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F National Gambling Survey

F.1 Introduction

Background

The only so-called ‘national’ gambling survey previously undertaken for Australia
was carried out in 1991-92 (Dickerson et al. 1996), but its coverage was national in
only a limited sense:

• it covered four large capital cities (Sydney, Melbourne, Adelaide and Brisbane);
but

• there was no coverage of rural populations.

More recently, statewide surveys have been undertaken which cover metropolitan
and country populations: Tasmania (Dickerson and Baron 1994b, Dickerson and
Maddern 1997); Western Australia (Dickerson, Baron and O’Connor 1994); New
South Wales (Dickerson, Allcock, Blaszczynski, Nicholls, Williams and Maddern
1996a, Dickerson, Allcock, Blaszczynski, Maddern, Nicholls and Williams 1998);
South Australia (Delfabbro and Winefield 1996); and Victoria (Market Solutions
and Dickerson 1997, Roy Morgan Research 1999).

In October 1998, a Roundtable was held at the Commission which brought together
key Australian researchers in the gambling field, including: Professor Mark
Dickerson, Professor Jan McMillen, Associate Professor Alun Jackson, Dr Paul
Delfabbro, and Dr Michael Walker. At the Roundtable, issues discussed included:

• limitations of existing Australian prevalence surveys;

• whether a new national gambling survey should be conducted;

• survey methodology and design issues for any proposed survey; and

• gaps in the available data.

The Roundtable endorsed the conducting of a new National Gambling Survey. The
advantages of such a survey are that it would:

• assemble a contemporary national unit record database, using a uniform set of
questions asked at the one time across adults in all metropolitan and country
regions;



F.2 GAMBLING

• fill in some gaps for some states — such as Queensland (only metropolitan data
are available from the 1991 ‘national’ study), the Northern Territory and the
ACT;

• establish a national baseline for future research;

• secure more reliable data by paying careful attention to the wording of particular
questions; and

• shed some light on changes in statewide gambling patterns over time — though
any inferences might be complicated by differences in survey methodologies.

The surveys of gambling behaviour undertaken in Australia have focused on the
general adult population (18 years of age or older). Two survey approaches have
been used — face-to-face (doorknock) interviews and telephone interviews. It is
sometimes suggested that telephone surveys tend to have limitations that make
identifying problem gamblers difficult, such as:

• problems with contacting some gamblers — some problem gamblers might have
their telephones disconnected because of unpaid bills, or might be too poor to
have a phone. They are also more likely to be “not at home” because they are at a
race track, or a casino, or gambling at some other location.

• problems of nonresponse and refusal — when contacted, problem gamblers are
more likely to refuse to participate because they are unwilling to answer
potentially embarrassing questions.

• problem of denial — even where problem gamblers agree to participate in a
survey, they are more likely to be reluctant to provide truthful responses and to
minimise the problems their gambling has created for themselves or others
(Lesieur 1994).

But as Delfabbro and Winefield (1996) have pointed out, all of these limitations can
also arise with face to face interviews — the ‘not at home’ problem can be just as
important, refusals can still be high, and people are probably just as reluctant, if not
more so, to provide information in person as over the phone.

Approach

Against this background, the Commission decided to undertake a national telephone
survey of gambling patterns and behaviour among the general adult population (18
years or older), covering all states and territories, and metropolitan and country
areas within those regions.
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F.2 The questionnaire

Development of the questionnaire

In early 1999, a draft questionnaire was developed which drew on:

• suggestions made by the Roundtable participants;

• previous Australian surveys; and

• key recent overseas surveys, including those for Nova Scotia (Focal Research
1998) and Alberta (Wynne Resources 1998).

The draft questionnaire was distributed to the Roundtable participants and other
eminent researchers in the field. Advice on the questionnaire content was provided
by Professor Mark Dickerson, Professor Jan McMillen, Associate Professor Alex
Blaszczynski, Dr Paul Delfabbro, and Professor Jan Carter.

A final questionnaire was developed on the basis of this feedback. The consultant
which undertook the survey field work (Roy Morgan Research) also made useful
suggestions for making the survey more user friendly.

Survey approach

Two key objectives of the survey were to obtain:

• an estimate of problem gambler prevalence; and

• an adequate set of data on problem gamblers.

A sampling strategy for the national survey was developed in the form of a two-
phase approach:

• Phase 1 — a brief questionnaire (or ‘screener’) was designed for the purpose
mainly of identifying whether a respondent was a regular gambler, a non-regular
gambler or a non gambler. The sample size was set at 10 500 completed
interviews.

• Phase 2 — a more detailed questionnaire was completed by respondents on the
basis of a selective (random) interview strategy:

- all respondents classified as regular gamblers were interviewed;

- 1 in 4 respondents classified as non-regular gamblers were interviewed; and

- 1 in 2 respondents classified as non gamblers were interviewed.
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In choosing this approach, the Commission was guided by the optimal allocation
strategy suggested by Shaffer et al. (1997) who state that:

If the purpose of the research is to understand the attributes or clinical needs of
disordered gamblers, we suggest a survey sampling strategy that is different from the
traditional random sampling approach. This strategy does not simply concentrate on
respondents selected at random from the general population. Instead, this strategy
encourages investigators to focus on selecting respondents who most likely will
represent disordered gamblers (p. 117).

The approach of interviewing all regular gamblers identified from the screener
questionnaire and randomly selecting non-regular gamblers and non gamblers for
full interviews was adopted as being a cost effective strategy because:

• it enabled a larger overall sample size to be interviewed for a given survey cost,
with only a small sacrifice in precision for the non gambler and non-regular
gambler groups; and

• the larger sample size enabled more regular gamblers to be identified, and hence
more accurate estimates to be achieved for this group — which is the main focus
of interest because they are the most likely to experience gambling related
problems.

The large initial sample size of 10 500 respondents meant that even with the 1 in 2
sampling of non gamblers and the 1 in 4 sampling of non-regular gamblers, the sizes
of the groups administered complete surveys were much larger than any previous
Australian gambling survey.

In arriving at the particular sampling ratios used, estimates of the proportions of non
gamblers, non-regular gamblers and regular gamblers likely to be obtained from the
Phase 1 screener were made on the basis of existing Australian statewide surveys.
Such estimates were approximate not only because these proportions varied across
surveys but also because the definitions proposed for ‘gambler’ and ‘regular’
gambler in the National Gambling Survey were not necessarily identical to all
previous studies.

