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Abstract

PurposeThis study examines how three types of contre¢rse of control, illusion of control,
and gambling self-efficacy — clarify the relatioisbetween frequent gambling and gambling-
related harm. Its objectives are to examine 1) ti@nthree types of control are understood and
experienced by the individual, 2) how the typesaitrol link with each other, and 3) how the
types of control help explain differences in gamgirelated problems. Rationalgentral to this
research is the argument that mental health anaviomiral addiction theory should be integrated
in order to offer a more complete understandingeafith and illness. This research bridges the
divide by creating and evaluating a new theoreticatiel. The Dynamics of Control Model
incorporates types of control and relationshipsiftbe Stress Process Model of mental health
and the Integrated Pathways Model of problem gargblIThis study focuses on control because
it is a central concept in both addiction reseancti the sociological study of mental health.
Methods Mixed methods are used in this research. Thirtglepth interviews were conducted
with frequent gamblers from Simcoe County, Ontarim play games of skill or chance once a
week or more. These data are supplemented witmdacpanalysis of the 2002 Canadian
Community Health Survey, a large nationally repnégidve survey on mental health. Results

Sense of control and gambling self-efficacy helplaix the relationship between gambling
ii



frequency and problem gambling severity. Frequantlging is accompanied by little harm
when the individual has high sense of control aigthi jambling self-efficacy. Illusion of control
does not play a role in explaining problem gambbegerity but is best predicted by type of
game. All three types of control are more complentdescribed in the literature, with internal
variations, thresholds of effectiveness, and cotuaimitations._ImplicationsThis study’s
findings stimulate discussion on low-risk gambllmghaviours and the use of categorical
diagnoses. The results support future collaboratimtween mental health and behavioural
addictions research, and increased use of thelegimal perspective to examine problem
gambling. The study concludes by suggesting waysipfoving the conceptualization,

measurement, and study of control.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Frequent gambling is a risky behaviour. People place wagers once a week or more are more
likely to experience harm or problems as a reduti@r gambling (Currie, Hodgins, Wang, el-
Guebaly, Wynne, and Chen 2006; Currie, Hodgins, §vahGuebaly, Wynne, and Miller

2008). Why does this happen? There are reasordigyé that it is an issue of control. After

all, addiction — as indicated by meeting a certarashold of problems — is typically about a

loss of control. Consider the definition of problgembling: “persistent and recurrent
maladaptive gambling behaviour’ characterizedbynability to control gamblingleading to
significant deleterious psychosocial consequenmasonal, familial, financial, professional and
legal” (Blaszczynski and Nower 2002: 487; emphadded). In this description, problems are
experienced because the individual has lost coafribieir gambling. This same reasoning can

be applied to the relationship between frequentldaug and gambling-related harm.

Gamblers have different types or levels of con#dlthe most general level, there is sense of
control, the “learned generalized expectation thiéitomes are contingent on one’s own choices
and actions” (Mirowsky and Ross 2003: 174). Setismwotrol is an important concept in

mental health research. In fact, some argue tligaitmain link between social status and
mental health (Mirowsky and Ross 2003). At a lolegel are two types of control specific to
gambling. lllusion of control is “the belief thahe can increase the probability of winning, and
the belief that the probability of a win, havingelpencreased, is greater than it really is”
(Goodie 2005: 482). Gambling self-efficacy is “adividual’s belief as to whether or not they
could resist an opportunity to gamble in a givenaion” (Casey, Oei, Melville, Bourke, and
Newcombe 2008: 230). While sense of control angitin of control are about outcomes,

gambling self-efficacy is about behaviours.

If gambling problems are the result of a loss aftoal, whattypeof control is missing? The
definition of problem gambling suggests that a latgambling self-efficacy would explain
why frequent gamblers experience more gamblingedlproblems. What about sense of

control and illusion of control? If sense of cohigso crucial for understanding mental health,
1



could a low level of this type of control not le@mdgambling-related problems? Another
possibility is that too much control leads to peyhk. Feeling that the odds of winning are in
your favour is a strong encouragement to keeprugtiti the face of multiple losses. So
experiencing harm from gambling might actually be tesult of a combination of different
types and degrees of control. Despite this reagotineory and research have not focused on

how general and gambling-specific types of controtk together.

In light of this puzzle, this study asks the foliog question: What are the dynamics of control
among frequent gamblers? In order to answer thestiun, the current research builds on
problem gambling literature’s focus on illusionaaintrol and gambling self-efficacy. In
expanding this work, this study’s main objectives @ 1) discover how the three types of
control are understood and experienced by the idhai@l, 2) look into how these three types of
control correspond to each other, and 3) explore the types of control improve the

understanding of differences in gambling-relatembpgms.

This study answers its central research questicaddyessing these three objectives in turn.
Research on the three types of control in relatooroblem gambling is lacking in several
areas, as will be outlined in the next chapter. iffy@ication of the limited literature is that
research must start at the most basic level inrdodaccurately examine the dynamics of
control. Of the research that exists on these ttygges of control among gamblers, very few
studies are qualitative. For this reason, reseesa@not be sure that the types of control mean
what they think they do to individuals. This is wime current research begins by focusing on
how frequent gamblers understand and experiendgles of control. The logical step from
here is to see how the three types of controlelegdad to each other. Research on this topic is
also limited and there are several possibilitidse Types of control may relate to each other in
ways that are consistent with how they are reladqatoblem gambling. However, there is also
the possibility that control is overarching, inttf@eling in control over one domain translates
into control over all domains. The final step ie fbrocess is to see how the types of control and

their correspondence with each other relate tgtbblems experienced from frequent



3
gambling. In order to accomplish this task, thiglgtcreates and explores a new theoretical

framework called the Dynamics of Control Model.

This study’s aim is to provide a narrative desapihe lives of frequent gamblers. This
research questions and specifies the nature oftdegepts in the mental health and problem
gambling fields, namely the three types of contitateeks to move research forward and
stimulate discussion on topics like the definitafrproblem gambling, the importance of
gambling behaviours, and the role of control. Qa#lie interviewing is a method well suited to
these goals. To answer the central research qogestformation was collected from 30 frequent
gamblers living in Simcoe County, Ontario usinga@sed-ended questionnaire and in-depth
interviews. The questionnaire used standard mea$oiréey concepts like sense of control,
illusion of control, gambling self-efficacy, andgimem gambling symptoms. The in-depth
interview gained a deeper understanding of howiddals see their lives and understand the

role of these types of control.

1 A Note on Problem Gambling

Problem gambling is a diagnosis, a category, ast&egardless of the particular measure used,
there is a cut point after which an individual @sidered a problem gambler. Take the
Canadian Problem Gambling Index (CPGI) for examidlae items of the CPGI make up the
Problem Gambling Severity Index. This index is aaswge of problem gambling symptoms.
Each item has available responses of Never (0) e8ores (1), Most of the time (2) and AlImost
Always (3). Responses across the nine questionsuanened to create a problem gambling
severity score that ranges between zero and 2@o#e ®f zero indicates non-problem
gambling, one or two represents a low level of f@ots, three to seven indicates moderate
problems, and eight or more represents problem tagnif-erris and Wynne 2001a; 2001b). So
using the CPGlI, an individual is labeled a probtgambler if she or he scores above seven.
Most gambling research and theory conceptualizelsl@m gambling in this way — as a
dichotomy. That is, people are classified as eith@roblem gambler’ or a ‘non-problem

gambler’.
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Researchers who study gambling have begun to s$ake with this approach. They argue that
this dichotomy is inappropriate because it preveegsarch from looking at the predictors and
health impacts of all levels of gambling behavi@Bliaszczynski 2009; Petry 2009). To resolve
this issue, they believe research should studgdlises and consequences of levels of gambling

behaviour and not problem gambling status (Rodggakjwell, and Butterworth 2009).

These arguments are part of a larger movemeneisdhiological study of mental health more
generally. Some researchers in this area makeasiamjuments, arguing that crude dichotomies
may fail to measure important differences in sympaon each category and may cause
researchers to overlook the experiences of thosedomot meet the criteria for diagnosis
(Mirowsky and Ross 2002; Nelson, Gebauer, LaBneé, 8haffer 2009). Most importantly,

some sociologists argue that diagnoses are inapatefpecause mental health does not display
itself categorically, so it should not be measurethis way (Kessler 2002; Mirowsky and Ross
2002). To remedy this problem, mental health redesas study symptoms over diagnosis
(Mirowsky and Ross 1989a).

A related issue is the assumption that certain gambehaviours are inherently problematic.
The actual relationships between gambling behasiand gambling problems are rarely
examined (Rodgers et al. 2009; Petry 2009). Instettbns that seem to reflect a loss of
control are assumed to be a problem: frequent gag)ldpending lots of money, investing
considerable time. This is because a loss of cbh&a®long been considered one of the defining
features of addiction (Reith 2004; Sussman andrais2011). The term addiction is applied to
the individual’s behaviour because it is assumatlttiey have lost control of their actions,

typically the use of a substance (Akers 1991).

Traditionally, addiction was defined not by behav®but by physiological changes or
dependence: withdrawal and tolerance (Akers 199bd@an 2008). However, in order to
capture substances that were viewed as socialgmsbibut not accompanied by physical
dependencegysychologicadependence was incorporated into the definitioadafiction (Akers
1991). Psychological dependence is more mentalghgsical and involves craving and
compulsive use (Akers 1991). Presently, physiolalgiependence is not necessary or sufficient
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to indicate addiction (Akers 1991; Goodman 20083tdad, emphasis is placed on ones

inability to manage behaviours: the loss of conttohtinued use despite harm, high
involvement or failed attempts to quit (Centre Aaldiction and Mental Health 2010). In line
with this trend, the DSM-5 removed the distinctlmtween abuse (psychological dependence)
and dependence (physiological dependence) thaprgasent in earlier versions (American
Psychiatric Association [APA] 2013a). Further, thest recent edition of the DSM also added
craving or a strong desire to use the substanttestoriteria for substance use disorder (APA
2013a).

Changes to the definition of addiction and to ttf&MDmade room for problem gambling to be
considered an addiction. In the DSM-5, problem dargthas been renamed gambling disorder
and has been reclassified from an impulse contsolrder to the only behavioural addiction in
the substance-related and addictive disordersose@iPA 2013b). Behavioural addictions are
“syndromes analogous to substance addiction, thtavbehavioral focus other than ingestion
of a psychoactive substance” (Grant, Potenza, Wmsand Gorelick 2010). Gambling
disorder is now placed with substance disorderaulme “gambling disorder is similar to
substance-related disorders in clinical expres$icain origin, comorbidity, physiology, and
treatment” (APA 2013b). In the DSM-5, criteria fgambling disorder include tolerance,
withdrawal and loss of control, among others (ARA 2a). The assumption that certain
behaviours are problematic is built into the déiom of gambling disorder: “Persistent and
recurrent problematic gambling behavior leadinglioically significant impairment or distress”
(APA 2013a: section 312.31). In order to situatabpgm gambling within the definition of
addiction, research must specifically examine #iationships between gambling behaviours,

psychological and physiological dependence, antleno gambling symptoms.

To address the concerns of problem gambling reseescthe current study focuses on frequent
gamblers and not problem gamblers, though problembders are included in the sample. As
mentioned above, frequent gamblers are a relevanopdor study because they experience
more harm as a result of their gambling. Companadftequent gamblers, frequent gamblers
more often meet the threshold for problem gamblvaye lower global physical and mental

health scores, and experience more mental healtihdgirs (Marshall and Wynne 2003;
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Morasco, Pietrzak Blanco, Grant, Hasin, and Pe@§62 Petry and Weinstock 2007). Despite its
association with problem gambling, gambling frequyeils not a direct measure of the problems
associated with gambling, unlike other behaviouchsas amount of time or money spent. Of
relevance for the central research question, fretogemblers are also likely to have an
interesting mix of the three types of control exaea here. As suggested by past research,
frequent gamblers may experience low sense of @lptiigh illusion of control, and low
gambling self-efficacy (Ladouceur, Sylvain, Boutimchance, Doucet, and Leblond 2003;
Kallmen, Anderson, and Andren 2008; Meyer de Staafeh, Aufrere, Besson, and Rossier
2009).

To further address the issue of diagnosis, thidystioes not focus on problem gambling as an
outcome. Instead of exploring how the three forfsootrol are linked to problem gambling
status, the current research looks at how the tgpesntrol are related to problem gambling
severity — the degree of gambling problems or spmgt By using this approach, this study
examines the gambling-related harms experiencedl lo§ those who gamble frequently and

not simply those who meet the criteria for probigambling.

Finally, to address the assumptions about addictios study focuses on the link between
gambling frequency and problem gambling symptonasti®ilar attention is paid to results and
examples that contradict widely held assumptiormaiathe link between behaviours and
problems. The current research does not examinaseciations between gambling frequency,
psychological or physiological dependence, and diagnproblems. Items included in this
research that tap into tolerance and withdrawablrself-report and perceptual. Self-report
measures for tolerance among gamblers seem tdlgatapture increased betting because of
cognitive motivations or illusion of control insteaf increased excitement (Blaszczynski,
Walker, Sharpe, and Nower 2008). Further, selfatepeasures of withdrawal cannot
distinguish between withdrawal from gambling peaed withdrawal from gambling as an

avoidant coping strategy (lbid).



2 Contributions

The main motivations behind this research are tfolek First, this study focuses on the concept
of control. It narrows in on this concept and ure@vts meaning. Control is an important
element of addiction, problem gambling, gamblingdeours, and mental health. Because
control is widely applicable and relevant, thiseagh hones in on what it really means, how
this changes depending on the particular type nfroh and how the impact of control changes
across types. By focusing on control using qual¢ainethods, this study is able to explore the
inner workings of these concepts and how they aderstood by gamblers. Through this
gualitative focus, this work questions and spesifteese key concepts. In doing so for gambling
self-efficacy, this research offers useful inforioatfor sharpening the definition of problem
gambling. Further, it broadens the understandingeate of control’s stress moderating role and
how illusion of control contributes to the onseigaimbling problems.

Second, this study explores the black box betweembijng behaviours and gambling
problems. Studies that link frequent gambling aachiling related-harm rarely explain how or
why this happens. Researchers are beginning t@doguhe need to look specifically at the
relationships between behaviours and problemsg\aef that this shift in focus from looking at
only problem gambling status will shed light on hogk and protective factors impact problem
gambling onset (Rodgers et al. 2009). The goals aer to confirm that frequent gamblers are
more likely to experience gambling-related harm emseee whether control explains why this

occurs.

Third, this work aims to bridge the gap between taldmealth and problem gambling research.
Theories and concepts used in mental health rdseaeaarely used to look at problematic
gambling. By looking at how sense of control redat® gambling-specific forms of control
among frequent gamblers, this study begins to dluselistance between these two fields.
Collaboration between these two fields could beskieral to both, broadening the scope of

mental health research and improving the undersigraf problem gambling onset.



3 Organization

In order to situate the current research, the clexpter will discuss theories about why people
develop mental health disorders generally and pralgambling specifically; how the

individual builds each type of control; existingearch on how the three types of control are
related to gambling behaviours and problems; tipebgaween mental health and problem
gambling research; and differences by the typeaoigplayed. From this discussion, a new
theoretical model is created and described. Thd thiapter outlines the research methods used
to answer the central research question and exftlertheoretical model. The collection and
analysis of qualitative interviews and the secop@aralysis of survey data are discussed. This
chapter includes descriptions of the data soutbessampling and recruitment procedures, the
data collection tools and steps, and the data sisaly

In the following chapters, the attention shiftsnfrthe procedural details of the study to the
results of the analyses. The fourth chapter dessitibe sample of frequent gamblers — their
demographic characteristics, gambling behavioudsprablems, and types and degrees of

control.

Chapters five through seven use the open-endedigteresponses to discuss how each type of
control is experienced and understood by partidgamturn: sense of control, illusion of

control, and gambling self-efficacy. It is throutjiis targeted and in-depth analysis that the
meaning of each type of control is examined. Girapight uses the closed-ended questionnaire
data, supplemented by open-ended responses asddbredary data analysis, to examine how
each type of control relates to other forms and bawh corresponds with gambling-related
problems. Chapter nine then considers the Dynaafi€ontrol Model in its entirety. This
discussion is complemented with an analysis ofittkebetween gambling frequency and
gambling problems.

After reviewing the results, the final chapter mewa to consider the implications of the
current research. Chapter 10 concludes by disay$isensignificance of the results, the
implications for studying control and avoiding gdmg-related harm, the study’s limitations,

and directions for future research.



Chapter 2
Mental Health, Problem Gambling, and Control

Control is an important concept in both mental teahd gambling research. In the field of
mental health, sense of control links social stausealth outcomes (Mirowsky and Ross
2003). For gambling, issues with control are pathe development and nature of problematic
gambling. lllusion of control plays a role in theset of problem gambling, while gambling self-
efficacy is part of the very definition of problegambling (Blaszczynski and Nower 2002).
Before moving forward to discuss findings for thégees of control, this chapter first turns
back to the large body of literature — which widl &rgued is actually two separate bodies of
literature — that lays the foundation for this sest. Researchers in both the mental health and
gambling fields have outlined theories that exptam origins and influence of control. Studies
have been conducted in support of these theori@sekier, some questions and gaps remain. It

is within this context that this research is sitaghat

1  Control in Mental Health and Problem Gambling
Theory

1.1 Sense of Control and the Stress Process Model

Sense of control (Mirowsky and Ross 1989b) is agaized belief that outcomes in life are
dependent on one’s own behaviours. Sense of castdistinct from self-control, which is

one’s ability to manage their emotions and despasgjcularly in difficult situations (Oxford
Dictionaries 2013). Sense of control is a belied enfocused on outcomes, while self-control is
an ability and is focused on emotions and desiresple who believe that they can shape their
own life have a sense of personal control. At ttieeoend of the continuum are people who feel
powerless (Ross and Sastry 1999). These individigatsot feel that their actions influence their
lives and instead feel that some other force momirol. Other forces can include luck, fate, God
or the stars (Ross and Sastry 1999; Mirowsky argsRR003). In addition to these external
forces, the effectiveness of other people’s behasgican also make the individual feel
powerless (Ross and Sastry 1999; Mirowsky and R088). At its most basic level, sense of

control is “the cognitive awareness of a link beawefforts and outcomes” (Mirowsky and
9
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Ross 2003: 60). In contrast, powerlessness isctigaitive awareness of a discrepancy between
one’s goals and the means to achieve them” (Mirgvesid Ross 2003: 60). Sense of control
refers to beliefs about one’s own ability to cohtratcomes and not other people’s control over
their own life events (Ross and Sastry 1999). Furtbense of control is general and not realm-
specific (Ross and Sastry 1999). It covers all etspaf one’s life and not just certain areas, like

family or work.

Despite its psychological undertones, sense ofrgbista sociological concept. It is based in
objective circumstances and varies across soatlsstSocial status is a relative and socially
defined position, rank, or standing in society ttediiects inequities in power and material or
psychosocial resources (Aneshensel and Phelan. I888e with higher social statuses have
higher standings in society, and more power anouregs. Sense of control “reflects the real
constraints and opportunities of one’s ascribedatdeved statuses. When viewed in the
aggregate across groups it yields an imprint efcstired inequality” (Mirowsky and Ross
2007:1343). Ascribed status is social status aedigi birth while achieved status is taken
voluntarily and reflects personal ability. Senseaftrol is developed during a lifetime of social
interactions and personal experiences (MirowskygsRand Reynolds 2000). Specifically,
“success in controlling past adversities is intetpd as evidence of competence in mastering
current adversities” (Pearlin and Skaff 1996: 243 pther words, the individual gains a sense
of confidence from past successes at problem gpleichieving a certain goal, or sidestepping
misfortune. This confidence is then carried inttufa experiences and used to achieve similar
positive ends. Conversely, failure to control pagnts, resolve problems, or accomplish
achievements is viewed as evidence of the laclitifyato manage current problems. Among
these powerless individuals, a negative cycle fomutnere they “suffer more and more
problems, reinforcing their perceived powerlessmesbkthus producing escalating passivity in
the face of difficulties, and more and more digtéRoss and Sastry 1999: 385). So past

success breeds future success and past failurdsbitgere failure.

Sense of control is a personal resource that igamy distributed in the population based on
social status including class, ethnicity, educatiod gender (Aneshensel 1992). Those of



11
higher statuses typically have higher sense ofrobnwhile those of lower statuses have lower
sense of control. These differences exist becaigbehstatus individuals are more often able to
start the cycle of successes than those of lovakstatus. This is because they typically have
other personal resources like income and educatigocial resources like social support at
their disposal. Differences in sense of controlehbgalth implications, with sense of control
being the main link between social status and nhéetalth. Namely, those of lower social
status experience poorer health because they bexe levels of sense of control (Mirowsky
and Ross 2003).

It is important to point out however that powerlesss or low sense of control is not uniformly
bad for one’s health. Feeling powerless by attitgubutcomes specifically to God behaves
differently than feeling powerless by believingtteaents are controlled by luck or other
external forces. Believing in God’s control does s@em to increase or decrease distress (Ross
1990). Believing that outcomes are determined bg Bay provide the individual with a sense
of comfort and meaning that counteracts the typicadgative impact of powerlessness on
health (Ross and Sastry 1999).

The Stress Process Model explains how sense afot@onnects social status to mental health.
This sociological theory argues that certain betwang increase exposure to stressors — the
conditions that give rise to stress — which cam tinerease the risk for mental health problems
(Aneshensel 1992; Pearlin 1999). Importantly, daama personal resources influence whether
behaviours trigger stressors and whether stretsamigo poor mental health (Aneshensel 1992).
Personal resources are resources that reside whnindividual, such as education, income, or
sense of control. Social resources are resoure¢sdaside within the group or social network,
like social support. Sense of control “has the cap&o hinder, prevent, or cushion the
development of the stress process and its outco(Resitlin 1999: 405). Sense of control plays
this moderating or buffering role in two main walsthe first stage of this process, sense of
control encourages problem solving which can prelsehaviours from leading to stressors
(Turner and Roszell 1994). In the second phassesaincontrol helps individuals understand
the outcomes of their behaviours and influencessstappraisal, which can prevent stressors

from leading to mental health issues (IbiMdpre specifically, sense of control is protective
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because individuals with sense of control explagative outcomes to themselves as something

they have the ability to manage or adapt to (Tuamel Roszell 1994). As a result, those with
sense of control appraise fewer life events asgogtiressful (Ibid).

So those of higher social statuses have more ssiegdsproblem solving, achieving goals, and
avoiding disaster. This leads to confidence inrthgure ability to achieve success or a high
sense of control. Sense of control helps theseiohals avoid stressors through problem
solving. It also helps with stress appraisal, reayithe likelihood that the experience of any
stressors will lead to mental health problems. Erpeing fewer stressors and more positive

appraisals of stressful events lead to better rhaetdth among those of higher social status.

1.2 lllusion of Control, Gambling Self-Efficacy, and the
Integrated Pathways Model

The first type of gambling-specific control is #ion of control. Illusion of control (Langer
1975) is “an expectancy of a personal success piiidiganappropriately higher than the
objective probability would warrant” (311). As astdt of this expectation, the illusion of
control also includes the belief that the odds winng are higher than they actually are
(Goodie 2005). Not specific to gambling, an illusiaf control is a belief in one’s ability to
determine the results of uncertain events thatappropriately higher than the probability of the
uncertain event would suggest (Langer 1975; Gopdd5). More specifically, an illusion of
control is an exaggerated belief in the causal ieteween behaviour and outcome (Langer
1975). As a result, people often treat chance svamsomehow controllable (Ibid). In a
gambling-specific context, illusion of control ia tendency to believe that there is a greater
probability of obtaining a chance-determined outedhran would be dictated solely by random
chance” (Toneatto 1999: 1594). A related componpéttie illusion of control thought process
that precedes this belief in the increased oddgmiing is the belief that the odds can be
increased (Goodie 2005). Both of these componeors the gambling-specific definition of
illusion of control match up well with the descrgt for the general illusion of control: an
exaggerated belief in the link between behavionds(gambling) outcomes, and an inflated

belief in the odds of being successful (winning).
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The Integrated Pathways Model explains where dhusif control comes from and how it
contributes to problematic gambling. This modedng of the most recent and comprehensive
theories of problem gambling onset. The Pathwagsrthis innovative in that it includes a
range of factors in one model. Sociological, psyotical, and biological factors all have a role.
By combining these various strands of research,ttudel makes an attempt to move beyond
the problem gambler/non-problem gambler dichotomdiscussing subgroups of problem
gamblers. Importantly though, this model focusepmmblem gambling status instead of

problem gambling symptoms or gambling behaviours.

