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1. 2020 New York State Problem Gambling Prevalence Survey Overview 

1.1 Survey Purpose 
Data on the prevalence of gambling and problem gambling are sparse; only a few population-based 

surveys performed in the 1990s and early 2000s reported data on adults1 at the national level. The last 

statewide household survey of problem gambling conducted by the New York State (NYS) Office of 

Addiction Services and Supports (OASAS) was in 2006. However, these data may not reflect current 

prevalence estimates for several reasons, including the age of the estimates and changes to NYS 

gambling laws since 2006, such as the legalization of commercial casinos in 2013 and the start of sports 

betting at commercial casinos in 2019.  

The gaming industry is regulated at the state level, and gambling activities in New York take place 

through or at commercial casinos, horse racing, off track betting, lotteries, video lottery gaming, and 

interactive fantasy sports activities, among others. Since July 2005, OASAS has assumed all statutory 

authority for the funding and oversight of gambling prevention, treatment, and recovery services in NYS. 

OASAS funds seven regional Problem Gambling Resource Centers that provide education and training, 

referral, assessment, treatment, and recovery support programs. To monitor trends, assess the need for 

services, identify gaps in services, and subsequently develop appropriate evidence-based programs and 

strategies for their target populations, OASAS must be able to accurately qualify and quantify the extent 

of problem gambling among New Yorkers.  

1.2 Survey Goals 

OASAS contracted with RTI International to conduct a survey that would provide statistically valid 

prevalence estimates of past-year gambling and problem gambling, attitudes and behaviors toward 

gambling, and awareness of resources for problem gambling services among non-institutionalized adult 

New Yorkers (ages 18 and older). Estimates were to be developed statewide, in seven sub-state 

geographic regions (defined in Table 1), and among sociodemographic groups based on gender, age, and 

race/ethnicity. 

  

 
1 Welte, J. W., Barnes, G. M., Wieczorek, W. F., Tidwell, M. C. O., & Parker, J. (2001). Alcohol and gambling pathology among 

U.S. adults: Prevalence, demographic patterns and co-morbidity. Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 62, 706ς712.  
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Exhibit  1. 1.  Geographic Regions for Sampling and Analysis  

Geographic Strata  Counties in Strat um  

New York City  Bronx, Kings, New York, Queens, Richmond  

Long Island  Suffolk, Nassau  

Mid -Hudson  
Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, Ulster, Westchester, 
Sullivan  

Central  
Jefferson, St. Lawrence, Oneida, Madison, Lewis, Oswego, 
Onondaga, Cayuga, Cortland, Chenango, Delaware, Herkimer, 
Otsego  

Western  
Niagara, Orleans, Genesee, Wyoming, Erie, Chautauqua, 
Cattaraugus, Allegany  

Northeast  

Franklin, Clinton, Essex, Hamilton, Warren, Fulton, Saratoga, 

Montgomery, Schoharie, Albany, Schenectady, Greene, 
Columbia, Rensselaer, Washington  

Finger Lakes  
Monroe , Wayne, Ontario, Livingston, Yates, Steuben, Tioga, 
Broome, Tompkins, Schuyler, Chemung, Seneca  
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2. Survey Topics  
In April 2019, OASAS provided RTI with a draft of the New York Problem Gambling Prevalence Survey, 

which RTI reviewed before making suggestions to OASAS about item placement and wording. Because 

gambling prevalence would be determined using data collected during the COVID-19 pandemic, RTI also 

suggested that OASAS consider whether specific items should be revised to ask about behaviors both 

before and during the pandemic. The final questionnaire included the following topics: 

¶ Section A: Recreation and Activities 

o Questions about volunteering or participating in clubs, sports, religious events, or other 

community activities. 

¶ Section B: Gambling Activities 

o Questions about gambling in the past 12 months, changes in types of gambling and 

gambling locations before and during the COVID-19 pandemic, reasons for gambling, 

amount of money spent on gambling, and problem gambling behaviors. 

¶ Section C: Gaming Activities 

o Questions about time spent playing video or computer games and problem gaming 

behaviors. 

¶ Section D: Gambling Awareness 

o Questions about age first gambled, whether friends/family gamble, opinions about 

acceptability of gambling, and recognition of warning gambling signs. 

¶ Section E: About Your Health 

o Questions about overall health status, mental health status, problems with other addictive 

behaviors before and during the COVID-19 pandemic and problems with alcohol, tobacco, or 

other drugs before and during the COVID-19 pandemic. 

¶ Section F: About You and Your Household 

o Demographics such as age, marital status, household composition, education, employment, 

race, ethnicity, income, gender identity, and sexual orientation. 
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3. Results  

3.1 Executive Summary  
Data for the New York Problem Gambling Prevalence Survey were collected between July 24 and 

December 21, 2020. Overall, 3,845 surveys were completed (580 by mail and 3,265 by web), for an 

overall weighted response rate of 27.9% using the American Association of Public Opinion Research 

(AAPOR) RR2 definition. 

Gambling Prevalence 
Survey respondents were classified as Non-Gamblers, Recreational Gamblers, and Problem Gamblers 

based on responses to survey items matched to nine of the DSM criteria for Problem Gamblers. Those 

professing to have gambled within the past year but who met none of the criteria were classified as 

Recreational Gamblers whereas those meeting at least one of the criteria for problem gambling were 

classified as such. This classification yielded the following:  

¶ Overall, 29.4% of participants responŘŜŘ ά¸Ŝǎέ ǘƻ ƎŀƳōƭƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ мн ƳƻƴǘƘǎ. 

¶ Non-Gamblers represented 70.6% of the New York population with Recreational Gamblers and 

Problem Gamblers representing 25.1% and 4.3%, respectively.  

¶ Of gamblers, 85.4% were considered Recreational Gamblers with the remaining 14.6% classified 

as Problem Gamblers.  

¶ Of those classified as Problem Gamblers, 84.4% met, at most, two of the criteria required to be 

classified as a Problem Gambler. 

Gambler Demographics 
Restricting the sample to Recreational and Problem Gamblers only reveals a greater percentage of men 

are Problem Gamblers (16.6%) compared with women (12.5%). The New York City and Mid-Hudson 

regions had higher rates of Problem Gamblers (18.6% and 18.2%) compared with other regions in NYS. 

Although perhaps not surprising given bŜǿ ¸ƻǊƪ /ƛǘȅΩǎ population size, the Mid-Hudson region had a 

smaller share of the population compared with other regions with lower prevalence of Problem 

Gamblers. In contrast to these regions, the prevalence of problem gambling was lower in the Finger 

Lakes and Northeast regions at 11.1% and 11.5%, respectively.  

The youngest age group, 18ς24, had the highest percentage of Problem Gamblers (24.8%) compared 

with their older counterparts. In contrast, the age group immediately above the youngest, 25ς29, had 

the lowest percentage of Problem Gamblers at 7.5%. Those in the 30ς44 age group had the second 

highest percentage of gamblers classified as Problem Gamblers at 20.7%.  

Significant differences for the distribution of Recreational and Problem Gamblers were found for the 

following sociodemographic groups:  

¶ Nearly significant differences were found in terms of race with Non-Hispanic Black respondents 

having an overall higher percentage of Problem Gamblers compared with other Race/Ethnicity 

categories; approximately one-quarter were classified as Problem Gamblers. 

¶ With respect to income, we saw a trend with higher income populations (>$75,000k) having 

higher percentages of Recreational Gamblers, above 88%, compared with the lowest income 
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group (<$30K) at 75.9%. Given the overall distribution of Recreational Gamblers is 85.4% these 

percentages differ significantly from what would be expected. Furthermore, the higher a 

ƎŀƳōƭŜǊΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǎǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ a Problem Gambler. 

¶ A similar trend was seen regarding education with those at the highest education level, 

Graduate degree, indicating only 5.4% of their gambling population as Problem Gamblers 

compared with 21.8% for those with a high school degree or less. This may suggest the higher 

the educational attainment of a gambler, the less likely they are to be classified as a Problem 

Gambler. 

Effects of NY PAUSE 
Participants were asked to consider behaviors exhibited and gambling activities participated in before 

and during the period known as NY PAUSE. NY PAUSE was defined as the period starting March 22, 

2020, where many non-essential businesses and services were temporarily closed because of the COVID-

19 pandemic. We highlight here whether participants who gambled changed their most frequent 

gambling activities after NY PAUSE was instated (for example, switching from casino play to fantasy 

sports) and if survey respondents experienced any change in ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ όά¸ŜǎΣ L ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳέ ƻǊ 

άbƻΣ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳέύ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ŀƭŎƻƘƻƭΣ ŘǊǳƎΣ and tobacco use.  

The distribution of those changing gambling activities and those not changing were similar among 

Recreational Gamblers, representing over 85% in each category. Gambling activities included lottery, 

raffle tickets, playing cards for money, bingo, sports, slot machines, table games (such as craps, 

blackjack, roulette, Pai Gow), horses, dogs/cock fighting/other animals, dice games/coin flips, office 

pools, bowling, pool, darts, fantasy sports leagues or daily fantasy contests, and E-sports (online video 

games). 

When examining problems with alcohol and substance use, we note significant differences in terms of 

consistent behavior. Although Problem Gamblers represented 4.3% of the population overall, they 

comprise 14.7% of the population for those with an alcohol, tobacco, or other drug problem both before 

and during NY Pause. That is nearly 3 times the percentage one would expect.  

Gambling Addiction 
!ƭƭ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ά5ƻ ȅƻǳ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ƎŀƳōƭƛƴƎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀƴ ŀŘŘƛŎǘƛƻƴ ƭƛƪŜ ŀƭŎƻƘƻƭΣ 

ŘǊǳƎǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻōŀŎŎƻΚέ ! ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǿŀǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ between the gambling status groups. There was 

a decreasing trend in terms of those responding "No" to gambling being an addiction as one moved 

from Problem Gamblers to Non-Gamblers. Among Problem Gamblers 13.4% do not believe it is an 

addiction while 8.6% of Recreational Gamblers also believed it is not an addiction. This stands in 

contrast to the 5.9% of Non-Gamblers who also do not believe it is an addiction. 

Mental Health 
All survey participants were also asked whether they experienced any mental health issues within the 

past year. There were no differences in mental health issues between Non-Gamblers (28.7%), 

Recreational Gamblers (28.2%), and Problem Gamblers (33.9%). The percentage of each type of gambler 

with or without mental health issues is consistent with their overall percentages within the population.  
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Gaming Activity  
Among all gamblers, playing different aspects of the lottery remained the most popular activity before 

and during NY PAUSE. Gaming was the second most popular activity, but its popularity decreased during 

NY PAUSE. 

Exhibit 3.1a. Weighted Percentages ï Among Gamblers, Gambling Status  and 

Sex  

 

The Bottom Line 

¶ Exhibit 3.1a suggests that among all gamblers, Problem Gambling may be more prevalent 

among male gamblers compared with female gamblers. 

¶ Male gamblers have a higher percentage (16.6%) of those who would be considered 

Problem Gamblers compared with female gamblers (12.5%).  
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Exhibit 3.1b. Weighted Percentages ï Among Gamblers, Gambling Status 

and Age  

 

 

The Bottom Line 

¶ Exhibit 3.1b highlights that 18ς24 year old gamblers had the highest percentage (24.8%) 

of Problem Gamblers compared with their older gambling peers.  

¶ Conversely, the next closest age group, 25ς29 year old gamblers, had the lowest 

percentage of gamblers at 7.5%.  

¶ Gamblers aged 30ς44 have the second highest percentage of Problem Gamblers, 

apparently reversing the trend among the youngest gamblers.  
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Exhibit 3.1c. Weighted Percentages ï Among Gamblers, Gambling Status and 

Education Status  

 

 

The Bottom Line 

¶ Exhibit 3.1c highlights an inverse relationship between problem gambling and educational 

attainment. The higher the educational attainment of a gambler, the less likely they are to be 

classified as a Problem Gambler.  

¶ This is evident when one notes the percentage of Problem Gamblers among the least 

educated gamblers is 21.8% whereas the percentage of Problem Gamblers among the most 

educated is 5.4%.  
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Exhibit 3.1d. Weighted Percentages ï Among Gamblers, Gambling Status 

and Race/Ethnicity  

 

 

The Bottom Line 

¶ Exhibit 3.1d highlights that Problem Gambling among Non-Hispanic Black gamblers 

could be considered a more serious issue compared with their other racial and 

ethnic counterparts, particularly Non-Hispanic White gamblers.  

¶ Non-Hispanic Black gamblers have the highest percentage of Problem Gamblers at 

25.1%.  
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Exhibit 3.1e. Weighted Percentages ï Among Gamblers, Gambling Status and 

Region  

 

 

The Bottom Line 

¶ Exhibit 3.1e highlights that the New York City and Mid-Hudson regions have the highest 

percentages of Problem Gamblers at 18.6% and 18.2%, respectively.  

