.3%
8.6%
25.1%
13.6%
22.3%
28.9%
9.0%
5.6%
8.8%
9.9%
18.3%
7.8%
17.0%
21.4%
2.1%
1.8%
2.1%
2.2%
1.8%
1.0%
1.5%
2.1%
3.4%
3.1%
2.9%
3.6%
*k
0.9%
*k

*k

19.0%
11.7%
15.5%
22.1%

Never Bet
On

26.1%
19.5%
21.2%
29.6%
66.6%
74.6%
65.7%
64.9%
71.7%
57.2%
70.7%
75.7%
49.3%
61.7%
48.7%
46.4%
70.7%
73.5%
71.2%
69.8%
83.5%
91.3%
84.5%
81.3%
62.6%
73.4%
62.5%
60.0%
78.6%
69.4%
76.2%
81L.7%
56.3%
55.9%
52.1%
58.0%
97.3%
98.0%
97.5%
97.1%
97.1%
97.2%
97.4%
96.9%
93.9%
93.1%
93.4%
94.2%
99.0%
97.9%
99.2%
99.2%
10.4%

8.3%

7.3%
12.2%

** |_ess than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all adults educated beyond high school = +2.0%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = + 5.8%
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Table A.13. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among Texas

118 Adults Livin g in Region 1 (High Plains): 1995
I
. Past Year Past Year Not Not Past Never Bet
Appendix A EverBetOn  Regularly Regularly Year On
Lottery 71.1% 22.9% 35.8% 12.3% 28.9%
Adults 18-24 77.2% 24.6% 45.3% 7.3% 22.8%
Adults 25-34 78.8% 22.3% 45.8% 10.7% 21.2%
Adults 35 & older 66.7% 22.7% 29.8% 14.2% 33.3%
Cards/dice at casino 21.7% o 10.1% 11.4% 78.3%
Adults 18-24 12.9% 1.6% 11.3% i 87.1%
Adults 25-34 234% o 11.8% 11.6% 76.6%
Adults 35 & older 23.2% ** 9.1% 14.1% 76.8%
Games with family/friends 27.1% 14% 13.3% 12.4% 72.9%
Adults 18-24 43.1% 6.4% 26.6% 10.0% 56.9%
Adults 25-34 32.0% 0.9% 18.9% 12.3% 68.0%
Adults 35 & older 21.3% o 7.9% 13.0% 78.7%
Slot machines/videopoker 35.6% b 14.4% 21.1% 64.4%
Adults 18-24 17.4% * 15.1% 2.3% 82.6%
Adults 25-34 36.0% ** 16.0% 20.0% 64.0%
Adults 35 & older 40.0% *x 13.6% 26.2% 60.0%
Bingo 28.9% 1.0% 9.7% 18.1% 71.1%
Adults 18-24 31.2% 3.8% 13.6% 13.8% 68.8%
Adults 25-34 34.7% 1.7% 14.8% 18.3% 65.3%
Adults 35 & older 26.1% o 6.8% 19.2% 73.9%
Speculative investments 11.0% 1.3% 3.2% 6.4% 89.0%
Adults 18-24 6.5% ** 2.3% 4.2% 93.5%
Adults 25-34 12.1% 4.8% 2.5% 4.7% 87.9%
Adults 35 & older 11.8% i 3.8% 7.6% 88.2%
Horse/greyhound racing 31.4% *x 7.0% 24.3% 68.6%
Adults 18-24 11.9% i 3.8% 8.1% 88.1%
Adults 25-34 31.8% o 9.6% 22.2% 68.2%
Adults 35 & older 36.0% o 6.8% 29.1% 64.0%
Games of skill 22.7% 3.1% 10.7% 8.9% 77.3%
Adults 18-24 31.9% 8.4% 21.2% 2.3% 68.1%
Adults 25-34 27.1% 2.2% 16.0% 8.9% 72.9%
Adults 35 & older 18.8% 2.1% 6.2% 10.5% 81.2%
Bets with friends 39.3% 2.2% 21.7% 15.4% 60.7%
Adults 18-24 48.0% 42% 33.1% 10.6% 52.0%
Adults 25-34 441% 1.4% 35.5% 7.3% 55.9%
Adults 35 & older 35.3% 2.1% 13.6% 19.6% 64.7%
Dog/cock fights 3.2% *x 0.6% 2.6% 96.8%
Adults 18-24 5.2% b 2.9% 2.3% 94.8%
Adults 25-34 2.7% o o 2.7% 97.3%
Adults 35 & older 3.0% i ** 2.6% 97.0%
Games at card parlor 4.0% i 1.9% 2.1% 96.0%
Adults 18-24 6.9% ** 4.6% 2.3% 93.1%
Adults 25-34 2.2% *x 0.8% 1.4% 97.8%
Adults 35 & older 4.0% il 1.6% 24% 96.0%
Sports with bookie 6.0% 0.7% 2.2% 3.1% 94.0%
Adults 18-24 1.6% i o 1.6% 98.4%
Adults 25-34 12.8% 1.4% 48% 6.6% 87.2%
Adults 35 & older 4.4% 0.7% 1.7% 2.1% 95.6%
Other ** ** ** ** 99.6%
Adults 18-24 ** *x ** ** 100.0%
Adults 25-34 bl b o b 100.0%
Adults 35 & older 0.7% o 0.7% o 99.3%
Any activity 85.3% 27.1% 38.0% 20.2% 14.7%
Adults 18-24 85.5% 31.4% 44.9% 9.2% 14.5%
Adults 25-34 93.5% 29.3% 475% 16.8% 6.5%
Adults 35 & older 82.1% 25.1% 32.8% 24.2% 17.9%
** | ess than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all adults living in Region 1 = +4.9%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = +17.1%



Table A.14. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among Texas
Adults Livin g in Region 2 (Northwest Texas ): 1995

Ever Bet Past Year Past Year Not Not Past Never Bet
On Regularly Regularly Year On
Lottery TL.7% 22.1% 33.5% 16.0% 28.3%
Adults 18-24 76.5% 23.9% 45.7% 6.9% 235%
Adults 25-34 85.9% 10.9% 54.3% 20.6% 14.1%
Adults 35 & older 65.1% 25.9% 22.7% 16.5% 34.9%
Cards/dice at casino 22.3% b 7.3% 15.0% 77.7%
Adults 18-24 9.7% ** 8.0% 1.7% 90.3%
Adults 25-34 26.5% b 7.9% 18.5% 735%
Adults 35 & older 23.8% b 6.9% 16.9% 76.2%
Games with family/friends 23.4% 0.9% 13.0% 9.5% 76.6%
Adults 18-24 37.4% 2.9% 31.2% 3.4% 62.6%
Adults 25-34 33.5% ** 18.9% 14.5% 66.5%
Adults 35 & older 16.2% 0.7% 6.4% 9.1% 83.8%
Slot machines and videopoker 38.6% ** 12.2% 26.4% 61.4%
Adults 18-24 28.0% b 20.7% 7.3% 72.0%
Adults 25-34 39.7% b 10.8% 28.9% 60.3%
Adults 35 & older 40.7% b 10.6% 30.1% 59.3%
Bingo 30.1% 2.5% 9.9% 17.8% 69.9%
Adults 18-24 37.3% 4.8% 22.2% 10.3% 62.7%
Adults 25-34 21.2% b 4.8% 16.4% 78.8%
Adults 35 & older 3L7% 2.9% 8.8% 20.1% 68.3%
Speculative investments 8.2% ** 4.4% 3.4% 91.8%
Adults 18-24 8.6% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 91.4%
Adults 25-34 3.9% b 1.9% 2.0% 96.1%
Adults 35 & older 9.7% b 5.7% 4.1% 90.3%
Horse/greyhound racing 29.8% ** 7.0% 22.7% 70.2%
Adults 18-24 18.4% b 7.5% 10.9% 81.6%
Adults 25-34 29.7% b 71% 22.6% 70.3%
Adults 35 & older 32.7% b 6.9% 25.6% 67.3%
Games of skill 16.4% 1.7% 9.0% 5.8% 83.6%
Adults 18-24 30.7% 2.9% 22.3% 5.6% 69.3%
Adults 25-34 30.6% 3.0% 15.7% 11.8% 69.4%
Adults 35 & older 7.6% 0.9% 31% 3.5% 92.4%
Bets with friends 33.4% 21% 19.1% 12.2% 66.6%
Adults 18-24 43.2% 2.9% 29.7% 10.7% 56.8%
Adults 25-34 44.1% 3.0% 29.0% 12.1% 55.9%
Adults 35 & older 27.0% 15% 12.8% 12.7% 73.0%
Dog/cock fights 2.1% b 0.9% 1.2% 97.9%
Adults 18-24 2.9% b 2.9% b 97.1%
Adults 25-34 1.9% b 1.9% * 98.1%
Adults 35 & older 2.0% ** i 2.0% 98.0%
Games at card parlor 24% ** 0.5% 1.9% 97.6%
Adults 18-24 2.9% b il 2.9% 97.1%
Adults 25-34 ** ** * i 100.0%
Adults 35 & older 3.2% b 0.8% 2.4% 96.8%
Sports with bookie 6.0% *k 2.6% 3.4% 94.0%
Adults 18-24 5.3% b 2.2% 3.1% 94.7%
Adults 25-34 8.8% b 4.9% 3.9% 91.2%
Adults 35 & older 5.1% b 1.8% 3.3% 94.9%
Other 0.9% 0.7% i b 99.1%
Adults 18-24 b o b il 100.0%
Adults 25-34 3.0% 3.0% il hd 97.0%
Adults 35 & older *x i b b 99.7%
Any activity 8L.1% 24.5% 36.1% 20.5% 18.9%
Adults 18-24 79.3% 26.1% 48.8% 4.5% 20.7%
Adults 25-34 91.0% 15.9% 56.3% 18.8% 9.0%
Adults 35 & older 77.8% 27.4% 25.3% 25.1% 22.2%
** | ess than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all adult Texans who live in Region 2 = +5.3%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = +19.2%
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Table A.15. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among Texas
Adults Livin g in Region 3 (Metroplex): 1995