According to the Integrated Pathways Model, alhpatys to problem gambling begin with the
social acceptance of gambling and the availaldityambling opportunities (Blaszczynski and
Nower 2002). From here, all problem gamblers dqvei@tional beliefs about the odds of
winning during increased involvement in gamblinigid). In other words, illusion of control is
acquired through social learning from family anerids. According to social learning theory,
people learn, imitate, and maintain behavioursttney observe, find appealing, and are
reinforced among their group (Gupta and Dereveld898y7; Raylu and Oei 2002). Gambling is
reinforced when individuals receive group membgrsiipraise as rewards for participating in
gambling (Raylu and Oei 2002; Hardoon and Derewe@8K2). When learning how to play the
game, people also learn how to think about the g&agng frequent play with family and
friends, individuals learn to believe that usingtam techniques will increase their chances of
winning (Blaszczynski and Nower 2002; Oei and R&004).

After developing an illusion of control, individsatan travel along one of three pathways to
problem gambling (Blaszczynski and Nower 2002). fitst pathway is taken by behaviourally
conditioned problem gamblers. Among these gambdeusibling problems originate in their
illusion of control over gambling outcomes. Thew®t pathway is followed by emotionally
vulnerable problem gamblers. This group experiebodis sociological and biological risk
factors for problem gambling. These individuals exgnce problems with gambling because of
stress and mental health issues experienced ihdatl, and their particular neurotransmitters
and alleles. The final pathway is followed by tméisocial impulsivist problem gamblers. In

addition to sociological and biological risk factpthis group is at psychological risk of problem
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gambling. These individuals experience problemé wieir gambling because they are

impulsive and suffer from antisocial personalitgatder and/or attention deficit disorder.

The three pathways in this integrated model show iHasion of control can lead to
problematic gambling. Individuals who believe irrqmnal skill and the ability to control the
outcomes of games tend to increase their gambhnigcpation, which often persists in the face
of losses (Blaszczynski and Nower 2002). In otherds, illusion of control contributes to risky
gambling behaviours or impaired betting performamgéeading to greater overconfidence and
increased betting (Goodie 2005; Miller and Curi®®). lllusion of control is an important
component of the Integrated Pathways Model —onis of the few risk factors that is present in

all three pathways.

Gambling self-efficacy is the second type of gamdpispecific control. Gambling self-efficacy
(Casey et al. 2008) is confidence in one’s abibityesist opportunities to gamble. The main
conceptual difference between this type of cordra the others is that gambling self-efficacy
is about behaviours while sense of control andgidio of control are about outcomes. Although
the concept of gambling self-efficacy has been dseshany researchers in the past, Casey et al.
(2008) was the first to explicitly define the tea® “an individual’s belief as to whether or not
they could resist an opportunity to gamble in agigituation” (230). Gambling self-efficacy is
founded on the more general concept of self-efficaderm which was coined by Bandura
(1986). Self-efficacy is a person’s belief in whatlor not they can effectively carry out a
certain action (Ross and Sastry 1999). Self-effieaerlaps with sense of control and both are
forms of perceived personal control (Ross and $4€99). In contrast to self-efficacy, sense of
control is a person’s belief that the actions thegform will allow them to achieve a desired
outcome (Ross and Sastry 1999). So self-efficaepait performing actions and sense of
control is about achieving outcomes. This distmetis similar to the one between illusion of
control and gambling self-efficacy: illusion of daoml is about controlling gamblingutcomes
while gambling self-efficacy is about controllingrgblingbehaviours A further difference
between self-efficacy and sense of control is Widte sense of control is general, self-efficacy
is realm specific (Ross and Sastry 1999). In ottwnds, sense of control is more broadly

oriented to achieving or preventing outcomes iragdhs of life. In contrast, self-efficacy is
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one’s more narrow belief in their ability to penimiactions in a certain areas of their life
(Mirowsky and Ross 2003a).

Gambling self-efficacy is like the more generaf-géticacy concept in that is it realm specific:

it focuses on the person’s gambling behavioursthieny gambling self-efficacy is the person’s
belief in whether or not they can carry out a gaittir action: staying away from gambling.
Despite these similarities, there are some sevscemhects between self-efficacy in general
and gambling self-efficacy. Because it focuseseasisting, gambling self-efficacy is more about
not performing an action than it is about carrying aataction. In this way, gambling self-
efficacy is more like self-control. ‘Resisting’ iligs that not taking advantage of gambling
opportunities is difficult. Presumably, this diffity comes from managing emotions and desires
to gamble in situations that make resisting gangidirfficult. So although gambling self-

efficacy is about realm-specific action like geneelf-efficacy, it is more about resisting

engaging in certain behaviours by managing urgashwiore closely resembles self-control.

In creating the term gambling self-efficacy, gamblresearchers seem to have begun with the
general concept of self-efficacy since the consbpres its name. This may be because problem
gambling is considered a behavioural addiction Wwimakes control of behaviours of particular
concern. However, elements of self-control have Bken incorporated into the concept. This
shift was likely due to the focus on understandjagbling problems, which are defined by a
lack of self-control. The exact meaning of gambluedf-efficacy is complicated because it calls
a mainly self-control-based concept ‘self-efficacyhis conceptual disconnect is misleading
because the name of the concept suggests it iumagasomething that it is not. Though
gambling self-efficacy sounds like it's about actigy gambling-related actions, it's actually
about resisting gambling behaviours and managiggurThis one concept tries to do the work
of two: gambling self-efficacy and gambling selfrtml. As will be discussed when presenting
the results for gambling self-efficacy in chapteven, this conceptual muddiness does not do
justice to either type of control and leaves onbaih understudied. The present study attempts

to do justice to both types of control.
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The Integrated Pathways Model says little aboutdihe of gambling self-efficacy, though it

outlines in detail how illusion of control is credtand leads to problem gambling. At most, the
definition of problem gambling used by this modefaunded in part on gambling self-efficacy.
Problem gambling is defined as “persistent andinest maladaptive gambling behaviour’
characterized bgn inability to control gamblingeading to significant deleterious psychosocial
consequences: personal, familial, financial, preifesgal and legal” (Blaszczynski and Nower
2002: 487; emphasis added). By this definition, glamg self-efficacy — or lack thereof — is part
of one of the two key components of problem ganghlmith negative consequences being the
other. The definition of problem gambling also sesig how gambling self-efficacy leads to
problem gambling. Gamblers are unable to reframfgambling in tempting situations — most
likely because they have low self-control and camnanage their urges effectively — which
leads to frequent and destructive gambling. Assaltef these behaviours, gamblers experience

negative repercussions in several areas of tiveis.li

As with illusion of control, gambling self-efficaapay be acquired through social learning.
Individuals may be able to learn to resist gambbpgortunities by learning and adopting the
behaviours and beliefs of their friends and farfllpdgins, Peden, and Makarchuk 2004).
Gambling self-efficacy may also be based on obhjeatonditions, like sense of control.
Gamblers may be able to develop self-efficacy thhopast successful experiences at resisting
gambling behaviours and verbal persuasion fromrst{téodgins et al. 2004). lllusion of
control and gambling self-efficacy are most likpbrt of separate learning experiences. While
illusion of control is learned through frequentyplgambling self-efficacy is learned by

imitating others’ or maintaining one’s own contosler gambling behaviours.
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Table 1: Summary of Sense of Control, Locus of @intilusion of Control, and Gambling

Self-Efficacy

Perceived | Sense of | Powerlessness Obijective Life events | Stress
personal control circumstances Process
control social Model
interactions
Perceived | Internal External locus | Objective Life events | Cognitive
personal locus of | of control circumstances psychology
control control
lllusion of | High Low illusion Frequent play,| Gambling | Integrated
control illusion of | of control social learning| outcomes | Pathways
control Model
Self- High Low gambling | Personal Gambling | Integrated
efficacy/ gambling-| self-efficacy | experience, | behaviours | Pathways
Self-control | self social learning Model
efficacy

Both illusion of control and gambling self-efficaaye learned from family and friends. Illusion
of control is a risk factor for problem gamblindaying a key role in its onset (Blaszczynski and
Nower 2002). Gamblers who believe they can incré@sedds of winning tend to also increase
their gambling, which leads to various problemsmBEng-self efficacy is part of the very
definition of problem gambling. More specificallpw gambling self-efficacy distinguishes
problem gamblers from non-problem gamblers (Rickatid MaCaskill 2004). Gamblers who
cannot resist the opportunity to gamble also irsgeheir gambling, which leads to numerous

problems.

1.3 A Theoretical Disconnect

A gap exists between the mental health and prolgmbling fields. At the highest level, the
gap is theoretical. As will be argued below, thisdretical gap manifests itself at a lower level
as a research gap. Control is an influential confmeoth mental health and problem
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gambling. This much is obvious from the theoriegeali@oed around control in both fields. What
is also evident from the above discussion is thk &d overlap between these theories of

control.

Granted, there are several points of similarityMeein the Stress Process Model and the
Integrated Pathways Model. Both consider individuadental health, beliefs, and level of
confidence. Control is linked to behaviours anccoates, and is rooted in objective conditions
and learning experiences. However, there are imapbdifferences between these models as
well. For example, while the Stress Process Modgilasizes the importance of social status
and various resources, these factors are not iocated into the Integrated Pathways Model.
Most importantly, though, each model focuses oypa bf control that is absent in the other.
The Stress Process Model only includes one gefaralof control: sense of control. For its
part, the Integrated Pathways Model focuses on gagibpecific types of control: illusion of

control and gambling self-efficacy.

By focusing on a different level of control, bottetStress Process Model and the Integrated
Pathways Model miss the opportunity to gain adalllerstanding of the dynamics of control
that help explain mental health generally and garglgroblems specifically. The Stress
Process Model ignores types of control that maggdeeific to particular mental health issues.
For example, alcoholism and substance abuse ane adsociated with self-efficacy or self-
control issues. For its part, the Integrated Paylswidodel neglects more general types of
control like sense of control that may inform, waevith, or overpower gambling-specific types

of control.

Although control is an influential theoretical cempt in both the mental health and problem
gambling fields, theory to date has not incorpatdteth general and gambling-specific types of
control into one model. The theoretical importanteach type of control in its respective field
is reason enough to believe that a combinatioh@thiree types of control would be beneficial.
The following sections will review research thattfier supports the combination of general and

gambling-specific types of control.
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2 Control in the Existing Literature

2.1 Control and Problem Gambling

In line with the Integrated Pathways Model anddbkénition of problem gambling, studies
have consistently found that both illusion of cohtind gambling self-efficacy are related to
gambling behaviours and problems. Research firatspitoblem gamblers have high illusion of
control (Moore and Ohtsuka 1999; Steenberg, Meyay,, and Whelan 2002; Goodie 2005;
MacKillop, Anderson, Castelda, Mattson, and Donk\d006; Kallmen et al. 2008; Mitrovic
and Brown 2009). High illusion of control is alsgated to frequent gambling (Moore and
Ohtsuka 1999; Zhou, Tang, Sun, Huang, Rao, Liamg,L&2012). Similarly, problem or high
risk gamblers typically have low gambling self-efficy (May, Whelan, Steenbergh, and Meyers
2003; Ricketts and MaCaskill 2004; Casey et al800ow self-efficacy is also related to a
higher number of gambling problems (May et al. 2488dgins et al. 2004; Casey et al. 2008).
Finally, gamblers with low self-efficacy tend tolelit higher levels of gambling behaviour,
including higher frequency and higher number ofsdggmbling (Moore and Ohtsuka 1999;
Hodgins et al. 2004; Weinstock, Whelan, Meyers, Bie€ausland 2007).

The Stress Process Model has never been formallieddo study problem gambling. Further,
sense of control is rarely studied among problemlygears or even gamblers. A few studies have
looked at sense of control from a slightly differperspective by examining a related concept —
locus of control (Rotter 1966) — among gamblersusoof control is a concept from cognitive
psychology that overlaps with sense of control.hBs#nse of control and locus of control are
perceptions of personal control (Ross and Sas®@91They are both about one’s own control
and are general, not realm specific (Ross and\y54389). While sense of control and
powerlessness make up the two ends of the contifiouthis concept, the two extremes for
locus of control are internal and external. An ex&locus of control is “éearned,generalized
expectation that outcomes of situations are detexdnby forces external to oneself such as
powerful others, luck, fate, or chance” (MirowskydaRoss 2003: 61; emphasis in original). In
contrast, an internal locus of control is the gaherpectation that outcomes in life are
dependent on one’s own actions and decisions. Quiew®ith an internal locus of control feel

they are in control and individuals with an extéidoaus of control attribute outcomes to forces
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external to themselves (Ross and Sastry 1999)ditian to sharing conceptual space, sense of

control and locus of control have similar relatioips with mental health. Research finds that
attributing control to powerful others and luckimgar to having a low sense of control — is
associated with poor mental health (Ross and S&989; Mirowsky and Ross 2003).

A handful of studies have looked at locus of cdrdraong gamblers. Some find no relationship
between locus of control and problem gambling (Malind Syme 1986; Clarke 2004). The
first study explains the lack of association byimgpthat the impact of locus of control on
problem gambling may work through game selectioallih and Syme 1986). The second
study concludes that personality, situational, mnadivational variables are simply more
important than locus of control (Clarke 2004). Otsieidies do report an association between
locus of control and gambling problems. One studgd that individuals with an external locus
of control experience more symptoms of problem damgland are more likely to classify as
problem gamblers (Meyer de Stadelhofen et al. 2069)ortantly though, the association
between locus of control and gambling problemsoisinear. The relationship is the strongest
among those with the most severe gambling prob(#od). In contrast, one study reports that
internal locus of control is related to problem dpimg (Hopley, Dempsey, and Nicki 2012).
This result is explained by the logic that becgusdlem gamblers more often overestimate
their ability to control or affect gambling outcomeéhey are also more likely to also feel they

control life outcomes generally (Ibid).

Overall, previous studies agree that problem garslténd to have high illusion of control and
low gambling self-efficacy. In contrast, the resdaon sense of control and problem gambling
is inadequate. No studies have specifically loakiesense of control and those that have studied

locus of control present inconsistent results.

2.2 Relations between Types of Control

In line with the theoretical gap between the mehéallth and problem gambling fields, little
research has focused on how different types ofrabrélate to each other. Only one study has
looked at how illusion of control and gambling seificacy are associated. According to this

lone study, gamblers with high gambling self-effigdnave low levels of gambling-related
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cognitions, which include illusion of control (Caset al. 2008). This result is understood as a

logical consequence of problem gamblers having t@aenbling self-efficacy and higher
illusion of control (Ibid).

The study by Casey et al. (2008) is also one ofdheto see how general self-efficacy — a
concept that shares conceptual space with sermbtbl — is related to gambling self-efficacy.
It reports that a general sense of self-efficaomnsha positive but moderate correlation with
gambling self-efficacy. Similarly, results from Tgand Wu (2010) support a relationship
between fate control and low gambling self-efficaegte control is “a belief that life events are
predetermined and that there are ways to influémese fated outcomes”, which resembles low
sense of control (Tang and Wu 2010: 534). Gambltis believe in fate control tend to also
have low gambling self-efficacy (Tang and Wu 2010)e relationships between these two
cousins of sense of control and gambling self-affycsuggest that the two forms of control are
distinct but related concepts (Casey et al. 20U8)e specifically, a person’s general beliefs
about the self and the social environment appeimflicence their beliefs about specific
contexts, such as gambling, which guides their elain those situations (Tang and Wu
2010).

Only one study reports on the relationship betweeuns of control and illusion of control. It
finds that problem gamblers are more likely than-pooblem gamblers to have both an internal
locus of control and illusion of control (Carroh@ Huxley 1994). This finding follows the logic
that because problem gamblers are known to deelaggerated beliefs in their level of
control over gambling games, they should also tertztlieve in their own control over life
events (Carroll and Huxley 1994; Meyer de Stadehadt al. 2009).

So, although there is limited research in this dtesse few studies suggest how the types of
control may be associated. According to these thinggies, illusion of control is negatively
associated with gambling self-efficacy, sense oiticd is positively linked with gambling self-

efficacy, and sense of control is positively redate illusion of control.
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2.3 Differences by Type of Game

There are several reasons to believe that theaesips between the types of control and their
impact on gambling problems will differ dependingtbe type of game played. Type of game
refers to the difference between skill and charesetd games. Games of skill are games where
the gambler has a degree of control over the gagamnes “in which there are steps the gambler
could take to improve the odds of winning” (Good8@05: 498). Games of skill include card or
board games, live horse racing, sports lottergsc@ative investments, and games of skill
(pool, golf). Games of chance include instant varagh tickets, daily or weekly lotteries,

raffles, Bingo, and video lottery terminals (sloachines).

The first reason to suspect variability by typeyafme is that there are differences in the
frequency of play across games. The nature ofdincplar game implies different possibilities
for the rate of play. For example, scratch ticketsavailable for purchase at outlets that are
typically open most days of the week and most tiofébe day. So theoretically, scratch tickets
could be played in succession all day, every dagohtrast, horse races only take place in
certain locations, on certain days of the weekeatain times of the day. In this case, there are

physical and temporal limits on the number of ltleéd can be made in a given time frame.

Second, certain games come with higher risks oéeepcing problems from gambling. Video
lottery terminals and casino gambling are moredegtly and significantly related with
problem gambling (Cox, Kwong, Michaud, and Enns@@orion and Nicki 2001). Bingo and
instant win tickets are more moderately associatiéid problem gambling (Holtgraves 2009;
Papoff and Norris 2009). In contrast, lottery pisiynost frequently associated with non-
problem gambling (Cox et al. 2000; Dorion and Ni2RD1).

Third, some types of control differ depending oa type of game played. For example,
gamblers with an external locus of control prefemgs of chance (Lester 1980). Further,
gamblers who prefer skill games tend to have highesion of control (Toneatto, Blitz-Miller,
Calderwood, Dragonetti, and Tsanos 1997; Myrdgthnborg, and Eidem 2010). Though
sense and illusion of control differ by type of gargambling self-efficacy may not. Research

finds that skill and chance gamblers do not diiifietheir impaired control over gambling
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behaviour — which includes being able to resistlgarg opportunities or control behaviours
while gambling, the first being part of the defiort of gambling self-efficacy (O’Connor and
Dickerson 2003).

It is unclear from these various findings exactywhtype of game should impact the
relationships between the types of control or teffects on problem gambling symptoms.

However, the above type-of-game differences sugfesteed to consider this possibility.

3 A New Theoretical Model

3.1 Conclusions from Theory and Literature

Theories about control in mental health and prold@mbling literature outline how each type
of control should be related to gambling problef&scording to the Stress Process Model,
individuals with a high sense of control experiebetter mental health than those with a low
sense of control. Through problem solving and steggpraisal, they are able to avoid stressors
and the adverse mental health impact of thosesstresThe Integrated Pathways Model argues
that people with an illusion of control over gamiglioutcomes more often suffer from
gambling-related problems. Destructive gamblingavedurs are fueled by an exaggerated
belief in winning. These behaviours then negativwelgact their lives. The definition of

problem gambling is centered on gambling self-affic A loss of control over gambling
behaviours is one of the two indicators of probleengambling. Here, destructive behaviours

are encouraged by an inability to resist temptation

In line with the Stress Process Model, some rekeamdocus of control finds that an external
locus of control — similar to low sense of contrak associated with problem gambling
symptoms and status. However, only one study finidsrelationship. Two others find no
relationship with problem gambling and one findsositive relationship with gambling
behaviours. So findings for how locus (sense) oticd is related to gambling problems are
inconclusive. In support of the Integrated Pathweygslel, research repeatedly finds that
individuals with a high illusion of control are nelikely to be problem gamblers. Further,
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numerous studies find that those with low gambsalj-efficacy experience more symptoms of

problem gambling and are more likely to be clasdifas problem gamblers.

Mental health and problem gambling theories aboatrol do not specify how the types of
control should be related to each other. Howewesé relationships can be deduced from the
ways that each type of control relates to problemlgiing. According to theory and research,
low sense of control, high illusion of control, aeev gambling self-efficacy lead to problem
gambling. By extension, sense of control shoulddgatively related to illusion of control and
positively associated with gambling self-efficaasile illusion of control and gambling self-

efficacy should be negatively related.

The limited research on the relationships betwhertytpes of control provides minimal support
for the associations suggested by the above tlsedviest surprisingly, the lone study of the
relationship between locus of control and illusadrcontrol finds a positive — not negative —
association. The two studies that look at the lialwveen locus of control and gambling self-
efficacy find only moderate support for the pogtrelationship between the two types of
control. Finally, one singular study finds a negatielationship between illusion of control and

gambling self-efficacy.

So theory and research on control in mental headthproblem gambling provide suggestions
for how the various types of control may relateach other and problem gambling. Theory and
research tend to agree that low sense of conigii,itlusion of control, and low gambling self-
efficacy lead to gambling problems. Research (@absence of theory) on the relationships
between the types of control finds that sense ofrobis positively related to illusion of control
and gambling self-efficacy, while illusion of cookis negatively associated with gambling self-

efficacy.

3.2 The Dynamics of Control Model

In order to answer the central research questiwhat are the dynamics of control among
frequent gamblers? — this study creates and exgptbezDynamics of Control Model. The Stress

Process Model and the Integrated Pathways Modeglgeamverarching frameworks for this new
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conceptual model and how it describes the linkasbeh gambling behaviours and problems. In
the Stress Process Model, sense of control isyaingrortant personal resource. The Dynamics
of Control Model draws upon this framework to imtgyate the importance of sense of control
in the gambling context. In the Integrated Pathwedygslel, illusion of control and gambling
self-efficacy are central for understanding theebasd development of gambling problems.
The Dynamics of Control Model draws upon this framek to elaborate on illusion of control
and gambling self-efficacy in relation to sensearftrol — a more general type of control — and

frequent gambling.

More specifically, this conceptual framework briredements of the Stress Process Model and
the Integrated Pathways Model together in one freone. The Dynamics of Control Model
incorporates the relationships between controlraadtal health found in these models. It
incorporates the association between low senserdfal and mental health from the Stress
Process Model, and the relationships between Higdidn of control, low gambling self-
efficacy, and problem gambling from the Integra®adhways Model. The Dynamics of Control
Model also builds in findings from previous resdmon control and gambling to suggest links
between the three types of control. Finally, thisaretical framework is based on the premise
that frequent gambling leads to gambling-relateminhand it offers an explanation as to why

this occurs.

This conceptual model bridges the theoretical gapéen the mental health and problem
gambling fields. It is the first theoretical framenk to consider sense of control, illusion of
control, and gambling self-efficacy in the same elpthereby incorporating a piece from the
Stress Process Model and a few elements from tegreted Pathways Model. The Dynamics
of Control Model builds off of these other modelsduggesting how the types of control relate
to each other. By combining all of this knowledg&ione framework, the Dynamics of Control
Model offers a thorough description of how contrah help explain the link between gambling
behaviours and gambling problems. In examiningftlaisiework, the current study also bridges
the research gap between the mental health antepr@ambling fields by describing how
control is experienced by and influences frequamntlgjers.
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A graphical representation of the Dynamics of Calrnttodel can be found in Figure 1.