These estimated proportions therefore gave an indication of the likely sample sizes
of the three groups of respondents. Given the decision to administer the full Phase 2
interview to all regular gamblers, the sampling ratios for the non gambler and non-
regular gambler groups were determined on the basis of achieving similar sample
sizes across all three groups. Taking account of refusals and terminations in Phase 2,
the sampling of 1 in 2 non gamblers and 1 in 4 non-regular gamblers resulted in
fully completed interviews from 1225 regular gamblers, 1290 non-regular gamblers
and 983 non gamblers. This allowed comparisons of results among the three groups
to be made with similar statistical precision.



NATIONAL GAMBLING
SURVEY

F.5

The use of this sampling approach meant that a slightly more complex weighting
scheme needed to be used in Phase 2. The data for non gamblers and non-regular
gamblers were weighted up, using weighting factors from the information on the
population for non gamblers and non-regular gamblers obtained in the screener
questionnaire (see section F.7).

F.3 Phase 1 — the screener questionnaire

The screener questionnaire sought information on:

• gender of respondent; household size (number of adults in the household); and
age of respondent;

• whether respondents had participated in one or more of twelve gambling
activities in the last 12 months; and

• how frequently respondents had participated in each of these gambling activities
in the last 12 months.

The questions on gambling participation and frequency served as filters for
distinguishing between non gamblers, non-regular gamblers and regular gamblers. A
simplified schematic representation is provided in figure F.1.

Figure F.1 Simplified operation of filters in screener questionnaire
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The main reason for identifying these three categories of respondents was because
not all questions in the main interview were relevant for all three groups. In
particular, because previous gambling surveys have found that problem gamblers
are generally regular (weekly) rather than infrequent gamblers, the problem
gambling screening instrument used (the South Oaks Gambling Screen, SOGS) was
only administered to the ‘regular’ group.

The approach of administering the problem gambling screen to the subset of
gamblers most likely to experience problematic behaviour is commonplace in the
gambling survey literature. The filtering approaches used to determine that subset
have typically been based on:

• frequency of play — with ‘regular’ or ‘frequent’ gamblers generally defined as
those who gamble at least once per week (or even once per month, as in Focal
Research 1998);

• expenditure on gambling; or

• losses experienced — for example, in the recent US NORC study (Gerstein et al.
1999) the focus was on those respondents who acknowledged experiencing
significant losses (defined as $100 or more in a single day of gambling).

The National Gambling Survey used a combination of the first two points —
frequency of play (filter 2) and annual gross expenditure on gambling (filter 3,
described below) — to define the subset of gamblers most likely to experience
problems from their gambling.

Filter 1 — to classify respondents as gamblers or non gamblers

Respondents were asked if they had participated in any gambling activity in the last
12 months, from the list of twelve presented in box F.1:

• if a respondent answered no to all forms of gambling, or yes only to raffles, they
were classified as a non gambler; or

• if a respondent answered yes to at least one gambling activity (excluding raffles),
they were classified as a gambler and proceeded to filter 2.

Filter 2 — to classify gamblers as regular or non-regular

Respondents who had undertaken one or more gambling activities in the last 12
months were asked how often they had participated in each of those activities (in
terms of how many times per week, per month or per year). This filter allowed a
respondent to be classified as a regular or a non-regular gambler.
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Box F.1 List of gambling activities

• Played poker machines or gaming machines

• Bet on horse or greyhound races (excluding sweeps)

• Bought instant scratch tickets (eg. Instant Scratchies, Scratch’n’win)

• Played Lotto or any other lottery game (eg. Tattslotto, Ozlotto, Powerball, the Pools,
$2 Jackpot lottery, Tatts 2, Tatts Keno)

• Played table games at a casino (eg. roulette, blackjack)

• Played Keno at a club, hotel, casino or any other place

• Played bingo at a club or hall

• Bet on a sporting event (eg. football, cricket, tennis)

• Played casino games on the internet

• Played games privately for money (eg. cards, mahjong) at home or any other place

• Bought raffle tickets

• Played any other gambling activity

Regular gamblers

Regular gamblers were defined as respondents who either:

• participated in any single gambling activity (apart from lottery games or instant
scratch tickets) at least once per week; or

• whose overall participation in gambling activities (apart from lottery games or
instant scratch tickets) was the equivalent of weekly (that is, at least 52 times per
year).

While it was decided that mainly regular gamblers would be asked the questions for
the problem gambling screen in the main interview, weekly lottery (and instant
scratch ticket) players were excluded from the definition of regular gamblers
because:

• previous Australian surveys have found that playing lottery games only rarely
contributes to problem gambling (though it was decided to include big spending
‘lottery only’ players via filter 3 described below); and

• the number of regular ‘lottery only’ players is relatively large and to have
administered the SOGS to all of this group would have imposed a significant
burden on these respondents and increased the overall cost of the survey
appreciably but with little offsetting benefit in terms of obtaining significantly
greater precision in the problem gambling prevalence estimates.
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The second aspect of filter 2 captures those gamblers who gamble less frequently
than weekly on individual activities, but often enough across several forms to be
gambling the equivalent of weekly. For example, suppose a respondent played poker
machines three times a month, bet on horse races twice a month and played table
games at a casino once a month. The annual rate of play is therefore
(3*12) + (2*12) + (1*12) = 72 times per year. Hence, because this overall rate of
play is more frequent than once per week, the respondent is classified as regular
even though no single gambling activity is played weekly.

Even though lottery games are excluded from this filter, the regular group will still
contain gamblers who play lottery games weekly because it includes:

• those who participated in individual ‘other’ gambling activities weekly (and who
may or may not have played lottery games weekly); and

• those who participated in ‘other’ gambling activities the equivalent of weekly
(and who may or may not have played lottery games weekly).

Non-regular gamblers

Those gamblers not classified as regular are, of course, non-regular and comprise in
the main:

• those who participated in any single gambling activity less often than weekly, or
gambling activities overall less often than the equivalent of weekly.

But because the filter for classifying gamblers as regular excludes all lottery games,
among the non-regular group will also be:

• those who only played lottery games weekly; and

• those who participated in ‘other’ gambling activities less often than the
equivalent of weekly (and who may or may not have also played lottery games
weekly).

Filter 3 — to re-classify some non-regular gamblers as ‘regular’

While Australian gambling surveys have found that ‘lottery only’ players rarely
experience problems related to their gambling, a third filter was included in the
main questionnaire to re-classify some gamblers from the non-regular group to the
regular group, based on their annual gambling expenditure, in order for them to be
administered the SOGS. Such a filter sought to capture the following two groups of
respondents:
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• Big spending regular or less frequent lottery only players — there has been a
proliferation of lottery games in Australia in recent years, such that players in the
different states and territories can participate in weekly lottery draws on as many
as four to even seven days per week — Tattslotto, The Pools, Lotto, Oz Lotto,
Powerball, and Lucky 7. There are also daily lottery games that are played every
day of the week (Tatts 2, Tatts Keno, Cash 3 and $2 Lottery) and some games
played as frequently as every 5 minutes (5-minute Keno). Because of this
increase in the number of opportunities to play lottery games, it was therefore
considered desirable to ask the gambling screen of ‘big spending’ lottery only
players.