Ever Bet Past Year Past Year Not Not Past Never Bet
On Regularly Regularly Year On
Lottery 73.3% 22.9% 35.9% 14.5% 26.7%
Adults 18-24 77.8% 12.9% 52.3% 12.6% 22.2%
Adults 25-34 79.7% 21.1% 43.4% 15.1% 20.3%
Adults 35 & older 69.9% 26.0% 29.1% 14.8% 30.1%
Cards/dice at casino 30.0% b 14.0% 15.5% 70.0%
Adults 18-24 20.1% ** 16.6% 31% 79.9%
Adults 25-34 29.4% b 15.8% 135% 70.6%
Adults 35 & older 32.6% 0.7% 12.6% 19.3% 67.4%
Games with family/friends 25.4% 1.3% 12.8% 11.3% 74.6%
Adults 18-24 39.2% 2.0% 27.8% 9.5% 60.8%
Adults 25-34 28.7% 1.2% 16.9% 10.6% 71.3%
Adults 35 & older 20.8% 1.1% 7.5% 12.1% 79.2%
Slot machines/videopoker 42.7% 1.1% 18.6% 23.0% 57.3%
Adults 18-24 23.4% 2.6% 15.6% 5.3% 76.6%
Adults 25-34 43.2% 1.1% 21.8% 20.3% 56.8%
Adults 35 & older 47.2% 0.8% 18.1% 28.4% 52.8%
Bingo 27.3% 1.4% 6.8% 19.1% 72.7%
Adults 18-24 18.4% 1.0% 10.2% 7.2% 81.6%
Adults 25-34 30.0% 2.7% 6.9% 20.4% 70.0%
Adults 35 & older 285% 1.1% 5.9% 21.5% 71.5%
Speculative investments 13.1% 1.0% 7.4% 4.8% 86.9%
Adults 18-24 6.3% 1.4% 2.9% 2.0% 93.7%
Adults 25-34 13.9% 1.9% 7.3% 4.7% 86.1%
Adults 35 & older 14.5% 0.5% 8.5% 5.5% 85.5%
Horse/greyhound racing 31.0% ** 7.8% 23.1% 69.0%
Adults 18-24 18.0% 0.9% 4.6% 12.5% 82.0%
Adults 25-34 32.5% b 9.7% 22.7% 67.5%
Adults 35 & older 33.7% b 7.9% 25.8% 66.3%
Games of skill 18.9% 1.8% 8.6% 8.5% 8L.1%
Adults 18-24 29.3% 3.8% 17.1% 8.3% 70.7%
Adults 25-34 20.9% 1.6% 11.3% 8.0% 79.1%
Adults 35 & older 15.6% 1.3% 5.5% 8.8% 84.4%
Bets with friends 40.2% 2.2% 21.9% 16.1% 59.8%
Adults 18-24 44.6% 4.1% 33.1% 7.4% 55.4%
Adults 25-34 46.4% 3.2% 25.4% 17.8% 53.6%
Adults 35 & older 36.9% 1.3% 17.9% 17.7% 63.1%
Dog/cock fights 2.1% b b 1.7% 97.9%
Adults 18-24 1.6% b 0.9% 0.7% 98.4%
Adults 25-34 3.2% b 1.0% 2.0% 96.8%
Adults 35 & older 1.9% b ** 1.8% 98.1%
Gambling at card parlor 2.7% ** 1.2% 14% 97.3%
Adults 18-24 3.8% b 2.5% 1.3% 96.2%
Adults 25-34 2.9% ** 1.3% 1.4% 97.1%
Adults 35 & older 24% b 0.8% 14% 97.6%
Sports with bookie 5.8% *k 2.1% 3.3% 94.2%
Adults 18-24 5.9% 2.0% 3.5% 94.1%
Adults 25-34 71% 15% 31% 2.5% 92.9%
Adults 35 & older 5.3% b 1.8% 3.6% 94.7%
Other 0.6% b b b 99.4%
Adults 18-24 1.9% b b 17% 98.1%
Adults 25-34 o b b b 99.6%
Adults 35 & older b i i *x 99.6%
Any activity 87.3% 25.6% 42.8% 18.9% 12.7%
Adults 18-24 88.5% 16.8% 61.0% 10.7% 11.5%
Adults 25-34 93.1% 24.6% 53.3% 15.3% 6.9%
Adults 35 & older 84.8% 28.1% 34.4% 22.3% 15.2%
** | ess than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all adults living in Region 3 = + 3.2%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = + 9.3%



Table A.16. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among Texas
Adults Livin g in Region 4 (Upper East Texas): 1995

Ever Bet Past Year Past Year Not Not Past  Never Bet
On Regularly Regularly Year On
Lottery 71.5% 19.2% 38.1% 14.2% 285%
Adults 18-24 87.5% 16.3% 57.1% 14.2% 12.5%
Adults 25-34 76.1% 19.4% 50.7% 6.0% 23.9%
Adults 35 & older 65.8% 19.8% 28.6% 17.4% 34.2%
Cards/dice at casino 25.2% 1.6% 16.2% 7.3% 74.8%
Adults 18-24 19.8% ok 19.8% i 80.2%
Adults 25-34 30.3% 4.7% 19.1% 6.5% 69.7%
Adults 35 & older 24.5% 0.9% 14.2% 9.5% 75.5%
Games with family/friends 22.1% 2.3% 10.0% 9.9% 77.9%
Adults 18-24 37.5% 3.8% 25.0% 8.8% 62.5%
Adults 25-34 16.0% 3.3% 4.9% 7.9% 84.0%
Adults 35 & older 20.6% 15% 8.2% 10.9% 79.4%
Slot machines and videopoker 43.3% 0.8% 26.1% 16.4% 56.7%
Adults 18-24 32.0% 2.3% 20.6% 9.0% 68.0%
Adults 25-34 50.9% b 38.3% 12.6% 49.1%
Adults 35 & older 43.1% 0.7% 22.8% 19.6% 56.9%
Bingo 24.4% 2.4% 7.0% 15.0% 75.6%
Adults 18-24 47.8% 10.4% 15.7% 21.8% 52.2%
Adults 25-34 23.8% 0.9% 8.8% 14.1% 76.2%
Adults 35 & older 19.0% 1.0% 4.2% 13.7% 81.0%
Speculative investments 10.3% 1.6% 45% 4.2% 89.7%
Adults 18-24 3.8% 1.4% 2.3% b 96.2%
Adults 25-34 7.2% 1.3% 4.6% 1.3% 92.8%
Adults 35 & older 13.1% 1.8% 5.1% 6.3% 86.9%
Horse/greyhound racing 32.2% ** 5.9% 26.0% 67.8%
Adults 18-24 16.2% * 7.3% 8.8% 83.8%
Adults 25-34 34.0% o 6.3% 27.7% 66.0%
Adults 35 & older 35.4% o 5.5% 29.6% 64.6%
Games of skill 19.7% 2.6% 7.4% 9.7% 80.3%
Adults 18-24 23.9% 2.3% 14.2% 7.3% 76.1%
Adults 25-34 28.9% 2.4% 14.9% 11.6% 71.1%
Adults 35 & older 15.2% 2.7% 2.9% 9.6% 84.8%
Bets with friends 34.7% 1.3% 16.9% 16.5% 65.3%
Adults 18-24 31.0% o 21.3% 9.7% 69.0%
Adults 25-34 41.6% o 23.7% 17.9% 58.4%
Adults 35 & older 33.0% 2.1% 13.3% 17.6% 67.0%
Dog/Cock fights 3.5% b 0.5% 3.0% 96.5%
Adults 18-24 6.8% o ** 6.8% 93.2%
Adults 25-34 46% o 24% 2.2% 95.4%
Adults 35 & older 2.3% o hd 2.3% 97.7%
Games at card parlor 3.3% *k 0.8% 2.4% 96.7%
Adults 18-24 31% o 31% b 96.9%
Adults 25-34 ok o o x 100.0%
Adults 35 & older 4.7% ** 0.6% 3.8% 95.3%
Sports with bookie 4.9% ** 1.2% 3.7% 95.1%
Adults 18-24 1.6% o bl 1.6% 98.4%
Adults 25-34 3.7% ok b 3.7% 96.3%
Adults 35 & older 6.1% * 1.9% 4.2% 93.9%
Other o o ** ** 99.8%
Adults 18-24 o o o o 100.0%
Adults 25-34 ok ok b o 100.0%
Adults 35 & older o o * * 99.7%
Any activity 83.1% 24.3% 40.0% 18.8% 16.9%
Adults 18-24 89.1% 255% 53.7% 10.0% 10.9%
Adults 25-34 90.3% 21.7% 59.9% 8.6% 9.7%
Adults 35 & older 78.9% 25.0% 29.1% 24.8% 21.1%
** | ess than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all adults living in Region 4 = +5.2%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = +18.6%
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Table A.17. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among Texas
Adults Livin g in Region 5 (Southeast Texas ): 1995

Ever Bet Past Year Past Year Not Not Past  Never Bet
On Regularly Regularly Year On
Lottery 68.5% 21.8% 34.9% 11.8% 31.5%
Adults 18-24 66.0% 7.8% 46.4% 11.8% 34.0%
Adults 25-34 82.5% 21.0% 47.2% 14.4% 17.5%
Adults 35 & older 63.7% 25.5% 27.4% 10.8% 36.3%
Cards/dice at casino 24.2% 1.0% 14.8% 8.5% 75.8%
Adults 18-24 18.9% 0.5% 17.8% 0.5% 81.1%
Adults 25-34 25.8% o 13.9% 11.9% 74.2%
Adults 35 & older 25.0% 1.4% 14.4% 9.1% 75.0%
Games with family/friends 25.9% 2.8% 11.4% 11.7% 74.1%
Adults 18-24 33.3% 5.9% 19.4% 7.9% 66.7%
Adults 25-34 29.6% 1.9% 17.5% 10.2% 70.4%
Adults 35 & older 22.7% 24% 7.1% 13.2% 77.3%
Slot machines and videopoker 46.4% 1.1% 27.8% 17.5% 53.6%
Adults 18-24 47.3% b 35.0% 12.1% 52.7%
Adults 25-34 56.9% 1.5% 33.6% 21.8% 43.1%
Adults 35 & older 42.2% 1.1% 23.8% 17.3% 57.8%
Bingo 25.6% 1.7% 6.9% 17.0% 74.4%
Adults 18-24 19.7% 1.0% 8.1% 10.5% 80.3%
Adults 25-34 29.7% 0.6% 9.5% 19.5% 70.3%
Adults 35 & older 25.5% 2.3% 5.7% 17.6% 745%
Speculative investments 9.4% ** 6.3% 2.8% 90.6%
Adults 18-24 5.6% 0.7% 42% 0.7% 94.4%
Adults 25-34 7.1% ** 4.6% 2.5% 92.9%
Adults 35 & older 11.2% ** 7.4% 34% 88.8%
Horse/greyhound racing 23.4% 0.7% 5.2% 17.5% 76.6%
Adults 18-24 10.1% b 3.9% 6.2% 89.9%
Adults 25-34 23.1% ** 7.5% 15.6% 76.9%
Adults 35 & older 26.7% 1.1% 4.6% 21.0% 73.3%
Games of skill 15.5% 1.6% 6.6% 7.3% 84.5%
Adults 18-24 22.6% 5.6% 14.6% 2.4% 77.4%
Adults 25-34 18.5% 0.9% 6.3% 11.4% 81.5%
Adults 35 & older 12.6% 0.9% 4.8% 6.9% 87.4%
Bets with friends 35.7% 2.1% 18.2% 15.4% 64.3%
Adults 18-24 42.2% 34% 32.9% 5.9% 57.8%
Adults 25-34 43.5% 21% 23.2% 18.2% 56.5%
Adults 35 & older 31.2% 1.7% 12.7% 16.7% 68.8%
Dog/Cock fights 2.4% bl 0.6% 1.8% 97.6%
Adults 18-24 2.0% b 2.0% *x 98.0%
Adults 25-34 4.1% ** 12% 2.8% 95.9%
Adults 35 & older 1.9% b b 1.9% 98.1%
Games at card parlor 3.1% ** ** 2.6% 96.9%
Adults 18-24 1.0% 0.5% 0.5% *x 99.0%
Adults 25-34 2.8% 0.6% b 2.1% 97.2%
Adults 35 & older 3.8% b ok 35% 96.2%
Sports with bookie 4.3% ** 1.7% 2.3% 95.7%
Adults 18-24 6.3% 0.5% 1.0% 4.7% 93.7%
Adults 25-34 5.3% b 3.1% 2.1% 94.7%
Adults 35 & older 3.5% b 1.3% 1.8% 96.5%
Other 1.3% b 0.6% 0.7% 98.7%
Adults 18-24 1.8% ** 18% *x 98.2%
Adults 25-34 0.6% b b 0.6% 99.4%
Adults 35 & older 1.4% b 0.6% 0.8% 98.6%
Any activity 81.4% 25.0% 39.0% 17.5% 18.6%
Adults 18-24 80.0% 14.8% 55.3% 9.8% 20.0%
Adults 25-34 93.2% 25.0% 50.1% 18.2% 6.8%
Adults 35 & older 77.3% 27.5% 30.8% 19.1% 22.7%
** |ess than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all adults living in Region 5 = +4.7%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = +13.7%