Figure 1: The Dynamics of Control Model

Sense of ControAccording to the Dynamics of Control Model, fremt gamblers with a low
sense of control experience more problems as & #gheir gambling. These individuals have
difficulties problem solving and understanding thecomes of their behaviours (Turner and
Roszell 1994). For these reasons, gambling behes/ame more likely to lead to gambling
problems. This model further argues that sensemtial is positively related to both gambling-
specific forms of control: illusion of control agmbling self-efficacy. Frequent gamblers
with a high sense of control typically also havggh level of illusion of control. For these
individuals, feeling in control over gambling outees develops as a specification of an
expectation of control over general outcomes i (lifleyer de Stadelhofen et al. 2009). In other
words, a generalized belief that outcomes in Iriedependent on one’s own behaviours
translates into a learnagecializedelief thatgamblingoutcomes are dependent on one’s own
choices and actions. Because frequent gamblers oftere overestimate their ability to control
gambling outcomes, they also tend to believe tteeltontrol over their life events (Carroll

and Huxley 1994; Hopley et al. 2012). Similarlyeduent gamblers with a high sense of control
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typically also have a high level of gambling sdfigacy since the two forms of control are

related concepts (Casey et al. 2008). Generalfba®ut the self and the social environment
influence beliefs about specific contexts, suchasbling, which guide behaviour in those
situations (Tang and Wu 2010).

lllusion of Control According to this model, frequent gamblers wiitphhillusion of control
experience more gambling-related harm from theinlgang behaviours. These gamblers
believe that their personal skill grants them th#itg to control or more accurately predict the
outcomes of games (Blaszczynski and Nower 2002)aise these gamblers are overconfident
in their ability to win, they increase their begiand engage in risky gambling behaviours which
ultimately lead to a downward spiral of losses (@e®005; Miller and Currie 2008). The
Dynamics of Control Model further argues that frequgamblers with high illusion of control
also typically have low gambling-self efficacy. Glalers develop their illusion of control and
their gambling self-efficacy by imitating family dririends or from personal experience.
Frequent gamblers will develop an illusion of cohtf they are encouraged to gamble through
frequent play with family and friends (Blaszczynakid Nower 2002). In contrast, frequent
gamblers will develop gambling self-efficacy if thare exposed to and imitate others’
restraining behaviours or experience past succasseaintaining their own control over

gambling (Hodgins et al. 2004).

Gambling Self-EfficacyFinally, the Dynamics of Control Model arguesttfiaquent gamblers
with low gambling self-efficacy experience more dpimg problems. These gamblers are
unable to stop themselves from gambling when faddda tempting opportunity (Blaszczynski
and Nower 2002). Because they cannot resist opuitigtsi to gamble, these frequent gamblers
engage in destructive gambling, spending lotsmétand money gambling, which leads to

negative consequences.

Conundrum The Dynamics of Control Model contains an inténgsconundrum. The puzzle

stems from the difference between how the typeofrol relate to problem gambling and how
they relate to each other. The issue lies in tlagiomships between sense of control, illusion of
control, and problem gambling. The model suggéstsdense of control is negatively related to
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gambling problems, while illusion of control is jiibeely related to gambling problems. By
extension, these relationships suggest that sércstyol and illusion of control should be
negatively associated. However, according to thdefiahe relationship is positive — high sense
of control goes with high illusion of control. Theeis an interaction between sense of control
and illusion of control: the simultaneous influemfesense of control and illusion of control on
gambling problems is not additive of their indivedumpact on problematic gambling. The size
and direction of the relationship between sensmofrol and gambling problems may depend
on the value of illusion of control and vice verEaisting theory and literature does not shed

much light on this possibility. It will, howeverglexplored in the analyses below.

HypothesesThese individual relationships captured in the Dyitag of Control Model between
the types of control and between each type of obatrd problem gambling severity suggest
different possibilities for how the three typescohtrol combine to influence gambling

problems. The first prediction is based on how dgphk of control relates to problem gambling.

Hypothesis 1 If a frequent gambler has low sense of contngh illusion of control,
and low gambling self-efficacy then they will hayambling problems. If a frequent
gambler has high sense of control, low illusiorcahtrol, and high gambling self-
efficacy then they will not have gambling problems.

The second possibility is based on how the typeoofrol relate to each other.

Hypothesis 2 If a frequent gambler has high sense of conlvigh illusion of control,
and low gambling-self efficacy then they will hay@mbling problems. If a frequent
gambler has low sense of control, low illusion ohtrol, and high gambling self-
efficacy then they will not have gambling problems.

The final prediction is not incorporated into thgrnamics of Control Model but is found in the
literature on control. Control may be overarchiimglividuals may either feel all three types of
control or none (Casey et al. 2008; Meyer de Skaeddeh et al. 2009).

Hypothesis 3 If a frequent gambler has low levels of all thtgees of control then they
will have gambling problems. If a frequent gamitias high levels of all three types of
control then they will not have gambling problems.
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4  Conclusions

Theory and research in each field show that coirgrah important concept for both mental
health and problem gambling. Sense of control Isdsal status to mental health. Illusion of
control is a key step on the pathway to problemlgang. Gambling self-efficacy is an indicator
of problematic gambling. The three types of constwdre similar foundations in social
interactions and experiences. Objective conditgirepe both sense of control and gambling
self-efficacy. Individuals feel in control of outoes in life and their ability to resist gambling
temptations when they have past successes in dneas to fuel their confidence. Social
learning shapes illusion of control and gamblinifreficacy. People develop beliefs about the
odds of winning and tools to fight gambling urggddmarning and adopting the thoughts and
behaviours of their family and friends.

The Stress Process Model explains how the mostaeioem of control impacts mental health.
Sense of control influences whether behaviourgéigtressors and whether stressors generate
poor mental health. Studies of locus of control aghgamblers find only moderate support for
this relationship. For its part, the Integratednatys Model outlines the importance of
gambling-specific control. Gamblers with an illusiof control over outcomes tend to increase
their gambling in the face of losses because thepweerconfident. Gamblers with difficulties
resisting the urge to gamble also engage in fretgusoh destructive gambling because they
cannot resist opportunities to gamble. Both tyddsetaviours lead to negative consequences.
Research provides strong support for the role pldyeillusion of control and gambling self-

efficacy in problem gambling.

Though support for the relationships between tpegyof control and problem gambling is
relatively strong, research on the relationshigs/een the types of control is limited. Studies
find a positive — not negative — relationship betswsense of control and illusion of control.
Further, the positive relationship between sensmofrol and gambling self-efficacy, and the
negative association between illusion of contral gambling self-efficacy only receive

moderate support.
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The Dynamics of Control Model is developed using $tress Process Model and the Integrated
Pathways Model as frameworks. This new conceptualahis also based on the most
prominent trends from research on control. Accagdmthis model, low sense of control, high
illusion of control, and low gambling self-efficatsad to gambling problems. Further, sense of
control is positively related to illusion of contiend gambling self-efficacy, while illusion of

control is negatively associated with gambling-eélicacy.

By combining research from relatively disparatédse this model includes an interaction
between sense of control and illusion of contrble Tmpact of sense of control on problematic
gambling may vary depending on the level of illusad control and vice versa. It is unclear
from the existing research exactly how this inteaacworks. So beyond studying the Dynamics
of Control Model, this study also works to untantis interaction by analyzing questionnaire
responses. In the next chapter, the details ofabearch project conducted to accomplish these

goals are reviewed.



Chapter 3
The Research Project

The goal of this research is to examine the dynsusficontrol among frequent gamblers. It
aims to provide a narrative of the lives of frequgamblers and to clarify what is meant by
sense of control, illusion of control, and gambls®if-efficacy. In doing so, this study tests a
theory — the Dynamics of Control Model — in a prehary way, pending a larger unbiased
sample. The best approach for accomplishing theetives is in-depth qualitative analysis of
a small sample. By studying a limited number ofjfrent gamblers, this research gains a rich
understanding of their beliefs and experiences.bithie of the analysis is based on 30 in-depth
gualitative interviews with frequent gamblers fr&mcoe County, Ontario. The open-ended
interview responses are used to meet the studgtsdibjective: discuss how the types of control
are experienced by the individual. The close-erglegstionnaire answers are used to achieve
the study’s second and third objectives: deterrhim& the types of control correspond to each
other and how they help understand gambling-relpteddlems. Where possible, the closed-

ended results are complimented with open-endesdnsgs.

A secondary data analysis of a large nationallyesgntative survey, the 2002 Canadian
Community Health Survey, was also performed to Ermppnt results for two particular
relationships: the associations between sensentfat@nd gambling problems, and between
gambling frequency and gambling problems. Othexti@hships from the Dynamics of Control
Model were not examined because relevant measwaesot included in the survey. Beyond
these two uses of survey data, this is a mainl{itatise study. It uses the triangulation of three
data sources — the open-ended interview, the clesddd questionnaire, and the secondary data

analysis — to identify the dynamics of control amdrequent gamblers.

1 In-Depth Interviews

1.1 Participants

In-depth interviews were conducted with 30 frequgarnblers from Simcoe County, Ontario.

For the purpose of these interviews, someone wasidered a frequent gambler if they
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gambled four or more times a month over the paat. yhis cut point was selected because the
risk of experiencing gambling-related harm risesrgly past the threshold of two to three times
a month (Currie et al. 2006; 2008). Because tragiogiships of interest may differ depending
on the type of game played, the sample is strdtliietype of game: 15 gamblers who play skill
games most frequently and 15 who play chance gamssfrequently. Each group was limited
to 15 individuals because theoretical saturatigmcglly occurs after roughly 12 interviews
(Guest, Bunce, and Johnson 2006). After speakitiy 114 people about a similar topic, further

interviews rarely provide any new information oetmes (Ibid).

Simcoe County is located just north of Torontowssin Georgian Bay and Lake Simcoe, and is
one of Ontario and Canada's fastest growing aBasoe County was selected as the
recruitment area for two reasons. First, most stidf problem gambling use samples from
metropolitan areas. This focus leaves more rurpufations understudied. The current study
addresses this oversight by sampling from a mainigl population. Second, gambling outlets
are abundant in the area. Ontario Lottery and Garf.G) Bingo Centers are located in
Barrie and Penetanguishene. OLG Casinos are looatétk outskirts of Barrie and in Orillia.
The availability of gambling in Simcoe County lentilf to frequent gambling. Proximity to
gambling establishments has been linked with irsgéayambling behaviours and problem
gambling status (LaPlante and Shaffer 2007; Sevigagouceur, Jacques, and Cantinotti
2008).

1.2 Procedures

The 30 participants were recruited using conver@esanpling and snowball sampling. A
random sampling technique would have been cumbersom costly for the current project.
The sample size is small and frequent gamblera areall section of the general population.
More importantly, the mainly qualitative naturetbis study is more suited to non-probability
sampling (Marshall 1996). Convenience and othernaolom sampling methods are more
commonly used to recruit participants for interviefWoneatto, Skinner, and Dragonetti 2002;
Hodgins and el-Guebaly 2004; Tepperman, Albandsek,Sand Zahlan 2013). Although non-

probability sampling does not yield a represeneasample, this approach is more suited for in-
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depth research that seeks to understand compléd pbenomenon and build or modify theory
(Marshall 1996; Goodwin and Horowitz 2002). Becatlgg study’s aim is uncovering the
meanings of control concepts and exploring a nearttical model, representativeness is not as

large of a concern as it would be in a more cordiory study.

After receiving ethics approval from the UniversitfyToronto’s Research Ethics Board,
participants were recruited and interviewed ovsixanonth period from May to October 2011.
Multiple recruitment techniques were used simultarsty throughout this period. This study
used word of mouth referral among local networks smowball sampling with interviewees.
Also, colourful posters were strategically placettansit depots, in convenience stores, and on
community message boards. Finally, online classifidvertisements were placed on the Barrie
Collingwood newspapers. All of the advertisementduded a request for participants, the title
of the research — The Simcoe County Gambling Stuttiye requirements for participation
(gamble at least once a week, Simcoe County resideleast 18 years of age, English
speaking), a guarantee of confidentiality, the ket the study (length, compensation), and
contact information (phone and email). Poster waisiof the advertisement were equipped with
pull tabs that included the name of the study amdact information. A copy of the recruitment

poster can be found in Appendix A.

Interested persons were guided through a scre¢éoahgFirst, they were thanked for their
interest in participating and then told the togltat would be covered in the interview. Next,
they were informed of the duration of the studgiithight to refuse to answer questions, and the
limits of confidentiality. Then, each person wasegsned to determine whether they were over
18 years of age, if they were a frequent gambled,v@hat type of game they most frequently
played. Finally, if the person agreed to partiapéhey chose an interview time and quiet public
meeting place, and their contact information wasioled. All contact information was stored in
a password protected Excel file. Based on theireggahthoice, each participant was assigned
an ID number that was used from that point on émiidy them. This ID number is used to
assure the confidentiality of the participants.opy of the screening tool can be found in

Appendix B.
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Once participants arrived at the meeting locatibey were presented with two copies of a
consent form. The form was verbally explained aachgyerson was asked to sign both copies.
The participant kept one copy and the other wagrsbcstored. The consent form included
contact information, details on the purpose ofgtugly, a description of questions to be asked,
the study procedures, the risks and benefits ostindy, the steps taken to maintain
confidentiality, and the incentives to participadist of general and gambling-specific
resources for the local area was also attacheddo @nsent form so that all participants would
have access to this information if they needed topy of the consent form can be found in

Appendix C.

Each participant began the interview by filling eutlosed-ended questionnaire. They were able
to skip questions, fill in answers if they selecteither’, and ask for clarification. All responses
were coded and entered into a password protecteel Hatabase. Once they were done filling
out the questionnaire, the participant was tharisedompleting this portion and offered to take
a break before beginning the second half of therwgw. When the participant was ready to
continue, the tape recorders were turned on angatteipant was guided through a series of
open-ended semi-structured interview questions.sEn@-structured approach allowed the
interviews to be conversational, and enabled redgats to introduce new themes and express
their views in personally meaningful ways. Oncedben-ended questions were answered, each
participant was thanked again for taking part m study. They were given the choice between
one of two $25 gift cards (Tim Horton’s or LoblawB)nally, each person was given a small
version of the recruitment poster with a businesd attached and they were asked to pass it
along if they knew of anyone else who would beredéed in participating. If someone
expressed interest in knowing the results of thdysttheir email address was noted so they
could be provided with a summary of the key findinghe interview recordings were saved

with the respondent’s ID number on a password ptetecomputer. After each interview, a few
minutes were used to write down fieldnotes of hbevinterview went, what worked and what
didn’t, and preliminary ideas about the data suehwlving themes and initial findings.

Interview recordings were later transcribed verband also saved with the respondent’s ID

number on a password protected computer.
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1.3 Closed- and Open-Ended Questions

The closed-ended questionnaire focused on demagsaphe three types of control — sense of
control, illusion of control, and gambling selfdeficy — gambling behaviours, and problem
gambling severity. In the questionnaire, standastriments were used to measure these
concepts in ways that are consistent with prevatudies. This allows the findings to be
situated in and compared with those in the litemat®n average, it took most participants 20

minutes to complete the questionnaire. A copy efghestionnaire can be found in Appendix D.

To gather information on the respondents’ demogcaplquestions from the 2002 Canadian
Community Health Survey (CCHS) 1.2 were includede Guestionnaire asked about age,

gender, ethnicity, marital status, job status, egjlevel of education, and personal income.

Questions from the Canadian Problem Gambling I{@®GI) were used to measure gambling
behaviours and problem gambling severity. The CiR&SIhigh internal consistency reliability
(0.84) and test-retest reliability (0.78) (FernslaVynne 2001a; 2001b). The CPGl is also a
valid instrument, differentiating between probleantplers and non-problem gamblers (lbid).
The gambling behaviours examined were type of ggaabling frequency, duration of play,
total amount wagered, and largest wager. Type iegadistinguishes between skill- and chance-
based games. Games of skill include card/board gdime horse racing, sports lotteries,
speculative investments, and games of skill (pgalf). Games of chance include instant win
scratch tickets/daily lotteries, weekly lotteriedfles, Bingo, VLTs inside casinos and VLTs
outside casinos. To measure duration of play, @pénts were asked how many hours a month
they normally spent gambling over the past yeaspBeses ranged from under an hour to over
40 hours. To assess total expenditure, participaate asked how much money they spent on
all of their gambling activity over the past yelaor largest wager, participants were asked what
the largest amount wagered in one day was ovgrdbeyear. Responses to both questions

ranged from under $50 to over $1,000.

Gambling frequency was measured using a combinedblyag frequency scale that summed
the responses to 13 gambling frequency questiaas, & which asked about a different type of

gambling (Cunningham 2006). Consistent with presimesearch, all 13 items were included in
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the frequency scale despite their low alpha (.B&peff and Norris 2009; Afifi, Cox, Martens,

Sareen, and Enns 2010). The reasoning behind ingadl 13 items is that certain individuals
prefer certain games (Petry 2003; Holtgraves 2003he CCHS 1.2, men are more likely to
gamble on the lottery, casinos, VLTs outside ofraas and horse racing. Conversely, women
are more likely to gamble on instant win ticketsl dmgo (Marshall and Wynne 2003).
Therefore, including only certain types of gamblinghe frequency scale would ignore certain
groups. By including all 13 games, this measuragewit individual differences on type of

game and captures a more complete picture of gagbiequency.

Each question began with “In the past 12 monthw, biben have you bet or spent money
on...”. The 13 questions ask about instant win/strétkets or daily lottery tickets (Keno, Pick
3); lottery tickets such as 6/49 and Super 7,eaffir fund—raising tickets; Bingo; playing cards
or board games with family or friends; video logtégrminals (VLTS) outside of casinos; coin
slots or VLTs at a casino; casino games other toamslots or VLTs (poker, roulette); Internet
or arcade gambling; live horse racing on or offtilaek; sports such as sports lotteries (Sport
Select, Pro-Line), sports pool or sporting evesp&culative investments (stocks or
commodities); games of skill (pool or golf); andyasther forms of gambling such as gambling
at casino nights or gambling pools at work. Thelafsée responses ranged from never to daily.
The available responses were recoded into numhbdays per year. Where ranges were given,
the middle number of days in the category was uBled.minimum value on this scale is zero

and the maximum score is 4,745.

Problem gambling severity was measured using tbbl&n Gambling Severity Index (PGSI)

of the CPGI. The PGSI is made up of nine questibasask about problematic gambling
behaviours (i.e. chasing losses) and gamblingeélebnsequences (i.e. financial troubles). The
guestions ask about the frequency in the past Iflhm®f 1) needing to gamble with larger
amounts of money to get the same feeling of ex@ten®) going back another day to win back
money lost, 3) borrowing money or selling anythingyet money to gamble, 4) feeling that they
might have a problem with gambling, 5) gamblingsiag any health problems, including stress
or anxiety, 6) people criticizing the individuabgtting or telling them they have a gambling

problem, regardless of whether or not the individbaught it was true, 7) gambling causing
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financial problems for the individual or their fdyi8) feeling guilty about the way they gamble
or what happens when they gamble, and 9) betting than they can afford to lose. The
available responses were Never (0), SometimedAdst of the time (2) and Almost Always
(3). Responses across all nine questions were sdrtoveeate a problem gambling severity

score that ranges between zero and 27.

The three types of control were assessed usingstarof questions. For completeness, the two
most prominent measures of sense of control wetaded in the questionnaire. Pearlin,
Menaghan, Lieberman, and Mullan’s (1981) Mastergl&acludes seven questions that
measure the degree to which people feel they arerntrol of the forces that affect their lives. It
has good internal consistency reliability (.77; Btall and Lang 1990). The questions ask
respondents to indicate their level of agreemetit seven statements that ask about 1) solving
problems, 2) feeling pushed around, 3) control @wents, 4) ability to achieve goals, 5) feeling
helpless, 6) influence over the future, and 7) giramimportant circumstances. Available
responses range from strongly agree to stronghgdée. These responses were coded so that
one corresponds to low sense of control and fohigb sense of control. Two of the seven
items were reverse coded. Responses were sumnretidate the overall level of sense of

control. This scale ranges from zero to 28.

Mirowsky and Ross’s (1990) two-by-two measure afsgeof control is made up of eight
guestions that assess instrumental and fatalistlenstandings of success or failure and has
good reliability (.68; Ross and Wu 1995). The guest ask the respondents how they feel
about eight statements that ask about 1) persespbnsibility for success, 2) ability to achieve
goals, 3) role of mistakes in failures, 4) persaraponsibility for failures, 5) role of bad luak i
negative events, 6) control over bad events, & obluck in good events, and 8) fate in good
events. Available responses range from stronglgeaty strongly disagree, which are coded
from two to minus two. Responses were summed andedl based on instrumental and
fatalistic understandings of success or failurer@Misky and Ross 1990). The maximum score

on this scale is two and the minimum score is mimags
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lllusion of control was measured using the Belafsut Gambling Questionnaire (Kallmen et
al. 2008). The 14 items of this scale measure stipen, skill, belief in randomness, and
expectation (Ibid). The internal consistency fa tihole scale is acceptable (0.65; Ibid). For
each question, respondents selected from two daitaswers. Answers that do not reflect
illusion of control were coded as zero and respetisat indicate illusion of control were coded
as one (see Table 2). The responses to each ques&ie summed to create the scale that

ranges from zero to 14.

Table 2: Questionnaire Items for lllusion of Cohirothe Simcoe County Gambling Study

Imagine a win in your favourite | 1 It was mainly due to luck
game. What are your thoughts | 2 It was mainly due to skill

afterwards?

Imagine that you were near to wirl It was mainly due to bad luck
on your favourite game, how do | 2 It was mainly due to poor skill
you think thereafter?

Imagine that you gamble regulan 1 Gambling will probably make me poorer
during several years. How do yo| 2 Gambling will probably make me richer
think?

On which factors to you base youd Chance or nothing in particular

gambling? 2 Knowledge and experience

How do you think about your 1 | can probably not affect my chances to
favourite game? earn money on it
2 Skill increases the chances to earn

money on it

Imagine playing Roulette or any| 1 | would play on any numbers or colours
other games where you can play 2 | would play on certain numbers or
on certain numbers or colours. | colours to increase my chances to win

What would you do?




Consider the following numbers:
11,12, 13, 14, 15, 16 and 17.

39

1 I would play on them as well as on other
numbers

2 1 would prefer numbers that are more
dispersed to increase my chances to win

Imagine you are buying a lottery
ticket. The salesman asks if you

or he will choose the ticket.

1 It does not matter who will choose
2 | want to choose myself to increase my

chances to win

Imagine that you toss a coin.
Crown has been up four times in
row. On what outcome would yo
bet the next time?

1 | would bet on tail as well as on crown

2 | would bet on tail

Some days | can feel that | will | 1 Disagree
win on gambling. 2 Agree
| have things (a seat, a number,| 1 Disagree
certain pen, etc.) that bring me | 2 Agree

luck.

Imagine four consecutive losses
How do you think about the next|

bet?

1 My chances to win are the same as befo
2 My chances to win have increased

re

Imagine that you had been
gambling for a while. How do yo
think?