• Other big spending non-regular gamblers — it was also considered desirable to
identify ‘binge’ gamblers who participate only occasionally (perhaps only a
couple of times a year) but who spend a relatively large amount when they do
gamble.

In the phase 2 questionnaire, all respondents were asked for information on how
much they spent on any single gambling activity each time they gambled. Combined
with the information obtained on frequency of play, this enabled their annual
gambling expenditure to be calculated as follows, as the interview proceeded:

Σfreqi*spendi,

where freqi is the number of times a respondent gambled per year on activity i, and
spendi is the amount of money outlaid each time the respondent gambled on activity
i, and the expenditure was summed across all gambling activities.

For this filter, a cutoff value of annual expenditure was required to be set that was
neither too low as to be all-encompassing nor too high as to exclude cases where
expenditure might be symptomatic of a ‘problem’.1 A cutoff value of annual gross
expenditure across all gambling activities of $4000 per year was set. This filter
therefore captured non-regular gamblers who spent on average $80 per week or
more either on lottery games only, or on lottery games and/or any other forms of
gambling.

However, in practice this filter operated in a more inclusive way than intended.
Because the survey consultant unfortunately allowed ‘can’t say’ responses to

                                             
1 While expenditure on gambling activities relative to income is a preferable indicator of whether

gambling might be perceived as being ‘excessive’ or contributing to financial problems for an
individual, a more complex filter was not feasible given the question sequence of the interview.
The implication of this is that the problem gambling prevalence estimates may well be
conservative — because some non-regular gamblers spending less than $4,000 per year but a
relatively high proportion of their income on gambling might not have been offered the SOGS.
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expenditure questions in some cases to be coded as ‘99999’, this rendered the
calculation of gross expenditure spurious in those cases. As the filter operated, it
included virtually all of the high spenders as intended — 29 of the 30 non-regular
gamblers with annual gross expenditure of $4000 or more were re-allocated to the
‘regular’ category and offered the SOGS. However, 342 respondents in total were
re-allocated.

F.4 Phase 2 — the main questionnaire

Because not all questions were relevant for all three groups of respondents, a
summary of the main sections of the questionnaire asked of the different groups is
given in table F.1. To minimise respondent burden, some information was not
sought which was available from other Australian and overseas studies (such as
motives for gambling); and complementary data was sought in another survey
undertaken for the inquiry — a Survey of Clients of Counselling Agencies
(appendix G).

Table F.1 Broad categories of questions asked of different types of
respondents in main questionnaire

Non gambler Non-regular gambler Regular gambler

• perceptions about aspects of
gambling

• perceptions about aspects of
gambling

• perceptions about aspects of
gambling

• knowledge of anyone with
gambling problems?

• knowledge of anyone with
gambling problems?

• knowledge of anyone with
gambling problems?

• personal characteristics • personal characteristics • personal characteristics

• further details of gambling
participation and frequency

• further details of gambling
participation and frequency

• how much time is devoted to
each gambling activity?

• how much time is devoted to
each gambling activity?

• how much money is spent on
each gambling activity?

• how much money is spent on
each gambling activity?

• how would the money spent
on gambling otherwise have
been used?

• how would the money spent
on gambling otherwise have
been used?

• problem gambling screen
(SOGS)

• other effects of gambling on
the gambler and ‘significant
others’

• help seeking behaviour for
problem gambling?
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Questions asked of all respondents

Information was obtained from regular gamblers, non-regular gamblers and non
gamblers in the following broad areas:

• Perceptions about gambling — such as the extent to which respondents
perceived that gambling does more good than harm for the community;
perceptions about the number of gaming machines in local communities, and
their location in different venues; and the extent to which respondents perceived
that the wider availability of gambling had provided more opportunities for
recreational enjoyment.

• Knowledge of people with gambling problems — whether respondents knew
personally of someone who had experienced serious problems with their
gambling; the type of gambling in which that person experiencing problems was
mainly involved; and whether that person was obtaining help for their gambling
problems.

• Personal characteristics — information on gender, age and household size was
obtained in the screener questionnaire. The main interview obtained information
on a range of socio-demographic items, including: ethnicity (country of birth of
respondent and of respondent’s father and mother, main language spoken in the
household), marital status, household composition, employment status, main
source of household income, personal and household income, and educational
attainment.

Questions asked of gamblers (regular and non-regular) only

Details of gambling participation and duration

Respondents who indicated in the screener that they had participated in a particular
form of gambling in the last 12 months were asked more detailed information in
relation to each activity played, including:

• Gambling venues and modes — for example, whether a respondent played
gaming machines at a club, a hotel or a casino; or bet on horse or greyhound
races on-course, off-course, by phone or via the internet.

• Time devoted to each gambling activity — for example, the amount of time a
respondent played gaming machines each time they visited a venue; and the
amount of time a betting gambler took each week to study the form, place the
bets, and listen to and/or watch the races.
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Gambling behaviour

Because previous Australian research has revealed gaming machines (‘pokies’) to
be the main form of gambling associated with problematic behaviour, information
was obtained from respondents on particular facets of their play, including:

• denomination of gaming machine usually played; and

• nature of play (number of lines played, number of credits bet per line, use of bill
acceptors, use of loyalty bonus cards).

Use of ATM machines

Gamblers can augment the amount of money they take with them to gamble by
accessing funds from an ATM machine at some types of venues. Accordingly,
information was obtained from players of gaming machines (at clubs, hotels and
casinos) and players of table games at casinos on:

• how often gamblers withdrew money from an ATM when they played the
gaming machines and/or table games.

Expenditure on gambling

A study by Blaszczynski, Dumlao and Lange (1997) has shown that one question
often asked in gambling surveys — “how much money do you spend gambling?” —
can be interpreted by respondents in a number of ways, and only between half and
two-thirds appear to interpret it in the preferred ‘net expenditure’ sense. As
Blaszczynski, Dumlao and Lange (1997) state:

Net expenditure [is] calculated as the difference between the initial amount available at
the commencement of a gambling session and the amount remaining at its conclusion.
… This reflects the actual amount of money the gambler has gambled and represents
the true cost of gambling to the individual (pp. 248–9).