Table A.18. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among Texas
Adults Livin g in Region 6 (Gulf Coast): 1995

Ever Bet Past Year Past Year Not Not Past Never Bet
On Regularly Regularly Year On
Lottery 73.0% 23.6% 33.1% 16.4% 27.0%
Adults 18-24 775% 20.3% 42.0% 15.2% 22.5%
Adults 25-34 84.9% 22.5% 40.8% 21.6% 15.1%
Adults 35 & older 67.5% 24.8% 27.9% 14.7% 325%
Cards/dice at casino 27.6% ** 14.9% 12.5% 72.4%
Adults 18-24 17.1% 0.7% 13.7% 2.7% 82.9%
Adults 25-34 30.9% b 23.1% 7.9% 69.1%
Adults 35 & older 28.9% b 12.0% 16.6% 71.1%
Games with family/friends 254% 1.5% 11.2% 12.6% 74.6%
Adults 18-24 36.2% 2.2% 19.7% 14.3% 63.8%
Adults 25-34 26.8% 2.0% 13.8% 10.9% 73.2%
Adults 35 & older 22.2% 1.1% 8.2% 12.9% 77.8%
Slot machines/videopoker 47.1% 0.6% 22.0% 24.5% 52.9%
Adults 18-24 33.3% 1.8% 23.7% 7.8% 66.7%
Adults 25-34 51.2% 0.6% 29.3% 21.2% 48.8%
Adults 35 & older 48.9% b 18.8% 29.8% 51.1%
Bingo 28.2% 1.1% 7.6% 19.5% 71.8%
Adults 18-24 27.2% 1.4% 9.1% 16.7% 72.8%
Adults 25-34 28.6% ** 9.7% 18.9% 71.4%
Adults 35 & older 28.3% 1.4% 6.5% 20.4% 71.7%
Speculative investments 13.9% 0.8% 7.3% 5.8% 86.1%
Adults 18-24 4.9% 1.0% 1.7% 2.2% 95.1%
Adults 25-34 13.7% 17% 8.5% 3.5% 86.3%
Adults 35 & older 16.2% ** 8.2% 7.6% 83.8%
Horse/greyhound racing 32.1% 0.6% 15.0% 16.6% 67.9%
Adults 18-24 21.1% b 12.6% 8.3% 78.9%
Adults 25-34 35.2% b 20.5% 14.7% 64.8%
Adults 35 & older 33.7% 0.9% 13.4% 19.4% 66.3%
Games of skill 17.8% 24% 8.8% 6.6% 82.2%
Adults 18-24 27.8% 5.9% 16.0% 5.9% 72.2%
Adults 25-34 20.6% 3.6% 11.7% 5.3% 79.4%
Adults 35 & older 14.3% 11% 5.9% 7.3% 85.7%
Bets with friends 37.4% 15% 20.1% 15.8% 62.6%
Adults 18-24 34.9% 2.6% 26.1% 6.2% 65.1%
Adults 25-34 40.8% 1.6% 27.6% 11.6% 59.2%
Adults 35 & older 36.8% 1.2% 15.7% 19.8% 63.2%
Dog/cock fights 2.2% *x 1.0% 1.2% 97.8%
Adults 18-24 2.0% b 1.6% *x 98.0%
Adults 25-34 1.6% b b 1.4% 98.4%
Adults 35 & older 2.4% b 11% 1.3% 97.6%
Games at card parlor 2.5% ** 0.8% 1.5% 97.5%
Adults 18-24 25% 1.3% 0.9% ** 97.5%
Adults 25-34 1.3% ** ** 0.9% 98.7%
Adults 35 & older 2.9% b 1.0% 1.9% 97.1%
Sports with bookie 4.0% ** 1.8% 1.9% 96.0%
Adults 18-24 6.5% 1.8% 3.5% 1.2% 93.5%
Adults 25-34 3.1% b 19% 0.9% 96.9%
Adults 35 & older 3.7% b 1.3% 2.5% 96.3%
Other b b b b 99.5%
Adults 18-24 2.0% b 2.0% b 98.0%
Adults 25-34 0.7% b 0.7% b 99.3%
Adults 35 & older b il b il 99.9%
Any activity 88.0% 27.0% 40.9% 20.1% 12.0%
Adults 18-24 92.6% 28.3% 45.6% 18.7% 7.4%
Adults 25-34 92.0% 25.9% 49.0% 17.1% 8.0%
Adults 35 & older 85.3% 27.1% 36.6% 21.6% 14.7%
** |ess than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all adults living in Region 6 = +3.6

Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = £9.1%
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Table A.19. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among Texas

124 Adults Livin g in Region 7 (Central Texas ): 1995
L Ever Bet Past Year Past Year Not ~ NotPast  Never Bet
Appendix A On Regularly Regularly Year On
Lottery 76.2% 232% 36.7% 16.3% 23.8%
Adults 18-24 81.1% 11.4% 54.2% 15.5% 18.9%
Adults 25-34 81.6% 19.9% 471% 14.6% 18.4%
Adults 35 & older 73.0% 27.4% 28.5% 17.1% 27.0%
Cards/dice at casino 30.0% o 11.8% 18.1% 70.0%
Adults 18-24 21.8% o 14.4% 7.4% 78.2%
Adults 25-34 30.9% ** 14.7% 16.2% 69.1%
Adults 35 & older 3L7% e 10.1% 21.4% 68.3%
Games with family/friends 27.3% 15% 12.9% 12.9% 72.7%
Adults 18-24 37.2% 46% 23.7% 8.9% 62.8%
Adults 25-34 35.6% 2.0% 19.4% 14.2% 64.4%
Adults 35 & older 21.8% 0.5% 7.8% 13.4% 78.2%
Slot machines/videopoker 44.0% b 16.5% 27.4% 56.0%
Adults 18-24 39.4% bl 22.8% 16.7% 60.6%
Adults 25-34 39.6% ** 17.7% 22.0% 60.4%
Adults 35 & older 46.8% b 14.5% 321% 53.2%
Bingo 334% 11% 9.3% 23.0% 66.6%
Adults 18-24 28.3% 1.0% 10.8% 16.4% 71.7%
Adults 25-34 35.6% 0.8% 9.9% 24.9% 64.4%
Adults 35 & older 33.8% 1.2% 8.7% 23.9% 66.2%
Speculative investments 12.9% 0.7% 5.8% 6.4% 87.1%
Adults 18-24 6.6% o 3.9% 2.7% 934%
Adults 25-34 14.8% 1.0% 9.9% 3.9% 85.2%
Adults 35 & older 13.7% 0.8% 4.7% 8.2% 86.3%
Horse/greyhound racing 29.0% 0.5% 7.2% 21.2% 71.0%
Adults 18-24 23.9% 0.6% 11.2% 12.1% 76.1%
Adults 25-34 26.4% o 7.0% 19.3% 73.6%
Adults 35 & older 31.2% 0.7% 6.3% 24.2% 68.8%
Games of skill 21.4% 2.1% 9.8% 9.5% 78.6%
Adults 18-24 34.0% 5.4% 23.6% 4.9% 66.0%
Adults 25-34 24.6% 2.0% 12.2% 10.5% 75.4%
Adults 35 & older 17.1% 1.3% 5.5% 10.2% 82.9%
Bets with friends 40.0% 14% 21.9% 16.7% 60.0%
Adults 18-24 40.7% 2.8% 29.9% 8.0% 59.3%
Adults 25-34 42.9% 1.0% 27.7% 14.3% 57.1%
Adults 35 & older 38.7% 1.2% 17.7% 19.8% 61.3%
Dog/cock fights 1.3% b b 0.8% 98.7%
Adults 18-24 15% o bl 15% 98.5%
Adults 25-34 b o o o 99.5%
Adults 35 & older 15% e 0.7% 0.8% 98.5%
Games at card parlor 2.6% b b 2.1% 97.4%
Adults 18-24 3.1% ** 1.8% 1.4% 96.9%
Adults 25-34 11% o o 11% 98.9%
Adults 35 & older 3.0% b o 2.6% 97.0%
Sports with bookie 5.6% ** 1.7% 3.9% 94.4%
Adults 18-24 3.6% o 2.0% 1.6% 96.4%
Adults 25-34 5.5% ** 2.5% 3.0% 94.5%
Adults 35 & older 6.1% o 1.2% 4.9% 93.9%
Other 14% o 0.8% o 98.6%
Adults 18-24 1.5% 0.9% 0.6% ** 98.5%
Adults 25-34 3.1% o 2.1% 1.0% 96.9%
Adults 35 & older 0.7% o o o 99.3%
Any activity 89.7% 25.5% 42.7% 21.4% 10.3%
Adults 18-24 93.2% 17.3% 62.0% 13.9% 6.8%
Adults 25-34 94.2% 23.2% 52.8% 18.3% 5.8%
Adults 35 & older 87.1% 28.5% 34.2% 24.5% 12.9%
** | ess than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all adults living in Region 7 = £3.3%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = +10.1%



Table A.20. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among Texas

Adults Livin g in Region 8 (Upper South Texas ): 1995

Ever Bet Past Year Past Year Not Not Past Never Bet
On Regularly Regularly Year On