¶ In contrast, the prevalence of problem gambling is lower in the Finger Lakes and Northeast 

regions, at 11.1% and 11.5%, respectively.  
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Exhibit 3.1f. Weighted Percentages ï Among Gamblers, Gambling Status and 

Income  

 

 

The Bottom Line 

¶ Exhibit 3.1f highlights an inverse relationship, like education status, between problem 

gambling and affluence. 

¶ The higher a ƎŀƳōƭŜǊΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǎǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ a Problem Gambler. 

This is evident when one notes the percentage of Problem Gamblers among the poorest 

gamblers is at 24.1% whereas the percentage of Problem Gamblers among the highest 

income gamblers is 11.2%. 
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Exhibit  3. 2.  Gambling Activity (Before and After NY Pause) by Gambling Status 

(Recreational Gambler, Problem Gambler)  

Change in Gambling Activity 

before and during NY PAUSE  

Recreational Gambler  Problem Gambler  P- value  

Weighted % , (95% CI)  
Weighted % , 

(95% CI)  
  

No Change in Activity  84.3 (79.8 ï87.9)  15.7 (12.1 ï20.2)  0.1614  

Change in Activity  88.3 (83.9 ï91.6)  11.7 (8.4 ï16.1)    

 

Exhibit 3.3. Weighted  Percentages ï Gambling Status and Change in 

Gambling Activity  

 

 

The Bottom Line 

¶ Exhibit 3.3 suggests the change in gambling activity between Problem and 

Recreational Gamblers was not significant, with 11.7% of Problem Gamblers changing 

their gambling activity from before to during NY Pause, compared with 15.7% of 

Recreational Gamblers.  
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Exhibit 3.4 . Belief in Gambling as an Addiction by Gambling Status (Non - Gambler, 

Recreational Gambler, Problem Gambler)  

  

Non-Gambler 
Recreational 

Gambler 
Problem 
Gambler 

P-value 
Weighted %,  

(95% CI) 
Weighted %,  

(95% CI) 
Weighted %, 

(95% CI) 

Do you believe gambling 
can become an addiction 
like alcohol, drugs, and  

    

tobacco? 

     

Yes 5.9 (4.7 ï 7.4) 8.6 (6.3 ï 11.8) 13.4 (7.1 ï 23.8) 0.0182* 

No 94.1 (92.6 ï 95.3) 91.4 (88.2 ï 93.7) 86.6 (76.2 ï 92.9)  

 

 

Exhibit 3.5. Weighted Percentages ï Belief in Addiction by Gambling Status  

 

 

The Bottom Line 

Exhibit 3.5 suggests that Problem Gamblers are less likely to consider gambling an addiction. A 

significant difference was found between the gambling status groups. There was a decreasing trend in 

terms of those responding "No" to gambling being an addiction as one moved from Problem 

Gamblers to Non-Gamblers. Among Problem Gamblers 13.4% do not believe it is an addiction while 

8.6% of Recreational Gamblers also believed it is not an addiction. This stands in contrast to the 5.9% 

of Non-Gamblers who also do not believe it is an addiction. 
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Exhibit 3.6 . Alcohol, Tobacco, and Drug Usage pre -  an d  during NY PAUSE by 

Gambling Status (Non - Gambler, Recreational Gambler, Problem 

Gambler)  

Alcohol, 
Tobacco, 

Other Drug 

Problems -  
Before NY 

PAUSE  

Alcohol, 
Tobacco, 

Other Drug 

Proble ms -  
After NY 
PAUSE  

Non - Gambler  
Recreational 

Gambler  
Problem 
Gambler  

P- value  
Weighted % , 

(95% CI)  
Weighted % , 

(95% CI)  
Weighted % , 

(95% CI)  

Yes Yes 56.9 (46.3 ï66.9)  28.4 (20.2 ï38.2)  14.7 (8.1 ï25.3)  0.0040**  

No No 71.4 (69.3 ï73.4)  24.7 (22.8 ï26.7)  3.9 (3.0 ï4.9)    

Yes No 68.1 (51.0 ï81.5)  26.5 (14.6 ï43.4)  5.3 (1.6 ï16.2)    

No Yes 75.0 (63.5 ï83.8)  19.5 (11.9 ï30.1)  5.5 (2.1 ï13.6)    

Exhibit 3.7.  Weighted Percentages ï Substance Abuse Problem by Gambling 

Status   

 

The Bottom Line 

¶ Exhibit 3.7 suggests that Problem Gamblers were more likely to have issues with alcohol 

and substance use before and during NY PAUSE.  

¶ Problem Gamblers make up 14.7% of those who had continuing issues. This contrasts with 

their relative makeup in the whole population, which is around 4.3%.  

¶ The percentage of Recreational Gamblers in each usage category is relatively consistent 

with their overall makeup in the population (25.1%) with the exception of those who 

started experiencing issues during NY PAUSE.  
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Exhibit 3.8. Mental Health Issues within past 12 months by Gambling Status 

(Non - Gambler, Recreational Gambler, Problem Gambler)  

 In the past 12 months, 
have you had any mental 
health issues that affect 
your mood, thinking 
and/or behaviors such as 

depressio n or anxiety?  

Non - Gambler  
Recreational 

Gambler  
Problem 
Gambler  

P- value  

Weighted %, 
(95% CI)  

Weighted %, 
(95% CI)  

Weighted %, 
(95% CI)  

  

Yes 28.7 (26.4 ï 31.1) 33.9 (24.4 ï 45.0) 28.2 (24.2 ï 32.6) 0.5831  

No 71.3 (68.9 ï 73.6) 66.1 (55.0 ï 75.6) 71.8 (67.4 ï 75.8)   

 

 

Figure 3.9. Weighted Percentages ï Mental Health Issue by Gambling Status  

 

 

The Bottom Line 

Figure 3.9 illustrates that there is no significant difference in mental health issues between Non-

Gamblers (28.7%), Recreational Gamblers (28.2%), or Problem Gamblers (33.9%). The percentage of 

each type of gambler with or without mental health issues is consistent with their overall percentages 

within the population. 
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Figure 3.10. Weighted Percentages ï Gambling Activities  

 

 

The Bottom Line 

Figure 3.10 highlights that playing the Lottery remained the most popular activity before 

and during NY PAUSE. While gaming was the second-most popular activity its popularity 

decreased during NY PAUSE.  
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4. Key Survey Items: Tables and Figures 

Exhibit  4 .1 . Unweighted and Weighted Demographic Totals by Gambling Status (Non - Gambler, Recreat ional 

Gambler, Problem Gambler, and Total)  

  

Non - Gamblers  Recreational Gambler  Problem Gambler  All Survey Respondents  

Unweigh ted  Weighted  Unweighted  Weighted  Unweighted  Weighted  Unweighted  Weighted  

(N=2,616)  (N=10,519,504)  (N=1,090)  (N=3,731,707)  (N=139)  (N=638,531)  (N=3,845)  (N=14,889,742)  

Sex                  

Male  1,033  4,817,719  448  1,783,171  73  355,308  1,554  6,956,198  

Female  1,551  5,559,110  611  1,839,812  63  262,696  2,225  7,661,617  

Sexual Orientation                  

Heterosexual or 
straight  

2,351  9,288,755  1,001  3,315,887  121  537,689  3,473  13,142,330  

Gay or Lesbian  83  290,494  25  77,836  7 30,933  115  399,262  

Bisexual  75  341,324  23  140,918  6 28,924  104  511,165  

Different orientation  55  302,259  8 64,118  0 0 63  366,376  

Gender Identity                  

Not transgender  2,539  10,127,861  1,054  3,605,023  0 0 3,727  14,331,395  

Yes, transgender ï 
male to female  

3 17,745  0 0 0 0 3 17,745  

Yes, transgender ï 
female to male  

5 30,731  0 0 0 0 5 30,731  

Yes, transgender ï 
gender nonconforming  

16  67,466  2 5,363  0 0 18  72,829  

Age                  

18ï24  161  1,251,109  25  189,266  10  62,461  196  1,502,837  

25ï29  217  1,144,331  51  261,974  4 21,297  272  1,427,601  

30ï44  743  2,727,291  263  769,734  49  201,444  1,055  3,698,469  
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45ï64  837  3,112,483  483  1,621,564  37  168,687  1,357  4,902,734  

65 or older  630  2,166,353  241  800,773  37  178,330  908  3,145,456  

Education                  

High School  or Less  463  3,933,304  159  1,193,010  43  333,196  665  5,459,510  

Some 
College/Associates  

702  2,634,892  340  993,020  48  166,667  1,090  3,794,580  

Bachelors  676  2,113,423  293  885,807  29  100,548  998  3,099,778  

Graduate  733  1,649,271  269  560,225  17  31,809  1,019  2,241,304  

Race/Ethnicity                  

Hispanic  306  1,995,374  81  478,347  14  113,363  401  2,587,084  

Non -Hispanic  White  1,705  5,551,932  823  2,442,872  92  345,282  2,620  8,340,085  

Non -Hispanic  Black  201  1,427,571  79  390,611  18  130,873  298  1,949,054  

Non -Hispanic  Other  357  1,302,127  76  301,938  13  42,702  446  1,646,767  

Income                  

<$30K  608  3,241,165  156  693,150  36  219,746  800  4,154,061  

$30Kï$75K  792  3,459,642  357  1,330,317  43  200,388  1,192  4,990,347  

$75K or greater  1,159  3,606,123  538  1,558,938  56  196,274  1,753  5,361,336  

Region                  

New York City  862  4,890,915  234  1,258,597  38  287,894  1,134  6,437,407  

Long Island  359  1,544,623  168  603,479  12  42,906  539  2,191,009  

Mid -Hudson  324  1,307,578  115  347,802  16  77,362  455  1,732,742  

Central  264  690,400  124  366,077  17  60,643  405  1,117,120  

Western  253  681,846  167  447,703  23  79,288  443  1,208,836  

Northeast  273  648,650  158  348,545  18  45,429  449  1,042,624  

Finger Lakes  281  755,492  124  359,504  15  45,008  420  1,160,004  
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Marital Status  
                

Married  1,276  4,630,686  543  1,672,663  60  257,139  1,879  6,560,487  

Living with your 

partner  
233  923,213  115  418,901  17  84,927  365  1,427,042  

Separated, but still 
legally married  

76  300,351  31  102,517  5 25,416  112  428,284  

Divorced  241  808,093  128  399,500  14  65,007  383  1,272,600  

Widowed  157  539,806  59  225,929  5 26,467  221  792,201  

Never been married  607  3,212,475  186  822,485  35  163,327  828  4,198,288  

Home Ownership                  

Owned by you or 
someone living with 
you  

1,557  5,504,012  757  2,466,683  80  340,035  2,394  8,310,730  

Rented  988  4,695,780  286  1,095,881  55  264,368  1,329  6,056,029  

Occupied without 
payment of rent  

38  154,290  19  72,314  1 18,038  58  244,642  

Language other than 
English spoken at 
home  

                

Yes 758  3,907,970  205  927,799  35  222,575  998  5,058,344  

No 1,826  6,470,310  857  2,707,079  100  389,994  2,783  9,567,383  
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Exhibit  4 .2 . Demographic Distribution of All Gamblers by Gambling Status 

(Recreational Gambler, Problem Gambler)  

  

Recreational Gambler  

Weighted %, (95% 
CI)  

Problem Gambler  

Weighted %, (95% 
CI)  

P- value  

Sex     

Male  83.4 (78.7 ï87.2)  16.6 (12.8 ï21.3)  0.1677  

Female  87.5 (83.0 ï90.9)  12.5 (9.1 ï17.0)   

Age     

18ï24  75.2 (52.6 ï89.2)  24.8 (10.8 ï47.4)  0.4631  

25ï29  92.5 (80.3 ï97.4)  7.5 (2.6 ï19.7)   

30ï44  79.3 (72.1 ï84.9)  20.7 (15.1 ï27.9)   

45ï64  90.6 (85.7 ï93.9)  9.4 (6.1 ï14.3)   

65 or older  81.8 (74.6 ï87.3)  18.2 (12.7 ï25.4)   

Education     

High School  or Less  78.2 (70.5 ï84.3)  21.8 (15.7 ï29.5)  p<0.0001**  

Some College/Associates  85.6 (80.5 ï89.6)  14.4 (10.4 ï19.5)   

Bachelors  89.8 (85.2 ï93.1)  10.2 (6.9 ï14.8)   

Graduate  94.6 (91.1 ï96.8)  5.4 (3.2 ï8.9)   

Race/Ethnicity     

Hispanic  80.8 (67.4 ï89.6)  19.2 (10.4 ï32.6)  0.0473*  

Non -Hispanic  White  87.6 (84.4 ï90.2)  12.4 (9.8 ï15.6)   

Non -Hispanic  Black  74.9 (62.4 ï84.3)  25.1 (15.7 ï37.6)   

Non -Hispanic  Other  87.6 (75.1 ï94.3)  12.4 (5.7 ï24.9)   

Income     

<$30K  75.9 (66.6 ï83.3)  24.1 (16.7 ï33.4)  0.0086**  

$30Kï$75K  86.9 (82.0 ï90.7)  13.1 (9.3 ï18.0)   

$75K or greater  88.8 (84.5 ï92.1)  11.2 (7.9 ï15.5)   

Region     

New York City  81.4 (74.4 ï86.8)  18.6 (13.2 ï25.6)  0.1300  

Long Island  93.4 (87.1 ï96.7)  6.6 (3.3 ï12.9)   

Mid-Hudson  81.8 (71.2 ï89.1)  18.2 (10.9 ï28.8)   

Central  85.8 (75.2 ï92.3)  14.2 (7.7 ï24.8)   

Western  85.0 (76.7 ï90.6)  15.0 (9.4 ï23.3)   

Northeast  88.5 (80.7 ï93.4)  11.5 (6.6 ï19.3)   

Finger Lakes  88.9 (80.8 ï93.8)  11.1 (6.2 ï19.2)   
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5. Survey Design and Methodology 
This section describes the sampling methods used for the 2020 New York State Problem Gambling 

Prevalence Survey. The target population is adults age 18+ living in residential housing units in NYS. 