Accordingly, the National Gambling Survey used mainly a two-question approach to
allow net expenditure to be calculated. For example, in relation to the playing of
gaming machines, the questions were worded along the following lines:

(a) When you visit a venue, how much money do you usually take with you to
play the machines, including any additional money withdrawn or borrowed
during the period of play?

(b) And how much money do you usually have left when you finish playing the
machines?
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Comparisons of aggregate expenditure on different gambling modes obtained from
the National Gambling Survey with that reported by the Australian Bureau of
Statistics and Tasmanian Gaming Commission are presented in appendix P.

Other aspects of gamblers’ expenditure

The National Gambling Survey also asked respondents:

• perceptions about the effect that gambling has had on the quality of their life, in
terms of a 5-point scale ranging from making their life ‘a lot more enjoyable’ to
‘a lot less enjoyable’;

• how would people otherwise spend the money gambled? — there is a paucity of
information available on the extent to which gamblers would have otherwise
spent or saved the money they used for gambling, and if they would have spent
it, where they would have directed that expenditure.

Questions asked of ‘regular’ gamblers only

The South Oaks Gambling Screen

The use of the SOGS as the problem gambling measurement instrument was
endorsed by the panel of experts at the Roundtable, comprising Professor Mark
Dickerson, Professor Jan McMillen, Associate Professor Alun Jackson, Dr Paul
Delfabbro, and Dr Michael Walker. While other screening instruments are being
devised in different countries to replace the SOGS — such as the NODS (the
National Opinion Research Centre at the University of Chicago DSM Screen) — the
use of the SOGS in the National Gambling Survey allows comparisons of results
with previous Australian and most overseas surveys.

In the original version of the SOGS (Lesieur and Blume 1987) the questions were
framed in ‘lifetime’ terms (‘have you ever …?’). Since that time, most surveys have
used slightly modified versions, depending on whether the aim was to assess the
prevalence of lifetime and/or current problem gambling:

• SOGS-R (revised SOGS) — developed by Abbott and Volberg (1991). The
SOGS items are framed initially as ‘lifetime’ questions, and for those where a
yes response is given, the question is asked again with a shorter timeframe
(6 months in New Zealand, 12 months in most other studies); and

• SOGS-M (modified SOGS) — the questions are framed with a current timeframe
only (‘have you in the last 12 months …?).
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For the National Gambling Survey, the modified version of the SOGS was used not
only because the shorter time frame is most appropriate for assessing current
prevalence (which is of greatest policy relevance) but also because the way in which
the SOGS was asked of respondents was more comprehensive than is normally the
case. That is, the SOGS questions were asked:

• in the conventional way — mainly requiring a yes or no response; and

• in terms of a frequency scale — if a respondent answered yes to a question, they
were then asked ‘is that rarely, sometimes, often or always?’; or if a respondent
answered no, they were then asked ‘do you mean rarely or not at all?’

The approach of asking the SOGS questions to allow responses in terms of a
frequency scale has been used by Professor Mark Dickerson in virtually all previous
Australian gambling prevalence surveys. The Commission’s approach of following
both the conventional and the Dickerson approaches therefore allows comparisons
of results with previous Australian and most overseas surveys. However, to have
asked the SOGS in the SOGS-R version as well as in terms of a frequency scale
would have imposed too big a burden on respondents and for that reason the
SOGS-M was used.

The National Gambling Survey did not administer the SOGS to all respondents —
indeed there are good reasons why gambling surveys do not ask the problem
gambling screen of all participants:

• questions about what people do when they gamble are clearly of no relevance to
non gamblers. In the National Gambling Survey, respondents were classified as a
non gambler only after they had answered ‘no’ to thirteen separate questions
about whether they had participated in any of twelve specified gambling
activities and an ‘any other’ gambling category. Hence, this detail of questioning
should reliably identify a genuine non gambler.

• a problem gambling screen is of little or no relevance to infrequent gamblers
because their gambling is very unlikely to be associated with problematic
behaviour; but

• it is most appropriate to administer a problem gambling screen to those
respondents whose gambling has a greater likelihood of giving rise to problems.

Indeed, as the NORC study (Gerstein et al. 1999) noted:

We chose to use these “filter” questions in the national survey after our pretesting
indicated that nongamblers and very infrequent gamblers grew impatient with repeated
questions about gambling-related problems (p. 19).

For these reasons, the problem gambling diagnostic instrument was administered
only to that subset of gamblers considered most likely to experience problems
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related to their gambling — all ‘regular’ gamblers as defined by filter 2 and ‘big
spending’ and other non-regular gamblers captured by filter 3.

Self-designated assessment of problems

One of the SOGS questions asks a respondent: “Do you feel you have had a problem
with your gambling?” The National Gambling Survey followed this with questions
relating to:

• how long a respondent had felt they had experienced problems; and

• how they would rate their gambling at the present time on a scale of 1 to 10 —
where 1 means their gambling is not at all a problem and 10 means they feel their
gambling is a serious problem (see Focal Research 1998).

Other impacts of gambling on respondents

As a complement to the SOGS, other information was sought on impacts of
gambling on respondents. Each question was framed initially in terms of lifetime
experience (‘have you ever …’) and for those questions receiving a yes response
there was a follow-up question on experience ‘in the last 12 months’. The
questionnaire was careful always to relate an impact to a respondent’s gambling
behaviour. The impacts canvassed included:

• employment — loss of work efficiency, job changes, sacking.

• legal — obtaining money illegally; involvement with the police, appearance in
court.

• financial — incurring gambling-related debt; converting personal items to cash;
bankruptcy.

• personal/family — depression; time devoted to looking after family interests;
break-up of important relationships; divorce or separation; suicide ideation.

An example of the type of question asked was: ‘Have you ever suffered from
depression because of your gambling?’ For respondents answering yes, there was a
follow-up question to gauge current prevalence: ‘And in the last 12 months, have
you suffered from depression because of your gambling?’

The consultant to the AHA (sub. D231) criticised such an approach as being both
double-barrelled and suggestive — double barrelled in the sense that some people
may respond ‘yes’ if they have suffered from depression, even if gambling was not
the main cause; and suggestive because the question suggests gambling as a cause of
depression without putting forward other possible causes.
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But because the National Gambling Survey was a survey on gambling behaviour and
these questions was asked only of gamblers, it would be very surprising if someone
were to answer ‘yes’ to this question if gambling were not actually a source of their
depression (either ever or in the last 12 months). To further clarify how important
gambling was as a source of depression, respondents answering yes to the ‘in the
last 12 months’ question were asked: ‘And in the last 12 months have you suffered
from depression because of your gambling rarely, sometimes, often or always?’ For
those answering ‘often’ or ‘always’ it seems reasonable to assume that gambling is
an important (probably the main) source of their depression.