1 I think that my chances to win are the sa
2 | think that my chances to win have
increased

ne

Imagine a win at a place you ha
never been before. Where do yo

play your next game?

el Where | usually gamble
u2 Where | played last

*Bolded responses indicate high illusion of control

© Beliefs about Gambling Questionnaire — SpringeieSce and Business Media, Journal of Gambling iSs@4,
2008, pages 445-446 , “Are Irrational Beliefs and@essive Mood More Common Among Problem Gamblers
than Non-Gamblers? A Survey Study of Swedish Rro@lamblers and Controls”, Kallmen, H., Andersson, P
and Andren, A., Table 2, with kind permission fi@pminger Science and Business Media.
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The Gambling Abstinence Self-Efficacy Scale (GA8@}¥ used to measure gambling self-

efficacy (Hodgins et al. 2004). The 21 questiong&enap four subscales: winning/external
situations, negative emotions, positive mood/tg#tirges, and social factors (see Table 3). This
scale has good internal (0.93) and retest reltgi{i86; Hodgins et al. 2004). Participants rated
their confidence on a scale where five indicatedidence in abstaining from gambling and

zero indicates lack of confidence. The responsee si@gmmed to create a scale that ranges from
zero to 105.
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Table 3: Questionnaire Items for Gambling Self-ty in the Simcoe County Gambling Study

| wanted to win

| needed to win back past losses

When | am in a situation in which | am in the haifigambling

An opportunity to gamble happened out of the blue
| felt lucky
| just felt tempted to gamble out of the blue

When | didn’t care anymore

| felt worried or tense because of my relationshiih someone
else

| felt angry or frustrated because of my relatiopstith

someone else

| felt sad

| felt frustrated or angry either with myself ordagise things

were not going my way

When | wanted to escape from my thoughts and fgelin

| felt others were being critical of me

| felt anxious or tense

| felt pressured by financial debts

| was in a good mood

| wanted to see what would happen if | gambled duigtle

| felt physically uncomfortable because | wantegamble

| was with others having a good time and we f&k jambling

together

Someone invited me to gamble

| saw others gambling

[© Gambling Abstinence Self-Efficacy Scale — HodgD.C., Peden, N. and Makarchuk, K. 2004. “SeffeB¢ty in
Pathological Gambling Treatment Outcome: Developnoéa Gambling Abstinence Self-efficacy Scale (&AS
International Gambling Studies, 4, 2, pg. 99, Tayod Francis Ltd. Reprinted with the permissiorited
publisher, http://www.informaworld.com]

The open-ended portion of the interview focuseaedepth discussions of the three types of
control. These questions did not revisit demographaracteristics but did follow up about
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gambling behaviours and problems. The open-enddatpmf the interview was used to

confirm and gather more detail on the responsesngio the closed-ended questions. The open-
ended questions took between 20 and 90 minutesnplete. The open-ended interview

schedule can be found in Appendix E.

The open-ended interview began by discussing thejpants past experiences then shifted to
focus on future goals. To assess sense of copadlcipants were asked to describe how they
understand the positive and negative events frain pfast. By way of probe, they were asked
whether personal choices, fate, or a powerful gpheeyed a role. Participants were also asked to
describe what forces they believe will help thermiewee their goals for the future. Finally,

participants discussed who they believe is writimgscript of their life.

To measure illusion of control, participants weskeal to explain how they understand their
gambling wins and losses. As a probe, they werecashat role if any they saw for skill and
chance in both outcomes. Participants were alsedals&w they would achieve a particular

gambling goal in the future, namely what forces ldde involved.

To assess gambling self-efficacy, participants vesteed whether and how they were able to
manage their gambling behaviours in the past. Negy discussed whether and how they
would be able to do so in the future. Participantse also asked what factors impacted their
ability to control their gambling in the past andiah factors could play a similar role in the

future.

After this thorough discussion of control, the mtew moved on to ask about how their
gambling behaviours impacted their lives and hosy tleel their gambling will continue in the
future. The open-ended interview ended with a céfle question about whether and how their
understandings of life events, their beliefs algarhbling outcomes, and their ability to control
their gambling are related. To conclude, participavere asked if they had anything else to add

to the discussion.
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1.4 Data Analysis

The closed-ended questionnaire responses werezadalging Excel. Because the Simcoe
County Gambling Study sample is small, multivar@atalysis is not feasible. Instead,
descriptive (frequencies and crosstabulations)awatiate analyses (chi-squares, correlations,
and t-tests) were used. Because the sample isamoloim, the results of the bivariate analyses
should be interpreted with caution. In particutame analyses do not meet two of the
assumptions for chi-square analysis: the indepearedehcases and the expected value of at least
five cases in each cell. Because some analysestdueaet the formal requirements for a chi-
square test, the bivariate analyses are only stiggesd should be considered as supplemental
to the qualitative analyses. Descriptive and bataranalyses are used to explore differences
between skill and chance gamblers, the correspamedastween the types of control, how types
of control match up with problem gambling severéggd the link between gambling frequency
and gambling problems. Where possible, these seatdt supplemented with interview
responses and findings from the secondary datgsisaResults from the descriptive and

bivariate questionnaire analyses can be found peAdix F.

In order to perform a wider variety of bivariatealyses, the scales from the questionnaire were
converted into high/low dichotomies. According be tPGSI, a score of eight or more represents
problem gambling (Ferris and Wynne 2001a; 2001aitiépants who scored eight or higher
were categorized as having high problem gamblingréy and those who scored seven or
below as low severity. For sense of control, therage score on Pearlin et al.’s (1981) Mastery
Scale in the 2010 CCHS was used as a benchmatiisirecent nationally representative
sample, the average level of sense of control i83L%cores of 20 or more on the Mastery
Scale were coded as high sense of control andsobd® or less as low sense of control.
Because it serves as the benchmark here, therPetdl. (1981) Mastery Scale is used as the
measure of sense of control throughout the quesdiom analysis. For illusion of control, the
median level among a sample of non-problem gamigdaigee (Kallmen et al. 2008). Scores of
three or below were classified as low illusion ohtrol and four or above as high illusion. For

gambling self-efficacy, the mean levels among atified sample of problem gamblers are 58
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and 68 (Hodgins et al. 2004). A score of 68 or Wwelas considered a low level of gambling
self-efficacy and a score of 69 or above was hifbaey.

The open-ended interview responses were analyzéd\Mivo 9 using both deductive and
inductive methods. The main focus of the qualimtinalysis was to search for consistent
themes to help understand frequent gamblers’ extpeei of the three types of control. First,
focused coding was used, where the data is analyzed pre-determined themes (Emerson,
Fretz, and Shaw 1995). Themes were taken fromahlkegoound literature and the central
research question. The three forms of control, dagibehaviours, and gambling problems
were used as the foundations for the conceptualdveork for the systematic analysis of the
gualitative material (Brazil, Bainbridge, and Raurez 2010). Sub-themes were also taken from
the existing literature and from the initial thenoeglined in the fieldnotes. Second, open coding
was used to identify additional emerging themedeu@ading the transcriptions line-by-line
(Emerson et al. 1995; Brazil et al. 2010). Using ¢ntire list of themes, each transcription was
analyzed using line-by-line coding. Relevant passagere drag-and-dropped into the
appropriate theme, where they were grouped anémpies together for ease of analysis.
Themes that were repeated in the transcriptions et for the final coding scheme and those
that appeared sparsely in the data were omittegir{flan, Copp, and Henderson 1997). A copy
of the final coding scheme can be found in Appert@liDescriptive and bivariate analyses of
the interview responses were also performed forpasison with the questionnaire analyses.
Results from the descriptive and bivariate intesvénalyses can be found in Appendix H.

2 Secondary Survey Analysis

2.1 Participants

This study also includes a secondary data anabysiee 2002 Canadian Community Health
Survey (CCHS) — Mental Health and Well-Being 1.BisTanalysis only examines the
relationships between sense of control and prolgi@mbling severity, and between gambling
frequency and gambling problems. The CCHS 1.2asge, cross-sectional general population
health survey that gives information on the detaants of mental health, mental health status,

and mental health system utilization in Canada (S@A03). Computer-assisted interviewing
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was used to collect the data between May and Deeeail2002 in all 10 provinces (Ibid). The

survey excluded armed forces bases, Aboriginalvesghealth care institutions, and remote
northern regions of Ontario and Quebec (lbid). $ample includes over 36,000 participants
over the age of 15. For the purposes of the cumealysis, 11,773 cases are valid. The survey
selected households using a multistage stratifiester design and picked one person over 15
randomly from each household. The sample over-sgmits young people (15-24 years) and
seniors (65+ years; Ibid). The survey has respoates of 87% at the household level and 77%
at the individual level (Ibid). Topics covered metCCHS 1.2 include psychological well-being,
gambling, and mental disorders, such as depresamety, and substance use disorders. The
CCHS 1.2 is one of the largest surveys to inclugtaittd questioning on gambling behaviours,
problem gambling, and psychological well-being/seokcontrol.

2.2 Measurement

The variables of interest from the CCHS 1.2 arelgarg frequency, problem gambling
severity, type of game, sense of control, and deapbgcs. lllusion of control and gambling

self-efficacy are not measured in the CCHS 1.2.

The CCHS 1.2 gathered data on gambling frequeniag ulse Canadian Problem Gambling
Index (Ferris and Wynne 2001a; 2001b). The samgabdbling frequency questions used in the
guestionnaire are found in the CCHS. Gambling feeqy is measured in the same way in both
data sources, using a composite measure of nurhdays per year. Only gamblers who bet
once a week or more are included in the analy$is. GQCHS 1.2 measured problem gambling
severity using the PGSI. Problem gambling sevésigssessed using the same procedure for
both the questionnaire and the CCHS, by summingpreses to yield a score on a 27 point
scale. Type of game is measured using the 13 gagfstkquency questions. Gamblers were

classified as skill or chance gamblers based otyfies of games they most frequently bet on.

Though the CCHS 1.2 does not specifically measemsesof control, it includes several self-
concept questions that capture core aspects o efm®ntrol. Sense of control is measured
using seven questions from the psychological weiihdp manifestation scale: Frequency in the

last month of 1) feeling self-confident, 2) feelisgtisfied with what they accomplished/proud
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of themselves, 3) feeling useful, 4) being ableléarly sort things out when faced with
complicated situations, 5) being able to easild famswers to their problems, 6) being able to
face difficult situations in a positive way, andhgving good morale. The available responses
were Almost always (4), Frequently (3), Half thmei (2), Rarely (1) and Never (0). Since these
items are highly correlated (alpha=.86), they amarsed to create a scale of sense of control.
The sense of control scale ranges from zero tdt Z28important to note, however, that these
items are highly correlated precisely because #neyart of the same scale or construct already
— psychological well-being. For this reason, theefaalidity of this measure of sense of control
is reduced. Though these questions were selectadibe they capture important parts of sense

of control, they are still measures of psychololieall-being.

Because there are social status differences ires#reontrol, gambling frequency, and problem
gambling severity, several demographic differerarescontrolled for in the analysis: age,
gender, marital status, immigrant status, incomgleyment status, and education. To assess
whether any observed associations varies by tygamie, type of gambling game is also

controlled. The types of games are again the hisitecluded in the gambling frequency scale.

2.3 Data Analysis

The secondary data analysis was performed usingt®tal Analysis Software (SAS) 9.2.
Multiple linear regression is used to assess hawesef control is related to problem gambling
severity among frequent gamblers. The analysisisdgy limiting the sample to gamblers who
wagered once a week or more over the past yeat, Nlexamines whether sense of control is
negatively associated with problem gambling seyeai$ predicted by the Dynamics of Control
Model. Then, the analysis controls for demograptoasnsure that a relationship from the first
step is not spurious for these differences. Finafye of game is controlled to see whether the
association varies by this variable. If an obsematationship disappears in this step, it is
concluded that the association varies by type ofeggdn order to allow for comparison with the
interview sample, this analysis was also condusé&gxrately for chance and skill gamblers,
omitting the last step of controlling for type arge. Since the association between gambling

frequency and problem gambling severity is notau$oof this study, this relationship is only



47
subjected to correlation analyses. Results frons#wendary analysis of the CCHS 1.2 can be

found in Appendix I.

3 The Presentation of Findings

The responses from the open-ended portion of tieeviews will be the focus in the coming
chapters. The next chapter — chapter four desgrithie Simcoe County Gambling Study group
of frequent gamblers — contains the most numennadkrial of the results chapters. In the rest of
the chapters, respondents’ open-ended answerseddga describe and explain the findings.
Passages are all identified with the participali silumber to maintain confidentiality. Quotes
have been edited (‘'um’s removed) and clarifiedr(gdiracketed insertions) for easy reading.
Open-ended responses are also used to complenteahhance the results from the closed-
ended questionnaire. Finally, the closed-endedteefar the association between sense of
control and problem gambling severity are suppleéeteby similar analyses in the CCHS 1.2.
In the following chapters, the triangulation of theee sources of data — the open-ended
interview, the closed-ended questionnaire, andC@elS survey — is used to examine the

Dynamics of Control Model among the 30 frequent giems from Simcoe County, Ontario.



Chapter 4
The Frequent Gamblers

The Simcoe County Gambling Study (SCGS) includesrarandom group of 30 frequent
gamblers. Individuals who were interested in pgréitng, were available, and met the
eligibility criteria were included in the study. @lpurpose of this chapter is to describe who
these people are. Knowing more about these indasdwill provide context for the results

presented in the chapters to follow.

1 Demographics

The SCGS sample of 30 frequent gamblers is a divgnaup of people (see Table 4). The two
largest age categories are the 55-59 age groutharzb-29 age group. Of the 30 participants,
63.33% are male and 36.67% are female. A thirth@froup is married and just under a quarter
is single. Among these gamblers, 30.0% are emplayetme. In terms of education, 26.67%
completed their high school training and 23.33% pleted their Bachelor degree. In this group,
46.67% of respondents have personal incomes bet$28000 and $40,000. Though the
frequent gamblers in this sample are diverse msesf most demographic characteristics,
diversity is limited in terms of cultural or raciadckgrounds. The majority of the SCGS sample

self-identifies as Caucasian.
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Table 4: Demographic Characteristics of the Sint€oenty Gambling Study Sample

18-19 0 0
20-24 2 6.67
25-29 5 16.67
30-34 1 3.33
35-39 1 3.33
40-44 1 3.33
45-49 4 13.33
50-54 3 10.0
55-59 7 23.33
60-64 4 13.33
65-69 1 3.33
70-74 1 3.33
75+ 0 0
Male 19 63.33
Female 11 36.67
White 26 86.67
First Nations 2 6.67
Métis 2 6.67
Married 10 33.33
Common Law 5 16.67
Widowed 2 6.67
Separated 2 6.67
Divorced 4 13.33
Single 7 23.33
Employed Full Time 9 30.0
Employed Part Time 5 16.67
Unemployed 2 6.67
Student Employed 1 3.33
Student Not Employed 1 3.33

49
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Retired 5 16.67
Homemaker 1 3.33
Disability 3 10.0
Self Employed 2 6.67
Other 1 3.33
Some High School 2 6.67
High School 8 26.67
Some College 5 16.67
College 4 13.33
Some University 4 13.33
Bachelor's Degree 7 23.33
Under 20K 7 23.33
20-40K 14 46.67
40-60K 4 13.33
60-80K 3 10.0
80-100K 1 3.33
Over 100K 0 0
Don’t Know 1 3.33

2 Gambling and Control

With this improved idea of who the frequent gamblerthe SCGS sample are, this section
discusses their gambling behaviours, problem gamglsdeverity, and levels of control (see
Table 5). On average, participants gambled 433n7&stin the last year or 1.19 times a day.
This is well above the required once a week folusion in the study. Among this group of
frequent gamblers, the mean level of problem gamgldeverity is 6.43, which reflects a
moderate level of problem gambling symptoms (Femid Wynne 2001a; 2001b). The mean
level of sense of control in this sample is 21.6icl is a high level of sense of control. This
group also has high illusion of control, with a megore of 4.17. Finally, this sample has a low
level of gambling self-efficacy, with an averagerscof 67.
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Table 5: Gambling and Control Characteristics ef #imcoe County Gambling Study Sample

3  Skill and Chance Gamblers

The current sample of frequent gamblers was swdtifased on whether each participant played

skill games or chance games more dftdinis decision was made because the literature
suggests that gambling frequency, problem gamislewgrity, sense of control, and illusion of
control (though not gambling self-efficacy) varypgading on the type of game played. Here,
the skill and chance gamblers are compared in aodget a better idea of how these gamblers
differ (see Tables 6 and 7).

In the SCGS sample, skill and chance gamblers ddiffer in age (= 9.4, p= 0.40). Both
groups are also similar in their marital statusereha third of each is marriecf$4.34, p=
0.50). Skill and chance gamblers do not differeimts of racial or cultural background, job
status, or income {x 4.62, p=0.10; %11.11, p= 0.27;%6.57, p= 0.26). Most gamblers in
both groups self-identify as Caucasian, roughlyiatare employed full time, and the majority
have incomes between $20,000 and $40,000. Howskiirgamblers are more often male and
chance gamblers are more often femafe (%03, p= 0.01). Skill gamblers are also more
educated than chance gamblefs(x1.77, p=0.04). Most skill gamblers have completeir

Bachelor degree, while most chance gamblers havpleted their high school diploma.

! All 15 skill gamblers in the SCGS sample sele@esiill game as their game of choice. All but ohance
gambler picked a chance game as their favouritéh&e is a good correspondence between the neagtently
played game and the preferred game. It is unlitedy the current findings would have been muctediiit had the
sample been classified based on preferred ganeashsff most frequently played game.
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Table 6: Demographic Differences between Skill @ménce Gamblers in the Simcoe County

Gambling Study

18-19 0 0 0 0 9.40 | 0.40
20-24 0 0 2 13.33

25-29 4 26.67 1 6.67

30-34 1 6.67 0 0

35-39 1 6.67 0 0

40-44 1 6.67 0 0

45-49 2 13.33 2 13.33

50-54 1 6.67 2 13.33

55-59 2 13.33 5 33.33

60-64 2 13.33 2 13.33

65-69 1 6.67 0 0

70-74 0 0 1 6.67

75+ 0 0 0 0

Male 13 86.67 6 40.0 7.03 0.01
Female 2 13.33 9 60.0

White 15 100.0 11 73.33 4.62 | 0.10
First Nations 0 0 2 13.33

Métis 0 0 2 13.33

Married 5 33.33 5 33.33 4.34 0.5(
Common 2 13.33 3 20.0

Law

Widowed 0 0 2 13.33

Separated 2 13.33 0 0

Divorced 2 13.33 2 13.33

Single 4 26.67 3 20.0

Employed 5 33.33 4 26.67 11.11 | 0.27
Full Time
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Employed 4 26.67 1 6.67
Part Time

Unemployed 13.33 0 0
Student 0 6.67
Employed

Student Not 0 0 1 6.67
Employed

Retired 2 13.33 3 20.0
Homemaker 0 0 1 6.67
Disability 0 0 3 20.0
Self 1 6.67 1 6.67
Employed

Other 1 6.67 0 0
Some High 2 13.33 0 0 11.77 0.04
School

High School 2 13.33 40.0
Some 3 20.0 2 13.33
College

College 2 13.33 13.33
Some 0 0 4 26.67
University

Bachelor’'s 6 40.0 1 6.67
Degree

Under 20K 2 13.33 5 33.33 6.57 | 0.26
20-40K 6 40.0 8 53.33
40-60K 2 13.33 2 13.33
60-80K 3 20.0 0 0
80-100K 1 6.67 0 0
Over 100K 0 0 0 0
Don’'t Know 1 6.67 0 0
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Skill gamblers bet more frequently than chance daralft= 2.10, p= 0.04). The average
frequency is 1.51 times a day among skill gambdexs 6.12 times a week among chance
gamblers. Skill gamblers also have higher problamlging severity scores on average, though
this difference is not statistically significant{t64, p=0.11).

Skill gamblers have higher sense of control thaanck gamblers (t=2.55, p=0.02), which is
consistent with previous findings for locus of aoh{Lester 1980). Skill gamblers also have
higher illusion of control than chance gambler8(56, p=0.001). In fact, the average score for
skill gamblers is a high level of illusion of cookrand the average for chance gamblers is a low
level. The higher level of illusion of control angakill gamblers is consistent with previous
findings (Toneatto et al. 1997; Myrseth et al. 20110 contrast, skill and chance gamblers do
not have different levels of gambling self-efficaty-0.89, p=0.38). This result is also
consistent with previous literature (O’Connor andkerson 2003).

Table 7: Gambling and Control Differences betwekifi 8hd Chance Gamblers in the Simcoe

County Gambling Study

In the SCGS sample, skill and chance gamblers tsigoificantly differ in terms of age,
marital status, racial or cultural background, $bdtus, or income. Skill gamblers are more often
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male and have completed a higher level of educatian chance gamblers. Though skill
gamblers bet more frequently than chance gambterg,do not differ significantly in their
problem gambling severity scores. Finally, skilirdders have higher sense and illusion of

control than chance gamblers, but similar levelgarhbling self-efficacy.

4  Conclusions

This chapter provides a profile of the 30 frequganrnblers that were interviewed as part of the
Simcoe County Gambling Study. Most of the partinigaare male, employed, and have
personal incomes below $40,000. The two largestatggories are 25-29 and 55-59 years. The
largest marital status category is married and pagicipants completed either high school or
post-secondary education. On average, this samaphblgs 1.19 times a day and experiences a
moderate level of problems with their gambling. @Wethese frequent gamblers have high
sense of control, high illusion of control, and Igambling self-efficacy. The skill and chance
gamblers are similar in terms of age, marital Statacial or cultural background, job status, and
income. However, skill gamblers are more often naaleé are more educated than chance
gamblers. Skill and chance gamblers do not difiggroblem gambling severity scores, but skill
gamblers bet more frequently. Finally, skill gammbleave higher sense and illusion of control
than chance gamblers, but similar levels of gangbdieif-efficacy. The Simcoe County
Gambling Study is diverse and this profile providdsackdrop for the results in the chapters to

follow.



Chapter 5
Sense of Control

Sense of control is the generalized belief that@uies in life are dependent on one’s own
behaviours. But what does this really mean for pEdbplow do people make sense of this
belief? How does it play out in their everyday §?eBefore studying how the types of control
relate to each other and to gambling problemsniéxt three chapter address this study’s first
objective: discuss how the types of control areeeigmced by the individual. These three
chapters provide a strong foundation of improvedenstanding on which to base the
guantitative results to come. The present chap&@menes how frequent gamblers understand
and experience sense of control. The open-endpdnisss reveal that frequent gamblers
understand control over life events as somethiagdtifers for positive and negative events,
involves differing combinations of various forcesd doesn’t apply uniformly to all positive
and negative events. Frequent gamblers experi@eaesense of control as something that
changes over time and can be influenced by othmplpes actions. In discussing sense of
control, participants rarely mentioned gamblingcsioally, which supports the definition of
sense of control as a general (not realm spetiébf.

1 Sense of Control Groups

Sense of control varies in two main ways. First, diegree to which outcomes are dependent on
individual decisions and actions varies (Mirowskygld&oss 2003). Some people believe that
outcomes are minimally dependent on personal dessand are instead dependent on God,
luck, or fate. Others believe that outcomes largielyend on personal choices. Second, the
degree to which outcomes are dependent on indivadk@sions and actions varies by the type
of outcome: positive or negative. Some peopleties both positive and negative events are
dependent on personal decisions. These peoplabed cistrumentalists (Mirowsky and Ross
1990). In contrast, people who feel that persohalaes have little importance for both types of
events are considered fatalists (lbid). In betwibese two extremes are those who only feel in
control of negative events (self-blamers) and thvalse feel personal decisions are only

important for positive events (self-defenders; )bid
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These two types of variation are important becalisg have health consequences. The stronger
and more generalizable a person’s belief in thegva# personal decisions and actions, the
better their health (Mirowsky and Ross 1990). &imers, self-defenders, and fatalists all have
worse mental health than instrumentalists (Ibidloi/, the open-ended interview responses are
examined using these four sense of control categtecause they thoroughly capture both
types of variation in dependence. Though a highdaskotomy is used in the analysis of the
guestionnaire responses, a dichotomous rankingnsfesof control based on interview
responses would be rather cumbersome and somerhbitedry. More importantly, these four
sense of control groupings do a good job of distisiging between different understandings of
sense of control. In the following sections, them@nded responses are used to describe how
each sense of control group makes sense of thasesses and failures.