Exhibit 5.1 provides a summary of the sample design. 

Exhibi t 5.1 . Sample Design Summary  

Target Population  Adult age 18+ living in residential housing units in NYS 

Frame  RTI Enhanced ABS Frame for NYS 

Selection  Methods  

Address Selection: Stratified systematic sample of addresses  

Address Stratification: Regions of New York  

Person Selection: Within -household selection with next birthday method  

Mode  

Contact Mode: Mail  

Response Options:  Computer Aided Web Interview (CAWI)  and Paper 
and Pencil Interview (PAPI)  

Initial Sample Size  14,209 addresses  

Completed Interviews  3,845 adults  

Response Rates  
Unweighted: 27.6%  

Weighted: 27.9%  

 

5.1 Sampling Frame 
¢ƘŜ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ǿŀǎ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ w¢LΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 9ƴƘŀƴŎŜŘ !ŘŘǊŜǎǎ-Based Sampling (ABS) Frame. 

The foundation of the ABS ŦǊŀƳŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ tƻǎǘŀƭ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜΩǎ /ƻƳǇǳǘŜǊƛȊŜŘ 5ŜƭƛǾŜǊȅ {ŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ό/5{ύ ŦƛƭŜ, 

which is made available to the public through nonexclusive license agreements with qualified private 

companies.2 RTI licenses the CDS from one of only two nationally qualified vendors. We receive monthly 

updates, ensuring that we are using the most current frame data available. RTI increases the utility of 

our National ABS frame by appending ancillary information from public and private sources. RTI appends 

geographic and demographic data from public sources like the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Department of 

Agriculture, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. In 

addition, RTI augments our ABS frame with the Acxiom InfoBase marketing database (also updated 

monthly), which contains more than 500 address- and person-level characteristics. Using this database, 

RTI applied address-level demographics to the entire frame, giving us additional tools for improving 

sample designs. The combination of these data sources forms w¢LΩǎ 9ƴƘŀƴŎŜŘ !.{ ŦǊŀƳŜΦ 

5.2 Stratification and Sample Selection 
The frame of addresses was explicitly stratified into seven regions defined by county (see Exhibit 1.1). 

The sample was allocated to each region so that the expected margin of error for each region would be 

less than or equal to 5. Exhibit 5.2 displays the allocation by stratum. The first stage of selection is the 

 
2 Iannacchione, V. G. (2011). The changing role of address-based sampling in survey research. Public Opinion Quarterly, 75(3), 

556ς575. 
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address, which is a proxy for household. Within stratum, we selected a systematic random sample of 

addresses after sorting the frame by ZIP code, Carrier Route ID, and Walking Sequence. Sorting the 

frame prior to selecting a systematic sample provides an implicit stratification that guarantees 

geographic diversity of the sample, increasing the heterogeneity and precision within strata. Within 

households, eligible persons were selected with the next birthday method.3  

Exhibit 5.2 . Geographic Stratification and Sample Allocation  

Strata  
ABS Frame  Sample Release  

N  %  n  %  

Overall  7,903,902  100  14,209  100  

New York City  3,415,097  43.2  4,468  31.4  

Long Island  992,047  12.6  2,023  14.2  

Mid -Hudson  876,306  11.1  1,786  12.6  

Central  624,056  7.9  1,402  9.9  

Western  683,749  8.7  1,469  10.3  

Northeast  608,720  7.7  1,655  11.6  

Finger Lakes  703,927  8.9  1,406  9.9  

 

5.3 Redesign for Self-Administration 
RTI took the draft questionnaire provided by OASAS and designed it for self-administration via web and 

paper, ensuring that they were as similar as possible to maximize validity and reliability between modes. 

The paper survey was designed using best practices for formatting and readability. Instructions at the 

beginning of the survey informed the respondent how to answer the questions and use arrows to 

navigate the survey. RTI used 12-point Arial font for all text, bolding all questions and skip instructions. 

Key words were underlined to provide emphasis. Skip instructions were italicized to help alert the 

respondent that they needed to go somewhere other than the next question. Questions with additional 

definitions or instructions were also italicized. Each page formatted questions into two columns, and 

each section included a heading with a gray background so that the respondent could easily follow along 

to each topic of the survey. 

The paper survey was also formatted with the intention of collecting the best quality data 

possible, with the understanding that paper survey data tend to require some amount of data 

cleaning during processing. When questions allowed for an open-ended response, boxes were 

created to indicate how the response should be entered. For example, for the question asking how 

Ƴŀƴȅ ŀŘǳƭǘǎ ƭƛǾŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƘƻƳŜΣ there was two boxes to record the response. When a 

question allowed a respondent to choose more than one response, response options were marked with 

squares whereas single response options were designated by circles.  

 
3 Olson, K., & Smyth, J. D. (2014). Accuracy of within-household selection in web and mail surveys of the general 

population. Field Methods, 26(1), 56ς69. 
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The web version of the survey was designed similarly to the paper survey; all questions were ordered 

identically, and question text and response options were the same between modes. Text was not 

bolded, except when used to provide emphasis. Questions with additional definitions or instructions 

were also italicized. A single question was presented on each page. RTI research has shown that this 

significantly reduces missing items compared with multiple items appearing on one page.4 It also 

enables us to implement paging (rather than scrolling) progression through the survey, which also 

reduces missing item data.5 RTI used question formats optimized for mobile access so that variation in 

device screen size did not bias survey response; for example, questions were presented so that the 

entire question and response options could be seen without needing to scroll to the right. 

RTI administered the 2020 New York State Problem Gambling Prevalence Survey in both English and 

Spanish. In addition to the paper survey, RTI designed all materials that were printed and sent to 

respondents, including invitation letters, reminder self-mailers, outer envelopes containing contact 

materials and paper survey packets, and business reply envelopes for returning completed paper 

surveys to RTI. 

RTI created English and Spanish versions of the invitation letters and reminder self-mailers. The Spanish 

version of the self-mailer included both English and Spanish (see Appendix A). Each invitation letter was 

printed double-sided with English on one side and Spanish on the other (see Appendices B and C). This 

meant that if an English survey packet was sent to a respondent who only spoke or read Spanish, they 

could still find directions for accessing the Spanish version of the web survey. 

To make it clear how the respondent could complete the survey, RTI designed simple graphics with 

images of a computer and a smartphone to denote that the survey could be completed on a computer 

or smartphone via web. Another graphic included an image of an envelope to denote that the 

respondent could also complete the survey on paper and send it back in the mail. These graphics were 

placed side by side in the letters and included the amount of the promised incentive in larger, bold red 

ǘŜȄǘΦ 9ŀŎƘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ ƭƻƎƛƴ ŎǊŜŘŜƴǘƛŀƭǎ were printed on their letters and self-mailers 

along with a customized URL to access the survey. 

Similar to our approach with the paper survey, RTI designed all of the materials using best practices for 

formatting and readability. We also designed the contact materials to encourage participation. To that 

end, b¸{Ωǎ branding was featured as often as possible. The full-color NYS logo was used as the 

letterhead in the invitation and reminder self-mailers. It was also featured on all envelopes and on the 

paper survey cover. Arlene González-Sánchez, Commissioner of the New York State OASAS, was also 

featured as part of the survey branding, and with her permission and approval her signature appears in 

all letters. 

5.4 Systems and Applications 
RTI used the following systems, processes, and applications during the fielding of the New York State 

Problem Gambling Prevalence Survey: 

 
4 Peytchev, A. (2009). Survey breakoff. Public Opinion Quarterly, 73(1), 74ς97. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfp014  
5 Peytchev, A., Couper, M. P., McCabe, S. E., & Crawford, S. D. (2006). Web survey design: Paging versus scrolling. Public Opinion 

Quarterly, 70(4), 596ς607. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfl028 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfp014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfl028
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¶ TeleFormτTeleForm is the software RTI used to program the paper survey. It uses Optical 

Character Recognition to electronically convert scanned images of text (handwritten, 

typewritten, and printed) into machine-encoded text. It requires coding and formatting to 

ensure that scanned paper surveys correctly read all data. 

¶ VoxcoτVoxco is the software RTI used to program the web survey. It is a multimode data 

collection system that tracks survey activities and sample cases across modes and provides a 

centralized survey management portal to manage survey progress.  

¶ SymphonyτSymphony serves as the database management system for projects that use 

mailings, like the 2020 New York State Problem Gambling Prevalence Survey. All mailings must 

be logged into the system to enable tracking of all sample records. All returns are receipted and 

ŎƻŘŜŘ ŀǎ άǎǘŀƎŜǎέ ŀƴŘ άŜǾŜƴǘǎΣέ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǳƴŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŀōƭŜέ ŀƴŘ άŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΦέ 

¶ Mail receipting/Data CaptureτRTI has a team of data capture clerks, who opened all returned 

mail for the project and sorted the mail based on their stage. All paper surveys were batched 

and scanned. Scanned data were ǘƘŜƴ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ ƻƴ w¢LΩǎ ǎŜŎǳǊŜ 

network, which merged both web and paper survey data. All paper data were verified using a 

two-step process, where one clerk entered data and a senior clerk verified and made necessary 

corrections. 

¶ ATD DashboardτRTI used its Adaptive Total Design (ATD) dashboard to monitor data collection 

during fielding. The ATD dashboard uses inputs from Voxco and Symphony to display outcomes 

and data points of interest to the project team. The dashboard is updated daily, which enables 

the team to introduce interventions faster during data collection. 

5.5 Mailing Protocol 

RTI subcontracted with Twenty-First Century Press, a New Yorkςbased woman-owned small business, to 

provide all printing and mailing services for the 2020 New York State Problem Gambling Prevalence 

Survey. RTI received, logged, and scanned all returned mail, including undeliverable mail and paper 

surveys. RTI was also responsible for mailing incentive check to respondents on a weekly basis. The 2020 

New York State Problem Gambling Prevalence Survey was scheduled to be fielded in two sample 

releases (waves) using the protocol described in Exhibit 5.3. The purpose of releasing sample in two 

waves is to use yield rates (completed survey by region) from the first wave to inform the sample 

allocation by region for the second wave, enabling better targeting of completes by region. 

Exhibit  5.3 . 2020 New York  State Problem Gambling Prevalence Survey Mailing 

Protocol  

Day  Mailing Number  Mailing Event  

0 Mailing 1  Survey Packet 1  

14  Mailing 2  Reminder Self -mailer 1  

35  Mailing 3  Survey Packet 2  

49  Mailing 4  Reminder Self -mailer 2  
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Because of a lower than anticipated response rate to Replicate 1, RTI and OASAS agreed to change the 

Replicate 2 mailings to optimize survey responses and project costs. Specifically, because of the low 

number of overall paper surveys, particularly Spanish paper surveys, returned after Mailing 3 of 

Replicate 1, for Replicate 2 paper survey instruments included in the first mailing packet were only 

printed in English, and the second full survey packet mailing was eliminated. In exchange, RTI increased 

the overall sample size for the second replicate to increase the total number of completed surveys. The 

final mailing schedule is depicted in Exhibit 5.4. 

Exhibit  5.4 . 2020 New York State Problem Gambling Prevalence Survey Mailing 

Schedule  

Mailing Number  Mailing  Description  
Replicate 1 Mailing 

Date  
Replicate 2 Mailing 

Date  

Mailing 1  Survey Packet 1  7/24/20  11/12/20  

Mailing 2  Reminder Self -mailer 1  7/31/20  11/30/20  

Mailing 3  Survey Packet 2  8/31/20  N/A  

Mailing 4  Reminder Self -mailer 2  9/14/20  12/08/20  

 

5.6 Incentives 
To encourage response to the survey, RTI sent all survey recipients a $2 Amazon gift card pre-incentive 

with the first survey packet mailing. To encourage response by web, for which data are generally cleaner 

and more complete compared with paper surveys, respondents who completed the CAWI instrument 

received a $15 post-incentive in the mode of their choice, either an electronic gift card or physical gift 

card. Respondents who completed the PAPI instrument received a $5 electronic gift card or physical gift 

card. 