The survey findings do not suggest that the National Gambling Survey question
elicited positive responses from people who may have suffered from depression, but
not due to their gambling. For example, as noted in chapter 7, non-problem regular
gamblers nevertheless reported extremely low levels of enduring depression — 0.4
per cent reported often or always suffering from depression in the last 12 months
because of their gambling. By contrast, the corresponding prevalence among
problem gamblers was 22 per cent. Furthermore, administering the same questions
to problem gamblers in the Commission’s Survey of Clients of Counselling Agencies
revealed that the proportion of problem gamblers in counselling who reported that
they often or always felt depressed because of their gambling was similar to that
determined using clinical evaluation techniques for such groups.

Overall, it appears that the questions used in the Commission’s surveys picked up
depression related to gambling, and other impacts of gambling, relatively well. A
detailed analysis of the survey findings in relation to impacts of gambling on
relationship breakdown and divorce/separation is provided in appendix T.

Help seeking behaviour

Regular gamblers were asked a short set of questions in relation to:

• whether they had wanted help in the last 12 months for problems related to their
gambling; and whether they had tried to get help for these problems; and

Those respondents who reported that they had tried to get help in the last 12 months
were then asked:

• the ways in which they had found out about the gambling help services available;

• the people/organisation they had first turned to for help; and

• the organisation/service from which they had actually received counselling for
problems related to their gambling.
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Interview duration

As with any questionnaire design, the National Gambling Survey weighed up the
tradeoff between obtaining all the information that was considered of key
importance for the inquiry while at the same time minimising respondent burden.
The average interview durations for the three categories of respondents (covering
the screener questionnaire and main questionnaire) were as follows:

• non gambler — 10 minutes;

• non-regular gambler — 14 minutes; and

• regular gambler — 24 minutes.

F.5 Sample size and stratification

Problem gambler prevalence rates in general population surveys are typically small.
This means that a relatively large sample size is needed for a reasonable number of
problem gamblers to be identified and for the prevalence of problem gambling to be
estimated with acceptable precision.

In determining the size of the sample necessary to be adequately representative of
the Australian adult population, the Commission was guided by the approach used
by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) in two surveys most relevant to the
National Gambling Survey — the Household Expenditure Survey (ABS 1995)
which used a sample of around 8 500 households; and the National Survey of
Mental Health and Wellbeing of Adults (ABS 1998d) which obtained information
from approximately 10 600 people aged 18 years or over.

The original specification for the National Gambling Survey was that completed
interviews be obtained from 10 500 respondents. To ensure the representativeness of
the sample, it was stratified by:

• area — all states and territories were included, with metropolitan and country
areas separately identified (except in the ACT), resulting in 15 geographic areas;

• age — 4 categories were identified (18-24 years, 25-34 years, 35-49 years, and
50 years or older); and

• gender.

Taking account of 15 geographic areas, four age categories and gender thereby
resulted in a stratification of the sample across 120 area/age/gender cells.

The distribution of the sample across state/territory and metropolitan/country areas
was roughly in proportion to population, using the latest available ABS census data
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(table F.2). However, coverage in the smaller states/territories was boosted to
increase statistical precision. Overall, the sample structure by area was very similar
to that used by the ABS for the Household Expenditure Survey.

While the original sample size for the National Gambling Survey was 10 500
respondents, interviews were actually completed by more than 10 600 participants.
The larger than originally specified number of respondents was needed in order for
all minimum quotas in the 120 area/age/gender cells to be met (see section F.7).

Table F.2 Distribution of national sample by geographic area

Population share (18+) % Sample distribution (No.)

State/Territory Metropolitan Country Metropolitan Country Total

NSW 62 38 1 620 980 2 600
Vic 73 27 1 605 595 2 200
Qld 46 54 684 816 1 500
WA 74 26 813 287 1 100
SA 74 26 742 258 1 000

Tas 42 58 334 466 800
NT 42 58 252 348 600

ACT 100 - 700 - 700
Total 62 38 6 750 3 750 10 500

F.6 Procedures for selecting respondents

Two features of any survey are the coverage and the degree of non-response. As
noted by Steel, Vella and Harrington (1996):

Non-respondent units are selected in the sample but not measured, whereas non-
covered units have no chance of selection (p. 21).

While surveys generally aim to be representative samples of the general population
as a whole, there is a degree of non-coverage because some groups in the general
population tend to be excluded, such as:

• people in treatment settings, in hospitals, or in prisons; and

• the homeless.

With telephone surveys, a further element of non-coverage is that some households
either do not have a telephone or have an unlisted number. The former problem is
generally unimportant in Australia (though it may be relatively more important for
some groups such as problem gamblers who have had their phones disconnected
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because of non-payment), while there are telephone number selection methods that
can be used to minimise the latter problem.

Household selection method

Three alternative methods were considered for drawing the sampling frame for
telephone interviewing:

• randomly from residential telephone numbers in the latest electronic White Pages
directory (RWP);

• using random digit dialling (RDD); or

• using an adaptation of random digit dialling (MRDD) — such as selecting
residential telephone numbers at random from the White Pages directory and
incrementing the last digit by one (to get unlisted or not yet listed numbers).

There are advantages and disadvantages associated with each approach.

RWP has the highest proportion of usable contacts, because the number of
telephone numbers dialled that turn out to be faxes or businesses or out of service is
lower than for either RDD or MRDD. But it has two main disadvantages:

• individuals with silent (unlisted) numbers are excluded from the listings; and

• individuals who have only recently moved or been connected are excluded.

The advantages of RDD arise precisely in these two areas: it throws up silent
numbers and it can capture recent movers. But it also has disadvantages:

• it produces a much higher level of unusable numbers than RWP — even RDD
systems which automatically cross check the sample with the Yellow Pages
cannot avoid selecting numbers which are either faxes, not in use or unlisted
business numbers; and

• contacting unlisted numbers is not necessarily an advantage — individuals who
have a silent number have signalled that they do not wish to be annoyed by
unsolicited calls, and hence there is a much greater likelihood of refusal.

Modified RDD lies somewhere in between — it tends to generate fewer non-usable
numbers than RDD, but still much greater than RWP. So more dialling is required
than for RWP, which yields a higher proportion of possible contacts.