1.1 Instrumentalists

Of the 30 frequent gamblers, 17 are instrumengalighey feel that their personal choices play a
major role in both the positive and negative evantbeir lives. The high proportion of
instrumentalists comes as no surprise, since thstgunnaire results discussed above find a high
level of sense of control in this sampl&he high number of instrumentalists here — arthén
general population — is likely due in part to oultare’s idealization of instrumentalism
(Mirowsky and Ross 1990).

Instrumentalists generally believe “what you pubisomething is what you get out of it” (104).
What you put in includes many things, such as “laodk, dedication and courage, confidence
and just not giving up” (104). What you get ousigcess. Instrumentalists articulate this
understanding by taking full responsibility for thachievements:

The quantitative measure and qualitative clasgifins of sense of control match up quite welltt@f17
instrumentalists, 14 are classified as instrumesttabased on their questionnaire responses. 3iwild of the 17
have high levels of control (based on the Peatlal.€1981) Mastery scale) in the questionnaire.
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| didn’t graduate university at 37 years old baseduck. | hadn’t been in school for 20
years and had no idea how to even write an esshy.if based on skill and drive of my
own ambitions, not because | got lucky, and | gedeld with a 90 average (116).

Effort — skill, drive, ambition — is the key to sugss for instrumentalists. Just like this individua
does, many instrumentalists explicitly denouncel@a for luck or any other external force. As
comes through in this quote, instrumentalists &enaconfident in their abilities. Such
confidence stems from a positive cycle of past ssees (Ross and Sastry 1999). It also comes
from overcoming obstacles — like academic inexpeeeor being a middle aged person among

young adults — and excelling — not only graduabaogachieving a high average mark.

The mantra ‘what you put in is what you get ousaaapplies to negative events.
Instrumentalists take responsibility for past feelsiand poor decisions. One individual
explained how he understands the dissolution offfaigiage:

| was divorced. If | had my time to do it againatkvould probably — | don’t know, it
may of still ended the same way but | think we dideally put in a fight there, neither
of us. We kind of allowed ourselves to kind of jusion’t know, drift. | really think it
could have been done differently. That’s not to theay something couldn’t have gone
wrong at some point in our lives or something lilkat. | think at the time, you know, |
didn’t put my foot down. You know? That always bungs (101).

Instead of placing all of the blame on his wife hieih can be so easy when it comes to
relationship issues — this person admits that iisrde was the result oflack of effort on his
(and her) part. Because he did not put enoughtir@enarriage — time, fight, devotion — he did
not get success out of it — a long lasting relatimo. His concluding remark ‘That always bugs
me’ shows how a negative experience can contritoutiee positive cycle of success. By
reflecting on this negative experience, this indil learned a valuable lesson that can be

applied to future relationships: ‘put your foot dovioy making a conscious effort.

Instrumentalists also take ownership of their rissath experiences — a particularly negative
type of life event. One individual had two such esiences, both of which he took
responsibility for:

Almost drowning, that was sheer stupidity. | was @and about with [...] friends and we
tried to make it up a falls and the boat tipped balinost drowned. We were stranded
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on an island, and we had to strip down to our gegcht was September and very cold.
We almost lost one of the guys that was in the ,bbaias all we could do to get him to
shore. [...] | could have said no to [him], you kn®on't try and go up the chute
because it ain’t going to work’. My heart attadkat was due to my lifestyle because |
smoked three packs a day and drank about 20 cupdfet a day and | drank hard for a
lot of years so, those things were basically inaogtrol (204).

This person could easily blame his near-drowningpaah luck or being in the wrong place at the
wrong time. He could also blame his heart attackemetic predisposition. Instead, he takes
responsibility for both events. Like relationshipubles, these near death experiences are also
caused by not putting enough into the situatiostdad of a lack of effort, these negative

experiences were the result of a lack of forethougttupidity or poor decisions.

So instrumentalists believe that their successddalures are determined by how much effort
and thought is put into a situation. They also that outcomes are influenced by solving
problems when they are encountered. For exampéeparticipant discussed how he made the

best of a bad situation — getting laid off:

It was down to me just directing myself basicalljad to do something, | was young
enough to do it at the time. | knew | couldn’t jggton my backside and do nothing.
You know, ‘You go and wait’, you know. So it wasféte, it was a combination of
sitting down and thinking about it, doing somethiagd putting the time and effort in
(101).
This person made the decision to turn this lossant opportunity. He put in the time and the
effort needed to make an insightful decision anld¥othrough on it, later finishing his
university education. If this individual had integped being let go as fate, he likely would not

have engaged in such rigorous problem solving aagl mave suffered a lot of stress as a result.

Over half of the frequent gamblers take ownerslhipodth their positive and negative
experiences. The interview responses reveal thedftions of this belief. As instrumentalists,
these people understand their control over lifeessas an equation: ‘what you put in is what
you get out’ of any particular situation. The misgluential factors in this equation are effort
and decision making. Positive events are the redyltitting in the required effort and making

smart informed decisions. Bad situations can beetiaround in the same ways through active
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problem solving. In contrast, negative events aresed by a lack of effort and poorly thought-

out decisions.

1.2 Self-Blamers

Five of the 30 frequent gamblers are self-blamdisey take responsibility for the negative
experiences they've had but attribute positive evemsome external fortdnterestingly, none
of the participants are self-defenders, who feelontrol of their positive events but not their

negative ones.

Self-blamers generally believe that positive (negative) external forces are at work in their
lives. One person explained their understandindisfdisconnect as follows: “Why would
something good assist you in doing something b§2?1). Self-blamers feel that positive
external forces help steer you towards successméfiung good’ can be God, luck, fate, or

what one individual called circumstances:

| think that circumstances always play a part, kpow? Sitting at the right seat in
university, at school, | now know the Health Mieisbf Ontario. That's where | met my
ex-wife’s roommate. Had | not taken economics at @8uld never have met either one
of those people. So fate always plays a part suaistances. Had | not gone to [that
university] 1 would have not met either one of th@$02).

So fate plays a role in positive events by shaffiegsituations that make up everyday life —
where you go to school, what classes you takewdmae you sit. Although these choices can be
attributed to personal decisions, self-blamers \tieem as guided or at least given meaning by
external forces. Without that particular set o€amstances, the positive outcome may not have
come about — this person would not have met his wifthe Health Minister of Ontario. The
power of these external forces for good is exenapliby their ability to overcome obstacles,

like taking a particular university course when yaa no longer the age of a typically student.

3 Of the five self-blamers, all are classified astinamentalists in the questionnaire. Similarly, @of the five score
a low level of sense of control in the questionpa@s would be expected. So there is a disconeteekn Pearlin
et al.’s (1981) Mastery scale from the questiormalhie categorical classifications of Mirowsky dtaks (1990) in
the questionnaire, and the categorical classificatbased on the qualitative interview.
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Most self-blamers see external forces as guidinvgep® — forces that steer them in a particular
(positive) direction. Occasionally though, self+blers attribute positive events to divine
control. One person described how angels have thiédpep her safe in the past:

I've been in lots of situations where | swear asgedre driving the car. | had nothing to
do with it. | could not have driven that well aridel come through without being in an
accident. | mean really bad situations with thedraad it wasn’'t me that was driving the
car. I've had a lot of scrapes with death and lived. (109)

This person attributes her survival during thesar tleath experiences entirely to a higher
power. External forces did not simply play a gugdinle in these situations, suggesting where
she should go. Further, she takes no ownershigrofiécisions or behaviours during these
situations. Instead, an external force — anget®k tontrol of the situation and made sure it

ended safely.

Beliefs in divine control are quite infrequent argdhis group of frequent gamblers. Instead,
self-blamers tend to view God as a source of suppdnen asked why he thinks that God is the

most important in explaining his positive experiesicone person replied:

Because religion’s always in the back of my mindrethough | don’t go to church

every week. | still do have a couple times a weakne | do pray and whatever, and | do
believe. [...] I don’'t go home and thank him for ohgy every day and some people do,
but | am aware of him being there (115).

Like this individual, most self-blamers do not tkithat God is in complete control of their
lives. Instead, God is an ever present force thains to provide a sense of comfort to these
individuals. They know that someone is looking fautthem. It is this feeling of comfort that
can dampen the typically negative effect on memealth of believing in external forces (Ross
1990).

So self-blamers believe in being at “the right pland the right time” (102). However, these
individuals do not believe in being in the wrongg# at the wrong time. As with
instrumentalists, self-blamers take ownership efrtbgative events from their past. They do not
feel that there is a negative force that steens tinethe wrong direction or punishes them for

wrongdoings. One self-blamer explained how he tagsgonsibility for his divorce:
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Well certainly the marriage breakup was a resuét ntimber of factors initiated by
myself, and so | don’t think fate had anything towdth those negative outcomes. It was
all my doing, | have to take responsibility. [l.§elieve that everyone has their ability to
make better choices. Hindsight's always perfect] [t l. knew she was going to react in
that way | would have done something different2(10

This story echoes the one told above by an instntmfist. This person takes (partial)
responsibility for the dissolution of his marriaaed explicitly denies the role of fate. Further,
he doesn't place full blame on his ex-partner, Whgcoften easy to do when it comes to
relationship troubles. Instead, he acknowledgeshisadecisions to act in certain ways
compromised his relationship. So, as is the casthéinstrumentalists above, the key factor for
understanding negative events among self-blamerstisome external force — it is poor

personal decisions.

Five of the 30 frequent gamblers are self-blaniEngy feel that (only) positive external forces
are at work in their lives. The interview responsiesw that self-blamers do not believe in
menacing external forces that punish or hurt pedpdsitive life events come from being in the
right place at the right time. Interestingly thougtere is no such thing as being in the wrong
place at the wrong time. Self-blamers share a amihderstanding of their control over
negative experiences with instrumentalists: negativents are the result of poorly thought-out

decisions and actions.

1.3 Fatalists

Eight of the 30 frequent gamblers are fatalisteyltho not take ownership of the positive or
negative experiences from their past. Instead, timejerstand both types of events as
determined by some external force, like God or'fdtatalists generally believe that “There is
no coincidence, everything happens for a reasdd®)(2l'he reasons behind both positive and
negative experiences are determined or at leastrkiby the powerful force at work.

4 Of the eight fatalists, all are classified asrimstentalists in the questionnaire. In contrasg feore low on sense
of control in the questionnaire. So results bagethe interview responses and the questionnaippnees to the
Pearlin et al. (1981) Mastery scale match up toesdagree. However, there is a disconnect betwesse tiwvo
measures and the Mirowsky and Ross (1990) meastine iquestionnaire.
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One participant discussed at length how an extéoned played a key role in both his greatest

successes and biggest failures. He believes thdih@lped him survive his addiction by
preventing certain life-changing events: “I nevilekl nobody for drinking and driving and |
thank God for that many times” (105). He knows tiatvas behaving recklessly and believes
God prevented the worst from happening in thesmtsiins. He does not attribute these
relatively positive outcomes to his own actions.d&arger scale, God was a key part of his
addiction recovery: “That’s when | started to potne faith in God and asking God every day to
help me do this back then | was asking for helpyeday and | was seeing that the help came”
(105). After he made the decision to get sober, Eaded him achieve this goal. He has been
able to stay clean for a period of time and hasibég put his life back together — successes he
attributes to God’s support.

While this person credits God with his successesl$o blames God for his failures. This
individual described how he came to an understanalirhis most important negative

experience — a substance addiction — as follows:

You gotta hit a pretty low spot in your life | ge® go admit you've got a problem with
drugs or alcohol. When they are a part of yourifghen they were a part of mine for
so many years and when | started discovering sdrtieese things, then | started
thinking maybe there is something to this God thivgu know, you put me through all
of this, whatever, and here | am now, | still sued it all (105).

This person believes that God subjected him tatitbction and the negative experiences that
came with it. Coming to this realization was a e This individual now uses God and
religion to make sense of his life, namely his atidn problems. By understanding his
addiction as a test from God, he gains some clantypurpose for his experiences. Like most
fatalists, God played a role in this person’s (atidn) story from beginning to end. Though

God put him through the addiction, God also help@d come out the other side.

The previous quote shows that in addition to béegdriving force behind positive and
negative events, God can help people cope with pneblems. God helped the individual above
cope with the negative experiences that result@d fris addiction and progress with recovery.
Another individual told a similar story, where Goélped her cope with her gambling problems.

She described her understanding of God'’s influesc®llows: “He always watches over me,
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and if | fall down he’s going to help me, but no@/sihelped me in a way that | realize | have a

problem” (220). This person believes that God &tyivelps her recover when she falls on hard
times. In this particular case, he has helpeddbegin to cope with her uncontrolled gambling
behaviours by making her see that she has a prabl@nmeeds to be addressed. God has also
helped this individual cope with the death of hesltand. At first, she was angry at God and
blamed him for taking her husband away from hererQwne, she came to a new realisation:
“Now | know that he had a very hard time breathinige got CODP [chronic obstructive
pulmonary disease] and then when you get that your body starts bngadtown, your organs
literally start breaking down. | looked to the félcht the angels had taken him so he can breathe
again” (220). Her belief in God allows her to gaisense of understanding and purpose for her
husband’s death. He is now at peace. This senseafing allows this person to feel some
comfort in coping with her loss.

Like the self-blamers discussed in the previousi@ecsome fatalists understand God as an
ever-present force that provides a sense of coraf@tipport. The fatalist above described God
as always watching over her, providing her withseegiance that someone is always looking out
for her best interest. Another fatalist sharedalar understanding and described God'’s

presence in this way:

A few lines in one of the books that | read saidryoeeds will always be provided for.
Not your wants but your needs, and you have to neiee that. What do you need? It
will always be provided for if you live a life thattrying to improve and get better and |
started to believe that. Things started happenmuigtiaings started to get a little better.
(105)
One of the first quotes in this section showed l&d helped this individual cope with his
addiction by giving it meaning. This quote illuggs how God further helped him cope by
serving as a source of support. Believing thatttsmpts to improve himself would bring about
additional help gave this person a sense of ematmymfort. Further, seeing positive things
start to happen for him — like success in keepisdgdmily home — gave him support and

encouragement in his recovery process.

As the quotes in this section have illustratedietaee different reasons behind the positive and

negative events that fatalists experience. Fasajisherally believe that positive events are
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rewards for following an external force’s directidn some cases, negative events have a
positive side in that they convey a message tanttigidual. In contrast, most fatalists believe
that negative events are something that the extiarte allows or puts them through. Often the
reason behind negative events is punishment fofolotving the path set out by the external
force or “God was punishing my bad decisions” (11he fatalist also understands her
negative experiences as lessons. When asked iiv@savriting the script of her life, she

replied:

Well I'm not that heavy a church go-er to say 10@%t | will say that everything that
happens to me | believe — | classify it as a chgke What is this suppose to mean and
what lesson am | suppose to learn from this? Adhadl believe as long as | believe in God
things will happen. Maybe not for the better, here’s a reason for it. (220)

This person strongly believes that everything, gand bad, happens for a reason. Unlike most
of the fatalists in this study, this individual doeot believe that God punishes wrong decisions.
Instead, she believes that negative events arkenljak that are meant to teach important life

lessons.

Eight of the 30 frequent gamblers are fatalistesEnpeople feel they have minimal control over
the events in their lives. Instead, they understaottl their positive and negative events as
caused by a powerful external force, believing #dibthings happen for a reason. This belief
allows fatalists to make sense of their experignoeth good and bad. Instead of feeling
helpless against the external force in their livatglists are comforted because they know
particular events happen for some bigger purpage. delf-blamers, fatalists believe in external
forces that work for good. However, unlike selfsnkxs, fatalists do believe that external forces

can also influence negative events by punishingrttieidual for wrongdoings, for example.

2  Within-Category Variation

Instrumentalists, self-blamers, and fatalists hgereeral understandings of the forces involved
in their life experiences. However, there are tywes of variation in understandimgthin these
groups. First, people vary in the degree of corttrel attribute to different forces. Second,
people’s beliefs do not apply uniformly to all pps® and negative events. Within-group

differences are often overlooked when sense ofrgbistexamined categorically and



66
guantitatively. In the qualitative interviews comtied for this study, these differences were

apparent.

In terms of the first type of variation, some instrentalists understand their positive and
negative events as being influenced by somethingrdhan just their own personal choices and
actions. One gambler contextualizes the importahetfort within his belief in Buddha and the

power of attitude:

| believe in Buddha, if you think positive and yaxe positive then what you do in your
life controls what happens. If you have the atetmdthing good is going to happen well
nothing good is going to happen. If you go arourith the attitude that if | put my effort
into this, if this is what | want to do and | invesy time and my effort and my skills
into it, then it will happen (107).

For this person, successes and failures are detednby whether or not you make the decision
and take the steps to invest effort and time. Haggversonal choices and actions will only be
successful if you have a positive attitude — adbehis gambler gained from Buddhism. In other
words, personal decisions and actions are fa@titaly a powerful external force. As another
person explained, external forces can help by tmwsng yourself in the position to open your
own doors” (116). These responses support the dlaatrsense of control is about confidence in
one’s effectiveness, since the positivity fostdsgduddhism seems to encourage active steps

to pursue a goal or open your own doors.

Self-blamers also vary in the degree of influeragytattribute to different forces. Though
individuals in this group generally understand ttipaisitive experiences as being influenced by
an external force, not a single one of them sagfsttieir positive events are determined entirely
by this force. Self-blamers believe that persom&isions work within the circumstances or path
presented by the external forces. One person exqaldiow they understand fate’s role in their

life in this way:

It's what you do with it and how you use it — fa@n be good. It's not predetermined.
It's a set of - it's a situation, and then you télke situation and you do what you need to
do with it. Or you don’t use it, you know? (102)
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For this individual, personal decisions do playraportant role in positive events in taking

advantage of the situation. A person can achiguesdive outcome if they make decisions that
capitalize on the circumstances set up by fatdelfwrong decisions are made, the positive

experience will not materialize.

Self-blamers who believe God or another powerfheoinfluences their positive events tell a
similar story. Personal decisions work alongsidgedinection or path provided by the powerful
other: “Some of the cultures, especially the RWations, the spirit is there to guide you because
it already knows but the body has to learn it, toasxperience it. So sometimes those two come
together” (201). The powerful other offers or enames a direction to go in, but personal
decisions ultimately determine whether the indialdiollows or veers off the path. Although
self-blamers believe these forces work togethderaal forces come before personal choices in
time and importance. Most significantly, extermaickes do not determine positive events but

allow or encourage them — they are a guiding force.

Fatalists agree with self-blamers that externaldsmlay a guiding instead of a determining role
in their lives, leaving room for personal choicer Ehis group, the external forces guide both
positive and negative outcomes. Like self-blamiatslists believe that personal decisions work

with or against the external force’s direction atlp As one person explained:

The opportunities are always there and it's God pliés those opportunities there, so
whether you take advantage of them or not. I've lb&slof flashes where | should have
done that and it was right there in front of me &kdow that's God. That’s not fate or
anything like that. Following in his directionaswvays a good thing, maybe sometimes
you’re blind to it. (115)

Fatalists believe that God or other external fosstout paths to follow or opportunities to take
advantage of. However, it is ultimately the persatecision about whether to follow the path or
take advantage of the opportunity. When a perses ggainst the guidance, they often
encounter negative experiences as a result. Osermpsummarized the fatalists’ understanding
in this way: “There’s always room for personal deiGod gave people, men and women, a
brain so they can make their own decision. We liaedree will” (209). Although God

provides guidance and punishes poor choices, Godgales everyone the ability to make their

own decisions and direct their own lives.
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So some people believe that internal and extearaé$ combine to produce their positive and

negative experiences. Others feel that certaire®ace only responsible for particular events
they have experienced. In other words, the genm@dérstanding of control does not apply to all
situations. For example, two instrumentalists feat something other than personal choice
brought about particular negative events from thast. One participant provided a striking
example and description of this belief. As a child,chose to live with a family friend during

his parents’ divorce. Unfortunately, he sufferedusg abuse at the hand of this person. On one

level, he takes a degree of responsibility for éhegents:

You know, once | first discovered | put myself itbad situation | did have a chance to
get out, but at the same time, | didn’t have knalgkeof the game. | didn’t know how to
play the situation so | just folded. I just saich’Ayou know what, whatever. This will all
be over in a little while and we can move forwgt7).

This person acknowledges that his decision of whestay contributed to the situation and that
he could have made the decision to leave. Howéeegualifies this statement by pointing out
that as a child he did not know how to deal with $ituation and decided to just wait for it to be
over. Interestingly, this participant talks abdustexperience using poker terminology — his
game of choice. He calls the situatiogaanethat he didn’t know how tplay so hefolded The
consistency between his beliefs about this eveththésbeliefs about poker continues in his

discussion of what he feels is the main factor &ixyohg this experience — variance:

When you're a kid and you go to stay with a faniilgnd, there are pedophiles out there
and they are going to find a child. It's going @pipen, and it's unfortunately going to be
a child, and it’s just, you know. My number happe i@ be pulled. | was that kid, you
know, that he finally found (107).
Though his decisions got him into the situationbbkeves he is neither to blame nor was he
destined for this experience. Instead, “the oddsweren’t in my favour” (107). That family
friend was going to abuse a child at some pointthisdindividual happened to be in the wrong
place at the wrong time. It was a matter of numbei@ unhappy coincidence that he ended up

in that home.
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The other instrumentalist went a step further ttégindividual in explaining his understanding

of a particular negative event from his past. Tasson explained the circumstances around his
parents’ death as follows:

The house fire, the death of my parents — | wad Wés going babysitting for my sister
and my mother was outside the door yelling at men’Dgo, don’t go, stay home’, and |
went anyway. That bothered me, still does, butratien that | don’t think | could have
controlled it because they were both drinking attime of their death, when the fire
started. [...] If | hadn’t left, my mother probabhkouldn’t have fallen asleep with the
cigarette in her hand and they wouldn’t have dia#j.

As with the individual above, this person takesgrde of responsibility for this tragedy: had he
listened to his mother and made the decision tolstene he could have saved them. Unlike the
other instrumentalist, this individual does notihtite the fire or the deaths to odds or timing.
Instead, he believes that the fire and deaths meirgaly the result of his parents’ poor
judgement — their own personal choices to drink emdke. Similarly, poor personal decisions

on the part of the family friend above could alsoldbamed for that negative event.

For both of these instrumentalists, their perschalces contributed to the negative event but
some other force played a more important role acitially occurring. One participant offered
an articulate explanation for how internal and mdéforces can work together in this way. He

recounted this story:

Some freak accident occurs and somebody gets kiltedre’s nothing they can do
about it, you know, it’s fate, it happens. So yoaK at the kid that climbed over to get
his hat at Six Flags there. He climbed over twaésno get his hat and he got hit by a
woman'’s leg on a suspended roller coaster. Butkyaw what? It was his choice to
climb those two fences, but it was probably just that it happened, you know? A
second earlier or a second later you know, wouftchve happened? (112).

So personal choices play a role in setting up itii@tson — making the decision not to climb the
fence, live with the family friend, or leave to lysit could have changed the outcomes. Within
the situations created by personal decisions, sotenal force — variance, odds, fate, poor

judgement, bad luck, timing — is ultimately respblesfor the one-time tragedy occurring.

One fatalist described the opposite understandonm these instrumentalists. He generally

believes that positive and negative events areru@dd’s control. However, he takes some
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personal responsibility for particular successeakfaiures from his past. Though he believes

God ‘put him through’ his addiction, he blames hathéor the time he spent in jail:

When | ended up in jail more than once, it was ligtiaree or four people out at the
bars and the next day it was always, ‘Oh if | hadrént to the bar with that guy’. It was
never what | did, it was always — but | look badkvand it was me that put me in those
[situations]. [...] | never looked into why is thigjpening in my life, why am | having
this type of trouble. But | know it's me becaus® Kreating all this trouble (105).