Lottery 74.2% 24.8% 35.0% 14.4% 25.8%
Adults 18-24 76.5% 17.2% 49.0% 10.3% 235%
Adults 25-34 79.7% 24.3% 41.7% 13.8% 20.3%
Adults 35 & older 71.6% 26.8% 29.1% 15.7% 28.4%
Cards/dice at casino 26.7% ** 9.2% 17.2% 73.3%
Adults 18-24 14.5% 0.8% 8.9% 4.8% 85.5%
Adults 25-34 29.6% ** 10.0% 19.6% 70.4%
Adults 35 & older 28.5% b 9.0% 19.3% 71.5%
Games with family/friends 23.2% 1.6% 10.5% 11.1% 76.8%
Adults 18-24 39.6% 5.2% 24.0% 10.4% 60.4%
Adults 25-34 24.6% 1.3% 13.7% 9.5% 75.4%
Adults 35 & older 18.6% 0.8% 6.0% 11.9% 81.4%
Slot machines and videopoker 44.1% ** 15.8% 27.9% 55.9%
Adults 18-24 32.3% b 16.8% 15.6% 67.7%
Adults 25-34 45.1% 0.8% 18.4% 25.9% 54.9%
Adults 35 & older 46.7% b 14.6% 3L.7% 53.3%
Bingo 32.5% 1.4% 8.6% 22.5% 67.5%
Adults 18-24 24.4% 1.3% 8.2% 14.9% 75.6%
Adults 25-34 32.9% 0.8% 10.3% 21.8% 67.1%
Adults 35 & older 34.4% 1.6% 8.1% 24.7% 65.6%
Speculative investments 9.3% b 3.6% 5.2% 90.7%
Adults 18-24 3.0% 0.8% 0.8% 1.3% 97.0%
Adults 25-34 5.4% b 2.4% 2.7% 94.6%
Adults 35 & older 12.3% b 4.8% 71% 87.7%
Horses/greyhound racing 26.9% 0.6% 9.3% 16.9% 73.1%
Adults 18-24 17.1% ** 8.0% 9.1% 82.9%
Adults 25-34 26.8% b 15.6% 11.2% 73.2%
Adults 35 & older 29.3% 1.1% 7.2% 21.0% 70.7%
Games of skill 17.7% 2.3% 8.0% 7.5% 82.3%
Adults 18-24 33.7% 9.0% 17.9% 6.8% 66.3%
Adults 25-34 18.2% 0.7% 9.9% 7.6% 81.8%
Adults 35 & older 13.6% 1.2% 4.8% 7.6% 86.4%
Bets with friends 36.3% 2.7% 19.5% 14.0% 63.7%
Adults 18-24 41.6% 6.1% 27.4% 8.1% 58.4%
Adults 25-34 41.5% 1.4% 28.6% 11.5% 58.5%
Adults 35 & older 33.0% 2.4% 14.1% 16.4% 67.0%
Dog/cock fights 3.9% b * 3.2% 96.1%
Adults 18-24 4.8% b 1.3% 3.5% 95.2%
Adults 25-34 3.0% ** 11% 1.9% 97.0%
Adults 35 & older 4.0% b b 3.6% 96.0%
Games at card parlor 21% b 0.8% 1.3% 97.9%
Adults 18-24 3.3% b 25% 0.8% 96.7%
Adults 25-34 25% b b 2.5% 97.5%
Adults 35 & older 1.7% b 0.8% 0.9% 98.3%
Sports with bookie 4.6% 0.6% 1.9% 2.1% 95.4%
Adults 18-24 5.1% b 2.1% 2.9% 94.9%
Adults 25-34 4.9% ** 2.3% 2.6% 95.1%
Adults 35 & older 4.4% 1.0% 1.7% 1.7% 95.6%
Other * b b *x 99.6%
Adults 18-24 0.8% b 0.8% *x 99.2%
Adults 25-34 b b b b 100.0%
Adults 35 & older ** ** ** ** 99.6%
Any activity 88.2% 27.9% 41.0% 19.3% 11.8%
Adults 18-24 89.6% 24.6% 55.0% 10.0% 10.4%
Adults 25-34 92.5% 26.8% 49.9% 15.8% 7.5%
Adults 35 & older 86.3% 29.1% 34.2% 23.0% 13.7%

** | ess than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all adults living in Region 8 = +4.3%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = +13.0%
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Table A.21. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among Texas
Adults Livin g in Region 9 (West Texas): 1995

Ever Bet Past Year Past Year Not Not Past Never Bet
On Regularly Regularly Year On
Lottery 69.6% 21.5% 36.8% 11.3% 30.4%
Adults 18-24 T4.7% 16.1% 51.1% 7.5% 25.3%
Adults 25-34 78.7% 21.8% 44.9% 12.0% 21.3%
Adults 35 & older 64.9% 22.7% 30.3% 12.0% 35.1%
Cards/dice at casino 22.8% 0.6% 8.5% 13.7% 77.2%
Adults 18-24 18.6% 31% 10.7% 4.8% 81.4%
Adults 25-34 17.8% b 6.3% 11.5% 82.2%
Adults 35 & older 25.8% o 8.8% 16.7% 74.2%
Games with family/friends 22.6% 1.8% 10.3% 10.5% 77.4%
Adults 18-24 37.1% 3.1% 28.3% 5.7% 62.9%
Adults 25-34 21.0% 3.0% 12.2% 5.9% 79.0%
Adults 35 & older 19.7% 11% 5.2% 13.4% 80.3%
Slot machines and videopoker 38.6% ** 14.2% 24.1% 61.4%
Adults 18-24 36.9% ** 15.6% 21.3% 63.1%
Adults 25-34 39.3% b 135% 25.8% 60.7%
Adults 35 & older 38.8% 0.6% 14.1% 24.1% 61.2%
Bingo 30.6% 1.9% 9.9% 18.8% 69.4%
Adults 18-24 36.1% o 21.7% 14.4% 63.9%
Adults 25-34 33.8% 1.7% 10.6% 21.5% 66.2%
Adults 35 & older 28.1% 2.4% 6.8% 18.9% 71.9%
Speculative investments 10.3% *k 6.2% 3.7% 89.7%
Adults 18-24 2.9% o 2.9% el 97.1%
Adults 25-34 10.6% 1.5% 7.8% 1.3% 89.4%
Adults 35 & older 11.9% b 6.4% 5.5% 88.1%
Horses/greyhound racing 28.5% *k 8.0% 20.5% 71.5%
Adults 18-24 28.4% o 17.7% 10.7% 71.6%
Adults 25-34 25.9% o 10.8% 15.1% 74.1%
Adults 35 & older 29.6% b 4.6% 25.0% 70.4%
Games of skill 19.9% 2.9% 9.4% 7.6% 80.1%
Adults 18-24 36.4% 8.9% 21.0% 6.5% 63.6%
Adults 25-34 20.9% 4.3% 10.3% 6.3% 79.1%
Adults 35 & older 15.4% 0.9% 6.2% 8.3% 84.6%
Bets with friends 35.6% 3.5% 18.4% 13.7% 64.4%
Adults 18-24 42.3% 7.7% 252% 9.4% 57.7%
Adults 25-34 43.4% 3.2% 25.7% 14.6% 56.6%
Adults 35 & older 31.0% 2.6% 14.0% 14.4% 69.0%
Dog/cock fights 31% b 0.5% 2.6% 96.9%
Adults 18-24 31% o o 31% 96.9%
Adults 25-34 4.8% o 1.8% 3.0% 95.2%
Adults 35 & older 2.5% ** e 24% 97.5%
Games at card parlor 3.7% 0.9% 1.1% 1.8% 96.3%
Adults 18-24 1.9% b 1.9% b 98.1%
Adults 25-34 5.9% 3.0% 15% 15% 94.1%
Adults 35 & older 34% o 0.7% 2.3% 96.6%
Sports with bookie 4.3% b 1.4% 2.5% 95.7%
Adults 18-24 2.9% x 2.9% ok 97.1%
Adults 25-34 10.9% o 3.0% 7.9% 89.1%
Adults 35 & older 2.2% 0.7% e 11% 97.8%
Other *x b b b 99.8%
Adults 18-24 o b b * 100.0%
Adults 25-34 o ** b b 100.0%
Adults 35 & older o o o x 99.6%
Any activity 84.4% 25.8% 41.6% 16.9% 15.6%
Adults 18-24 91.3% 23.8% 62.7% 48% 8.7%
Adults 25-34 87.1% 26.6% 45.9% 14.6% 12.9%
Adults 35 & older 81L.7% 26.0% 34.9% 20.8% 18.3%
** Less than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all adults living in Region 9 = +5.1%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = +19.4%



Table A.22. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among Texas

Adults Livin g in Region 10 (Upper Rio Grande ). 1995

Lottery
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Cards/dice at casino
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games with family/friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Slot machines/videopoker
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bingo
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Speculative investmetns
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Horse/greyhound racing
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games of skill
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Bets with friends
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Dog/cock fights
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Games at card parlor
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Sports with bookie
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Other
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older
Any activity
Adults 18-24
Adults 25-34
Adults 35 & older

Ever Bet
On

73.0%
70.9%
79.8%
71.0%
20.5%
11.5%
28.0%
19.9%
19.4%
37.3%
22.4%
13.9%
36.5%
20.3%
39.8%
39.3%
24.5%
16.8%
28.5%
24.9%
8.1%
2.5%
9.7%
8.9%
24.4%
23.5%
22.0%
25.5%
15.4%
23.5%
16.2%
13.1%
37.0%
43.2%
42.9%
33.3%
2.9%
5.4%
4.1%
1L7%
2.1%
1.8%
3.3%
1.7%
5.6%
5.7%
8.3%
4.6%
1.0%

*k

*k

1.7%
85.5%
90.9%
88.7%
82.9%

Past Year
Regularly

25.3%
21.3%
20.7%
28.0%
0.6%
1.4%
**k
0.6%
1.6%
3.0%
3.2%
0.7%
1.2%
2.6%
*k
1.4%
0.8%

*%

*%

1.4%
0.7%

1.6%
0.5%
0.5%
1.2%

0.6%
1.7%
4.1%
1.6%
12%
2.8%
4.3%
3.3%
2.3%

¥ of % % %

0.9%
0.9%
1.6%
0.6%

*%
*k

*k

0.6%
29.6%
28.9%
26.1%
31.0%

Past Year Not

Regularly
33.0%
32.5%
46.6%
28.1%

9.1%
6.7%
13.8%
7.9%
10.9%
30.9%
13.8%
4.9%
15.8%
12.0%
18.8%
15.5%
8.1%
8.9%
11.4%
6.6%
5.1%
2.5%
6.6%
5.1%
8.2%
11.6%
7.4%
7.6%
7.3%
17.0%
8.7%
4.4%
24.7%
36.3%
30.7%
19.5%

*%

2.8%

Not Past

Year
14.7%
17.1%
12.6%
14.9%
10.8%

3.3%
14.2%
11.4%

6.9%

3.5%

5.5%

8.3%
19.5%

5.7%
20.9%
22.4%
15.6%

7.9%
17.1%
16.9%

2.4%

*k

1.5%

3.3%
15.7%
10.7%
14.7%
17.3%

6.3%

2.4%

6.0%

7.5%

9.5%

2.6%

8.8%
11.5%

2.4%

2.6%

4.1%

1.7%

1.1%

*%

2.3%

0.8%

2.3%

*%

4.1%

2.1%

**
*k

*k

0.8%
17.8%
17.6%
14.8%
18.9%

Never Bet
On

27.0%
29.1%
20.2%
29.0%
79.5%
88.5%
72.0%
80.1%
80.6%
62.7%
77.6%
86.1%
63.5%
79.7%
60.2%
60.7%
75.5%
83.2%
71.5%
75.1%
91.9%
97.5%
90.3%
91.1%
75.6%
76.5%
78.0%
74.5%
84.6%
76.5%
83.8%
86.9%
63.0%
56.8%
57.1%
66.7%
97.1%
94.6%
95.9%
98.3%
97.9%
98.2%
96.7%
98.3%
94.4%
94.3%
91.7%
95.4%
99.0%
100.0%
100.0%
98.3%
14.5%
9.1%
11.3%
17.1%