Overall, while RDD reduces several sources of bias inherent in RWP (unlisted
numbers and recent movers), it does so at higher cost and with greater likelihood of
more refusals. So on balance, the Commission opted for the RWP approach.
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Respondent selection method

A commonly used and recommended procedure for selecting individuals randomly
within households is some variant of the birthday approach — such as the individual
having the ‘nearest’ birthday or the ‘last’ birthday. For this survey, once a household
was contacted, the respondent was selected randomly as the adult (aged 18 years or
older) normally living in the household who had the last birthday.

As advised by some of the survey consultants approached by the Commission, while
the last birthday method is a rigorous method of respondent selection, it can have a
limitation. If used on its own, without sufficient callbacks, it can result in an
undersampling of younger people and an oversampling of older people, because
younger people (especially younger males) are more often ‘not at home’ and
therefore more difficult to contact. It is therefore important that survey protocols
using the last birthday method also allow for a sufficiently large number of
callbacks.

One survey consultant (ACNielsen) noted that with a last birthday selection method,
there will inevitably be some under-representation of young males, but that:

In any case, the distortion can be corrected [by] age/gender weighting ... and while the
extent of the need to correct a distortion with weighting will impact in terms of
increasing the sampling error of any estimates from the sample, it is arguable that this
increase in sampling error is still appreciably less than the increase in non-sampling
error that comes from the non-response bias inherent in quota sampling systems
(personal communication).

ACNielsen also argued that from its experience, the last birthday method is
preferable to alternatives such as Kish-grid type selection methods:

... over a series of tests we conducted ... we found that anything approaching a Kish-
type grid, or a last birthday method which started with asking the number of people in
the household was ultimately unproductive, as refusals and mid-screening terminations
increased, and overall the process slowed down interviewing significantly (personal
communication).

F.7 Quotas and weighting

While the last birthday method of respondent selection coupled with an adequate
number of callbacks should generate a sample that is generally random and
representative, it is still likely that adjustments will be needed either by the use of
quotas, or weighting or both. This study used an approach of:

• having ‘strict’ quotas based on area (by state/territory and metropolitan/country),
and ‘loose’ quotas based on age and gender; and
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• post-weighting the sample data for phase 1 (screener questionnaire) and phase 2
(full interview) respondents.

Quotas

The strict quotas for completed screener interviews based on area are those set out
in table F.2. Approximate rather than strict age and gender quotas were used to
ensure sufficient representation of each age/gender group, as a compromise solution
to survey accuracy and cost. This involved setting minimum and maximum bounds
(of ±33 per cent) around the strict quotas, and monitoring the degree to which the
quotas were being met as the survey proceeded. Such an approach means that
modest differences between each age/gender/area cell size in comparison with those
that would apply with strict quotas are acceptable, bringing about a major reduction
in the cost of the survey but only a small reduction in accuracy. The deviations from
ABS age/gender/area population data are then corrected by applying weights to the
sample data.

In relation to the ‘loose’ quotas, it became apparent towards the end of the fieldwork
phase that some of the minimum age/gender quotas would not be met in some of the
smaller States. Hence, in place of the last birthday method — which was used to
complete 10 365 interviews — the approach taken was to ask to speak to the
youngest male aged 18 or older (and then the youngest female) before substituting
for another adult within the household. This enabled all minimum quotas to be met,
but the number of screener interviews needed to be completed slightly exceeded the
original 10 500 — 10 609 participants completed the screener.

Weighting schemes for population estimates

Information for the sample respondents was multiplied by weighting factors to
provide estimates for the whole population. Because of the selective (random)
interview strategy used in phase 2 of the questionnaire, separate weights are
appropriate for the screener respondents and the full interview respondents.

Phase 1 weights — Screener respondents

As noted in section F.5, the sample was stratified across 120 area/age/gender cells.
The weight for each screener respondent in a given cell was calculated as:

WTSCR = (HHSize) * [cell population / ΣHHSize].
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That is, within each of the cells, weights were calculated for each respondent as the
product of two factors:

• the number of adults in the household (HHSize), to adjust for the random
selection of one adult respondent per household; and

• the ratio of the cell population to the adjusted sample size, where the adjusted
sample size is calculated as the sum of the household size of each respondent in
the cell.

The screener weights sum to the total number of adults in the Australian population
in 1997-98 (14.126 million).

Phase 2 weights — full interview respondents

Respondents to the screener were classified as either a regular gambler, a non-
regular gambler or a non gambler and, as noted above, given a full interview on the
following basis:

• regular gamblers — all respondents were interviewed;

• non-regular gamblers — every fourth respondent was interviewed; and

• non gamblers — every second respondent was interviewed.

Accordingly, the weight for each full interview respondent in a given cell was
calculated as:

WTGAM = (Adjust*HHSize) *  [cell population / Σ(Adjust*HHSize)].

That is, for each phase 2 respondent in each of the 120 cells, a sampling adjustment
factor based on gambling status (Adjust) was calculated as the ratio of the cell
sample size from the screener to the cell sample size of those who completed full
interviews.

Because all regular gamblers were interviewed, the sampling adjustment factors
were unity for all regulars across all cells. But the corresponding factors were not
necessarily exactly 1 in 4 or 1 in 2 for non-regular gamblers or non gamblers
respectively. The sample was set up on the CATI system as separate surveys for the
15 geographic regions, and the number of participants within each of the regions
was not necessarily an exact multiple of 2 or 4 — the overall interview ratios for
non-regular gamblers and non gamblers turned out to be 1 in 4.11 and 1 in 1.95
respectively.

But within individual area/age/gender cells, the sampling ratios can differ somewhat
from the 1 in 4 or 1 in 2. For example, if there turned out to be 7 non-regulars in a
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particular area/age/gender cell from the screener, then in effect only the fourth
would have been interviewed (a sampling ratio of 1 in 7) whereas if there had been
eight then the eighth would also have been interviewed (and the sampling ratio
would have been 1 in 4). For each cell, adjustment factors reflecting the specific
sampling ratios were calculated for non gamblers and non-regulars, so that no biases
are introduced from the random interview strategy.

As with the phase 1 screener weights, the phase 2 weights sum to the total number
of adults in the Australian population in 1997-98 (14.126 million).

F.8 Other survey protocols

Protocols were put in place in the National Gambling Survey to maximise the
contact rate and minimise non-response (refusals).