5.7 Mail Receipting 
!ƭƭ t!tL ǎǳǊǾŜȅǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀǘ w¢LΩǎ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ hǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ƛƴ wŀƭŜƛƎƘΣ bƻǊǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΦ !ƭƭ 

returned mail was sorted by mailing stage. Undeliverable mail was sorted separately. Once opened, mail 

was further sorted based on stage status (i.e., full item received, partial item received, refusal, duplicate 

ǎǳǊǾŜȅΣ ōƭŀƴƪ ǎǳǊǾŜȅύ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎŜƛǇǘŜŘ ƛƴ w¢LΩǎ {ȅƳǇƘƻƴȅ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭ {ȅǎǘŜƳΦ ¦ƴŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŀōƭŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ 

sorted and updated in Symphony based on undeliverable type (i.e., vacant, temporarily away, not 

deliverable as addressed, unable to forward, no mail receptacle). If a mailing was undeliverable and 

USPS provided a better address, the new address was also added to Symphony for inclusion in 

subsequent mailings. Mail was receipted within 1 business day of receiving mail. Mail receipt was 

prioritized to have an up-to-date count of received surveys. 

Once receipted, surveys were sorted in batches based on stage status. Refusals, duplicates, and blank 

questionnaires were receipted and batched separately, and case statuses were updated in the data set 

and then stored in archives. Full or partially completed surveys were scanned and processed in 

Teleform. Scanned images were accepted and went through a classification Optical Character 
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Recognition process where all written entries were read and recorded digitally based on programmed 

specifications for the PAPI document.  

w¢LΩǎ Řŀǘŀ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜ ŎƭŜǊƪǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŜŘ ŀ ǘǿƻ-step verification of all cases in a batch to ensure data quality. 

All closed print fields were reviewed and re-keyed as needed. Open-ended fields were keyed manually. 

Any discrepancies in closed fields (bubbles) were also flagged and reviewed in Teleform (e.g., too many 

marks for a single response field, any missing items, items that may be marked improperly). These 

discrepancies were logged in Teleform and reviewed by the Data Capture Supervisor. Once initial 

verification was complete, a second and final verification was performed by another data capture clerk 

and once the review was finalized, the data were committed to the dataset by the second verifier. 

Scanning and initial verification took place approximately 2 business days after the receipt of a batch, 

and final verification took place 2 business days following initial verification.  

5.8 Survey Languages 

We administered the 2020 New York State Problem Gambling Prevalence Survey in both English and 

Spanish. All survey contact materials (i.e., cover letters and reminder postcards) included text in both 

English and Spanish. All recipients were sent an English version of the PAPI instrument, and recipients 

who lived in areas with a high rate of Spanish-speaking residents were also sent a Spanish PAPI 

instrument for Replicate 1. We also mailed a Spanish PAPI instrument to any recipients who requested 

one. When completing the CAWI instrument, respondents could select either English or Spanish and 

could toggle between languages. 

5.9 Study Contact Information 

RTI set up a toll-free phone number to respond to any inquiries from respondents. The phone number 

ǿŀǎ ǎŜǘ ǳǇ ǘƻ ǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ w¢LΩǎ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴǘ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǘŀǎƪ ƭŜŀŘŜǊΦ LŦ they were unavailable, 

the number rang another OASAS project staff member. If they were also unavailable, the phone call 

would be directed to a voicemail recording indicating the caller had reached the OASAS study line and 

asking them to leave a message. The RTI project team monitored the voicemail box every business day, 

logged each call in a file that resided in our secure network and responded within 48 hours as necessary. 

RTI drafted a guide that outlined the most common reasons for calling and provided guidance on 

resolving inquiries. Common reasons for calling included survey access issues, incentive issues, refusals, 

requests for new surveys, reports of already completing the survey, reports of not being able to 

complete the survey (e.g., because of a disability, death), suspicion about the gift card pre-incentive, 

survey legitimacy, missing a business reply envelope, address issues, and concerns about COVID-19. 

RTI also created an email address specifically for the survey. The email address was set up as a shared 

account for the project manager, assistant data collection task leader, and project support staff. The 

inbox was monitored each business day, and issues were resolved using the same guidance provided for 

phone calls. The email address was copied on all emails containing the electronic gift card for 

respondents who elected to receive that incentive type. This enabled us to more easily troubleshoot 

issues with electronic gift card incentives. If there were any inquiries that needed to be escalated 

OASAS, RTI would have reported them per their adverse event protocol. 



27 

RTI created a website for the New York State Problem Gambling Prevalence Survey where respondents 

entered their personal PIN to access the Voxco survey. No one could access the Voxco survey without a 

ǾŀƭƛŘ tLb ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀǘŎƘŜŘ w¢LΩǎ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ŦƛƭŜΦ 9ŀŎƘ tLb ǿŀǎ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ǘƻ ŀ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǳƭŘ not be used 

to complete the survey more than once. 

5.10 Adverse Event Protocol 
The 2020 New York State Problem Gambling Prevalence Survey was designed as a self-administered 

survey, omitting the interviewer ŦǊƻƳ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŘŜƭŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ 

potential adverse events. The research team implemented the following protocol to detect and address 

any adverse events: For the CAWI survey, the research team regularly reviewed all open-ended variables 

that allowed respondents to enter their own text. We reviewed for any potential adverse events, such 

as suicidal ideation or intimate partner violence. For the PAPI survey, respondents could write anywhere 

on the pages. During optical scanning, handwritten comments are flagged as ά¢ƻƻ aŀƴȅ aŀǊƪǎέ ŀƴŘ 

w¢LΩǎ research team reviews the survey manually for potential adverse events. Any adverse events 

detected from returned materials or during phone or email communications with respondents would be 

escalated to OASAS for review. There were no potential adverse events encountered during the 2020 

New York State Problem Gambling Prevalence Survey fielding.  

5.11 Monitoring 

RTI created a custom ATD dashboard (Exhibit 5.5) that was updated daily to assist the project team in 

monitoring data collection. OASAS could track fielding progress every day of data collection using the 

dashboard and view data according to metrics customized for the project, including completes by mode, 

refusals, and undeliverable mail. These metrics can be further sorted based on state region, replicate, 

and language of completion.  

Using various data sources, including sample flags, case dispositions, and web paradata, the ATD 

dashboard presented the most important metrics while minimizing superfluous information to enable 

timely decision-making. Key information included number of CAWI and PAPI interviews completed, 

number of undeliverable mailings, and refusals.  
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Exhibit 5.5 . ATD  Dashboard for the 2020 New York State Problem Gambling 

Prevalence Survey  
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6. Case Disposition and Response Rates 
This section describes the final response status of each sampled address, we classified each sampled 

address into one of four response categories:  

¶ Respondent (R) ς Completed the first questionnaire item and at least one of five key 

demographic questions used in weight calibration (Sex at Birth, Age, Race/Ethnicity, Education, 

and Owner/Renter).  

¶ Eligible nonrespondent (ENR) ς Household with enough information to define as eligible but 

does not answer enough items in the questionnaire (i.e., not usable for analysis). 

¶ Unknown eligibility (UKN) τ Insufficient information to determine eligibility. 

¶ Not eligible (NE) τ aŀƛƭ ǊŜǘǳǊƴŜŘ ōȅ ¦{t{ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǊƪŜŘ ά±ŀŎŀƴǘΦέ 

When calculating overall response rates for stratified sample designs with disproportional sample 

allocations use basing weights is important because units are selected with unequal probabilities. Exhibit 

6.1 shows the final case dispositions and both unweighted and weighted response rates using the 

American Association of Public Opinion Research (AAPOR) RR2 definition. For reporting purposes, it 

would be appropriate to report that 2020 New York State Problem Gambling Prevalence Survey 

achieved a weighted response rate of 27.9% (AAPOR RR2).  

Exhibit 6.1 . Final Case Disposition and Resp onse Rates by Geographic Strata  

Strata  Total  R ENR  UKN  NE  

Response Rate a 
(AAPOR RR2)  

Weighted b  Unweighted  

Overall  14,209  3,845  18  9,919  427  27.9%  27.6%  

New York City  4,468  1,134  3 3,223  108  26.0%  26.0%  

Long Island  2,023  539  3 1,457  24  27.0%  27.0%  

Mid -Hudson  1,787  455  3 1,279  50  26.2%  26.2%  

Central  1,402  405  2 923  72  30.5%  30.5%  

Western  1,469  443  3 971  52  31.3%  31.3%  

Northeast  1,654  449  3 1,132  70  28.3%  28.3%  

Finger Lakes  1,406  420  1 934  51  31.0%  31.0%  

a AAPOR RR2 = (R) / (R + ENR + UKN) 
b Base Weight is used for weighted response rates. 
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7. Data Processing  
To finalize the file for weighting and analysis, RTI cleaned the data, which included logically recoding 

items as necessary, assigning values for skip logic pattern, and highlighting and recoding inconsistent 

values. Logical recoding included assigning the number of adults in a household to a minimum value of 1 

if it was missing or input as 0. If the total number of adults listed by age (Q46_1ςQ46_3) was less than 

the number of adults listed in the household (Q45) the number of adults in the household was set to the 

sum of the number of adults listed by age. Moreover, for those with missing status for gambling within 

ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊ όvоύΣ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǎŜǘ ǘƻ ά¸Ŝǎέ ƛŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀnts had subsequent data related to gambling and 

indicated the first time they gambled (Q28). Those with no such information or indicating they never 

ƎŀƳōƭŜŘ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ άbƻΦέ Inconsistent valuesτsuch as those indicating they had gambled 

within the past 12 months but then marking they never gambledτwere set to missing.  

7.1 Bivariate Analysis 
Unless otherwise noted, chi-square tests were used to conduct all bivariate analyses with P=0.05 as level 

of significance. The asterisk in all tables and charts indicates the p-value is less than 0.05, with double 

asterisks indicating P<0.01. We do note that given expected cell size restraints, which would result in 

incorrect conclusions on significance, some bivariate analyses were not performed. They are indicated 

by a dash within Appendix E.  
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8. Weighting 
To produce reliable estimates of target population parameters, survey data must be weighted to not 

only reflect the different selection probabilities to but compensate for practical limitations of surveys, 

such as differential non-response and undercoverage. The weighting process entails four steps. In the 

first step, base weights were computed to account for unequal probabilities of selection of addresses 

across strata. In the second step, the base weights were adjusted for nonresponding units to mitigate 

bias due to differential non-response. In the third step, person selection weights were created to 

account for differential selection probability within households. In the fourth step, person weights were 

calibrated to external benchmarks of the target population based on 2018 American Community Survey 

(ACS) to mitigate coverage bias and further mitigate non-response bias.  

Base Weight. The first step in the weighting process was to define a base weight equal to the inverse of 

the selection probability. For the ith address in the hth stratum, this weight was assigned as w1hi = NhκƴΩh, 

where Nh is the total number of addresses in the stratum, and ƴΩh is the number of addresses in stratum 

h sampled. 

Household non-response Adjustment. The second step in the weighting process was to adjust for unit 

non-response at the address level. The notion here was to shift the base weight from nonresponding 

addresses to responding addresses within groupings that have similar estimated response propensities 

(Little and Rubin, 2019). To identify these groupings, we fitted a regression tree model6 with predictor 

variables drawn from the enhanced ABS frame and the response indicator as the outcome variable. As 

described in Buskirk (2018)7 the notion behind the regression tree methodology is to exploit available 

covariates to recursively partition a data set into groupings referred to as nodes, or leaves, by making a 

hierarchical sequence of binary splits that best explain residual variation in the outcome variable. This is 

an example of an implicit response propensity modeling strategy, one that has certain advantages over 

explicit models such as those fit via logistic regression.8 Key among them is the ability to identify only 

the most important relationshipsτones that may involve complex, higher-order interactionsτfrom a 

potentially large set of potential covariates. 

We used PROC HPSPLIT in SAS® to identify a total of 20 weighting classes, each of which was defined to 

contain at least 100 sampled cases, based on a battery of 36 covariates. Covariates included the strata, 

CDS variables such as address type (high-rise vs. street-level), delivery point type (residential curbside vs. 

other arrangements), and descriptive statistics estimated for the Census block group within which the 

address resides, such as the percentage of renter-occupied households, the median home value, the 

percentage of individuals without health insurance, and the percentage of individuals living below the 

poverty level, among others. 

 
6 Breiman, L., Friedman, J., Olshen, R., & Stone, C. (1984). Classification and regression trees. Wadsworth, Inc. 

7 Buskirk, T. D. (2018). Surveying the forests and sampling the trees: An overview of classification and regression trees and 
random forests with applications in survey research. Survey Practice, 11(1), 1ς13. 

8 Phipps, P., & Toth, D. (2012). Analyzing establishment nonresponse using an interpretable regression tree model with linked 
administrative data. The Annals of Applied Statistics, 772ς794. 
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If we denote these weighted response rates as RRwc (c Ґ мΣ нΣ ΧΣ 20), then the weight for the ith 

responding address in the hth stratum partitioned into the cth weighting class was inflated to become w2hi 

= w1hi*RRwc. All other nonresponding addresses (i.e., those where disposition code was not equal to R) 

were assigned weights of 0. The unweighted response rates for the weighting classes ranged from 20.5% 

to 51.6% with an average of 27.9%. 