** |_ess than 0.5%

Maximum 95% confidence limit for all adults lining in Region 10 = £5.0%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = +14.7%
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Table A.23. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among Texas
Adults Livin g in Region 11 (Lower South Texas ): 1995

Ever Bet Past Year Past Year Not Not Past Never Bet
On Regularly Regularly Year On

Lottery 77.0% 29.9% 36.2% 10.9% 23.0%
Adults 18-24 78.8% 26.4% 44.1% 8.2% 21.2%
Adults 25-34 88.5% 29.8% 46.8% 11.9% 11.5%
Adults 35 & older 72.2% 30.8% 30.3% 11.1% 27.8%
Cards/dice at casino 17.3% 0.5% 6.1% 10.7% 82.7%
Adults 18-24 10.4% 24% 3.8% 4.2% 89.6%
Adults 25-34 16.9% o 4.7% 12.2% 83.1%
Adults 35 & older 19.1% o 7.2% 11.7% 80.9%
Games with family/friends 21.0% 2.0% 10.1% 8.8% 79.0%
Adults 18-24 43.3% 34% 30.5% 9.4% 56.7%
Adults 25-34 20.0% 1.2% 7.7% 11.1% 80.0%
Adults 35 & older 15.8% 2.0% 6.0% 7.9% 84.2%
Slot machines/videopoker 27.5% o 11.6% 15.6% 72.5%
Adults 18-24 15.5% * 10.1% 5.5% 84.5%
Adults 25-34 23.4% 0.7% 9.7% 13.1% 76.6%
Adults 35 & older 32.0% o 12.7% 19.0% 68.0%
Bingo 32.2% 4.4% 11.5% 16.4% 67.8%
Adults 18-24 34.3% 31% 16.1% 15.1% 65.7%
Adults 25-34 32.0% 34% 12.2% 16.4% 68.0%
Adults 35 & older 31.8% 5.1% 10.1% 16.7% 68.2%
Speculative Investments 7.9% 0.8% 4.0% 32% 92.1%
Adults 18-24 4.3% ok 2.4% 1.9% 95.7%
Adults 25-34 7.7% 1.9% 4.7% 1.2% 92.3%
Adults 35 & older 8.9% 0.5% 41% 4.2% 91.1%
Horse/greyhound racing 28.4% 0.5% 10.3% 17.5% 71.6%
Adults 18-24 30.5% x 15.4% 15.1% 69.5%
Adults 25-34 23.7% 0.5% 11.8% 11.4% 76.3%
Adults 35 & older 29.6% 0.7% 8.6% 20.4% 70.4%
Games of skill 12.8% 1.8% 6.6% 4.3% 87.2%
Adults 18-24 29.5% 6.0% 16.9% 6.5% 70.5%
Adults 25-34 10.5% 0.8% 7.5% 2.2% 89.5%
Adults 35 & older 9.5% 1.2% 3.8% 4.6% 90.5%
Bets with friends 27.6% 25% 16.0% 9.0% 72.4%
Adults 18-24 42.6% 7.0% 27.9% 7.7% 57.4%
Adults 25-34 30.9% 2.4% 22.4% 6.1% 69.1%
Adults 35 & older 22.6% 1.5% 10.8% 10.4% 77.4%
Dog/cock fights 2.5% * * 1.8% 97.5%
Adults 18-24 4.8% 1.2% ok 3.6% 95.2%
Adults 25-34 3.2% * 1.3% 1.9% 96.8%
Adults 35 & older 1.7% i * 1.4% 98.3%
Games at card parlor 1.8% * 0.7% 0.7% 98.2%
Adults 18-24 1.9% 1.9% x fd 98.1%
Adults 25-34 4.2% ok 1.8% 2.3% 95.8%
Adults 35 & older 0.9% * ** ** 99.1%
Sports with bookie 4.0% * 1.6% 2.5% 96.0%
Adults 18-24 5.5% * 3.3% 2.2% 94.5%
Adults 25-34 4.3% * 1.8% 25% 95.7%
Adults 35 & older 3.6% * 1.1% 2.6% 96.4%
Other 1.2% o 0.8% ** 98.8%
Adults 18-24 0.9% o 0.9% hd 99.1%
Adults 25-34 0.7% ok 0.7% hd 99.3%
Adults 35 & older 1.6% b 0.9% 0.6% 98.4%
Any activity 86.7% 34.5% 37.3% 14.9% 13.3%
Adults 18-24 92.6% 38.6% 43.6% 10.4% 7.4%
Adults 25-34 93.0% 33.1% 47.0% 12.9% 7.0%
Adults 35 & older 82.8% 34.0% 32.1% 16.8% 17.2%

** | ess than 0.5%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for all adults lining in Region 11 = +4.2%
Maximum 95% confidence limit for age category = +13.3%
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Table B.1.

Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among
Texas Teens, by Age Group: 1995

Ever Bet
On
Lotteries 45.0%
Youths age 14 44.2%
Youths age 15 44.1%
Youths age 16 44.2%
Youths age 17 47.4%
Cards/dice with family or friends 47.9%
Youths age 14 40.7%
Youths age 15 49.9%
Youths age 16 50.4%
Youths age 17 50.5%
Casinos/card parlors 2.8%
Youths age 14 1.9%
Youths age 15 1.3%
Youths age 16 2.8%
Youths age 17 5.0%
Slots/videopoker 15.4%
Youths age 14 14.4%
Youths age 15 15.3%
Youths age 16 11.7%
Youths age 17 19.9%
Sports with friends 46.0%
Youths age 14 41.2%
Youths age 15 44.2%
Youths age 16 47.8%
Youths age 17 50.4%
Bingo 18.8%
Youths age 14 16.8%
Youths age 15 19.4%
Youths age 16 18.3%
Youths age 17 20.7%
Horse/dog racing 9.5%
Youths age 14 8.3%
Youths age 15 9.9%
Youths age 16 8.3%
Youths age 17 11.5%
Games of skill 32.5%
Youths age 14 30.7%
Youths age 15 31.0%
Youths age 16 32.6%
Youths age 17 35.7%
Dog/cock fights 1.5%
Youths age 14 2.1%
Youths age 15 0.9%
Youths age 16 1.0%
Youths age 17 2.0%
Bookie 1.0%
Youths age 14 0.7%
Youths age 15 0.7%
Youths age 16 1.2%
Youths age 17 1.5%

Past Year
Regularly

2.2%
1.7%
2.5%
1.8%
2.5%
3.3%
3.4%
3.1%
4.0%
2.6%

*%

*%

3.8%
4.9%
2.3%
3.6%
4.9%

*k

Past Year
Not
Regularly

25.8%
21.9%
23.6%
25.5%
32.2%
33.1%
26.2%
34.4%
34.5%
36.9%
1.7%
0.9%
0.9%
1.6%
3.1%
9.5%
8.1%
9.9%
7.5%
12.3%
31.9%
24.2%
31.9%
34.8%
36.6%
9.3%
7.4%
9.7%
8.4%
11.5%
4.9%
4.3%
6.2%
3.9%
5.0%
22.4%
17.6%
23.3%
24.2%
24.3%
0.7%
1.1%
0.6%
*k
0.9%
0.6%
*k
0.5%
0.7%
0.9%

Not Past
Year

17.0%
20.6%
17.9%
16.9%
12.7%
11.5%
11.0%
12.4%
11.8%
10.9%
1.1%
1.0%
*k
1.1%
1.7%
5.7%
5.7%
5.4%
4.1%
7.5%
10.8%
13.5%
9.4%
10.0%
10.2%
9.1%
8.4%
9.3%
9.8%
9.0%
4.5%
3.7%
3.6%
4.3%
6.3%
6.2%
8.2%
5.3%
4.8%
6.5%
0.7%
1.0%
*k
0.5%
1.1%

*%
*k
*k

*%

0.6%

Never Bet
Oon

55.0%
55.8%
55.9%
55.8%
52.6%
52.1%
59.3%
50.1%
49.6%
49.5%
97.2%
98.1%
98.7%
97.2%
95.0%
84.6%
85.6%
84.7%
88.3%
80.1%
54.0%
58.8%
55.8%
52.2%
49.6%
81.2%
83.2%
80.6%
81.7%
79.3%
90.5%
91.7%
90.1%
91.7%
88.5%
67.5%
69.3%
69.0%
67.4%
64.3%
98.5%
97.9%
99.1%
99.0%
98.0%
99.0%
99.3%
99.3%
98.8%
98.5%




Table B.1., Continued
Past Year
Ever Bet Past Year Not Not Past Never Bet
On Regularly Regularly Year On
Flipping coins 26.5% 1.7% 14.5% 10.2% 73.5%
Youths age 14 25.8% 1.1% 16.2% 8.5% 74.2%
Youths age 15 27.5% 1.7% 15.0% 10.8% 72.5%
Youths age 16 25.0% 2.2% 14.0% 8.9% 75.0%
Youths age 17 27.5% 1.7% 13.1% 12.7% 72.5%
Car racing 1.8% xx 0.9% 0.9% 98.2%
Youths age 14 1.8% xx 1.0% 0.9% 98.2%
Youths age 15 1.6% b 0.9% 0.6% 98.4%
Youths age 16 2.0% b 0.6% 1.2% 98.0%
Youths age 17 1.8% b 0.9% 0.8% 98.2%
Other 1.5% ** xx 1.3% 98.5%
Youths age 14 0.8% b hid 0.5% 99.2%
Youths age 15 1.7% ** wx 1.7% 98.3%
Youths age 16 1.7% wx i 1.3% 98.3%
Youths age 17 1.9% ** ol 1.7% 98.1%
Any activity 81.8% 10.2% 56.7% 14.9% 18.2%
Youths age 14 78.1% 12.1% 48.3% 17.7% 21.9%
Youths age 15 80.2% 8.9% 57.3% 13.9% 19.8%
Youths age 16 83.1% 9.9% 57.8% 15.4% 16.9%
Youths age 17 85.7% 9.8% 63.1% 12.7% 14.3%

** Less than 0.5 %

Sample size: age 14 (n=801), age 15 (n=833), age 16 (n=798), age 17 (n=647); Total (n=3079)
Results have been standardized to sex, age, racial/ethnic and regional distributions in the

general population.