Procedures for maximising the contact rate

The following procedures were used with the aim of achieving as high a contact rate
as possible:

• generally calling in the evening or at weekends when individuals were more
likely to be at home;

• allowing the phone to ring at least 10 times before hanging up;

• making up to 4 callbacks (that is, 5 contact attempts) to achieve an initial contact
— most survey research shows that the impact on contact rates is minimal after
this number of attempts (see Steel, Vella and Harrington 1996);

• allowing a further 5 callbacks to achieve an interview, once contact was made
and a respondent identified;

• varying the time of day and day of week for callbacks, to increase the chance of
catching gamblers who might be out during the evening; and

• allowing a fieldwork phase of sufficient duration to ensure that the proportion of
numbers dialled that did not have their full number of callbacks completed was
minimal.

Procedures for maximising the respondent participation rate

Another important consideration was to have protocols in place to maximise the
participation rate once a respondent was contacted. This included:

• wording the introduction to the survey to encourage participation by stressing:
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- the importance of the survey;

- the importance of the respondent’s participation in the survey; and

- the confidentiality of information provided by participants.

• making a special effort to schedule callbacks at the convenience of the
respondent;

• having foreign language interviewing capability; and

• having specially prepared responses for interviewers in case a respondent
indicated any reservation about participating.

F.9 Conduct of the survey

Pilot testing of the questionnaire

The survey was conducted using a CATI (Computer Assisted Telephone Interview)
approach. The CATI system was programmed to calculate annual frequency from
the individual gambling activity frequency questions in the screener, thereby
automatically identifying a respondent as either a non-regular gambler or a regular
gambler. The CATI system guided the interviewer through the relevant set of
questions appropriate for each of the three types of respondent. By programming the
CATI system in this way and building in logic checks where appropriate, the
validity of responses and hence the quality of the survey data was maximised.

The questionnaire was piloted in late March, with around 30 completed interviews
carried out. The piloting was important for ensuring that all of the CATI
programming worked correctly, that the sections of the questionnaire to be
completed by the three groups of respondents ran smoothly, and to ensure that all
questions were easily understood by respondents.

As a result of the pilot, a couple of questions were simplified, but most particularly
the questionnaire’s introduction to encourage a respondent to participate was re-
phrased more positively, to stress the importance of the survey and in turn the
importance of the respondent’s participation.

Fieldwork phase

The National Gambling Survey commenced on 30 March 1999 and was completed
by 27 April 1999 — a fieldwork phase of four weeks. While this period took in
Easter and two weeks of school holidays in six of the eight states/territories, it is
unlikely to have had an appreciable impact on the contact rate. As noted in the
following section, a very satisfactory contact rate of 86 per cent was achieved. This
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result in turn reflects the survey protocols in place to maximise the contact rate —
such as requiring up to five call attempts to make a contact, scheduled over a period
of time. This meant that most respondents who could not be contacted on the first
attempt were able to be contacted after the subsequent callbacks were completed.

F.10 Response rates in gambling prevalence surveys

Elements of a response rate — contact and participation rates

The response rate to a survey can be defined as the ratio of the number of
respondents that participate in the survey to the total number of respondents eligible
to participate. In the case of gambling surveys which generally interview one
respondent per household, it can be described as the outcome of the following two
determinants:

• the contact rate — the proportion of eligible individuals that are contacted; and

• the participation rate — the proportion of eligible individuals contacted that
participate in the survey.

The response rate can therefore be defined as RR = (Hc / He)*(Hp / Hc),

where He = number of eligible individuals surveyed;
Hc = number of eligible individuals contacted; and
Hp = number of individuals that participate.

The number of eligible individuals can differ from the number of individuals
selected to be surveyed. Sample loss arises when selected units are subsequently
found to be ‘out of scope’ of the survey. For example, in the case of a telephone
survey, a selected telephone number dialled at random would be invalid if it turned
out to be a business number, a fax number, or a disconnected number. A household
would also be out of scope if no occupant met the age requirements for the survey
(in gambling surveys of adults, persons 18 years of age or older).

Once an eligible individual is contacted, the respondent can either agree to
participate or refuse; or after initially agreeing, may terminate the interview before it
is completed. Another category of contact is one where an individual indicates that
it is not a convenient time to be interviewed, and an appointment is made. However,
they will turn out to be a non-response if subsequent callbacks fail to elicit a
completed interview.
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How have response rates been calculated in practice?

In relation to US experience, Volberg (1997) has commented that response rates for
telephone surveys have generally declined in recent years because of the
proliferation of fax machines, answering machines, blocking devices and other
telecommunications technology that make it more difficult to identify and recruit
eligible individuals. According to Volberg, the consequence has been that:

... response rates for telephone surveys are now calculated in several different ways
although all of these approaches involve dividing the number of respondents by the
number of contacts believed to be eligible. Differences in response rates result from
different ways of calculating the denominator, ie. the number of individuals eligible to
respond (1997, p. 6, emphasis added).

Two main approaches for calculating a survey response rate can be distinguished:

• Upper bound method — with this approach, the numbers that cannot be reached
(the no reply/no answer category) are treated as ‘eligibility not determined’ and
deducted from the total numbers dialled before ineligible numbers are taken into
account. Other numbers dialled also treated in this way in Gerstein et al. (1999)
include those where ‘language barriers’ prevent the relevant respondent being
identified and those picked up by an ‘answering machine’.

• Conservative method — an alternative approach is to treat the no replies as
eligible numbers. This is the view of Shaffer et al. (1997) who regard deleting
from the denominator those households that fail to answer the phone as
improperly inflating the response rate.

To illustrate how these different methods can influence the magnitude of the
response rate, some calculations are presented for selected surveys:

• Volberg (1997) — a survey for Oregon yields an upper bound response rate of
61 per cent, whereas the use of more conservative approaches result in a
response rate of around 50 per cent.

• Abbot and Volberg (1991) — a survey for New Zealand reports a response rate
of 66 per cent; however, if the no replies are treated as eligible, the lower bound
response rate is 59 per cent.

• Wynne Resources (1998) — a survey for Alberta, Canada reports a response rate
of 67 per cent; however, if the no replies are treated as eligible, the lower bound
response rate is around 46 per cent.

• Gerstein et al. (1999) — a national survey for the United States, reports a
response rate of 58 per cent; however, if the ‘no answers’, ‘foreign language’
and ‘answering machine’ categories are treated as eligible, the lower bound
response rate is 51 per cent.
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F.11 Contact and participation rates achieved

Because of the two phase nature of the survey, contact and participation rates are
reported for the screener and the main questionnaire (table F.3). The following
discussion details the conservative approach to calculating the response rate, though
calculations for the screener questionnaire are reported in terms of both the
conservative and upper bound approaches to allow comparisons with other studies.