Person Weight, within-Household Selection. The third step in the weighting process was to make an 

adjustment for households consisting of two or more adults, within which a single adult was 

(self-ύǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜΦ LŦ ǿŜ ŘŜƴƻǘŜ м Җ fhi Җ п ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŀŘǳƭǘ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ 

associated with the ith address in the hth stratum (capping the approximately 2% of households reporting 

fhi > 4 to mitigate the risk of unnecessarily high weight variability), then the new weight for this 

responding case was defined as w3hi = w2hi*f hi. 

Final Weight ς Calibration to Population Benchmarks. The final step in the weighting process was to 

calibrate the person weight such that the sum of weights for groupings of various respondent 

dimensions simultaneously match control totals captured from official statistics. We implemented the 

calibration step by way of the generalized exponential model approach9 built into the SUDAAN® 

WTADJUST procedure.10 Table 8.1 lists the specific dimensions for which control totals were established. 

All control totals were derived from the ACS 2018 5-year summary file. Table 8.1 contains the 

unweighted and weighted demographic characteristics and the benchmark totals from the ACS.  

  

 
9 Folsom, R., & Singh, A. (2000). The generalized exponential model for sampling weight calibration for extreme values, 

nonresponse, and poststratification. In Joint Statistical Meetings Proceedings, Survey Research Methods Section (pp. 598ς
603). American Statistical Association. http://www.asasrms.org/Proceedings/papers/2000_099.pdf 

10 RTI International. (2012). SUDAAN: Statistical software for weighting, imputing, and analyzing data, Release 11. Research 
Triangle Park, NC: Research Triangle Institute. 

http://www.asasrms.org/Proceedings/papers/2000_099.pdf
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Table 8.1 . Weight Calibration Benchmark Totals  

 Unweighted  Weighted  ACS Estimates  

 N %  N %  N %  

Overall  3,845  100  14,887,820  100  14,887,820  100  

Stratum        

NYC 1,134  29.5  6,436,831  43.2  6,436,831  43.2  

Long Island  539  14.0  2,190,744  14.7  2,190,744  14.7  

Mid -Hudson  455  11.8  1,732,514  11.6  1,732,514  11.6  

Central  405  10.5  1,116,911  7.5  1,116,911  7.5  

Western  443  11.5  1,208,616  8.1  1,208,616  8.1  

Northeast  449  11.7  1,042,398  7.0  1,042,398  7.0  

Finger Lakes  420  10.9  1,159,806  7.8  1,159,806  7.8  

Sex        

Male  1,581  41.1  7,090,166  47.6  7,090,166  47.6  

Female  2,264  58.9  7,797,654  52.4  7,797,654  52.4  

Age  Group        

18ï29  474  12.3  2,950,621  19.8  2,950,621  19.8  

30ï44  1,074  27.9  3,772,358  25.3  3,772,358  25.3  

45ï64  1,378  35.8  4,982,942  33.5  4,982,942  33.5  

65+  919  23.9  3,181,899  21.4  3,181,899  21.4  

Race/Ethnicity        

Hispanic  410  10.7  2,653,262  17.8  2,653,262  17.8  

White  2,670  69.4  8,519,598  57.2  8,519,598  57.2  

Black  311  8.1  2,044,231  13.7  2,044,231  13.7  

Other  454  11.8  1,670,729  11.2  1,670,729  11.2  

Education        

High School or less  678  17.6  5,588,450  37.5  5,588,450  37.5  

Some College/Associates Degree  1,103  28.7  3,832,517  25.7  3,832,517  25.7  

Bachelor's Degree  1,020  26.5  3,172,751  21.3  3,172,751  21.3  

Graduate or Professional Degree  1,044  27.2  2,294,102  15.4  2,294,102  15.4  

Tenure        

Owner  2,469  64.2  8,635,272  58.0  8,635,272  58.0  

Renter  1,376  35.8  6,252,548  42.0  6,252,548  42.0  
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Exhibit 8.2 summarizes the counts and distribution of weights across each weighting step. The unequal 

weighting effect, or UWE,11 reported is defined as 1 plus the relative variance of the given set of 

weights, meaning 1 plus the quotient of the element variance of the weight values divided by the 

squared mean of the weight values. This is an indirect approximation of the precision loss attributable to 

variable weights relative to the gold standard of equal weights (i.e., what would result from equal 

sampling rates and response rates across stratum).  

Exhibit  8 .2 Unequal Weighting Effects and Weight Distribution  

Statistic  
Base  

Weigh t  

Household  
Non -

response  Adj  
Weight  

Person  
Weight  

Final  

Calibrated  
Weight  

N 14,209  3,845  3,845  3,845  

sum  7,904,025  7,677,642  15,332,642  14,889,742  

IQR 299  895  2,481  2,653  

min  368  714  714  181  

P1 368  864  971  672  

P25 465  1,475  2,332  1,769  

median  491  1,691  3,262  2,691  

P75 764  2,371  4,813  4,422  

P95 764  3,693  9,041  10,745  

P99 764  3,693  14,773  19,485  

max  764  3,693  14,773  57,311  

UWE  1.07  1.16  1.40  1.97  

 

 

 

 
11 Kish, L. (1992). Weighting for unequal Pi. Journal of Official Statistics, 8, 183ς200. 
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Appendix A. Reminder Self-Mailer 
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If you have any questions about the study, please visit www.NYRecSurvey.org, call us toll-free at 1-800-476-5998 or email us at 
NYRecSurvey@rti.org. We look forward to hearing from you. 
 

Si tiene alguna pregunta sobre el estudio, visite www.NYRecSurvey.org, llámenos sin cargo al 1-800-476-5998 o envíenos un correo 
electrónico a NYRecSurvey@rti.org. Esperamos con interés escuchar de usted. 
 

Many thanks / Muchas gracias 

 

Enter your Access Code: <<PIN>> 

Ingrese su código de acceso: <<PIN>> 

A few days ago, we 
mailed you a large 
white envelope 
containing an 
invitation to complete 
an important survey.  
 
If you already 
completed the  
survey, thank you.  
If not: 

The survey is easy and may be completed two ways: 

Hace unos días, le 
enviamos un sobre 
blanco grande con una 
invitación para 
completar una 
encuesta importante.  

  
Si ya ha completado la 
encuesta, gracias.  
Si no: 

La encuesta es fácil y puede completarse de dos maneras: 
 

http://www.nyrecsurvey.org/
mailto:NYRecSurvey@rti.org
http://www.nyrecsurvey.org/
mailto:NYRecSurvey@rti.org
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Appendix B. Invitation Letter ς English 
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Appendix C. Invitation Letter ς Spanish 
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Appendix D. Frequency Distributions of All Survey Items 
 

Survey Item  

Unweighted  
Frequency  

(N=3,845)  

Weighted  
Frequency  

(N=14,889,742)  

Survey Mode    
PAPI  580   2,526,398  

CAWI   3,265   12,363,344  

Total   3,845   14,889,742  

Q1. In the past 12, months did you volunteer, participate in 
clubs, sports, religious events or attend other  community 

activities?  
    

Yes  2,145   7,287,000  

No  1,653   7,374,725  

Total   3,798   14,661,725  

Q2. In the past year, did you participate in any of these 
activities with your family?  

    

N/A   1,653   7,374,725  

Yes  1,607   5,324,082  

No  506   1,858,784  

Total   3,766   14,557,591  

Q3. Have you gambled in the past 12 months?      

Yes  1,229   4,370,238  

No  2,616   10,519,504  

Total   3,845   14,889,742  

Q4. In the 12 months before >NY PAUSE,> that is from mid -
March 2019 to mid - March 2020, what type of  gambling did you 

most frequently participate in? Choose only one.  
    

Unknown   21   76,756  

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Lottery (scratch offs, quick draw, daily numbers, mega millions, 

etc.)  
 713   2,697,755  

Raffle tickets (50/50?s, pull tabs)   36   106,929  

Played cards for money   17   56,192  

Bingo   18   77,724  

Sports   24   71,982  

Slot Machines   167   507,776  

Table Games such as craps, blackjack, roulette, Pai Gow   45   155,740  

Horses   42   119,515  

Dice games/coin flips   1   2,857  

Office pools   35   130,441  

Fantasy sports leagues or daily fantasy contests   45   132,795  

E-sports (online video games)   14   44,060  

I did not gamble before ?NY PAUSE?   21   74,255  

Total   3,815   14,774,282  
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Survey Item  

Unweighted  

Frequency  

(N=3,845)  

Weighted  

Frequency  

(N=14,889,742)  

Q5. In the 12 months before >NY PAUSE,> that is from mid -

March 2019 to mid - March 2020, where did you  most frequently 
gamble? Choose only one.  

    

N/A   2,637   10,593,759  

Online via cell phone/computer   81   240,236  

At a casino in NY State   220   772,177  

At a casino outside NY State   74   225,857  

At a NY State racetrack or OTB (Off Track Betting)   22   69,497  

Convenience stores/bodegas/grocery stores   626   2,398,614  

Bar/restaurant   22   47,858  

Bookmaker   2   18,591  

Place of employment or school   17   56,399  

Place of worship or local community organizations such as fire 
house, VFW?s (Veterans of Foreign wars) etc.  

 21   58,924  

In another place   86   269,763  

Total   3,808   14,751,674  

Q6. During >NY PAUSE,> what type of gambling did you most 
frequently participate in? Choose only one.  

    

Unknown   3   5,510  

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Lottery (scratch offs, quick draw, daily numbers, mega millions, 
etc.)  

 687   2,686,017  

Raffle tickets (50/50?s, pull tabs)   12   35,819  

Played cards for money   18   50,983  

Bingo   11   34,150  

Sports   17   39,841  

Slot Machines   66   208,735  

Table Games such as craps, blackjack, roulette, Pai Gow   15   67,134  

Horses   27   78,851  

Dice games/coin flips   1   2,685  

Office pools   11   40,167  

Bowling, pool, darts, etc.   2   7,569  

Fantasy sports leagues or daily fantasy contests   24   78,954  

E-sports (online video games)   7   25,041  

I did not gamble during ?NY PAUSE?   307   912,222  

Total   3,824   14,793,182  

Q7. During >NY PAUSE,> where did you most frequently 
gamble? Choose only one.  

    

N/A   2,923   11,431,726  

Online via cell phone/computer   104   342,741  

At a casino in NY State   65   223,085  

At a casino outside NY State   27   100,996  

At a NY State racetrack or OTB (Off Track Betting)   8   29,536  

Convenience stores/bodegas/grocery stores   594   2,348,215  

Bar/restaurant   14   30,846  
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Survey Item  

Unweighted  

Frequency  

(N=3,845)  

Weighted  

Frequency  

(N=14,889,742)  

Bookmaker   2   5,638  

Place of employment or school   11   31,296  

Place of worship or local community organizations such as fire 

house, VFW?s (Veterans of Foreign wars), etc.  
 12   30,036  

In another place   57   184,130  

Total   3,817   14,758,247  

Q8. Please answer based on your usual behaviors ...Is the 

amount you spend on gambling in a typical month  
    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Less than $100   996   3,486,311  

$101 to $500   169   647,565  

$501 to $1,000   27   81,453  

$1,001 to $5,000   13   49,076  

$5,001 to $10,000   4   19,308  

More than $10,000   2   13,283  

Total   3,827   14,816,500  

Q9_1. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? For excitement 

or entertainment (Y/N)  
    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  961   3,278,770  

No  217   851,766  

Total   3,794   14,650,040  

Q9_2. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? To win money 

(Y/N)  
    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  1,059   3,785,610  

No  130   407,573  

Total   3,805   14,712,687  

Q9_3. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? To avoid family 
conflict (Y/N)  

    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  17   110,830  

No  1,120   3,823,117  

Total   3,753   14,453,451  

Q9_4. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? To avoid work 
or school conflict (Y/N)  

    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  11   49,672  

No  1,145   3,983,613  

Total   3,772   14,552,789  
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Survey Item  

Unweighted  

Frequency  

(N=3,845)  

Weighted  

Frequency  

(N=14,889,742)  

Q9_5. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? To socialize 

with family or friends (Y/N)  
    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  448   1,440,691  

No  721   2,619,893  

Total   3,785   14,580,088  

Q9_6. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? To support 

worthy causes (Y/N)  
    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  339   1,063,647  

No  826   2,992,210  

Total   3,781   14,575,361  

Q9_7. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? Because it 
makes me feel good about myself (Y/N)  

    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  137   565,923  

No  1,024   3,502,118  

Total   3,777   14,587,545  

Q9_8. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? Boredom (Y/N)      

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  320   1,237,080  

No  842   2,822,249  

Total   3,778   14,578,833  

Q9_9. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? To relieve 
stress (Y/N)  

    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  186   744,801  

No  977   3,319,743  

Total   3,779   14,584,048  

Q9_10. What are the reason(s) that you gamble? Some other 
reason (Y/N)  

    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  102   473,270  

No  1,051   3,550,221  

Total   3,769   14,542,995  

Q10. How important is gambling to you as a recreational 

activity? Would you say it is?  
    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Very important   37   164,825  

Somewhat important   157   545,170  

Not very important   429   1,624,798  

Not at all important   589   1,972,204  

Total   3,828   14,826,501  
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Survey Item  

Unweighted  

Frequency  

(N=3,845)  

Weighted  

Frequency  

(N=14,889,742)  

Q11. In the past 5 years , has gambling replaced other 

recreational activities for you?  
    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  50   192,078  

No  1,162   4,106,858  

Total   3,828   14,818,440  

Q12. In the past 12 months , how often have you felt that you 

might have a problem with gambling?  
    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Never   1,154   3,974,048  

Sometimes   54   279,614  

Most of the time   1   3,907  

Almost always   3   42,985  

Total   3,828   14,820,058  

Q13_1. In the past 12 months , has your involvement in 
gambling caused you either to borrow a significant  amount of 
money or sell some of your possessions?  