Instead of blaming others or thinking that Godusighing him, this person takes responsibility
for his jail time — his bad decisions got him thesenilarly, though he credits God with helping
him recover from his addiction, he takes ownersfhiparticular successes, like providing a
stable home for his son: “That was my goal in tegibning, when all this stuff started
happening, to provide a stable home for my son,laid that” (105). Through his addictions
and marital issues, this person fought hard andalesto provide a loving home for his child
through his own actions and determination. Thougl (S powerful for this individual, he

acknowledges that some situations come down t@palslecisions and effort.

The open-ended responses show that the four sénsatol categories are not discrete or
uniform. Members of all three groups represented kee a role for both personal decisions and
external forces for understanding their life evetiteugh one is typically more influential.
Generally, these people feel that personal chawwek with or against the circumstances laid
out by the external force. In a similar vein, sdmeguent gamblers understand their sense of
control as something that does not apply unifortolgll events. Particular events, like child
abuse and accidental deaths, cannot be attribatedlg to personal choice. Similarly, there is
no denying the role of personal actions in othemngs, like addiction or jail time. In other
words, there is a threshold for sense of contrarévspecifically, its health benefits peak
around the 80 percentile, after which point they decline (Wheeat®85; Mirowsky and Ross
1990; Mirowsky and Ross 2003). This is becauserfg@h control of situations that are actually
out of your control — positive or negative — is badyour health. For example, by not blaming
themselves for being abused as a child or thegrgampassing in a house fire, the two

instrumentalists avoid spending their entire lig@songly) feeling accountable for these events.
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3 Changes over Time

Frequent gamblers understand sense of controlnasthiong that varies in many ways. As
already discussed, it differs across positive aghtive events, in degrees of influence for
powerful forces and personal actions, and for paldr experiences. The open-ended interview
responses also reveal that there is a change imtterstanding of control over time. Some
people change how they make sense of the positd@egative events in their lives across the
years, likely moving between groups. This findinggorts the claim that sense of control is

developed during a lifetime of experiences (Mirowsk al. 2000).

Four individuals — three fatalists and one instrotakst — described a lack of stability in sense
of control over different phases of their livesalkiulthood, the fatalists begin to understand
their past experiences not as the result of petstéces but as the work of external forces.
One person described the shift she experiencddsmay:

| had gone through a really, really hard life amddlized later that everything happens
for a purpose - that's my motto in life. | sayvieey day, you know, everything happens
for a purpose, so if it's bad you turn it into sdmeg positive. It opens up a new door. |
didn’t quite think that way when | was 19 years,althen | went through nursing and
that. That was a battle and | had to keep pushurgget through that. [...] That was an
achievement | had to work really hard at. (207).

As a young adult, this person felt that personalgiens and effort influenced outcomes, like
finishing nursing school. However, a series of silegs and traumas in adulthood — including
having a son, miscarrying, and experiencing abuseanged her views. She cannot or will not
attribute these events to personal choice andadstees them as signs of external forces. By
believing that everything happens for a reasos, fibrson gains a sense of clarity or purpose for

the events from her past.

The instrumentalist experienced the opposite changense of control compared to the
fatalists. In the past, he placed blame for higlites on anyone but himself. Now, he takes

responsibility for his mistakes:

Ultimately you make the decisions and what yousdgding to affect the rest of your
life. I'm a strong believer in that now. Used tapkhe blame game. ‘My mom died
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when | was a kid, my dad didn’t raise me propetlyis and that. But you learn that, you

know what, you made your choice to do this, soaswt the one who selected my mom

was going to die, so there’s a little bit of fat&?eéBut anything else that happened after

the fact, well | mean, you do it yourself. Somebetle isn’t pouring the liquor into

your mouth, you’re doing it (112).
There are two types of variation in this quotesgithere is the within-category variability
discussed at length above. Although this persoastaisponsibility for his actions including his
drinking, he acknowledges the role of fate in darta&rcumstances like the passing of his
mother while he was still a child. Second, thera shift in understanding over time, namely the
increase in personal responsibility. Where he tisdddame others or pity himself, he now takes
ownership of his own actions and their effect anltie. This individual’s change in perception
was brought on by his treatment for and recovessnfaddiction, when he was forced to closely

examine his past actions and their consequences.

For four participants, the expectation of senseowttrol is not stable over time. Some come to
attribute their life events to external forceseli&®od or fate. Others start to take personal
responsibility for their past experiences. Thesanges suggest that sense of control is not a
static concept. Though it is based largely on paperiences of success and failure (Mirowsky
et al. 2000), new experiences — addiction recovetyeatment, the birth of a child, abuse — or
even the passing of time have the power to shefutihderstanding of these past events. This
shift happens when the meaning of the experienctsedessons learned from them change as

time passes or new events take place.

4  Other People’s Actions

In addition to experiencing sense of control asething that is influenced by new experiences,
frequent gamblers also experience their controf bfgeevents as something that is influenced
by other people’s actions. Members of all threeseeof control categories — 11 people in all —
feel that their ability to reach certain goalsfiten influenced by other people, in support of the
claim that sense of control is developed througiiadanteraction (Mirowsky et al. 2000). For
some, significant others have a positive influeoiegheir ability to achieve goals, serving as
support systems. This is an example of additioesdurces, specifically social support, helping

create a cycle of success (Aneshensel 1992). Feraethers, personal decisions are
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negatively influenced by the interference of impattpeople in their lives, potentially fostering

a cycle of failures.

A few people talked about how their family and fidks help them achieve their goals.
Sometimes family and friends provide the encouragemeeded to stay on course. Other times
these people can help with taking the initial steqr. example, one person explained how
support from a co-worker was the push he needédally seek treatment for his alcoholism.

He explained his decision as follows:

| actually worked with another guy that was in gregram [Alcoholics Anonymous]
and he kind of — he was talking to me for monthsualbhe drinking and stuff. He didn’t
lecture me but he gave me the book and over thefeexveeks | went to that guy and |
told him ‘I think | need help, you're telling menked it’. That started it for me but one
of the main reasons at that time was where myds. You know, | had to get my life
together. My wife and | had a house together akid #o raise and we weren’t doing a
very good job on either one of those (105).

This individual was in control of making the deoisithat started him on the path to recovery —
hedecided he had to get his life back together. Thace was facilitated by the co-worker’'s
encouragement and the information he provided.cbmebination of gentle outside guidance, a
personal acknowledgement of an issue, and the ehoitake action all helped this person
achieve their goal. In this way, the social suppoolvided by his co-worker helped this person

begin a cycle of successes and potentially inctehsesense of control.

The influence of family and friends is quite di#et for negative experiences. Instead of
providing kind encouragement towards success, ragmyficant others interfere with good
decisions or enable bad ones. Often, this makestivadual feel like they have little control
over the situation. For example, one person desgiibe interplay between his own and others’

actions in this way:

| think up to this point I've been my own demon Bué had some help along the way,
you know. So if I hadn’t had business partners Were not that determined to crush me,
and an ex-wife and her family. There were busimgesges with my ex-wife’s father, he
was involved in the business. He always felt handedby, and there were other
problems. So that hurt. When it started hurtingkilds, | backed off a bit where |
shouldn’t have, you know, when | should have hungng. So everything | did, | took
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full responsibility for it but | did get some adsisce along the way that kept pushing the
grind even more (102).

This person takes most of the responsibility fer tlegative events in his life, namely the
collapse of his business and marriage. He madegmmsions, including succumbing to his
family’s attempts to hurt him and his business. lde&r, he is not the sole cause of these issues.
His business partners, wife, and in-laws all helgpalootage the business. Instead of helping his
situation, his family and friends added to the dgeneaused by his poor personal decisions,

furthering a series of negative experiences.

Beyond worsening a bad situation, the interferefdamily and friends can also create
negative experiences by counteracting the indiidwecisions and actions. When asked what
causes negative events in his life, one personenesiv‘Mostly always the result of other
people’s decisions. | do have control over whatpeas to me directly, but | can’t control the
things around me that are decided by other pedfl3). This individual takes responsibility
for his actions, but attributes a large part ofrfegative experiences including lost jobs and
relationships to the efforts of others. For examp&eexplained his divorce as follows: “Our
family had no choice, so based on my partners wecis leave there was nothing | could do
about that. It was out of my control” (116). Thisrgon does not take any responsibility for the
breakup of his marriage, because the ultimate iects end it was his wife’s. He went on to
explain that, because he tries to avoid negatiuatsons or correct them with the decisions he

makes, when bad things do happen they must beshét of other people’s behaviours.

Several other people qualified statements aboutdaen control by remarking that they cannot
control what other people do. Importantly thougteling in control is not unattainable. As one
person explained: “I'm responsible for everythirgdplin my life [...] except for things that
people do to you. Either you react in a positivey wanegative way, and either you grow and
you learn or | guess you stay in the mud” (109) Trhpact of other people’s actions can be a
matter of perception and reaction. It is not alwasit others do to you that determines the
outcome of a situation, but how you respond. If yegpond proactively by problem solving, the

outcome can still be positive. If you abandon yoourse of action, then you will fail to achieve
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your goal. This explanation builds on the stred$ebimg or moderating role of sense of control,

where problem solving can prevent behaviours freadling to stressors.

People who discuss the importance of other peopktsviours and instrumentalists who
attribute some influence to an external force apping into the same concept: the threshold of
sense of control. Just as it is necessary to adetp® that some circumstances are about being
in the right or wrong place at the right or wronge, it is necessary to admit that some
situations are the result of other people’s behawehich cannot be controlled. However, the
latter must be approached with caution. In someg;astributing influence to other people is

just a way of denying personal responsibility.

Further, people who discuss the negative influericghers’ behaviours are different from

those who believe in the power of external foré®ken fatalists talk about their negative
experiences, they say that everything happensifeason. Overall, the tone is positive. Fatalists
believe that negative experiences are useful ireseay: opening a new door, surviving a
hardship, or punishing bad decisions. In contiadiyiduals who talk about the negative impact
of other people’s decisions express discontenttaibailimit on their control. The key

distinction is about intent: God or fate acts inysvéhat will help or teach the individual, while

family and friends seem to act maliciously to hhe person.

Frequent gamblers experience their control overdifents as something that is positively or
negatively influenced by family and friends. Otlpeople can encourage attempts to exert
control, interfere with the pursuit of goals, anélfbad situations. These social interactions with
friends and family help build sense of control owerlessness by providing support for
achieving success or contributing to a seriesitfriss. The ability of friends and family to
influence sense of control is another example etlineshold of sense of control. In some
situations, personal decisions and actions aremailly effective because someone else has
control. People who are limited by others’ behaxsoaften speak in hostile ways about these
restrictions, likely because they feel their ownsseof control is being purposely and
maliciously infringed upon. For some, these lintgzd to animosity. For others, they encourage
perseverance through problem solving.
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5 Conclusions

Sense of control is a complex concept. Its categare not distinct or without internal
variation. In the lives of frequent gamblers, cohtiver life events involves much more nuance
than what is described in the definition of seniseomtrol. People can feel in control or not in
control. Control can vary for positive and negawents. Various forces can be given differing
degrees of importance and can work together iriifft ways. Views can change over time.
Despite these variations, there are some consisteacross groups. Personal decisions are
always at least somewhat influential. External égrare always guiding not determining forces.
External forces and others’ behaviours are impoftarmembers of all groups. Overall, the
interview responses show that frequent gamblergenstahd sense of control as something that
works differently for positive and negative everygpically involves different combinations of
numerous forces, and does not apply in the sameasr@gs all experiences. Sense of control is
experienced as something that changes over tintensiy experiences and understandings, and

can be encouraged or limited by the people theyraet with.

Some of these results are supported by existingeseincontrol theory and research. The
definition of sense of control captures the twaatesns of dependence. According to the
definition and supporting research, the degreehichvoutcomes are dependent on personal
choices and actions varies across individuals ymektof events — positive or negative
(Mirowsky and Ross 2003). Further, some work hakeéd at how sense of control rises and
falls over the life course or with age (Schiemaf@ZMirowsky and Ross 2007). Studies also
find that sense of control is encouraged by supgorelationships with family and significant
others (Gerstorf, Rocke, and Lachman 2010; Surfadgnz, Wickrama, and Conger 2011). In
contrast, research finds that sense of contr@dsced by negative experiences (Schieman
2001; Pearlin, Nguyen, Schieman, and Milkie 20@rng] Chiriboga, Lee, and Cho 2009).
Finally, research shows that there are limits eoglnerality of sense of control. The health
benefits of sense of control peak at th& pércentile after which point they decline (Wheaton
1985; Mirowsky and Ross 1990; Mirowsky and Ross3200
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Importantly though, few studies have looked at seigontrol qualitatively. In speaking with

frequent gamblers, this study finds that not oméythere variations between sense of control
groups but there are differences within them ag. Whidst people understand control as
involving more than one force and understandingaatapply to all experiences. This research
also uncoversowsense of control changes over time: increasingpagew experiences

change the interpretation of the forces involveg@ast and present experiences. In addition, the
interviews show that the threshold can take at was forms: admitting that some
circumstances are the result of timing or odds,arkhowledging that some situations are the
result of other people’s behaviour which cannotdetrolled. The key to high sense of control

is being realistic about your abilities (MirowskgdaRoss 1990).

By focusing on the concept, this study also uncevseonsistencies between different
assessments of sense of control. The Mirowsky arss$ RL990) measure in the questionnaire
overestimates the number of instrumentalists coetpauith classifications based on the open-
ended interview responses (27 versus 17). Furmefirowsky and Ross measure
underestimates the number of individuals with lamtcol compared with the Pearlin et al.
(1981) Mastery dichotomy (three versus seven)ohtrast, the Pearlin et al. Mastery
dichotomy matches up relatively well with the inview-based groupings. As expected, most
instrumentalists score high (15 of 17) while masalists score low (five of eight). Although the
Mirowsky and Ross categories are useful conceptuaike quantitative measure does not reflect
open-ended responses. It may be that the closesddvillowsky and Ross questions miss
important nuances captured in the Pearlin et abtétg scale. The disconnect may also stem
from the two-by-two nature of the Mirowsky and Rossasure compared to the continuous
Pearlin et al. scale. The within-category diffeenceported above also support the use of a

continuous measure of sense of control.

This in-depth analysis also broadens the understgrud the stress buffering role played by
sense of control. Previous research shows thae s#reontrol moderates stress by encouraging
problem solving and influencing stress appraisadbm solving moderates stress by
preventing certain behaviours from leading to siwes (Turner and Roszell 1994). The

interviews show that problem solving is also usé&bulpreventing other people’s actions from
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limiting the individual’s sense of control. By resmling in a proactive way to other people’s

behaviours, the individual can retain their serfsgoatrol and continue to pursue their goal.



Chapter 6
[llusion of Control

There are two key elements to the illusion of calnffirst, there is the idea that the odds of
winning can be increased. Second, there is thefiibht, as a result, the odds of winning are
higher than they actually are. These beliefs ansidered an illusion because by definition
gambling involves wagering money on a game of ceamd the odds of winning at chance
games cannot be increased. This chapter contiousddiess this study’s first objective by
examining how illusion of control is understood agberienced by frequent gamblers using the
open-ended interview responses. It looks at whaltusion of control means to these
individuals, paying particular attention to howditfers for skill gamblers who play games that
presumably involve opportunities to improve the ®délwinning. The open-ended responses
reveal that frequent gamblers understand contret gambling outcomes as something that
differs for wins and losses and involves differamtounts of skill and chance. As will be
apparent in the quotes, frequent gamblers do mothegr understandings of gambling outcomes
as illusions. Instead, they feel knowledgeable abmir preferred games and their ability to
influence them (or not). Some experience a discarimetween their understanding of control
and their experience of it. Beliefs about the int@oce of chance do not always translate into

behaviours around increasing the odds of winning.

1 Different Levels of lllusion

According to the above definition, frequent gambMho attribute all gambling outcomes to
skill have a high illusion of control. In contragtpse who feel chance or luck explains their
wins and losses have low illusion of control. Gaenblwho believe that a combination of these
forces determines their gambling outcomes find $eues in between these two extremes.
However, anything short of understanding all gambbutcomes as based on chance is
considered an illusion. Interestingly, the illusimincontrol concept does not make any real
distinctions abouhow gamblers understand their wins and losses. AsbeiBhown below,
gamblers differ in how they understand their wind dbsses just as they differ in how they

understand their positive and negative life events.

79
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1.1 Chance for Wins and Losses

Of the 30 frequent gamblers, 20 have low level®oho) illusion of control. In other words,
two-thirds of the participants believe luck or cbamxplains both their wins and losses at
gambling. This result is not unexpected, sincgaithbling games are chance-based to some

degreé.

Also not surprisingly, all 15 chance gamblers httte both their wins and losses to chance.
These people understand winning as luck or timiligen asked what explains his wins, one
person replied: “There’s not much skill in puttimgpney in a slot machine and pulling a lever. If
anything, it's chance — how many times that thinglted before it coughs up some more”
(201). Winning is less about technique and moresatiee odds of winning at a particular game
and where you fall within them. Just like this midual, many other chance gamblers explicitly
deny the role of skill for wins. One individual evenocked those who believe they have control
over games: “There’s no skill to any of it! You csay you have, like, a system, but yeah okay,
why do you think [Casino] Rama’s still in busines®l you're not?” (220). This person makes a
particularly poignant point about the gambling istty — if it were possible to consistently beat
the system with skill, the gambling industry woulot make the enormous profits it does.
Chance gamblers also believe that skill (or a thekeof) is not important for explaining losses:
“Not much skill in losing, but you can get goodtat do very well at losing. | don’t see that
there’s much skill” (201). This person emphasi$esrtbeliefs about the unimportance of skill
by joking about it. Because losses are so freqaleditinevitable, he talks as if he excels at

losing.

It is not surprising that all of the chance gambleel that wins and losses at their preferred
game are based on luck, chance, or odds. Aftdotiries, slot machines, and bingo are

generally regarded as games of luck. Interestitiglygh, five skill gamblers also understand

The low level of illusion of control in the intéew responses does not fit particularly well witle findings from
the questionnaire. According to the questionnasponses, only 13 gamblers have low illusion otrobn
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their wins and losses as due to chance. Sportslgamb typically considered a game of skill

because there are abundant records availablepgalb&rmine the outcome of future games or
improve the odds of winning. Despite this factethsports gamblers believe that chance
explains their gambling outcomes. One sports bbtgbkeves his wins are flukes and his losses

are bad luck. He explained his understanding devst

You know who your teams are and you know who’s Aol even then, you’re not even
guaranteed to win because even the bad teamsayiit'sggot a lot to do with luck, you
know. | don't think it [skill] has much to do with knowing the teams is one thing but it
doesn’t even matter. You could know the teams hatt tvhole history, but you know
what, just because you know their whole historystiitemean they’re going to win.
That’s what it boils down to really (103).

This person acknowledges the abundant informatianiable to help with placing informed
sports bets. However, he also notes that the owadra particular game or bet will not
necessarily match the records. Each game is aaeparent which introduces a substantial
amount of luck into the outcome of the bet. If yollow the statistics and win, it's because you
had good luck which makes your win a fluke. If yfollow the statistics and lose, you just had
bad luck.

One of the reasons why records don’t necessaahstate into wins is also part of what makes
sports so entertaining to watch: “It's a sport #mefe’s a human element involved so anything
can happen” (104). As suggested by the individbala, ‘anything’ can include the favoured
team losing the game. In that case, losses ameslét of bad luck because the bet was placed in
line with the past records for the sport. ‘Anythiegn also be winning a bet you didn’t really
expect to. As one person said: “Sometimes you aakenderdog and you take a chance. You
might have reasons for it, but sometimes a guy faththe ball or something like that and you
just end up getting lucky” (110). Under these ainstances, wins are about good luck because
the bet was placed against the past results fagbg. Although some information may have

encouraged a bet that is unlikely to be won, ayualky is ultimately what brings about the win.

Sports betters are not the only skill gamblers ltiedieve there is luck involved in their game of
choice. Card players share these thoughts. Onkjatkcplayer described how she understands

her wins as follows: “I think it's luck, I'm sorryJnfortunately, statistically it's random, let’'s go
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with that. It really is random, but you just hopmire the one when the luck is flowing” (113).

As with slot machines, there are odds in card gaouiss of getting certain cards and odds of
winning with certain hands. Also like slot machintte deck of cards is random. Winning at
card games is about where you fall within the caldehether the randomness is in your favour.
If you are lucky enough to get a needed card amdatke a hand that beats the opponent, you'll

win.

Some skill and all chance gamblers understand theihwins and losses at gambling as
determined by chance. Skill and chance gamblet&fbaliffer in two key ways. First, they
have different understandings of chance. Both skitl chance gamblers see luck as odds and
timing. However, some skill gamblers understanchckaas the human element in sports.
Second, skill and chance gamblers differ in thaele@f importance they attribute to luck.
Chance gamblers who believe luck explains theisvaind losses think it is the only force at
work. In fact, they explicitly deny a role for dkiln contrast, skill gamblers who attribute their
gambling outcomes to chance still see a smallfaolskill. They make a point of studying team
records or knowing the odds of winning certain fsaadd try to make informed wagers, even if
they don’t think it will help them win.

1.2 Skill for Wins and Losses

Only one of the 30 gamblers feels that skill igssible for both his wins and losses. Not
surprisingly, this person is a skill gambler. Imtrast to those in the above group, this
individual has high illusion of control becauseféels some degree of control over all gambling

outcomes.

This skill gambler’s preferred game is sports bettHe attributes wins at this game to

researching the players, the teams, and the machup

| just attribute it [winning] to the amount of resces. | mean | look at baseball and the
starting pitchers, and what his percentage is ag#we team that he’s playing, you
know, and almost to the point of the time of daislpetching. When was the last time he
pitched and when was that? I'm pretty thorough wiheomes to that (112).
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For this person, winning is all about skill. He sigxtensive research on past outcomes to make
informed bets which he believes increase his od@srming. By considering all of the factors
that could influence the outcome of the game, itldsvzidual believes he can better predict the

outcome.

Interestingly, this individual also attributes hesses to skill or a lack thereof — his own poor

technique. When asked how he understands his |dssexplained:

Maybe | didn’t look far enough into it, like in adtball game. Maybe the starters were
suppose to be playing, they were scratched atd6aX in the morning and | bet at 12,
so if | would have been paying attention to ther&pGenter | would have known and
maybe wouldn’t have went with what | did. | challat up as laziness. If | had done
what | was suppose to during game time, it migheHazeen different, but that's fate
right? Who would’ve known someone was going to shdir toe two hours before their
game and not be able to start? (112)

This person concedes that bad luck plays a miderincsome losses, in the form of last minute
or unknown lineup changes. However, he takes resipidity for his lack of attention,
thoroughness, and dedication. Despite the humamnegieof the game, this individual believes
quality research will counteract bad luck, leadmonformed bet, and ultimately produce a win.
It appears as though this gambler’'s judgment ofjtredity of his research is post hoc — it is
based on the outcome of his bet. If he wins, resaech was adequate. If he loses, there is

something he should have known about beforehandviiald have suggested a different bet.

Only one participant feels that good skill accountswins and bad skill explains losses. For
this individual, wins are the result of thorougBearch. In contrast, losses are due to laziness
and poor research. This gambler does however adkdge that chance — or the human element

in sports — plays a small role in explaining hisskes.

1.3 Skill for Wins and Chance for Losses

The second most popular understanding among freégaenbles is that wins are the result of
good skill and losses are due to bad luck. Ninh@f30 gamblers feel this way, displaying a
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high illusion of contrdl. Interestingly, only skill gamblers hold this teflabout their gambling

outcomes. All chance gamblers share a similar whaleding of their wins and losses: both are
due to luck. In contrast, skill gamblers have geeaariability in their beliefs, finding

themselves in all three groups.