Phase 1 — the screener questionnaire

Of the 31 886 numbers originally dialled, 6 623 were classified as ineligible for a
variety of reasons:

• they were a disconnected number, or a business or fax number;

• there was no-one in the household aged 18 years or over; or there was no-one
available in the younger age groups when the respondent selection was changed
from the last birthday method to the respondent that had the age-gender
description needed to fill the quotas to their minimum level; and

• other reasons for ineligibility (such as cellular phone numbers, respondents
having two numbers, hearing problems/elderly).

A total of 22 460 calls can therefore be regarded as ‘eligible’ numbers. Two
categories of ‘no replies’ are reported in the table — the ‘no replies 4+ callbacks’
(those where there was no answer even after 5 call attempts) and the ‘no replies < 4
callbacks’ (those that did not have their full number of callbacks completed by the
cut-off date for the end of the fieldwork phase). Ideally the latter number should be
as close as possible to zero; but it is still small relative to the total numbers dialled
(around 1 per cent).

The contact rate achieved was 86 per cent. After taking account of terminations,
refusals, and appointments not met, 10 609 completed screeners were obtained — a
participation rate of 55 per cent. The overall response rate for the screener was
therefore 47 per cent. Using the upper bound method (treating the no replies as
‘eligibility not determined’ and therefore excluded from eligible numbers) gives a
response rate of 55 per cent. The results for the National Gambling Survey are
therefore similar to the best of the surveys that have been carried out in recent times.
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Table F.3 Contact and participation rates for National Gambling Survey

Item/nature of respondent No. No.

Conservative method
Total numbers dialled 31 886

Ineligible — disconnected number, business, fax 6 623
Ineligible — no-one fits introductory/quota criteria 1 719
Ineligible — mobile phone, other reasons 1 084

Eligible numbers 22 460
No replies (< 4 callbacks) 375
No replies (4+ callbacks) 2 683
Engaged 39

Eligible Contacts 19 363

Upper bound method
Total numbers dialled 31 886

No replies (< 4 callbacks) 375
No replies (4+ callbacks) 2 683
Engaged 39

Total less eligibility not determined 28 789
Ineligible — disconnected number, business, fax 6 623
Ineligible — no-one fits introductory/quota criteria 1 719
Ineligible — mobile phone, other reasons 1 084

Eligible numbers 19 363

Appointments 78
Refusals (before relevant respondent identified) 7 657
Foreign language a 230
Other terminations b 96

Screener questionnaire

Relevant respondent identified 11 302
Refuses to continue 450
Agrees and starts screener 10 852
Terminates mid-screener 243
Completes screener 10 609

Screener contact rate (conservative method) (%) 86
Screener participation rate (conservative method) (%) 55

Screener response rate (conservative method) (%) 47
Screener response rate (upper bound method) (%) 55

Main questionnaire

Qualifies 3 809
Refuses to continue 260
Agrees and starts interview 3 549
Terminates mid-interview 51
Completes interview 3 498

Main questionnaire participation rate (%) 92
a  While foreign language interviews were undertaken, this category represents those who the interviewers
were unable to get back to. b  Includes ‘did not wish to continue’; ‘no reason given’.

Source:   PC National Gambling Survey.
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Being aware of the need to minimise refusals, the CATI system for the National
Gambling Survey included several help screens for interviewers to assist them to
persuade people who indicated an unwillingness to participate to change their
minds. However, virtually all of the refusals occurred right at the outset, so that
interviewers had little or no opportunity to convert them to participants.

The issue of refusals is important only if it is likely to bias the results — and bias
will arise if non-respondents have characteristics and gambling behaviour patterns
different from those persons who respond to the survey. In relation to gambling
surveys, the presumption is usually that because of the sensitive nature of problem
gambling, people with gambling problems are more likely to refuse to participate —
in which case the problem gambling prevalence rates obtained will be under-
estimates. But on the other hand, refusals may be more evenly divided between
gamblers and non-gamblers. As Abbot and Volberg (1992) noted in relation to the
first New Zealand survey:

While it is not possible to provide data about those who refused to take part, anecdotal
evidence points to refusals coming both from those who were sensitive about the
subject, and also from those who were disinterested because of lack of involvement
(p. 75).

An approximate independent check is available for the National Gambling Survey
on whether the gambler/non-gambler split obtained is representative of the
population as a whole. In the ABS Population Survey Monitor for 1995-96, data
were obtained on participation by persons aged 18 years or over in different types of
gambling. While this information is somewhat dated and gambling participation
would be expected to have increased since that time, an advantage of the Population
Survey Monitor is that the response rate was relatively high (around 80 per cent) so
that non-response bias would be expected to be small.

In the Population Survey Monitor, 10 803 adults Australia-wide were asked whether
they had participated in a form of gambling in the week prior to the interview. The
survey yielded the result that around 48 per cent of the adult population in 1995-96
had participated in a gambling activity in the previous week. The National
Gambling Survey obtained information on gambling participation on a different
basis — 10 633 adults reported on whether they had participated in a form of
gambling in the twelve months prior to the interview. As discussed elsewhere in the
report, this yielded the result that around 82 per cent of the adult population had
gambled on at least one occasion during the 12 month period (excluding raffles only
participants).

To enable a comparison between the surveys, the information obtained from the
National Gambling Survey was recalculated to estimate what proportion of the
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population would most likely have played in any single week in the twelve month
period. The approach used was as follows:

• those who participated at least once per week can be assumed to have
participated in any given week;

• those who participated between 1 and 3 times per month were assumed to have a
24/52 probability of participating in any given week; and

• those who participated less frequently than once per month were assumed to
have a 5/52 probability of participating in any given week.

On this basis, results from the National Gambling Survey suggest that around 50 per
cent of the adult population would have participated in some form of gambling
activity in a typical week in 1998-99. Allowing for differences in time periods and
gambling activities captured in the surveys, the similarity of the gambling
prevalence estimates (48 and 50 per cent) suggests that respondents to the National
Gambling Survey are likely to be representative of the adult population as a whole in
relation to the gambler/non-gambler split.

Phase 2 — the main questionnaire

Of the 3809 participants who were offered a phase 2 interview, fully completed
questionnaires were obtained from 3498 — a participation rate of 92 per cent. These
completed interviews comprised: 1225 regular gamblers, 1290 non-regular gamblers
and 983 non gamblers. The 1225 regulars comprised 889 respondents who
participated in any single gambling activity (apart from lottery games or instant
scratch tickets) at least once per week, or whose overall participation in gambling
activities (apart from lottery games or instant scratch tickets) was the equivalent of
weekly; and 336 ‘big spending’ and other respondents transferred from the non-
regular category by filter 3.

F.11 The questionnaire

The CATI version of the National Gambling Survey is attached.
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