    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  11   55,840  

No  1,201   4,235,453  

Total   3,828   14,810,797  

Q13_2. In the past 12 months , has your involvement in 
gambling caused significant financial concerns for you  or 
someone close to you?  

    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  17   75,916  

No  1,189   4,177,776  

Total   3,822   14,773,196  

Q13_3. In the past 12 months , has your involvement in 
gambling caused significant mental stress in the form  of guilt, 

anxiety, or depression for you or someone close to you?  
    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  18   96,074  

No  1,186   4,145,996  

Total   3,820   14,761,574  

Q13_4. In the past 12 months , has your involvement in 

gambling caused serious problems in your relationship  with 

your spouse/partner, or important friends or family? Family 
includes whomever you define as family.  

    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  13   71,631  

No  1,192   4,180,212  

Total   3,821   14,771,346  
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Survey Item  

Unweighted  

Frequency  

(N=3,845)  

Weighted  

Frequency  

(N=14,889,742)  

Q13_5. In the past 12 months , has your involvement in 

gambling caused you to repeatedly neglect your  children or 
family? Family includes whomever you define as family.  

    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  5   14,447  

No  1,205   4,273,983  

Total   3,826   14,807,934  

Q13_6. In the past 12 months , has your involvement in 
gambling resulted in significant health problems or  injury for 
you or someone close to you?  

    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  4   17,610  

No  1,200   4,234,722  

Total   3,820   14,771,836  

Q13_7. In the past 12 months , has your involvement in 
gambling caused significant work or school problems  for you or 
someone close to you?  

    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  4   27,593  

No  1,198   4,202,935  

Total   3,818   14,750,031  

Q13_8. In the past 12 months , has your involvement in 

gambling caused you to miss a significant amount of  time at 
work or school?  

    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  3   17,199  

No  1,197   4,208,812  

Total   3,816   14,745,515  

Q13_9. In the past 12 months , has your involvement in 

gambling caused you or someone close to you to write  bad 
checks, take money that didn>t belong to you or commit other 
illegal acts to support your gambling?  

    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  4   10,160  

No  1,198   4,228,712  

Total   3,818   14,758,376  

Q14. Is there anyone else who would say that your involvement 
in gambling in the past 12 months has caused  any significant 

problems regardless of whether you agree with them or not?  
    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  17   74,376  

No  1,190   4,206,220  

Total   3,823   14,800,100  
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Survey Item  

Unweighted  

Frequency  

(N=3,845)  

Weighted  

Frequency  

(N=14,889,742)  

Q15. In the past 12 months , have you often gambled longer, 

with more money or more frequently than you  intended to?  
    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  51   204,050  

No  1,151   4,059,675  

Total   3,818   14,783,229  

Q16. In the past 12 months , have you often gone back to try 

and win back the money you lost?  
    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  116   528,736  

No  1,085   3,730,687  

Total   3,817   14,778,927  

Q17_1. In the past 12 months , have you made any attempts to 
either cut down, control or stop your gambling?  

    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  142   702,704  

No  1,053   3,524,083  

Total   3,811   14,746,291  

Q17_2. Were you successful in these attempts?      

N/A   3,669   14,043,587  

Yes  126   606,694  

No  15   90,535  

Total   3,810   14,740,816  

Q18. In the past 12 months , is there anyone who would say that 
you have had difficulty controlling your  gambling, regardless of 
whether you agreed with them or not?  

    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  26   124,881  

No  1,172   4,129,294  

Total   3,814   14,773,679  

Q19. In the past 12 months , would you say you have been 
preoccupied with gambling?  

    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  16   72,684  

No  1,184   4,184,687  

Total   3,816   14,776,875  

Q20. In the past 12 months , when you were not gambling did 
you often experience irritability, restlessness or  strong cravings 
for it?  

    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  22   94,272  

No  1,176   4,157,370  

Total   3,814   14,771,146  
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Survey Item  

Unweighted  

Frequency  

(N=3,845)  

Weighted  

Frequency  

(N=14,889,742)  

Q21. In the past 12 months , did you find you needed to gamble 

with larger and larger amounts of money to  achieve the same 
level of excitement?  

    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  13   61,342  

No  1,186   4,191,314  

Total   3,815   14,772,160  

Q22. Have you had problems with gambling in your lifetime 
prior to the past 12 months?  

    

N/A   2,616   10,519,504  

Yes  25   114,599  

No  1,173   4,136,193  

Total   3,814   14,770,296  

Q23. In the past 12 months , how often [number of days/week] 
have you had difficulties controlling your gaming  activity?  

    

Unknown   9   43,925  

0  1,801   6,562,125  

1  348   1,309,079  

2  227   940,562  

3  232   1,101,709  

4  153   775,945  

5  267   1,086,933  

6  104   443,366  

7  649   2,363,983  

Total   3,790   14,627,628  

Q24_1. In the past 12 months , how often have you had 
difficulties controlling your gaming activity?  

    

N/A   1,801   6,562,125  

Never   1,289   5,047,612  

Rarely   400   1,664,877  

Sometimes   227   973,495  

Often   42   219,090  

Very often   26   142,064  

Total   3,785   14,609,263  

Q24_2. In the past 12 months , how often have you given 
increasing priority to gaming over other life interests  and daily 
activities?  

    

N/A   1,801   6,562,125  

Never   1,253   4,781,166  

Rarely   429   1,815,661  

Sometimes   238   1,113,180  

Often   46   212,710  

Very often   21   135,573  

Total   3,788   14,620,415  
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Survey Item  

Unweighted  

Frequency  

(N=3,845)  

Weighted  

Frequency  

(N=14,889,742)  

Q24_3. In the past 12 months , how often have you continued 

gaming despite the occurrence of negative  consequences?  
    

N/A   1,801   6,562,125  

Never   1,484   5,672,545  

Rarely   306   1,377,461  

Sometimes   136   643,835  

Often   39   236,368  

Very often   21   129,703  

Total   3,787   14,622,037  

Q24_4. In the past 12 months , how often have you experienced 

significant problems in life (for example,  personal, family, 
social, educational, occupational) due to the severity of your 
gaming behavior?  

    

N/A   1,801   6,562,125  

Never   1,732   6,790,220  

Rarely   150   789,342  

Sometimes   74   312,276  

Often   19   107,159  

Very often   11   61,955  

Total   3,787   14,623,077  

Q25. Overall, how acceptable is gambling in your community?      

Not acceptable   627   3,067,192  

Somewhat acceptable   1,394   5,217,601  

Acceptable   1,430   5,018,640  

Very acceptable   327   1,280,656  

Total   3,778   14,584,089  

Q26. Are any of your close friends regular gamblers?      

Yes  928   3,430,242  

No  2,867   11,230,555  

Total   3,795   14,660,798  

Q27. Are any of your family members regular gamblers?      

Yes  668   2,323,389  

No  3,125   12,319,142  

Total   3,793   14,642,530  

Q28. How old were you when you first gambled?      

10 or younger   89   367,916  

11 to 13   96   398,107  

14 to 15   125   466,793  

16 to 17   170   726,389  

18 to 20   793   2,678,665  

21 or older   1,523   5,225,496  

I have never gambled   973   4,668,082  

Total   3,769   14,531,448  
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Survey Item  

Unweighted  

Frequency  

(N=3,845)  

Weighted  

Frequency  

(N=14,889,742)  

Q29. Do you believe gambling can become an addiction like 

alcohol, drugs and tobacco?  
    

Yes  3,572   13,634,534  

No  221   1,012,476  

Total   3,793   14,647,010  

Q30_1. Which of the following is a warning sign of problem 

gambling? Problems with family...  
    

Yes  3,039   11,137,740  

No  743   3,453,272  

Total   3,782   14,591,012  

Q30_2. Which of the following is a warning sign of problem 
gambling? Spending more money or time...  

    

Yes  3,155   11,480,989  

No  627   3,110,023  

Total   3,782   14,591,012  

Q30_3. Which of the following is a warning sign of problem 
gambling? Trying to win back money lost...  

    

Yes  2,956   10,669,204  

No  826   3,921,808  

Total   3,782   14,591,012  

Q30_4. Which of the following is a warning sign of problem 
gambling? Being preoccupied with gambling...  

    

Yes  2,863   10,088,720  

No  919   4,502,292  

Total   3,782   14,591,012  

Q30_5. Which of the following is a warning sign of problem 
gambling? Lying to hide gambling.  

    

Yes  3,031   10,932,684  

No  751   3,658,328  

Total   3,782   14,591,012  

Q30_6. Which of the following is a warning sign of problem 
gambling? Don't know/Not sure  

    

Yes  343   1,668,883  

No  3,439   12,922,129  

Total   3,782   14,591,012  

Q31. Do you believe that gambling is morally wrong?      

Yes  644   3,306,742  

No  3,121   11,250,556  

Total   3,765   14,557,297  
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Survey Item  

Unweighted  

Frequency  

(N=3,845)  

Weighted  

Frequency  

(N=14,889,742)  

Q32. Over the past 12 months , would you say that in general 

your health has been>?  
    

Excellent   779   2,949,007  

Very good   1,492   5,470,945  

Good   1,124   4,472,548  

Fair   348   1,514,953  

Poor   60   303,926  

Total   3,803   14,711,379  

Q33. In the 12 months before  >NY PAUSE,> that is from mid -

March 2019 to mid - March 2020, did you have  any problems with 

other behaviors such as overeating, sex or pornography, 
shopping, exercise, Internet chat  lines, or other things?  

    

Yes  340   1,514,817  

No  3,456   13,177,299  

Total   3,796   14,692,115  

Q34. During  >NY PAUSE,> did you have any problems with 
other behaviors such as overeating, sex or  pornography, 
shopping, exercise, Internet chat lines, or other things?  

    

Yes  535   2,086,793  

No  3,255   12,577,179  

Total   3,790   14,663,972  

Q35. In the 12 months before  >NY PAUSE,> that is from mid -

March 2019 to mid - March 2020, did you have  any problems with 
tobacco, alcohol or other drugs?  

    

Yes  184   746,713  

No  3,607   13,933,532  

Total   3,791   14,680,246  

Q36. During  >NY PAUSE,> did you have any problems with 

tobacco, alcohol or other drugs?  
    

Yes  221   803,086  

No  3,571   13,863,762  

Total   3,792   14,666,848  

Q37. In the past 12 months, have you sought help for your use 

of tobacco, alcohol or drugs?  
    

Yes  68   292,720  

No  730   3,036,571  

Total   798   3,329,291  

Q38. In the past 12 months, have you had any mental health 

issues that affect your mood, thinking and/or  behaviors such as 
depression or anxiety?  

    

Yes  1,145   4,220,554  

No  2,644   10,431,562  

Total   3,789   14,652,115  
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Survey Item  

Unweighted  

Frequency  

(N=3,845)  

Weighted  

Frequency  

(N=14,889,742)  

Q39. In the past 12 months, did you ever seriously consider 

attempting suicide?  
    

Yes  79   340,029  

No  3,713   14,342,930  

Total   3,792   14,682,958  

Q40. In the past 12 months, did you attempt suicide?      

N/A   3,713   14,342,930  

Yes  7   15,240  

No  70   293,484  

Total   3,790   14,651,653  

Q41. In the past 12 months, did you seriously consider 

attempting suicide because of gambling?  
    

N/A   3,713   14,342,930  

Yes  1   2,416  

No  76   306,308  

Total   3,790   14,651,653  

Q42. In the past 12 months , have you attempted suicide 

because of gambling?  
    

N/A   3,713   14,342,930  

Yes  2   3,429  

No  76   322,499  

Total   3,791   14,668,858  

Q43. What is your age?      

18 -24   196   1,502,837  

25 -29   272   1,427,601  

30 -44   1,055   3,698,469  

45 -64   1,357   4,902,734  

65 or older   908   3,145,456  

Total   3,788   14,677,097  

Q44. Which one of the following best describes your current 

marital status? Are you...  
    

Married   1,879   6,560,487  

Living with your partner   365   1,427,042  

Separated, but still legally married   112   428,284  

Divorced   383   1,272,600  

Widowed   221   792,201  

Never been married   828   4,198,288  

Total   3,788   14,678,903  
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Survey Item  

Unweighted  

Frequency  

(N=3,845)  

Weighted  

Frequency  

(N=14,889,742)  

Q45. Including you, how many adults 18 years and older are 

living in your home?  
    