Maximum confidence interval for all teens = +2.2%; for teens aged 14 = +4.3%;

for teens aged 15 = +4.3%; for teens aged 16 = +4.5%; and for teens aged 17 = +5.1%.
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Table B.2. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among Texas

132 Adolescents, b y Gender: 1995
|
Past Year
Appendix B EverBet  Past Year Not Not Past  Never Bet
On Regularly Regularly Year On
Lotteries 45.0% 2.2% 25.8% 17.0% 55.0%
Males 47.9% 2.8% 28.5% 16.6% 52.1%
Females 42.3% 1.6% 23.3% 17.4% 57.7%
Cards/dice with family or friends 47.9% 3.3% 33.1% 11.5% 52.1%
Males 61.0% 5.3% 41.6% 14.1% 39.0%
Females 35.3% 1.3% 24.9% 9.1% 64.7%
Casinos/card parlors 2.8% ok 1.7% 1.1% 97.2%
Males 34% ** 2.1% 1.2% 96.6%
Females 2.1% bl 1.2% 0.9% 97.9%
Slots/videopoker 15.4% o 9.5% 5.7% 84.6%
Males 14.8% bl 8.9% 5.7% 85.2%
Females 16.0% ok 10.1% 5.7% 84.0%
Sports with friends 46.0% 3.3% 31.9% 10.8% 54.0%
Males 59.5% 5.1% 41.7% 12.7% 40.5%
Females 33.0% 1.6% 22.5% 8.9% 67.0%
Bingo 18.8% b 9.3% 9.1% 81.2%
Males 16.9% ** 8.2% 8.5% 83.1%
Females 20.7% 0.6% 10.3% 9.7% 79.3%
Horse/dog racing 9.5% * 4.9% 4.5% 90.5%
Males 9.9% b 4.7% 5.1% 90.1%
Females 9.2% ** 5.1% 3.9% 90.8%
Games of skill 32.5% 3.8% 22.4% 6.2% 67.5%
Males 45.2% 6.5% 30.6% 8.1% 54.8%
Females 20.3% 1.5% 14.4% 4.4% 79.7%
Dog/cock fights 1.5% o 0.7% 0.7% 98.5%
Males 2.5% bl 1.2% 1.1% 97.5%
Females 0.5% * * * 99.5%
Bookie 1.0% bl 0.6% ** 99.0%
Males 1.6% o 0.8% 0.6% 98.4%
Females ke *k i * 99.5%
Flipping coins 26.5% 1.7% 14.5% 10.2% 73.5%
Males 33.6% 2.8% 17.6% 13.1% 66.4%
Females 19.7% 0.6% 11.6% 7.5% 80.3%
Car racing 1.8% bl 0.9% 0.9% 98.2%
Males 2.6% b 1.0% 1.5% 97.4%
Females 1.0% o 0.7% ** 99.0%
Other 1.5% *k o 1.3% 98.5%
Males 1.8% b o 1.5% 98.2%
Females 1.2% ** * 1.2% 98.8%
Any activity 81.8% 10.2% 56.7% 14.9% 18.2%
Males 87.4% 14.6% 60.2% 12.6% 12.6%
Females 81.8% 10.2% 56.7% 14.9% 18.2%
** Less than 0.5 %

Sample size: Males (n=1531), Females (n=1548).
Results have been standardized to sex, age, race/ethnic and regional distributions in the general populal
Maximum 95 % confidence interval for all teens = +2.2%; for males = +3.2%; for females = +3.1%.



Table B.3. Prevalence and Recency of Gambling Among
Texas Adolescents, b y Race/Ethnicit y: 1995

Anglo

African American
Hispanic

Other

Anglo

African American
Hispanic

Other

Anglo

African American
Hispanic

Other

Anglo

African American
Hispanic

Other

Anglo

African American
Hispanic

Other

Anglo

African American
Hispanic

Other

Anglo

African American
Hispanic

Other

Anglo

African American
Hispanic

Other

Anglo

African American
Hispanic

Other

Anglo

African American
Hispanic

Other

Ever Bet
On

47.5%
27.4%
48.6%
39.9%

46.9%
39.4%
53.3%
39.8%

2.9%
1.5%
2.6%
8.5%

15.0%
15.4%
16.1%
13.7%

45.1%
45.1%
49.1%
26.7%

15.7%
16.2%
26.0%

*k

10.4%
2.5%
11.7%

*%

32.7%
27.3%
35.0%
22.4%

0.9%
1.7%
2.1%
3.3%

1.3%
1.3%

1.0%

Past Year
Regularly

2.3%
2.3%
2.0%

*k

2.4%
5.1%
3.7%
4.3%

*k

0.8%

*k

*k

2.6%
3.9%
4.3%
2.3%

**%

1.0%

*k
*%

*k

*%

3.3%
4.3%
4.4%
7.2%

Past Year
Not
regularly

26.8%
16.7%
28.2%
23.4%

33.9%
23.4%
35.7%
30.6%

1.9%
0.6%
1.2%
8.5%

9.1%
7.1%
10.6%
13.7%

33.5%
28.2%
32.0%
17.4%

6.8%
7.0%
14.7%

*k

4.9%
1.4%
6.6%

*%

23.5%
15.8%
23.7%
15.2%

*%

1.2%
0.7%
3.3%

0.9%
0.7%

*k

**

Not Past Never Bet

Year

18.4%

8.5%
18.4%
16.2%

10.5%
11.0%
13.8%

4.9%

1.0%
0.6%
1.4%

On

52.5%
72.6%
51.4%
60.1%

53.1%
60.6%
46.7%
60.2%

97.1%
98.5%
97.4%
91.5%

85.0%
84.6%
83.9%
86.3%

54.9%
54.9%
50.9%
73.3%

84.3%
83.8%
74.0%
99.7%

89.6%
97.5%
88.3%
99.8%

67.3%
72.7%
65.0%
77.6%

99.1%
98.3%
97.9%
96.7%

98.7%
98.7%
99.5%
99.0%
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Appendix B Ever Bet Past Year Not Not Past Never Bet
On Regularly regularly Year On
Flipping coins 26.5% 1.7% 14.5% 10.2% 73.5%
Anglo 23.8% 0.7% 13.9% 9.1% 76.2%
African American 34.1% 2.6% 13.0% 18.5% 65.9%
Hispanic 27.8% 2.9% 16.3% 8.6% 72.2%
Other 23.2% * 12.7% 10.5% 76.8%
Car racing 1.8% ki 0.9% 0.9% 98.2%
Anglo 2.6% o 0.9% 1.5% 97.4%
African American ki o ok > 99.6%
Hispanic 1.2% o 0.9% i 98.8%
Other 1.3% o 1.3% o 98.7%
Other 1.5% * i 1.3% 98.5%
Anglo 1.1% o i 0.8% 98.9%
African American 2.4% b ki 1.9% 97.6%
Hispanic 2.0% o i 2.0% 98.0%
Other o i o i 100.0%
Any Activity 81.8% 10.2% 56.7% 14.9% 18.2%
Anglo 82.0% 8.7% 59.4% 13.9% 18.0%
African American 74.7% 10.8% 43.9% 20.0% 25.3%
Hispanic 85.8% 12.4% 58.8% 14.5% 14.2%
Other 61.4% 8.4% 40.4% 12.6% 38.6%

** | ess than 0.5 %
Sample size: Anglos (n=1995), African Americans (n=500), Hispanics (n=529), Others (n=55);
Total (n=3079)
Results have been standardized to sex, age, race/ethnic and regional distributions in the
general population.
Maximum 95 % confidence interval for all teens = +2.2%; for Anglos = 2.5%; for African Americans = +4.4%;
for Hispanics = %4.8%; for other racial/ethnic groups = £17.0%.
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Eve&;r?et Ezztu\l(ae}?; Pa'gte \éﬁlela‘rrll;lot No\t(ePaerlst Nevgrn Bet Appendlx B
Lotteries 45.0% 2.2% 25.8% 17.0% 55.0%
Region 1 (High Plains) 42.9% 14% 23.9% 17.6% 57.1%
Region 2 (NW Texas) 42.2% 1.6% 25.0% 15.6% 57.8%
Region 3 (Metroplex) 46.3% 2.7% 28.8% 14.7% 53.7%
Region 4 (Upper East TX) 37.5% 21% 15.3% 20.1% 62.5%
Region 5 (Southeast TX) 39.8% 1.4% 19.9% 18.5% 60.2%
Region 6 (Gulf Coast) 45.9% 2.6% 30.2% 13.1% 54.1%
Region 7 (Central) 45.3% 1.3% 21.1% 22.9% 54.7%
Region 8 (Upper South TX) 49.6% 12% 28.4% 20.0% 50.4%
Region 9 (West Texas) 45.0% 2.4% 23.7% 18.9% 55.0%
Region 10 (Upper Rio Grande) 41.6% 2.7% 20.2% 18.7% 58.4%
Region 11 (Lower South TX) 43.9% 2.1% 23.0% 18.9% 56.1%
Cards/dice with family/friends 47.9% 3.3% 331% 11.5% 52.1%
Region 1 (High Plains) 43.1% 3.1% 30.5% 9.5% 56.9%
Region 2 (NW Texas) 40.2% 0.7% 27.1% 12.3% 59.8%
Region 3 (Metroplex) 48.1% 4.0% 33.2% 10.9% 51.9%
Region 4 (Upper East TX) 40.7% 2.0% 28.0% 10.7% 59.3%
Region 5 (Southeast TX) 44.2% 34% 32.6% 8.1% 55.8%
Region 6 (Gulf Coast) 50.9% 21% 38.1% 10.6% 49.1%
Region 7 (Central) 42.4% 3.8% 28.8% 9.8% 57.6%
Region 8 (Lower South TX) 53.4% 4.0% 33.1% 16.4% 46.6%
Region 9 (West Texas) 48.5% 4.3% 38.7% 5.6% 51.5%
Region 10 (Upper Rio Grande) 51.5% 2.5% 31.5% 17.5% 48.5%
Region 11 (Lower South TX) 46.7% 4.2% 29.9% 12.6% 53.3%
Casinos/card parlors 2.8% b 1.7% 1.1% 97.2%
Region 1 (High Plains) 34% bl 1.4% 2.1% 96.6%
Region 2 (NW Texas) 2.0% *x 0.9% 1.1% 98.0%
Region 3 (Metroplex) 2.7% *x 1.8% 0.7% 97.3%
Region 4 (Upper East TX) 2.9% ki 15% 1.5% 97.1%
Region 5 (Southeast TX) 1.9% *k *x 1.6% 98.1%
Region 6 (Gulf Coast) 2.3% ** 1.7% 0.6% 97.7%
Region 7 (Central) 5.3% ** 2.7% 2.6% 94.7%
Region 8 (Upper South TX) 34% ** 2.7% 0.7% 96.6%
Region 9 (West Texas) 1.9% * 0.9% 1.0% 98.1%
Region 10 (Upper Rio Grande) 3.6% il 1.7% 1.9% 96.4%
Region 11 (Lower South TX) 1.2% * ** 0.9% 98.8%
Slot machines/videopoker 15.4% x 9.5% 5.7% 84.6%
Region 1 (High Plains) 15.5% ** 11.2% 4.3% 84.5%
Region 2 (NW Texas) 6.8% b 2.8% 4.0% 93.2%
Region 3 (Metroplex) 17.1% *x 10.8% 5.9% 82.9%
Region 4 (Upper East TX) 9.7% *x 6.5% 3.2% 90.3%
Region 5 (Southeast TX) 13.7% 0.9% 7.7% 5.1% 86.3%
Region 6 (Gulf Coast) 18.2% * 13.3% 5.0% 81.8%
Region 7 (Central) 15.4% *k 6.8% 8.6% 84.6%
Region 8 (Upper South TX) 17.5% 0.5% 11.3% 5.6% 82.5%
Region 9 (West Texas) 10.2% ** 5.2% 5.0% 89.8%
Region 10 (Upper Rio Grande) 14.1% 0.7% 6.8% 6.6% 85.9%
Region 11 (Lower South TX) 11.3% * 4.3% 6.9% 88.7%
Sports with friends 46.0% 3.3% 31.9% 10.8% 54.0%
Region 1 (High Plains) 49.1% 5.2% 34.5% 9.4% 50.9%
Region 2 (NW Texas) 42.6% 1.7% 3L7% 9.2% 57.4%