The gamblers in this group share similar understaysdwith those of the other two groups.
Like the person who believes all outcomes are bagsexkill, individuals in this group believe
that research and knowledge improve their chantesnming. These people understand there
control over gambling wins as something that issdasn information and decision making.
Like those who believe all outcomes are based anad individuals in this group blame the

human element in sports, timing, or odds for thesses.

Just like the sports better in the previous secBports gamblers in this group believe that skill
helps them win because making informed bets ineseteeir odds of success. One gambler
explained his views in this way: “I think a gambiersports events has to have some kind of
knowledge of the game if he wants to have someaghahwinning. | think it does increase
your odds” (115). As noted above, knowledge ofgame can include win records, recent
matchups, and injuries. Other factors like locatimd weather are also important: “I'm
watching the stats and you know who’s injured, vehteey’re playing, what the weather is —
you control a lot of it if you want to” (116). Feports betters, knowledge increases the odds of
winning because information means control. By tglamery possible factor into consideration,
they feel they can reduce the impact of chancdermutcome of the game or bet by making
educated and strategic wagers. More knowledge nearwe accurate, reliable, and winnable
bet. For many skill gamblers, the proof is in theins. When asked what accounted for his
$6,800 win, one sports better answered: “I'll neattribute that one to luck. You had to pick 15
football teams and you can't just guess at thdf’gt115). The odds were not in this person’s

favour to pick the winner in 15 consecutive ganfes.that reason, he does not believe he won

Of these nine, only seven are considered to hayeiltusion of control based on their questioneaiesponses.
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because he was lucky. Beating the odds shows iisrekgathered the necessary information,

analyzed it, made his bets accordingly, and washately successful.

Skill gamblers who bet on other games share aaimiderstanding of their wins. One gambler

who bets on horse races described his bettingegirats follows:

You manipulate the [odds] such that it doesn’t sraftyou win or lose. If [the horse]
wins you're going to win $10, if he loses you'reiggpto win $5. [...] Basically we take
the horses and we bet them to lose. If the numbeerk out, you can either go for it or
say, call it quits, you can use a bit of commorsseas well. So that's what we used to
do. | got meticulous book keeping records (101).

This individual uses two techniques to improvedhiances of winning: researching previous
outcomes and considering the odds. He keeps adret@revious bets and their outcomes so he
knows how to bet in the future. This person alsorie the odds, interprets them using common
sense, and places his bets in a way that is mestifable to him. So just like sports betters, this
horse gambler uses knowledge of the game to méderiad bets that he believes will be more

likely to produce a win.

Card players also feel that more knowledge means mmning. As one poker player
explained, information is gathered during play: thMpoker it's minute to minute, each hand,
each hand reading people and reading the cardd).(Roker players compare the information
they gain from watching the players and cards witlat they know about the game, namely the
odds of winning with certain hands. From thereytimake informed choices that will more

likely lead to a win. For Blackjack, counting caluss the same effect:

You keep track of the big ones [cards], not th&elibnes, and it's more skill. [...] It's
work to play Blackjack. It's very — a lot of braimrk. You got to watch every card laid
on every position, and it's a lot of memory wortks very hard. I've played 48 hours
before. It's very hard, and then you're wiped fayd after that, you're totally wiped out
(209).
Blackjack players also combine information gathetedng play — what cards have been laid
and where —with knowledge of the game — the car@sdeck and the rules of Blackjack — to
make informed decisions in hopes of a win. Thisviadial supports her claim that Blackjack

requires skill by describing her play as exhaustirgn and memory work.
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Though individuals in this group attribute theimgito skill, they blame bad luck for their

losses. Just like the sports betters in the fitstig, sports gamblers here blame the human
element in sports for their losses. When asked ekalains his losses, one person answered:

That’s gotta go under the luck category, maybe lEgometimes you'll have five long
shots and favourites - it's the favourite that fodgut statistically it shouldn’t happen
when you're talking sports, but it does occasignappen, but the odds are better it
doesn’t happen (115).

This person believes that when you bet with thesaddl lose, it’s just bad luck. Previous
games suggest a certain outcome shouldn’t happéthd human element in sports makes it a

possibility.

Card gamblers believe the odds of winning or tmeloaness of the cards is to blame for their
losses. As one poker player explained, playingral ltarrectly does not guarantee a win. For

him, wins and losses are two parts of the samegrhenon — mathematics:

It's not always luck, it's variance. Luck is jushat suckers people — ‘If 'm unlucky
today or if | have luck today’. It's all just matimatical equations. [...] Variance is going
to end on the underdog’s side sometimes. So ligetl90/10s, the 10% is going to get
there and that 90% isn’t always going to win. Yoouwd assume nine out of 10 times
but it might come that 10% 300 times in a row befibflips and then averages itself out
so that the 90 then goes on a run of 2,700. Se’'thao guarantees (107).

For this individual, both wins and losses are ab@utance. Each hand has a particular chance
of producing a win. If you know those odds anddxtordingly, your wins will be based on
skill. However, if you bet on a hand with high oddfsvinning and lose, it's simply variance —
you fell on the wrong side of those odds. In theswthere are no guaranteed wins — the

randomness of the cards will ultimately determime dutcome of the bet.

Sometimes losses are blamed on something othectzarte: corruption. Two skill gamblers
understand their losses as at least partially dwhéating. Both agree that horse races are
particularly corrupt. One individual explained whg no longer bets on horses by describing the

cheating as follows:

| don’t ride the horse; | don’'t know what that heisas been up to hours before the race.
| don’t know if he has poor sight or who's fed hansugar lump with some Nyquil in it -
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| have no idea, you know. There’s a lot of trustggld by people who place bets, the
ordinary people, the people that aren’t close &osgport. They aren’t insiders and things
like that. There’s a hell of a lot of trust thaeyhgive up, and on the other side of the
fence there’s an equal measure of cheating tha goéy people who are inside this
pool, a hell of a lot of cheating that goes on (101
Because horse racing involves people and animsiead of machines (like slots), there are
several ways that other people’s behaviours cdnen€e the outcomes of races. This external
influence makes races more unpredictable and tdiatedds of winning. Knowing this,
gamblers blame corruption when they bet accordintge odds and lose. Just like those who
blame chance for their losses, gamblers who bldreatmg for their losses do not believe that

poor skill or wrong decisions caused them to lose.

The corruption does not end with horse racing.rivet@onal soccer, another skill game
influenced by other people’s behaviours, is alsgped by cheating. One person described the

corruption and his way of dealing with it:

In that whole world of world club football, theregsvery small slice of that pie who are
actually any good. By that | mean, they can playghme, they're not corrupt, they're
not being paid to fall over or the ref's not bepayd, the officials aren’t paid, the team’s
not paid. Because the rest of it, there’s so muachuption, again it's massively corrupt,
and this is just the way the world works these d&gsneone somewhere is paying
someone to do something for them, you know, taerite a result, and the key to being
successful [in gambling] is weeding out that ctjbking to that small slice of the pie
where you're actually going to get a fair game, #re/'ve tried, the refs aren’t bent
(101).
Cheating in international soccer is widespread;hing all facets of the sport — the players, the
administration, and the referees. No amount of gstaugstics will help predict how the games
will turn out, which means an increased numbeps$és for those who use this information to
place their bets. The only way to deal with thegption is to avoid betting on these games all
together. Because other people’s behaviours cotingpbutcomes of certain events, like sport

matches or horse races, it is almost impossibpeeadict who will win.

Nine of the 15 skill gamblers attribute their wiosskill and their losses to bad luck. These
individuals understand skill as an attempt to adrttre chance element in gambling and

increase the odds of winning through knowledgeedutated bets. Wins are successful
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attempts at gaining control while losses are fagittdmpts. Techniques to gain control include

knowing the game, keeping betting records, res@agdtatistics, playing the odds, gathering
information during play, and counting cards. Thergy expended to make informed bets
supports the claim that illusion of control is diegeed through increased gambling involvement
(Blaszczynski and Nower 2002). Members of this groarely question the quality of their
research or their betting decisions. Instead, bi@ame bad luck or cheating for their losses.
They believe that losses are caused by human émeodds of winning, the luck of the (card)
draw, and even corruption. As with sense of conth@re appears to be a threshold for the
effectiveness of skill. As explained by one spbe#er: “That many games, even with all the
skills, it’s still going to be luck to get that manght. [...] The odds are not in your favour”
(116). Despite the most informed betting stratesgyl| is limited by the chance aspect built into
every game — understood by this group as the ldthat leads to losses — and other people’s

ability to influence the outcome of the match.

2 Combinations of Skill and Chance

In the three previous sections, all 30 gamblersssified based on what force they believe is
the most important for understanding their wins kErsges — skill or chance. These
categorizations were made to determine whether gactbler has a high or low level of illusion
of control and to facilitate discussion of the ogmled interview responses. However, it is
important to acknowledge that frequent gamblerslanstandings of their wins and losses are
not always clear cut. Just like the understandaigense of control, sometimes beliefs about
gambling outcomes are a matter of degree. Luck leayne main factor with skill playing a
minor role or vice versa. In a way, this variatisrtaken into account in the measurement of
illusion of control — it is, after all, a continusgcale. However, the interplay between various
forces is lost in this scale and the definitionllosion of control to some degree. It is
highlighted here.

Most frequent gamblers are able to identify onemfiaice that explains their wins and losses.
However, five individuals experienced some difftgydicking only one. Instead, these people
understand their gambling outcomes as somethirigrtblades a combination of both skill and
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chance. One card gambler understands his wingsinvey: “Well, it's like half and half
because in a game of poker you have to have lualelisright. Otherwise skill is not going to
make you win all the time. [...] Well, it's the walye cards come, right?” (108). For this
gambler, neither skill nor chance is the most ingoarfactor for wins — both are equally
important. Skill will get you part way by helpin@y make the right decisions — what cards to
keep and what hands to play — but chance will gattize win by giving you the right cards
when you need them. This belief echoes the oneeatmw\card players who attribute their wins

to skill and their losses to luck. However, thidiindual sees a much larger role for chance.

Similarly, one sport betters’ nuanced understande#sgmbles the belief outlined above by
sports betters who attribute their wins and lossehance. When asked whether skill or chance

explains his wins, this individual said:

I'd say a combination of both because you havesearch on who you think is going to
win. [...] I guess it [research] doesn’t changethimg because you can — anyone can win
on any given day. | just feel more confident bettim something that | feel like | have

an idea of what I'm doing. It doesn’t mean I'm ggito win it just means you know, you
have a better understanding, like | feel more amrft betting on hockey because | know
hockey versus basketball which | don’t know anygharf (110).

Like the sports betters who believe in chance,bison believes that the outcome of any given
game will not necessarily match the statistics. Aitmman element in sports makes outcomes
less predictable. However, this individual doesaeele for skill or research in his gambling.
For this person, attempts at gaining control ase bout increasing the odds of winning and
more about making him feel secure in his decisibtesfeels better about his bets and more
confident in his chances of winning when he gamblegames or even teams that he knows

something about.

lllusion of control is a continuum. At the low engkople generally believe in luck. At the high
end, they believe in skill. Buried in the definitiand measurement of illusion of control is the
understanding that both skill and chance explamhgeng wins and losses. Though individuals
with this belief have a place in the continuous soe@ment of illusion of control, their unique
understandings are often ignored. Here, the opdeetimterview responses reveal that beliefs
in skill and chance are a matter of degree. Ottenetare similarities among those who play
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similar games, but the level and type of importaaiteched to skill and chance differs between

individuals.

3 Increasing the Odds

So far this chapter has discussed how frequent lgasbnderstand their gambling outcomes
and their level of control over them. This sectinaves on to review how these people
experience these understandings and their contaslgambling wins and losses. As detailed in
the introduction to this chapter, the first elemehillusion of control is the belief that the odds

of winning can be increased. As discussed abovst skill gamblers but no chance gamblers
hold this belief. However, skill gamblers are ro# bnly people to take steps to increase their
odds of winning. This means that there is a diseohhetween how people understand and how
they experience their illusion of control.

Not surprisingly, four skill gamblers outlined thstrategies for winning. Interestingly though,
five chance gamblers also detailed the steps Hieytb increase the odds of a win, even though
they all believe that luck explains their wins doskses. As outlined in previous sections, skill
gamblers typically increase their odds of winnirygraproving their knowledge of the game.
One card gambler described the thorough naturei®ptocess as follows:

Reading some books and reading a bunch of aracidgetting advice from friends and
what not, and just like generally when you play glaene more you tend to like pick up
on things and know how to play it better. [...]ways try to improve my game, always
look at mistakes that you've made when you playraa#ie sure you don’t do them
again (108).
Card gamblers like this one use all of the infoioratt their disposal — the odds of winning for
each hand, others’ suggestions, past experierimesutrent state of the game — to make the
most educated gambling decisions. The learninggsots ongoing. By factoring all of the
knowledge into their bets, these individuals bedidwey are reducing the impact of all of these

factors and increasing their odds of winning.

Sports gamblers also believe that incorporatingnash information as possible into their bets

will improve their chances of winning. As one gaertéxplains, statistics are particularly
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important: “I'm a stats guy. Next Sunday'’s foothgdime - I'm already studying stats, that’s
how I do it. You know, keeps me out of trouble stind stats. I'm right into it and study my
own stats and skill. As far as I’'m concerned, I'nteato pick up stats and follow players and
whatever” (115). Just like card gamblers, sporttebgare continually gathering more
information that will help them better predict thétcomes of future games. For these gamblers,
knowledgeis skill. Skill keeps them ‘out of trouble’ — it kegphem from making ill-informed

bets and losing needlessly.

Chance gamblers also make attempts to increaggabability of winning. Even though their
games involve poorer odds and less decision makhayce gamblers like skill gamblers
believe that knowledge will help them placed infedrbets. They use whatever information
they have to make decisions about their gambliagely where to play. One person uses the

following technique to decide where to buy lottéckets:

| never buy a ticket from a gas station, like a \WWirt or any store like that, because
when | read up | never see one [lottery jackpdad} thias ever won there at a Wal-Mart or
Superstore, it always seems to be the corner gtafeAnd if | was lucky with another
ticket at another place two or three times, [windther ticket, or $5 or $3, I'll go back
to that place (207).
This person believes that buying tickets from péatteat are lucky — where other people have
won or she has won before — will increase her @dagnning or being lucky too. She gets her
information in the same ways as skill gamblers dy +esearching previous outcomes and
keeping track of her own wins and losses. Becalnarae gamblers like this one see previous
wins as indicators of luck, they feel that gamblatducky locations is a smart choice since their

chances of also being lucky and winning shouldigbdr.

This individual uses a similar strategy to pick atich slot machines to play. She described
how she and a friend used keen observation toesmgl a lucky or more productive slot

machine:

My girlfriend and | were playing it [slot machinahd we noticed — we watched people
and we noticed when the three red sevens would cgnyeu’d win a 150 quarters, and
then when they’d come up the second time you'davirb0 quarters, and the next time
would be the blue sevens [and a bigger payout])(207
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These two women felt that the odds of winning aat tine slot machine were higher because

they had figured out its pay schedule. They hadvedge of that machine that no one else had
and that they didn’'t have for any other machindwgeylfelt their odds were better with this
machine because they knew it would pay out — it welsy like the locations discussed above —
and they knew when it would pay out. These womeieved they could almost guarantee

themselves a win — all they had to do was usesibamachine at the right time.

Almost a third of the gamblers interviewed makemjpts to improve the probability of a win
on their favourite games. Both skill and chance lgjans try to increase their odds of winning
by gathering information about the game and uditg place bets. Skill gamblers improve their
knowledge of the game by learning the rules ofgdume, researching statistics, reading
literature, or studying live betting. Chance gambidentify lucky games, locations, or
machines by focusing on their own or other’s prasiwins. Skill gamblers would be expected
to try to increase their odds of winning, sinceytbelieve that skill explains their wins. It is
surprising that chance gamblers make similar attengince they believe that luck explains all
their gambling outcomes. So frequent gamblersjqaarly chance gamblers, experience their
control over gambling outcomes as something thdisisonnected from their understandings of

these outcomes.

4  Conclusions

lllusion of control is more complex than its defian would suggest, as was the case for sense
of control in the previous chapter. Frequent gansbdi® not see their understandings of wins
and losses as illusions — they are based in kn@&lefland experiences with the game.
Understandings are often different for wins andééss just as understandings differ for positive
and negative life events. Skill and chance vanynportance depending on the gambling
outcome. For some people, both forces are imporeamtothers, one force stands out. This
variation is reminiscent of the difference in thgpprtance of internal and external forces for
positive and negative life events discussed irptiegious chapter. The role of skill and chance
also differs depending on the type of game theqgmepsefers to play. Skill gamblers tend to
understand their gambling outcomes as skill-basa@tevwehance gamblers always believe in
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luck. Skill gamblers acknowledge a limit to the mowf the skill they work so hard to cultivate.

They also tend to blame their losses on bad lucku§ like sense of control, illusion of control
has a threshold of effectiveness. Overall, thewundg responses show that frequent gamblers
understand illusion of control as something thatksalifferently for wins and losses, and that
typically entails different amounts of skill andarite. Illusion of control is experienced as
something that is sometimes disconnected from stalelings of gambling outcomes. People
who believe that chance explains wins and lossiésstke efforts to improve their odds of

winning by making informed wagers.

Some of these findings are supported by previdusidn of control research. According to its
definition and existing research, illusion of cahttan be high or low (Langer 1975; Goodie
2005). Some people believe they can increase tit®apility of winning and others do not.
Some work has also looked at how illusion of cdntasies by the type of game played.
Studies find that gamblers who prefer skill gamageha higher illusion of control or more often
believe in the importance of skill for explainingrgbling outcomes (Toneatto et al. 1997;
Myrseth et al. 2010).

This study expands on previous research by lookindusion of control qualitatively. It finds
that not only do some people believe in skill atttecs chance, some believe that both are
important for explaining gambling outcomes. In aidah, the interviews show that there is a
threshold for the power of skill. The ability ofibkto increase the odds of winning is limited by
the odds of winning, bad luck, human error, andcatihg. The only limit to illusion of control
discussed in the literature is high stakes, whegeartvolvement required to play such games is
an intrusion of reality that overrides illusionadntrol (Dunn and Wilson 1990). Finally, the
current analysis shows that beliefs about thetgtidiincrease the probability of a win do not
necessarily translate into actions. All skill gasrisisee at least some role for skill and most
make some attempt to place informed bets. HoweWance gamblers also try to increase their

odds of winning, despite attributing all gamblingt@omes to chance.

By focusing on the concept, this study also idergifssues with the quantitative measurement

of illusion of control. The questionnaire measuwerestimates the number of individuals with
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high illusion of control as compared with classafions based on the open-ended interview
responses (17 versus 10). Importantly, the majofithe SCGS sample has high illusion of
control based on the questionnaire responses (1 B@0low illusion of control based on the
interview answers (20/30). So just like with seakeontrol, the quantitative measure does not
reflect the open-ended responses. This discrepammpbably due to differences between the
two assessments. In the questionnaire, gambles asked about their beliefs about various
gambling games, with a low cut point for high illms of control. In the interview, they were
asked mainly about their game of choice, with nargisative threshold. A consensus about
which games involve more skill seems to suggestttigahigh/low threshold is responsible for

the disconnect.

One important issue remains. Is the illusion oftodrreally an illusion? Gambling involves
wagering money on a game of chance. But don’t sgenees involve more chance than others?
Findings from the gambling literature say the answges. Studies show that poker is the
primary game of skill (Hannum and Cabot 2009; Ghf, Parke, Wood, and Ribye 2010; Bjerg
2010). While skilled or experienced poker playaesraore successful than unskilled players,
expertise does not improve betting skills for socherse racing, or hockey (Ladouceur,
Giroux, and Jacques 1998; Cantinotti, Ladouceuwt,Jatques 2004; Khazall, Chatton, Billieux,
Bizzini, Monney, Fresard et al. 2012; Huberfeldysber, Rosenberg, Kotler, and Dannon
2013). Because of the distinct nature of pokerstmae concepts applied to other gamblers
cannot be applied to poker players (Bjerg 2010)c&poker is predominantly a skill game,
poker players who believe in the power of skillrdi have a high illusion of control. These
gamblers actually do have more control over themegs, which makes their beliefs fact rather
than illusion. By extension, chance gamblers whaevatempts to increase their odds of
winning probably have higher illusion of controathpoker players who do the same. We could
even conceptualize beliefs in or attempts to i@ahe odds of winning by poker players as

rational and those by chance gamblers as irrational

The implications of this discussion are quite imaot. If believing in the role of skill is not an
illusion, then what is currently considered higbslon of control may not really be a risk factor

for problematic gambling for poker players or ewtimer skill gamblers. In fact, one study finds
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that self-perceived skill among poker players isapredictor of problem gambling (Griffiths et

al. 2010). Another study reports that illusion ohtrol may not be a key part of the
development of problem gambling among poker plagiitovic and Brown 2009). A third

finds that there are no differences in illusiorcohtrol between skill gamblers with or without a
gambling problem (Myrseth et al. 2010). Howevelkgrgplayers may suffer from different or
more specific illusions. First, they may underestienhow much chance is involved in poker
(Shead, Hodgins, and Scharf 2008; Bjerg 2010). Iskcand more importantly, poker players
may have misperceptions about their own level df, sglelieving they have more control over
gambling outcomes than they actually do (Ibidudibn of control measured in these ways may

actually be related to problem gambling.



Chapter 7
Gambling Self-Efficacy

Gambling self-efficacy is about a person’s conficeem their ability to not gamble when
presented with a situation in which they would émpted to or would normally gamble. People
who are confident that they can resist opportusnittegamble have high gambling self-efficacy,
while those who feel they cannot pass up chancgartible have low gambling self-efficacy.
Rounding out the last two chapters, this chapterpietes this study’s first objective by
exploring how gambling self-efficacy is understa@w experienced by frequent gamblers using
the interview responses. The open-ended respoegeal that frequent gamblers understand
their resisting of gambling opportunities as thaitgtor inability to make conscious decisions
about gambling and adhere to spending limits. Téerience their control over gambling as a
two-part process: the ability to refrain from gamgland the ability to control behaviours while
gambling. Frequent gamblers are encouraged togaekling opportunities when they are
bored, are in good moods, have disposable incoaw, imteractions with family and friends,
and have easy access to gambling. They experiefficalties resisting gambling opportunities
when they use gambling as a way to cope with negatnotions or financial troubles.

1 High Gambling-Self Efficacy

Of the 30 frequent gamblers, 12 people have aleigtl of gambling self-efficacy These
people understand their ability to resist the uoggamble in certain situations as based on
making conscious decisions and considering theanitial situation.

Some individuals are able to resist gambling oppuoties by making conscious decisions about
whether and when to gamble. One gambler put it lsimif you want to doesn’t mean you have
to” (110). For these people, desire doesn’t autmally translate into action — the decision
about whether or not to gamble is a conscious One.person described his decision making

! The quantitative and qualitative assessmentsmbting self-efficacy match up quite well. Of thels2 gamblers,
11 also have high gambling self-efficacy basedheir responses to the questionnaire items. Thigestg that the
guestionnaire and interview questions tap intavalar concept.

96
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process in this way: “Just because it's up to nmetthe one who decides if I'm going to go in a
[poker] tournament this weekend or go and play sash game. If | feel that | can manage it as
far as finance and stuff then | do it. | love it04). Some gamblers are able to resist gambling
opportunities by balancing their urges — like theue of the game — with their responsibilities —
like financial commitments. The importance of urgesl desires in the decision making process
suggests the importance of self-control for un@deding gambling self-efficacy. Overall, by
making and sticking to conscious and informed decsabout whether and when to gamble,

individuals with high gambling self-efficacy arelalbo feel in control of their gambling.