1  1,179   4,487,241  

2  1,901   6,805,440  

3  456   2,044,989  

4  229   977,756  

5  62   434,506  

6  9   83,683  

7  3   16,697  

8  1   2,245  

15   2   19,958  

22   1   11,939  

37   1   1,497  

50   1   3,791  

Total   3,845   14,889,742  

Q46_1. Including you, are any adults [18 - 44 yrs old] living in 

your home...? Choose all that apply. Include  yourself.  
    

Yes  2,021   8,347,103  

No  1,728   6,104,390  

Total   3,749   14,451,493  

Q46_2. Including you, are any adults [45 - 64 yrs old] living in 

your home...? Choose all that apply. Include  yourself.  
    

Yes  1,592   6,354,075  

No  2,157   8,097,418  

Total   3,749   14,451,493  

Q46_3. Including you, are any adults [65 or older] living in your 

home...? Choose all that apply. Include  yourself.  
    

Yes  1,046   3,763,940  

No  2,703   10,687,553  

Total   3,749   14,451,493  

Q47_1. How many children 0 to 5 years old  living in your home?      

0  3,048   11,379,778  

1  329   1,343,158  

2  152   641,533  

3  37   170,669  

4  9   47,362  

5  4   15,452  

9  1   718  

Total   3,580   13,598,670  



D-14 

Survey Item  

Unweighted  

Frequency  

(N=3,845)  

Weighted  

Frequency  

(N=14,889,742)  

Q47_2. How many children 6 to 17 years old  living in your 

home?  
    

0  2,663   9,720,361  

1  456   1,977,492  

2  310   1,272,469  

3  70   215,975  

4  27   198,209  

5  10   37,971  

6  1   4,058  

16   1   4,377  

20   2   7,742  

Total   3,540   13,438,654  

Q48. Is your home>[Ownership]      

Owned by you or someone living with you   2,394   8,310,730  

Rented   1,329   6,056,029  

Occupied without payment of rent   58   244,642  

Total   3,781   14,611,401  

Q49. Is a language other than English spoken in your home?      

Yes  998   5,058,344  

No  2,783   9,567,383  

Total   3,781   14,625,727  

Q50. What is the highest degree or level of school you have 

completed?  
    

Less than high school diploma   105   989,230  

High school diploma or GED   560   4,470,280  

Some college or technical school   692   2,531,427  

Associate degree   398   1,263,152  

Bachelor?s degree   998   3,099,778  

Graduate degree or higher   1,019   2,241,304  

Total   3,772   14,595,172  

Q51. Are you currently...? [Employment]      

Employed 35 or more hours per week   1,829   6,264,495  

Employed less than 35 hours per week   331   1,423,837  

Out of work for more than 1 year   63   316,274  

Out of work for less than 1 year   257   1,166,419  

A homemaker   110   425,568  

A student   130   948,883  

Retired   852   2,924,521  

Unable to work or disabled   196   1,041,462  

Total   3,768   14,511,460  

Q52. Have you ever served on active duty in the military?      

Yes  237   956,506  

No  3,549   13,692,284  

Total   3,786   14,648,790  
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Survey Item  

Unweighted  

Frequency  

(N=3,845)  

Weighted  

Frequency  

(N=14,889,742)  

Q53. Are you Hispanic or Latino?      

Yes  407   2,646,661  

No  3,372   11,977,224  

Total   3,779   14,623,885  

Q54_1. Which one or more of the following would you say is 

your race? [White or Caucasian] Choose all that  apply.  
    

Yes  2,881   9,514,432  

No  891   5,053,643  

Total   3,772   14,568,075  

Q54_2. Which one or more of the following would you say is 

your race? [Black or African American] Choose all  that apply.  
    

Yes  412   2,533,636  

No  3,360   12,034,439  

Total   3,772   14,568,075  

Q54_3. Which one or more of the following would you say is 
your race? [Asian] Choose all that apply.  

    

Yes  294   1,123,724  

No  3,478   13,444,351  

Total   3,772   14,568,075  

Q54_4. Which one or more of the following would you say is 
your race? [Native Hawaiian or other Pacific  Islander] Choose 
all that apply.  

    

Yes  12   73,287  

No  3,760   14,494,788  

Total   3,772   14,568,075  

Q54_5. Which one or more of the following would you say is 
your race? [Native American or Alaskan Native]  Choose all that 
apply.  

    

Yes  46   147,433  

No  3,726   14,420,642  

Total   3,772   14,568,075  

Q54_6. Which one or more of the following would you say is 

your race? [Some other Race] Choose all that  apply.  
    

Yes  291   1,733,715  

No  3,481   12,834,360  

Total   3,772   14,568,075  

Q55. Was your sex assigned at birth...      

Male   1,554   6,956,198  

Female   2,225   7,661,617  

Total   3,779   14,617,816  



D-16 

Survey Item  

Unweighted  

Frequency  

(N=3,845)  

Weighted  

Frequency  

(N=14,889,742)  

Q56. Do you consider yourself to be...? [Sexual Orientation]      

Heterosexual or straight   3,473   13,142,330  

Gay or lesbian   115   399,262  

Bisexual   104   511,165  

Different orientation   63   366,376  

Total   3,755   14,419,134  

Q57. Do you consider yourself to be transgender?      

Not transgender   3,727   14,331,395  

Yes, transgender ? male to female   3   17,745  

Yes, transgender ? female to male   5   30,731  

Yes, transgender ? gender nonconforming   18   72,829  

Total   3,753   14,452,700  

Q58. What is your annual combined household income?      

Less than $15,000   327   1,844,503  

$15,001 -$30,000   473   2,309,558  

$30,001 -$50,000   546   2,486,959  

$50,001 -$75,000   646   2,503,388  

$75,001 -$100,000   549   1,766,717  

More than $100,000   1,204   3,594,618  

Total   3,745   14,505,744  

Q59. To thank you for your taking part in the survey, we would 

like to e - mail an electronic gift card for $15 We  can also mail a 
gift card if you prefer.  

    

Yes, please e -mail gift card (must provide e -mail)   2,337   8,628,157  

Yes, please mail gift card (must provide address)   1,251   5,215,372  

Decline   74   310,009  

Total   3,662   14,153,538  
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Appendix E. Crosstabulations of Non-Key Items 
 

Survey Item  

Non - Gambler  
Recreational  

Gambler  

Problem  

Gambler  
P- value  

N 
Weighted 

N 
Weighted %, 

(95% CI)  
N 

Weighted 
N 

Weighted %, 
(95% CI)  

N 
Weighted 

N 
Weighted %, 

(95% CI)  

Q1. In the past 12, months did 
you volunteer, participate in 
clubs, sports, religious events or 
attend other community 
activities?  

                    

Yes  1,396   4,926,399   67.6  
 (65.0 -70.1)  

 673  2,079,008   28.5  
 (26.2 -31.0)  

 76   281,594   3.9  
 (2.9 -5.2)  

0.0025**  

No  1,185   5,430,984   73.6  

 (70.5 -76.6)  
 407  1,603,043   21.7  

 (19.0 -24.7)  
 61   340,698   4.6  

 (3.4 -6.2)  
  

Q9_1. What are the reason(s) 
that you gamble? For 
excitement or entertainment 
(Y/N)  

                    

Yes  -    -      841  2,742,383   83.6  
 (79.9 -86.8)  

 120   536,387   16.4  
 (13.2 -20.1)  

0.2133  

No  -    -      200  755,341   88.7  
 (80.8 -93.6)  

 17   96,426   11.3  
 (6.4 -19.2)  

  

Q9_2. What are the reason(s) 

that you gamble? To win money 
(Y/N)  

                    

Yes  -    -      927  3,179,728   84.0  
 (80.5 -86.9)  

 132   605,882   16.0  
 (13.1 -19.5)  

0.0311*  

No  -    -      125   388,770   95.4  
 (85.9 -98.6)  

 5   18,803   4.6  
 (1.4 -14.1)  

  

Q9_3/Q9_4.What are the 
reason(s) that yougamble? 
Avoid School or Family/Avoid 
work or school conflict  

                    

Yes  -    -      14   65,596   49.2  

 (25.4 -73.4)  
 9   67,755   50.8  

 (26.6 -74.6)  
---  

No  -    -      1,012   3,378,312   86.4  
 (83.2 -89.0)  

 123   532,235   13.6  
 (11.0 -16.8)  

  

Q9_5. What are the reason(s) 
that you gamble? To  socialize 
with family or friends (Y/N)  

                    

Yes  -    -      381   1,165,028   80.9  

 (75.2 -85.5)  
 67   275,663   19.1  

 (14.5 -24.8)  
0.0459*  

No  -    -      653   2,283,777   87.2  
 (83.1 -90.4)  

 68   336,116   12.8  
 (9.6 -16.9)  
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Survey Item  

Non - Gambler  
Recreational  

Gambler  
Problem  
Gambler  

P- value  

N 
Weighted 

N 

Weighted %, 

(95% CI)  
N 

Weighted 

N 

Weighted %, 

(95% CI)  
N 

Weighted 

N 

Weighted %, 

(95% CI)  

Q9_6. What are the reason(s) 
that you gamble? To  support 
worthy causes (Y/N)  

                    

Yes  -    -      303   888,756   83.6  
 (77.0 -88.5)  

 36   174,891   16.4  
 (11.5 -23.0)  

0.5579  

No  -    -      728   2,559,248   85.5  
 (81.6 -88.7)  

 98   432,963   14.5  
 (11.3 -18.4)  

  

Q9_7. What are the reason(s) 

that you gamble?  Because it 
makes me feel good about 
myself (Y/N)  

                    

Yes  -    -      97   368,788   65.2  
 (54.2 -74.7)  

 40   197,135   34.8  
 (25.3 -45.8)  

p<0.0001**  

No  -    -      929   3,075,013   87.8  
 (84.5 -90.5)  

 95   427,105   12.2  
 (9.5 -15.5)  

  

Q9_8. What are the reason(s) 
that you gamble?  Boredom 
(Y/N)  

                    

Yes  -    -      243   881,913   71.3  

 (64.1 -77.6)  
 77   355,166   28.7  

 (22.4 -35.9)  
p<0.0001**  

No  -    -      784   2,566,829   90.9  
 (87.6 -93.5)  

 58   255,420   9.1  
 (6.5 -12.4)  

  

Q9_9. What are the reason(s) 
that you gamble? To  relieve 
stress (Y/N)  

                    

Yes  -    -      134   489,729   65.8  

 (55.4 -74.8)  
 52   255,071   34.2  

 (25.2 -44.6)  
p<0.0001**  

No  -    -      895   2,969,750   89.5  
 (86.5 -91.9)  

 82   349,993   10.5  
 (8.1 -13.5)  

  

Q9_10. What are the reason(s) 
that you gamble?  Some other 
reason (Y/N)  

                    

Yes  -    -      82   346,122   73.1  
 (58.6 -84.0)  

 20   127,148   26.9  
 (16.0 -41.4)  

0.0134*  

No  -    -      939   3,083,679   86.9  

 (83.7 -89.5)  
 112   466,542   13.1  

 (10.5 -16.3)  
  

Q10. How important is gambling 
to you as a  recreational activity? 
Would you say it is?  

                    

Very important   -    -      21   90,352   54.8  
 (33.7 -74.3)  

 16   74,473   45.2  
 (25.7 -66.3)  

p<0.0001**  

Somewhat important   -    -      123   416,743   76.4  
 (66.7 -84.0)  

 34   128,427   23.6  
 (16.0 -33.3)  

  

Not very important   -    -      371   1,347,579   82.9  

 (77.1 -87.5)  
 58   277,219   17.1  

 (12.5 -22.9)  
  

Not at all important   -    -      558   1,813,792   92.0  
 (88.1 -94.7)  

 31   158,412   8.0  
 (5.3 -11.9)  

  



E-3 

Survey Item  

Non - Gambler  
Recreational  

Gambler  
Problem  
Gambler  

P- value  

N 
Weighted 

N 

Weighted %, 

(95% CI)  
N 

Weighted 

N 

Weighted %, 

(95% CI)  
N 

Weighted 

N 

Weighted %, 

(95% CI)  

Q12. In the past 12 months , 
how often have you  felt that you 
might have a problem with 
gambling?  

                    

Never   -    -      1,054   3,557,294   89.5  
 (86.8 -91.7)  

 100   416,754   10.5  
 (8.3 -13.2)  

p<0.0001**  

Sometimes   -    -      19   104,729   32.1  
 (17.3 -51.7)  

 39   221,777   67.9  
 (48.3 -82.7)  

  

Q15. In the past 12 months , 

have you often  gambled longer, 
with more money or more  
frequently than you intended to?  

                    

Yes  -    -      16   70,100   34.4  
 (18.7 -54.3)  

 35   133,950   65.6  
 (45.7 -81.3)  

p<0.0001**  

No  -    -      1,048   3,557,883   87.6  
 (84.5 -90.2)  

 103   501,792   12.4  
 (9.8 -15.5)  

  

Q18. In the past 12 months , is 

there anyone who  would say 
that you have had difficulty 
controlling  your gambling, 
regardless of whether you 
agreed  with them or not?  