Region 3 (Metroplex) 44.2% 2.2% 33.1% 8.9% 55.8%
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Appendix B EverBet  PastYear PastYearNot NotPast Never Bet
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Region 4 (Upper East TX) 39.0% 3.1% 26.2% 9.6% 61.0%
Region 5 (Southeast TX) 43.9% 41% 28.8% 11.0% 56.1%
Region 6 (Gulf Coast) 47.1% 2.9% 33.7% 10.4% 52.9%
Region 7 (Central) 44.5% 46% 26.7% 13.3% 55.5%
Region 8 (Upper South TX) 43.3% 2.3% 30.8% 10.2% 56.7%
Region 9 (West Texas) 55.5% 4.7% 38.7% 12.1% 44.5%
Region 10 (Upper Rio Grande) 54.8% 7.1% 37.6% 10.1% 45.2%
Region 11 (Lower South TX) 48.6% 3.9% 29.4% 15.3% 51.4%
Bingo 18.8% ** 9.3% 9.1% 81.2%
Region 1 (High Plains) 19.0% ** 10.5% 8.2% 81.0%
Region 2 (NW Texas) 15.0% i 6.1% 8.9% 85.0%
Region 3 (Metroplex) 17.3% ** 75% 9.7% 82.7%
Region 4 (Upper East TX) 16.8% ** 6.4% 10.4% 83.2%
Region 5 (Southeast TX) 16.6% 1.1% 6.9% 8.6% 83.4%
Region 6 (Gulf Coast) 20.6% 0.8% 10.6% 9.3% 79.4%
Region 7 (Central) 12.7% ** 6.8% 5.8% 87.3%
Region 8 (Upper South TX) 19.2% 0.7% 9.4% 9.1% 80.8%
Region 9 (West Texas) 17.1% ** 10.1% 7.0% 82.9%
Region 10 (Upper Rio Grande) 12.3% 0.6% 4.7% 6.9% 87.7%
Region 11 (Lower South TX) 29.2% 0.7% 16.7% 11.8% 70.8%
Horse/greyhound racing 9.5% ** 4.9% 4.5% 90.5%
Region 1 (High Plains) 10.7% ** 5.5% 5.2% 89.3%
Region 2 (NW Texas) 7.1% x 2.2% 4.9% 92.9%
Region 3 (Metroplex) 6.5% ** 3.2% 3.3% 93.5%
Region 4 (Upper East TX) 6.1% ** 4.0% 2.2% 93.9%
Region 5 (Southeast TX) 4.2% * 15% 2.7% 95.8%
Region 6 (Gulf Coast) 8.4% o 3.6% 44% 91.6%
Region 7 (Central) 5.3% ** 1.0% 4.3% 94.7%
Region 8 (Upper South TX) 16.8% b 10.5% 6.1% 83.2%
Region 9 (West Texas) 13.8% ** 3.6% 10.2% 86.2%
Region 10 (Upper Rio Grande) 11.4% * 5.9% 5.4% 88.6%
Region 11 (Lower South TX) 15.8% ** 10.5% 5.4% 84.2%
Games of skill 325% 3.8% 22.4% 6.2% 67.5%
Region 1 (High Plains) 40.1% 5.3% 26.3% 8.6% 59.9%
Region 2 (NW Texas) 27.9% 21% 18.8% 7.1% 72.1%
Region 3 (Metroplex) 31.0% 4.7% 20.5% 5.9% 69.0%
Region 4 (Upper East TX) 34.3% 2.8% 22.9% 8.6% 65.7%
Region 5 (Southeast TX) 25.9% 3.5% 17.6% 4.8% 74.1%
Region 6 (Gulf Coast) 33.2% 3.7% 24.9% 45% 66.8%
Region 7 (Central) 28.7% 2.4% 18.6% 7.7% 71.3%
Region 8 (Upper South TX) 34.5% 5.4% 21.2% 7.8% 65.5%
Region 9 (West Texas) 38.0% 4.9% 30.1% 3.0% 62.0%
Region 10 (Upper Rio Grande) 35.5% 4.0% 24.2% 74% 64.5%
Region 11 (Lower South TX) 32.2% 2.8% 231% 6.3% 67.8%
Dog/cock fights 1.5% ** 0.7% 0.7% 98.5%
Region 1 (High Plains) 0.6% x o x 99.4%
Region 2 (NW Texas) ** ** ** ** 99.6%
Region 3 (Metroplex) 1.3% ** 0.5% 0.7% 98.7%
Region 4 (Upper East TX) 1.1% x 1.1% i 98.9%
Region 5 (Southeast TX) 2.3% * ** 1.9% 97.7%
Region 6 (Gulf Coast) 1.8% ** 1.5% ** 98.2%
Region 7 (Central) 1.2% o o 0.8% 98.8%

Region 8 (Upper South TX) 1.3% ** 0.7% ** 98.7%
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Region 9 (West Texas) 2.3% 0.8% ** 1.2% 97.7%
Region 10 (Upper Rio Grande) 1.3% ** 0.6% 0.7% 98.7%
Region 11 (Lower South TX) 2.2% 0.7% ** 1.4% 97.8%
Bookie 1.0% b 0.6% o 99.0%
Region 1 (High Plains) 1.1% *x 0.6% ** 98.9%
Region 2 (NW Texas) 1.2% ** 0.9% ** 98.8%
Region 3 (Metroplex) 1.2% i 0.7% ** 98.8%
Region 4 (Upper East TX) 1.0% ** ** ** 99.0%
Region 5 (Southeast TX) 1.2% * ** 1.2% 98.8%
Region 6 (Gulf Coast) 1.3% *x 0.8% 0.5% 98.7%
Region 7 (Central) b x ** x 99.7%
Region 8 (Upper South TX) 0.8% x 0.6% i 99.2%
Region 9 (West Texas) 0.8% 0.8% b * 99.2%
Region 10 (Upper Rio Grande) 1.7% ** 1.0% 0.6% 98.3%
Region 11 (Lower South TX) 0.6% ** ** ** 99.4%
Flipping coins 26.5% 1.7% 14.5% 10.2% 73.5%
Region 1 (High Plains) 21.5% 3.1% 13.3% 5.0% 78.5%
Region 2 (NW Texas) 25.7% 1.1% 16.4% 8.1% 74.3%
Region 3 (Metroplex) 27.9% 1.4% 13.8% 12.7% 721%
Region 4 (Upper East TX) 32.9% 1.1% 16.1% 15.7% 67.1%
Region 5 (Southeast TX) 29.3% 1.3% 17.2% 10.8% 70.7%
Region 6 (Gulf Coast) 24.4% 2.1% 13.3% 9.0% 75.6%
Region 7 (Central) 26.7% * 17.6% 8.8% 73.3%
Region 8 (Upper South TX) 25.3% 1.2% 135% 10.7% 74.7%
Region 9 (West Texas) 32.4% 2.1% 19.2% 11.1% 67.6%
Region 10 (Upper Rio Grande) 24.5% 2.5% 14.9% 7.1% 75.5%
Region 11 (Lower South TX) 26.2% 2.7% 14.2% 9.3% 73.8%
Car racing 1.8% ** 0.9% 0.9% 98.2%
Region 1 (High Plains) 3.1% * ** 2.8% 96.9%
Region 2 (NW Texas) 2.4% b 2.0% b 97.6%
Region 3 (Metroplex) 2.1% b 0.8% 1.3% 97.9%
Region 4 (Upper East TX) 3.6% 0.8% ** 2.4% 96.4%
Region 5 (Southeast TX) 1.5% * 1.2% ** 98.5%
Region 6 (Gulf Coast) 1.0% ** ** 0.8% 99.0%
Region 7 (Central) 1.9% ** 1.6% ** 98.1%
Region 8 (Upper South TX) 1.7% * 1.4% ** 98.3%
Region 9 (West Texas) 2.1% b 1.0% 0.9% 97.9%
Region 10 (Upper Rio Grande) 1.0% * * 0.8% 99.0%
Region 11 (Lower South TX) 1.7% ** 1.4% ** 98.3%
Other 15% b o 1.3% 98.5%
Region 1 (High Plains) ** ** ** ** 100.0%
Region 2 (NW Texas) ** * ** ** 99.6%
Region 3 (Metroplex) 1.8% * ** 1.4% 98.2%
Region 4 (Upper East TX) 1.0% b o 0.6% 99.0%
Region 5 (Southeast TX) 1.8% x ** 1.4% 98.2%
Region 6 (Gulf Coast) 1.4% * * 1.4% 98.6%
Region 7 (Central) 1.3% ** ** 0.9% 98.7%
Region 8 (Upper South TX) 3.0% ** ** 3.0% 97.0%
Region 9 (West Texas) 1.2% * 0.9% ** 98.8%
Region 10 (Upper Rio Grande) i i b b 99.8%

Region 11 (Lower South TX) 1.8% b o 1.6% 98.2%
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Any activity 81.8% 10.2% 56.7% 14.9% 18.2%
Region 1 (High Plains) 81.0% 10.7% 59.3% 11.0% 19.0%
Region 2 (NW Texas) 79.6% 6.8% 58.6% 14.2% 20.4%
Region 3 (Metroplex) 81.3% 10.0% 57.5% 13.8% 18.7%
Region 4 (Upper East TX) 76.6% 6.2% 51.0% 19.4% 23.4%
Region 5 (Southeast TX) 75.3% 11.0% 46.6% 17.7% 24.7%
Region 6 (Gulf Coast) 83.2% 10.3% 61.0% 11.9% 16.8%
Region 7 (Central) 80.3% 9.9% 52.4% 18.0% 19.7%
Region 8 (Upper South TX) 83.6% 10.4% 57.7% 15.5% 16.4%
Region 9 (West Texas) 85.6% 14.3% 57.7% 13.6% 14.4%
Region 10 (Upper Rio Grande) 84.9% 13.2% 53.9% 17.7% 15.1%
Region 11 (Lower South TX) 82.5% 10.0% 54.2% 18.3% 17.5%

** |ess than 0.5 %

Sample size: regl (n=212), reg2 (n=228), reg3 (n=543), reg4 (n=227), reg5 (n=248), reg6 (n=484),

reg7 (n=253), reg8 (n=224), reg9 (n=247), reg10 (n=210), reg11 (n=203); total (n=3079).

Results have been standardized to sex, age, race/ethnic and regional distributions in the general population.