                    

Yes  -    -      5   33,973   27.2  
 (10.4 -54.7)  

 21   90,908   72.8  
 (45.3 -89.6)  

---  

No  -    -      1,054   3,581,671   86.7  
 (83.6 -89.4)  

 118   547,623   13.3  
 (10.6 -16.4)  

  

Q22. Have you had problems 
with gambling in your  lifetime 
prior to the past 12 months?  

                    

Yes  -    -      10   53,064   46.3  

 (23.4 -70.9)  
 15   61,535   53.7  

 (29.1 -76.6)  
---  

No  -    -      1,049   3,559,197   86.1  
 (82.9 -88.7)  

 124   576,996   13.9  
 (11.3 -17.1)  

  

Q25. Overall, how acceptable is 
gambling in your  community?  

                    

Not acceptable   568   2,812,682   91.7  
 (88.6 -94.0)  

 48   186,926   6.1 (4.3 -8.6)   11   67,584   2.2  
 (1.0 -4.8)  

p<0.0001**  

Somewhat acceptable   1,053   4,006,192   76.8  

 (73.7 -79.6)  
 307   1,034,991   19.8  

 (17.2 -22.8)  
 34   176,418   3.4  

 (2.2 -5.1)  
  

Acceptable   792   2,804,076   55.9  
 (52.2 -59.5)  

 572   1,958,241   39.0  
 (35.5 -42.7)  

 66   256,322   5.1  
 (3.8 -6.9)  

  

Very acceptable   165   690,794   53.9  
 (46.6 -61.1)  

 136   457,966   35.8  
 (29.4 -42.6)  

 26   131,896   10.3  
 (6.5 -16.1)  

  



E-4 

Survey Item  

Non - Gambler  
Recreational  

Gambler  
Problem  
Gambler  

P- value  

N 
Weighted 

N 

Weighted %, 

(95% CI)  
N 

Weighted 

N 

Weighted %, 

(95% CI)  
N 

Weighted 

N 

Weighted %, 

(95% CI)  

Q26. Are any of your close 
friends regular  gamblers?  

                    

Yes  451   1,710,279   49.9  
 (45.5 -54.2)  

 391   1,358,025   39.6  
 (35.5 -43.9)  

 86   361,938   10.6  
 (8.1 -13.6)  

p<0.0001**  

No  2,142   8,668,255   77.2  
 (75.0 -79.3)  

 674   2,292,019   20.4  
 (18.4 -22.5)  

 51   270,282   2.4  
 (1.7 -3.4)  

  

Q27. Are any of your family 

members regular  gamblers?  
                    

Yes  308   1,054,666   45.4  
 (40.6 -50.3)  

 288   954,963   41.1  
 (36.5 -45.9)  

 72   313,760   13.5  
 (10.3 -17.5)  

p<0.0001**  

No  2,284   9,306,348   75.5  
 (73.4 -77.6)  

 776   2,694,335   21.9  
 (19.9 -24.0)  

 65   318,460   2.6  
 (1.9 -3.5)  

  

Q28. How old were you when 
you first gambled?  

                    

10 or younger   48   234,900   63.8  

 (50.7 -75.2)  
 35   99,408   27.0  

 (17.8 -38.8)  
 6   33,608   9.1  

 (3.8 -20.3)  
p<0.0001**  

11 to 13   53   169,628   42.6  
 (27.2 -59.5)  

 35   194,825   48.9  
 (31.1 -67.1)  

 8   33,654   8.5  
 (3.8 -17.7)  

  

14 to 15   64   225,579   48.3  
 (36.5 -60.3)  

 55   213,006   45.6  
 (33.6 -58.2)  

 6   28,208   6.0  
 (2.3 -14.7)  

  

16 to 17   84   403,571   55.6  
 (44.7 -65.9)  

 74   269,322   37.1  
 (27.7 -47.5)  

 12   53,496   7.4  
 (3.4 -15.2)  

  

18 to 20   438   1,492,671   55.7  

 (51.0 -60.3)  
 311   979,239   36.6  

 (32.2 -41.1)  
 44   206,755   7.7  

 (5.3 -11.0)  
  

21 or older   924   3,127,163   59.8  
 (56.6 -63.0)  

 538   1,821,834   34.9  
 (31.8 -38.0)  

 61   276,498   5.3  
 (3.8 -7.3)  

  

I have never gambled  973   4,668,082   100.0   -    -    0.0 (. - .)   -    -    0.0 (. - .)    

Q29. Do you believe gambling 
can become an  addiction like 
alcohol, drugs and tobacco?  

                    

Yes  2,458   9,765,414   71.6  

 (69.6 -73.6)  
 993   3,321,724   24.4  

 (22.5 -26.3)  
 121   547,396   4.0  

 (3.2 -5.0)  
0.0182*  

No  135   613,369   60.6  
 (51.4 -69.1)  

 70   314,283   31.0  
 (23.2 -40.1)  

 16   84,823   8.4  
 (4.4 -15.4)  

  

Q30_1. Which of the following is 
a warning sign of  problem 
gambling? Problems with 
family...  

                    

Yes  2,033   7,809,693   70.1  
 (67.9 -72.3)  

 911   2,948,679   26.5  
 (24.4 -28.6)  

 95   379,368   3.4  
 (2.7 -4.3)  

0.0001**  

No  552   2,544,791   73.7  

 (69.0 -77.9)  
 149   655,629   19.0  

 (15.4 -23.2)  
 42   252,851   7.3  

 (5.0 -10.6)  
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Survey Item  

Non - Gambler  
Recreational  

Gambler  
Problem  
Gambler  

P- value  

N 
Weighted 

N 

Weighted %, 

(95% CI)  
N 

Weighted 

N 

Weighted %, 

(95% CI)  
N 

Weighted 

N 

Weighted %, 

(95% CI)  

Q30_2. Which of the following is 
a warning sign of  problem 
gambling? Spending more 
money or  time...  

                    

Yes  2,106   7,951,133   69.3  
 (67.0 -71.4)  

 936   3,070,488   26.7  
 (24.7 -28.9)  

 113   459,367   4.0  
 (3.2 -5.0)  

0.0005**  

No  479   2,403,351   77.3  
 (72.6 -81.4)  

 124   533,820   17.2  
 (13.7 -21.3)  

 24   172,852   5.6  
 (3.4 -8.9)  

  

Q30_3. Which of the following is 

a warning sign of  problem 
gambling? Trying to win back 
money lost...  

                    

Yes  1,974   7,353,968   68.9  
 (66.6 -71.2)  

 889   2,875,809   27.0  
 (24.8 -29.2)  

 93   439,427   4.1  
 (3.2 -5.3)  

0.0013**  

No  611   3,000,517   76.5  
 (72.5 -80.1)  

 171   728,499   18.6  
 (15.3 -22.4)  

 44   192,793   4.9  
 (3.5 -7.0)  

  

Q30_4. Which of the following is 

a warning sign of  problem 
gambling? Being preoccupied 
with  gambling...  

                    

Yes  1,900   6,925,678   68.6  
 (66.3 -70.9)  

 875   2,806,128   27.8  
 (25.6 -30.1)  

 88   356,914   3.5  
 (2.7 -4.6)  

p<0.0001**  

No  685   3,428,806   76.2  
 (72.2 -79.7)  

 185   798,180   17.7  
 (14.7 -21.3)  

 49   275,306   6.1  
 (4.3 -8.7)  

  

Q30_5. Which of the following is 
a warning sign of  problem 
gambling? Lying to hide 
gambling.  

                    

Yes  2,007   7,559,983   69.2  

 (66.9 -71.3)  
 921   2,964,191   27.1  

 (25.0 -29.3)  
 103   408,509   3.7  

 (2.9 -4.7)  
0.0001**  

No  578   2,794,501   76.4  
 (71.9 -80.3)  

 139   640,117   17.5  
 (14.1 -21.5)  

 34   223,710   6.1  
 (4.0 -9.1)  

  

Q30_6. Which of the following is 
a warning sign of  problem 
gambling? Don't know/Not sure  

                    

Yes  269   1,290,107   77.3  
 (70.6 -82.9)  

 66   326,570   19.6  
 (14.3 -26.1)  

 8   52,206   3.1  
 (1.4 -6.9)  

0.1326  

No  2,316   9,064,378   70.1  

 (68.0 -72.2)  
 994   3,277,738   25.4  

 (23.5 -27.4)  
 129   580,014   4.5  

 (3.6 -5.6)  
  

Q31. Do you believe that 
gambling is morally  wrong?  

                    

Yes  577   2,941,973   89.0  
 (84.8 -92.1)  

 55   264,969   8.0  
 (5.5 -11.6)  

 12   99,799   3.0  
 (1.5 -6.0)  

p<0.0001**  

No  1,994   7,362,157   65.4  
 (63.1 -67.7)  

 1,004   3,360,110   29.9  
 (27.7 -32.1)  

 123   528,289   4.7  
 (3.8 -5.8)  
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Survey Item  

Non - Gambler  
Recreational  

Gambler  
Problem  
Gambler  

P- value  

N 
Weighted 

N 

Weighted %, 

(95% CI)  
N 

Weighted 

N 

Weighted %, 

(95% CI)  
N 

Weighted 

N 

Weighted %, 

(95% CI)  

Q32. Over the past 12 months , 
would you say that  in general 
your health has been>?  

                    

Excellent   528   2,119,047   71.9  
 (67.6 -75.8)  

 228   745,982   25.3  
 (21.6 -29.4)  

 23   83,978   2.8  
 (1.8 -4.6)  

0.3705  

Very good   1,017   3,797,337   69.4  
 (66.1 -72.5)  

 425   1,407,713   25.7  
 (22.9 -28.8)  

 50   265,895   4.9  
 (3.4 -6.9)  

  

Good   748   3,141,210   70.2  

 (66.3 -73.9)  
 328   1,144,573   25.6  

 (22.1 -29.4)  
 48   186,764   4.2  

 (2.9 -6.0)  
  

Fair   258   1,118,069   73.8  
 (67.1 -79.6)  

 75   309,411   20.4  
 (15.2 -26.9)  

 15   87,473   5.8  
 (3.3 -10.0)  

  

Poor   48   246,537   81.1  
 (66.3 -90.4)  

 11   49,281   16.2  
 (7.9 -30.3)  

 1   8,109   2.7  
 (0.4 -16.8)  

  

Q37. In the past 12 months , 
have you sought help  for your 
use of tobacco, alcohol or 
drugs?  

                    

Yes  40   188,935   64.5  

 (49.5 -77.1)  
 20   69,125   23.6  

 (13.7 -37.7)  
 8   34,660   11.8  

 (5.2 -24.9)  
0.238  

No  524   2,215,279   73.0  
 (68.6 -76.9)  

 173   655,323   21.6  
 (18.1 -25.5)  

 33   165,969   5.5  
 (3.5 -8.4)  

  

Q39. In the past 12 months , did 
you ever seriously  consider 
attempting suicide?  

                    

Yes  50   240,320   70.7  

 (56.1 -82.0)  
 22   61,681   18.1  

 (10.1 -30.5)  
 7   38,028   11.2  

 (4.6 -24.8)  
0.0629  

No  2,543   

10,180,068  

 71.0  

 (68.9 -72.9)  
 1,040   3,568,670   24.9  

 (23.0 -26.8)  
 130   594,191   4.1  

 (3.3 -5.1)  
  

Q48. Is your home>[Ownership]                      

Owned by you or someone living 
with you  

 1,557   5,504,012   66.2  
 (63.5 -68.8)  

 757   2,466,683   29.7  
 (27.2 -32.3)  

 80   340,035   4.1  
 (3.1 -5.4)  

p<0.0001**  

Rented   1,026   4,850,070   77.0  
 (73.9 -79.8)  

 305   1,168,195   18.5  
 (16.0 -21.3)  

 56   282,406   4.5  
 (3.2 -6.2)  

  

Q49. Is a language other than 

English spoken in  your home?  
                    

Yes  758   3,907,970   77.3  
 (73.5 -80.7)  

 205   927,799   18.3  
 (15.3 -21.9)  

 35   222,575   4.4  
 (2.9 -6.6)  

p<0.0001**  

No  1,826   6,470,310   67.6  
 (65.3 -69.9)  

 857   2,707,079   28.3  
 (26.1 -30.6)  

 100   389,994   4.1  
 (3.2 -5.2)  

  

Q55. Was your sex assigned at 
birth...  

                    

Heterosexual/Straight   2,351   9,288,755   70.7  

 (68.7 -72.6)  
 1,001   3,315,887   25.2  

 (23.4 -27.1)  
 121   537,689   4.1  

 (3.3 -5.1)  
0.8045  

Non -Heterosexual/Straight   213   934,076   73.2  
 (62.8 -81.5)  

 56   282,871   22.2  
 (14.1 -33.0)  

 13   59,856   4.7  
 (2.4 -9.1)  

  

--- Expected cell sizes too small for reliable conclusion . 