Maximum 95 % confidence interval for region 1 =
Maximum 95 % confidence interval for region 2 =
Maximum 95 % confidence interval for region 3 =
Maximum 95 % confidence interval for region 4 =
Maximum 95 % confidence interval for region 5 =
Maximum 95 % confidence interval for region 6 =
Maximum 95 % confidence interval for region 7 =
Maximum 95 % confidence interval for region 8 =
Maximum 95 % confidence interval for region 9 =

#8.1%
+6.8 %
+4.4%
6.5 %
6.3 %
5.4 %
+6.6 %
+11.3%
.1%

Maximum 95 % confidence interval for region 10 = +7.5 %
Maximum 95 % confidence interval for region 11 =+ 8.0 %
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Health and Human Services Commission
Regional Boundaries
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List of Counties in HHSC Regions

Region 1 - High Plains

Armstrong
Bailey
Briscoe
Carson
Castro
Cochran
Collingsworth
Croshby
Dallam
Deaf Smith
Dickens
Donley
Floyd
Garza
Gray

Hale

Hall
Hansford
Hartley
Hemphill

Hockley
Hutchinson
King
Lamb
Lipscomb
Lubbock
Lynn
Moore
Motley
Ochiltree
Oldham
Parmer
Potter
Randall
Roberts
Sherman
Swisher
Terry
Wheeler
Yoakum

Region 2 - Northwest Texas

Archer
Baylor
Brown
Callahan
Childress
Clay
Coleman
Comanche
Cottle
Eastland
Fisher
Foard
Hardeman
Haskell
Jack
Jones

Kent
Knox
Mitchell
Montague
Nolan
Runnels
Scurry
Shackelford
Stephens
Stonewall
Taylor
Throckmorton
Wichita
Wilbarger
Young

Region 3 - Metroplex

Collin
Cooke
Dallas
Denton
Ellis
Erath
Fannin
Grayson
Hood
Hunt

Johnson

Kaufman
Navarro
Palo Pinto

Parker

Rockwell
Somervell
Tarrant
Wise

Region 4 - Upper East Texas

Anderson
Bowie
Camp
Cass
Cherokee
Delta
Franklin
Gregg
Harrison
Henderson
Hopkins
Lamar

Marion
Morris
Panola
Rains

Red River
Rusk
Smith
Titus
Upshur
Van Zandt
Wood

Region 5 - Southeast Texas

Angelina
Hardin
Houston
Jasper
Jefferson
Nacogdoches
Newton
Orange

Polk
Sabine

San Augustine
San Jacinto
Shelby

Trinity
Tyler
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Region 6 - Gulf Coast

Austin
Brazoria
Chambers
Colorado
Fort Bend
Galveston
Harris

Liberty
Matagorda
Montgomery
Walker
Waller
Wharton

Region 7 - Central Texas

Bastrop
Bell
Blanco
Bosque
Brazos
Burleson
Burnet
Caldwell
Coryell
Falls
Fayette
Freestone
Grimes
Hamilton
Hays

Hill

Lampasas

Lee
Leon
Limestone
Llano
McClennon
Madison
Milam
Mills
Robertson
San Saba
Travis
Washington
Williamson

Region 8 - Upper South Texas

Atascosa
Bandera
Bexar
Calhoun
Comal
DeWitt
Dimmit
Edwards
Frio
Gillespie
Goliad
Gonzales

Guadalupe

Jackson

Karnes
Kendall
Kerr
Kinney
La Salle
Lavaca

Maverick

Medina
Real
Uvalde
Val Verde
Victoria
Wilson
Zavala

Region 9 - West Texas

Andrews
Borden
Coke
Concho
Crane
Crockett
Dawson
Ector
Gaines
Glasscock
Howard
Irion
Kimble
Loving
McCullough

Martin
Mason
Menard
Midland
Pecos
Reagan
Reeves
Schleicher
Sterling
Sutton
Terrell
Tom Green
Upton
Ward
Winkler

Region 10 - Upper Rio Grande

Brewster
Culberson
El Paso

Hudspeth
Fort Davis
Presidio

Region 11 - Lower South Texas

Aransas
Bee
Brooks
Cameron
Duval
Hidalgo
Jim Hogg
Jim Wells
Kenedy
Kleberg

Live Oak
McMullen
Nueces
Refugio
San Patricio
Starr

Webb
Willacy
Zapata
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APPENDIX D
Logistic Regression
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Appendix D

The logistic regression of past year lottery play on demographic variables is unavailable
in electronic form. Contact the Commission for a copy of the data in this section.
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Logistic
Regression
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Substance Use Problem Questions
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Appendix E

Alcohol

All respondents who had had at least one drink in the past 30 days and at least 10
drinks in the past year were asked the statements listed below.

Tell me if you have had the experience in the past 12 months:

10.

Have you often drunk much larger amounts of alcohol than you intended to, or for
more days in a row than you intended?

Have you often wanted to cut down on your drinking, or have you ever tried to cut
down but couldnt?

Has there ever been a period when you spent a great deal of time drinking alcohol,
getting alcohol, or getting over its effects?

Have you often been high on alcohol or feeling its after effects while at work,
school, or taking care of children?

Have you often been high on alcohol or feeling its after effects in a situation where
it increased your chances of getting hurt — for instance, when driving a car or
boat, using knives, machinery or guns, crossing against traffic, climbing or
swimming?

Have you ever given up or greatly reduced important activities in order to drink —
activities like sports, work, school or associating with friends or relatives?

Did you have any emotional or psychological problems from drinking alcohol —
such as feeling uninterested in things, depressed, suspicious of people, paranoid,
or having strange ideas ? Did you continue to use alcohol after you knew it caused
you those problems?

Did you have any health problems that were caused by, or aggravated by, using
alcohol? Did you continue to use alcohol after you knew it caused you those
problems?

Has drinking caused you considerable problems with your family, friends, on the
job, at school, or with the police? Did you continue to use alcohol after you knew
it caused you those problems?

Did you ever find that you needed to drink more just to get the same effect, or that
drinking the same amount had less effect than before?
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|
Substance
11 Has stopping or cutting down on alcohol made you sick or given you withdrawal symptoms, US%E;ZE';:Q
such as the shakes or made you feel depressed or anxious?
12. Did you ever have to drink again (or more) to make withdrawal symptoms go away or to keep

from having them?
13. In the past 12 months, have you ever felt thangeded or werdependent on alcohol?

Other Drugs
(Substitute name of drug used where possible.)

For each of the following statements, tell me if you have had that particular experience in the
past 12 months. | am asking about drugs other than alcohol. All of the respondents who had ever
used a drug in the past 12 months were asked the statements listed below.

Tell me if you have had the experience in the past twelve months; | am asking about drugs other
than alcohol:

1. Have you often used much larger amounts of [drug name or one of these drugs] than you
intended to, or for a longer period than you intended to?

2. Have you often wanted to cut down on [drug] or have you ever tried to cut down but you
couldn't ?
3. Has there ever been a period when you spent a great deal of your time using [drug], getting

[drug], or getting over [its/their] effects?

4. Have you often been high on [drug] or feeling [its/their] after effects while at work, at school
or taking care of children?

5. Have you often been high on [drug] or feeling its after effects in a situation where it increased
your chances of getting hurt — for instance, when driving a car or boat, using knives,
machinery or guns, crossing against traffic, climbing or swimming?

6. Have you ever given up or greatly reduced important activities in order to use [drug] —
activities like sports, work, school or associating with friends or relatives?

7. Did you have any emotional or psychological problems from using [drug] — such as feeling
uninterested in things, depressed, suspicious of people, paranoid, or having strange ideas?

Did you continue to use [drug] after you knew it caused you those problems?

8. Did you have any health problems that were caused by, or aggravated by, using [drug]? Did
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Appendix E
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

you continue to use [drug] after you knew it caused you those problems?

Did your use of [drug] cause you considerable problems with your family, friends, on the job, at

school, or with the police? Did you continue to use [drug] after you knew it caused you those
problems?

Did you ever find that you needed larger amounts of [drug] just to get the same effect, or that the
same amount had less effect than before?

Has stopping or cutting down on [drug] made you sick or given you withdrawal symptoms?

Did you ever have to drink again (or more) to make withdrawal symptoms go away or to keep
from having them?

In the past 12 months, have you ever felt thahegeded or werdependent on [drug]?
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] The South Oaks Gambling Screen
Appendix F 1. Please indicate which of the following types of gambling you have done in your lifetime.
For each type, mark one answer: “not at all,” “less than once a week,” or “once a week or
more.”
Less Once
than a
Not once week
at a or
all week more
a. _ e . played cards for money
b. bet on horses, dogs, or other animals (in off-track

betting, at the track, or with a bookie)

C. e . . bet on sports (parlay cards, with a bookie, or at jail)

d. . . . played dice games (including craps, over and under,
or other dice games) for money

e. _ e . gambled in a casino (legal or otherwise)

f. _ e e played the numbers or bet on lotteries

g. . . . played bingo for money

h. . . . played the stock and/or commodities market

i _ e . played slot machines, poker machines, or other
gambling machines

j _ _ e bowled, shot pool, played golf, or played some
other games of skill for money

K. L played pull tabs or “paper” games other than

lotteries
l. bet on some form of gambling not listed above
(pleasespecify)

2. What is the largest amount of money you have ever gambled with on any one day?

never have gambled

$1 or less

more than $lup to $10

more than $10 up to $100

more than up to $100 up to $100
more than $1,000 up to $10,000
more than $10,000

3. Do (did) your parents have a gambling
problem?

both my father and mother gamble (or
gambled) too much

my father gambles (or gambled) too much
my mother gambles (or gambled) too much
neither one gambles (or gambled) too much

4. When you gamble, how often do you go back another day to win back money you lost?

__ never
some of the time (less than half of the time) | lost
___ most of the time | lost
every time | lost

5. Have you ever claimed to be winning money gambling but weren’t really? In fact, you
lost?

___ never (or never gamble)
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
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___yes, less than half the time | lost ]

yes, most of the time

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

__no
yes, in the past, but not now
yes

Did you ever gamble more than you
intended to?
__yes __no

Have people criticized your betting or told you that you had a gambling problem,
regardless of whether or not you thought it was true?

__yes __no
Have you ever felt guilty about the way you gamble or what happens when you
gamble?

__yes __no

Have you ever felt like you would like to stop betting money or gambling but didn’t
think you could?
__yes __no

Have you ever hidden betting slips, lottery tickets, gambling money, 10Us, or other
signs of betting or gambling from your spouse, children, or other important people in
your life?

__yes __no

Have you ever argued with people you live
with over how you handle money?

__yes __no

(If you answered yes to question 12): Have money arguments ever centered on your
gambling?

__yes __no

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

__yes __no

Have you ever lost time from work (or school) due to betting money or gambling?
__yes __no

If you borrowed money to gamble or to pay gambling debts, who or where did you
borrow from? (check “yes” or “no” for each)

a. from household money
yes _ no

b. from your spouse
yes__ no

c. from other relatives or in-laws
yes__ no

d. from banks, loan companies, or credit unions
yes__ no

e. from credit cards
yes__ no

South Oaks

Gambling
Screen
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I . from loan sharks (Shylocks)

Appendix F __yes . no
g. you cashed in stocks, bonds, or other
securities
__yes __no

h. you sold personal or family property
__yes __no

i. you borrowed on your checking account
(passed bad checks)

__yes __no

j- you have (had) a credit line with a bookie
__yes __no

k. you have (had) a credit line with a casino
__yes __hno

Scoring

Scores on the South Oaks Gambling Screen
itself are determined by adding up the number of questions that show an “at risk” re-
sponse:

Questions 1, 2, and 3 are not counted.

Question 4: most or every time | lost

Question 5: less than half or most of the time | lost
Question 6: yes, in the past or yes

_ Question 7-11: yes

Question 12 not counted

_ Question 13-16i: yes

Questions 16j and 16k not counted

Total = (20 questions are counted)

0 = no problem
1-4 = some problem
5 or more = probable pathological gambler

© 1992 South Oaks Foundation