Several other people mentioned money when explgimaw they are able to refrain from

taking advantage of gambling opportunities. Instefageighing urges and responsibilities in
order to make decisions, some people balanceuakie of money with the odds of winning.
When asked why she feels in control of her gamblomg individual replied: “Because | am a
very cheap person, | don’t go overboard. Yeahfutsnow and then, but nothing serious” (212).
This person’s high value of money — her ‘cheapnedshits her gambling more than her
financial responsibilities. She is only willing $pend a small amount on gambling since it is a
form of entertainment. This type of entertainmamat a worthwhile investment because it is
risky and can be costly. As one person explainkdofi't like spending a lot of money just
gambling. | believe that if you're going to winlithappen. If you’re not going to win, that's
gonna happen. Don’t go overboard and put out 1B@0%n a scratch ticket. That's insanity,
right?” (211). Because the odds of winning are lthws person thinks that putting up big sums
of hard earned money on games of chance is natdbdtor these gamblers, resisting gambling
opportunities boils down to one thing: “I just valmoney” (113). Money is too valuable to risk

losing large sums of it on games of chance.

All but one of the people with high gambling seffieacy use monetary limits to maintain
control of their gambling behaviours. One gambigri@ined her approach as follows: “I always
set myself with 50 bucks. That's all | can affordlon’t care if | win or lose on it. It's extra
money. | didn’t use a credit card to use more chipsnything like that — 50 bucks win or lose.
It don’t matter, | have fun” (209). As this quoteosvs, some financial limits are specific dollar
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amounts that do not change across betting occasibese limits do not increase if the person’s
financial situation improves or if they win at gaimlg and they are often influenced by how
much the person values money. Other gambling liar#sdetermined by what the gambler can
afford to spend based on their income and expefgés person uses both techniques to control
her gambling, limiting how much money and by exiensiow much time she spends

gambling. Because she stays within her set lirslts,is able to enjoy herself while gambling.

Many frequent gamblers are able to resist oppdrasiio gamble. Some believe that their
control over gambling behaviours is rooted in selfitrol: making conscious decisions about
whether to gamble, weighing their desires agahmt responsibilities. Others reign in their
gambling by balancing their value for money agathstodds of winning. Most frequent
gamblers understand their ability to resist gangpbpportunities as a commitment to sticking to
financial gambling limits, which are based on thailue of money or financial responsibilities.
By taking into account their financial situatiotisese people are able to limit how much time

and money they spend gambling.

2 Low Gambling-Self Efficacy

Of the 30 frequent gamblers, 18 people have aéwellof gambling self-efficady These
individuals do not feel in control of their gamhdibehaviours. The strategies used by the
gamblers in the previous section for resisting garglopportunities do not work for these
individuals. Instead, these people understand thability to resist gambling opportunities as
an inability to make conscious decisions about denglor stick to spending limits. These
individuals experience their low control over gamglbehaviours as a two stage process: an
inability to resist opportunities to gamble andirability to control their behaviours while

gambling.

People with low gambling self-efficacy cannot mak@&scious decisions about gambling. While

the gamblers above matter-of-factly attribute tisemtrol to conscious choices, gamblers with

8 All 18 of these gamblers — and one extra — hawegambling self-efficacy based on their questiormai
responses.
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low control feel that individuals with a gamblingogplem simply cannot resist gambling
opportunities. When asked whether he can contsojambling, one person replied: “No,
there’s no managing gambling. You know what | medo@ either have a problem [or you
don’t]” (103). For this gambler and many otherdeéls like there is little hope for controlling
their gambling precisely because they have a gaglplioblem. This lack of hope is due in part

to their thinking process:

Compulsive gamblers never manage it well. You kngowy, go because you can't see
your way clear not to go and today’s another déyfunny how you wake up the next
day and yesterday is way in the past, and todagssmaday. And it’s funny, a sleep and
a new day creates a different feeling. So | canEag tables will be lucky, today
something more positive will happen’ (102).

Some gamblers find it very hard or almost impossiblcontrol their gambling because their
hopes of winning are rejuvenated each day, as negaitcomes from the day before are erased
by a night’s sleep. These gamblers are unableltmbatheir very strong urges, fueled by
positive feelings about gambling, with their othesponsibilities in order to make a conscious
decision about whether or not to gamble. In otherds, these gamblers have low self-control
when it comes to gambling. They cannot manage #motions and desires in gambling

situations.

People with low gambling self-efficacy are also bleao stick to financial limits while

gambling. One slot machine player explained higadilties as follows: “I would get into ‘Oh,

just a little bit more. I've got a lead’. | wouldt sit that one machine. | wouldn’t go all over the
place, | would sit and think ‘It's gotta be clogs going to turn’. That hope that it's the next
hundred that’'s going to make it sing” (201). Asstguote shows, the faulty thought process that
prevents these people from making conscious dedsibout gambling also encourages
continued gambling in the face of repeated losedgpaor odds. Even though they have set and
reached a money limit, they have hope that thelygeil lucky and win at any moment.
Individuals with low gambling self-efficacy are natstrained by a high value of money or

financial responsibilities. Instead, they are fddbg the desire to win.

In part because these strategies do not work @ntlpeople with low gambling self-efficacy

experience several types of control issues. Thelieiduals are unable to refrain from
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gambling, suffer escalating losses, spend largauats®f time gambling, and disregard their
responsibilities. By definition, people with lowrgaling self-efficacy have troubles resisting
opportunities to gamble. One individual describednhost important struggle in this way:

| have to be very careful. | like to say that, yaow, | have a little control over it, but |
also know if you were to drop me off a half a niil@m a casino and | had $500 in my
pocket | would be there in a flash. No matter wiat.| have to be careful. | work close
to the casino, | have to be very careful. It sekkesonce or twice a year | have gone
and usually lose a grand or whatever. | had natide of going there (115).

Simply staying away from gambling is an ongoingiggile for this person, in both his personal
and professional life. Like for many other gambjéings primary control issue typically leads to
additional control difficulties, like being unaktie control how much he spends when he does

end up gambling.

Many people experience difficulties controlling itheehaviours when gambling. As discussed
above, individuals with low gambling self-efficaalso have troubles sticking to spending
limits. Often, this results in escalating lossese@erson described how she thwarts her own
attempts to stick to a spending limit: “I would &aky bank card in with me knowing that, yeah
right, I'm going to spend just a $100. And then tiere for four or five hours and I'm coming
home and thinking ‘Why am | doing that? Why didol that?’ $5,000 could have done so much
more for me, instead of having me feel this wayy4qR What is supposed to be a maximum of a
$100 loss can easily escalate into a $5,000 loghése with low gambling self-efficacy (and
low self-control). On some level, this person hadmiention of sticking to her limit, since she
decided to bring along her bank card. This decisitowed her to lose control and suffer large

losses — an experience shared by several otherdnégamblers.

When people have trouble limiting the money thegrgbgambling, they also tend to have
issues controlling the amount of time they putBayond losing $5,000, the individual above
also lost several hours of her day to an unplamgaeabling binge. Another gambler described
how the time can quickly get away from you whilendding: “When we were going up on
Sunday for breakfast we’d always say ‘We’ll be hdmgenoon, because that gives us lots of
time’. Then noon became two, and then four, and tfuer're spending the whole day at the

casino and you don’t even know what the weathe420). As this quote illustrates, a few
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hours of gambling can easily turn into a whole dagmbling can be all consuming, often

leaving the gambler unaware of their surroundifkgsthe time of day or the weather outside.

When people spend lots of time and money gambiivey; end up with little time for the other
important things in their lives. Some gamblers igniteir own personal needs. One individual
described losing a whole day to gambling: “I stagddhours straight playing, no food, only
went to the bathroom when they shuffled, and | $&8,600” (109). As a price for this sizable
win, this person’s health and hygiene sufferecafoextended period of time. Individuals with
low gambling self-efficacy also disregard theirpessibilities towards other people. One person

spoke about a particular night when she took adr&ong to the casino:

I've taken a friend and said ‘It's a $10,000 nigirtight, | want to stay’, and she was
furious, ‘You brought me here, you take me home'l &rranged for the casino, a
limousine to take her — ‘I'm not going home in thate you crazy?’ ‘I'm taking you out
for supper, I'm giving you a limo ride home, com&’{i09).
This individual cared more about her potential vimgs than she cared about her friend. She
wanted to spend her time and money at the casotduliilling her friendship responsibilities.
When people have difficulties controlling their daling, other areas of their life suffer. They
show a lack of concern for themselves and for sthbecause they are caught up in their

gambling.

Most frequent gamblers experience issues resigangpling opportunities and controlling their
gambling. Techniques for resisting gambling thatsuccessful for people with high gambling
self-efficacy are ineffective for individuals witbw self-efficacy. These people believe that
conscious decisions and spending limits are fefilerts for them. The primary issue for many
frequent gamblers is staying away from gamblindagkther. When people cannot resist
opportunities to gamble, they often experienceadliffies controlling their behaviours while
gambling. They spend too much time and money. Aesalt, they ignore their own basic needs
and neglect their personal responsibilities. Fratjgamblers experience these control issues
because they have poor self-control, believe tlaeywvan if they keep playing, or they
completely dissociate from their surroundings whikeying.
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2.1 Gambling Opportunities

Low gambling self-efficacy is an inability to res@pportunities to gamble. But what type of
opportunities do frequent gamblers experience? Wterthey come from? Frequent gamblers
with difficulties resisting gambling described smlesituations in which they are encouraged to
gamble. Circumstances that encourage gambler&koosd opportunities include being bored,
being in a good mood, having disposable incomegrgpcing peer pressure, and having easy

access to gambling.

Boredom leads nine people to look for opportunitiegamble. When asked why they gambile,
these people gave an answer similar to this onestigo when | need something to do” (108).
These people have time that needs filling and tlsgygambling to do so. One person described

how the free time provided by his unemploymentlii@tes his sports betting:

It's excitement, extra money and boredom. Well Hore too because that's all 1 do is
put on my TV and watch sports. [...] 'm not afraedadmit that, | do wake up in the
morning and | go and look at the Proline sheettShauldn’t be the first thing I'm
thinking about, it's probably wrong but what elseldio? It'd be different if | had a full
time job (103).
Because this individual has no job, he has plehtyree to fill by studying and betting on his
favourite sports. Gambling allows this person licifne, all while following the sports he loves
and getting excitement from potentially winning somoney. His gambling is fueled by more

than his boredom though, since betting is a pgionithis daily life.

Positive emotions encourage three people to setefamnbling opportunities. One gambler
described how positive emotions can make him wagamble: “If | feel happy, then I'll be
happy about gambling stuff. [...] | think when I'mappy | definitely gamble more. It's probably
why | gamble more with friends than anyone elsq.I[just am like happy and I'm like *Alright
I'll spend some money today™ (206). Positive emao8 encourage gambling because this
individual believes that his gambling experiencé also be positive. Some gamblers like this
one use gambling as a way to take advantage afilar é&n a good mood. They want to have fun

with friends and win money.
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Positive emotions alone rarely lead to uncontrofjathbling. They contribute to low gambling

self-efficacy because people who gamble when theynagood moods tend to gamble
regardless of their mood. One gambler explained &itions impact his gambling in this
way: “I've gone when I've been happy as hell, aif,daroke, rich. If you're a gambler you can
go any time, it doesn’t matter” (115). For somepepgambling is the go-to activity. Because
they generally want to spend their time gamblihgse individuals will gamble to hide from
negative emotionand celebrate positive ones. This reliance on gamliheg leads to
uncontrolled behaviours. The impact of positive apdative emotions explicitly shows how
low self-control can contribute to low gamblingfsefficacy. As will be discussed in the next
section, gamblers who cannot manage these emdtavesdifficulties resisting opportunities to
gamble.

Having access to money leads 10 people to seeamuibling opportunities. These people see
the money left over after paying for living expesses free money. That money is not
earmarked for any important purpose, so they dogvatl to gamble with it. In other words,
having money can be like a “get out of jail freed®g220). Having money means having the
opportunity to use it to gamble. Some gamblers l@astable source of good income, which
means they regularly have access to disposableyn@me person explained how his well-
paying job gave him the financial freedom to gamtlgvas in a position at one point where |
had access to more funds than | do now because ¢bb | was working at. | was getting paid
better. The slush fund was there so I'd spend atigndred and then that ended up a few
hundred more than the few hundred” (201). Thisvialdial used his disposable income as a
justification for going gambling — he had extra ragithat he could spend and gambling was
how he was going to spend it. However, having act®$his money encouraged him to gamble
more and led to higher losses.

Other people come into their disposable incomeeragthddenly. When this happens, gamblers
feel a heightened sense of freedom because theynwuneexpected. Sometimes this money
comes from gambling wins: “Let’s say | go to birde | did yesterday and | win $500. Well
that encourages me to want to try and win morédsgd to the casino, which | did” (204).

While gamblers most often chase losses, this iddalialso chases wins. Winning at gambling
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encourages more gambling for two reasons. Firstpdison wants to feel the excitement of the
win again. Second, they see the money won whilebfjamas disposable income that can be
put back into gambling at no harm to their finahsituation.

Friends and family provide gambling opportunities 15 individuals. Most often, family and
friends encourage gambling by extending invitatitmgamble. As one person explained: “If |
have nothing going on and somebody calls me ansl‘Biy, you know, I'm having a game at
my house’ I'll be over there in a minute. Or if Y@ like *Yeah, we’re goin’ to [Casino]

Rama™ (104). Invitations such as these are typydalendly social requests. However, for
people who have trouble controlling their gamblb&iaviours, they are gambling opportunities

that are hard to resist.

Another way that friends and family encourage gamgilk by exerting peer pressure.
Sometimes people are forced to go gambling whendba’t want to or can’t afford it. Other
times, people are pressured into gambling more ttneyrwant to. One individual described how
this can happen: “If you're with your friend or sething like that you might be pushed into
something. [...] Especially too if someone’s wirsngnd they want to stick around. So then you
end up feeling like you have to stick around atidrk that's where some people get caught up”
(110). When gambling with other people, some irttirgils are pushed to gamble longer than
expected or to spend more money than intended bedha people they are with want to keep
gambling or want them to keep gambling. In theagasions, gambling is almost forced on the
frequent gamblers, many of whom have a hard tirsistiag.

A patrticularly influential type of friend is the g#bling friend — someone who is only socialized
with while gambling. Gambling friends encouragetingtbecause they serve as yet another
reason to go gambling: to socialize. Some gameg@pealing for this reason: “Whereas when
you're playing the slot machine you're a zombiey ¥mow, like there’s no social part of that
part of it. But whereas the racing, | go there anerybody knows me and | know everybody
there and you talk and whatever. It's a social getd you out of home staring at the walls”
(105). Gambling opportunities are particularly agpey when they are also opportunities for
socializing — opportunities that are sometimes fardrequent gamblers. Each opportunity
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reinforces the other, where people may go to gawtdiestay for the socializing or go to

socialize and stay for the gambling.

The widespread availability of gambling encourap@gamblers to take advantage of
opportunities to bet. For nine of these people sptay proximity to gambling opportunities

gives them the chance or even encouragement td\Mbetin games are close by, gambling
opportunities are easy to come by. One individuplaned how easy access to gambling can
lead to frequent betting: “On the carnie [carnival}r the last 10 years or so there were casinos
on our route, like the Calgary Stampede. They l@wvactual casino on the walk, so | could
sneak there at two in the morning, you know, afterclosed down and stuff. So it was a
gradual thing that just got worse and worse ands@/ofl15). This person had close and
extended access to gambling, which made it eadyifioto spend increasing amounts of time
there. His proximity to gambling both sparked hesting and encouraged it to continue and

increase in frequency.

For the four individuals whose game of choice iBnengambling, sports betting, or scratch
tickets, the general accessibility of gambling (just its physical proximity) provides ample
opportunities to wager. That's because these ganeegvailable at every corner store or on
every mobile device. For example, a 24-hour Intecoenection means that online gambling is
always available. One poker player discussed ho@ndfe gambles as follows: “Like once a
week live games, either at a casino or locally. Ar&h maybe two, Jesus — two, three times a
week online just because the access is there.t dead to invite my friends over, or | don’t
have to drive an hour to get to the casino. Sgjuist the convenience of it” (104). Online
gambling is available anytime, anywhere. This mehasthe opportunities to gamble are
endless. For its part, sports gambling is accesédnltwo similar reasons. First, there are games
at all times of day: “You can bet on a footballdser] match any time of day, you know it
doesn’t matter. What time is it? Nine o’clock, tsrmatches going on in South America, they
kicked off at eight” (101). Second, a bet can l@etl close by at any time of day, because
convenience stores are abundant and open long.[®aregch tickets are the same way:
available almost any time, almost anywhere. Forlyidvailable games like Internet gambling,

sports betting, and scratch tickets, gambling ojymities are abundant and easily accessible.
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Beyond the proximity and availability of gamblirthree people talked about how active
recruitment by casinos encourages their gambliagir®s mail out perks to their loyal (most
frequent or high-spending) customers, offering freecert tickets, dinners, or hotel rooms. One
person described the effect these perks have oganmelling: “They sent me these coupons to
go for dinner for two and | realized I’'m spendingm® money to get there and be there, rather
than what they’re giving me for dinner. [...] I"eaught on to how they're getting me there. Just
for me to go spend money that | really didn’t ha{202). Casinos give perks to their best
customers to get them back in the building in thpds they will gamble while they are there.
As this quote illustrates, many people have a liard saying no to things that are free. More
importantly, these people do exactly what the aasshope they will: they take advantage of the

opportunity to gamble.

Frequent gamblers who have difficulties resistiaghgling opportunities routinely experience
situations that allow or encourage them to gantbiene people are encouraged to gamble when
they are bored, using betting as a way to fill temel gain a sense of excitement. Being in a
good mood also leads gamblers to seek out opptgsitd gamble. For some people, gambling
is the preferred way to enjoy themselves or esoagative emotions. Some frequent gamblers
are encouraged to gamble when they have disposaigiee to spare. This money gives them a
sense of financial freedom, which permits and erages gambling. Friends and family can

also provide and encourage opportunities to ganetending invitation to gamble and exerting
peer pressure to participate or continue particigafFrequent gamblers are also encouraged to
gamble because opportunities are physically cless]y accessible, and actively promoted by

casinos.

2.2 Gambling as Coping

There are several reasons why frequent gambleesiexge difficulties resisting gambling
opportunities and controlling their gambling belwavs. Some of these have already been
discussed: an inability to make conscious decisadnmit gambling or stick to spending limits.
Another key reason why some frequent gamblers lmavgambling self-efficacy is because
they use gambling as a way to cope with their striesother words, gamblers with low

gambling self-efficacy often have low self-contrdhey cannot manage their feelings on their
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own, so they use gambling to do so. Participatikedsabout how they experience difficulties
resisting gambling opportunities when they use damlas a way to cope with negative

emotions or financial troubles.

Negative emotions — anger, disappointment, depmesanxiety — make gambling opportunities
hard to resist for 10 people. These negative fgsliead to different kinds of uncontrolled
gambling. Some individuals put a lot more moneg gambling when they are upset: “The
angrier | was the more | spent” (203). Other pegplend more time gambling when dealing
with negative feelings: “I don’t bet more but | suwwant to get there so | don’t have to think.
And | might stay — well | do stay longer becaus®h’'t want to go home, you know?” (220).
Other gamblers below also discuss spending mom gmmbling to hide from having to think
about or experience negative feelings. One ganniddes riskier bets when dealing with his
feelings: “But as far as emotions, if I'm havingpad day, I'm not going to say ‘Oh | should
gamble more than | can afford’, you know. I'm jgsting to do something crazy because maybe
that will make me feel better” (107). Though he may spend more money, this person does
place bets he normally wouldn’t to get a rush Whidthopefully take away from his negative
emotions. When their feelings are hurt, some peafllencrease their gambling in various
ways in hopes of feeling better — spending moreaypspending more time, or taking more

risks.

Some people offered explanationsvdry hurt feelings make gambling hard to resist. As the
person above notes, individuals with low gambliatf-sfficacy increase their gambling in order
to feel better or to cope with negative emotioreeling better can take several forms. For some,
it's physically escaping from the problem or theelings. One person uses the casino as his

escape:

[The casino] would be my escape. That's the oneeplae found, especially in Ontario
with the number of casinos and horse tracks antthatlIstuff. If | ever wanted not to be
found and to disappear for a couple days, it'd &y easy to do that. And if I'm stressed
out or something, that’s what | would do I'd jussappear (115).

To escape his negative feelings and the sourcé®eé emotions, this individual removes

himself from the situation and seeks refuge acdsno. Because casinos are widely available,
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they are a convenient place to retreat. For othepie, feeling better is not about physical

distance from the problem but mental distracti@mfit. As one person explained:

You don’t have a problem in the world when your dhis that occupied. So it’s like
going to an opium den and smoking opium — you'riéigg away from life. It's not for
money — you can’t make money, not really, no. leheny kids, they hurt me so bad and
| want to go over and lick my wounds because | tioafe when I'm there. | don’t care
about them, I'm having a good time — it's a cherhizzost (109).

As this quote illustrates, gambling serves as @atison in two ways. First, it is a form of
entertainment that can help improve someone’s m8edond, gambling requires a degree of
concentration that helps block out the other thésiginning through a person’s mind. People
feel better when they gamble because it encoutmges®d mood and helps distract from their
bad mood. In this way, it can serve the same parpsgaking mind-altering drugs. When
individuals are dealing with negative emotionsytbhan lose control of their gambling because
it provides both a mental and physical escapas-iteir primary way of coping. For many, the
coping function of gambling is the most importaghce winning is rarely a motive or a realistic

possibility.

Negative emotions can make gambling opportuniteeiqularly hard to resist when they are
combined with other factors discussed in the prevgection that lead the gamblers to seek out
opportunities: money or time. In terms of money tmomen experienced a negative life event
that provided them with access to a large sum afapoBecause of the circumstances under
which they received the money, these women felatregly towards it. One of them got a large
sum of money in her divorce from her abusive hudbdrgot a good settlement from the
divorce, the court, because of what he did. Andlihd want it. | wanted nothing from him, |
wanted to be cleansed and the money was suchthibggof that” (109). In order to free herself
from the negative emotions towards her husbans p#iison felt the need to also free herself
from the emotionally-tainted money she receivedabee of her husband’s actions. To cleanse
herself from the past, she began gambling excdgdiveid herself of the money and ultimately

lost control.

A second woman received a substantial inheritarteenvher husband passed away. She also

chose to gamble away the money to free herself fregative feelings and the money that was
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associated with them: “Sometimes | can’t wait totgat money fast enough because | just want
to spend it. I'm not even worried about winningi$§ want to spend it. Go to be with [my
husband], that's how | was” (220). This woman wagrg at the money because it was a
constant reminder that her husband had passedugzshe resented the money and believed
that getting rid of it would get her closer to lete husband, she increased and eventually lost
control of her gambling. For both women, gamblirgsvimade accessible and encourages by the
large sum of money, and made hard to resist bpeigative feelings attached to it. Both women

coped with their troubles by gambling away theimmyp and their feelings.

Negative emotions also combine with excess tinmada&e gambling opportunities hard to pass
up. Unemployment can leave people with negativenige and lots of free time. One person
described how losing his job encouraged his gamgbfiBefore | lost my business, [my
gambling] was fine, | thought. After | lost my baess, | had more time on my hands, and | was
in the middle of the divorce, and | had other isstiat were always on top of me so it would
increase the frequency of going because | wasnking either” (102). Being unemployed and
single gave this individual the free time to vikié casino. Negative feelings from losing his
business and his wife fueled his gambling whicmévally spun out of control. He bet as a way

to deal with his negative emotions.

While some people gamble to get rid of money tley hegatively towards, others find

gambling opportunities hard to resist when theyiiameeed of money. One individual described
how struggling financially influences his gamblimgthis way: “I don’t think | could go back to
something [gambling] as long as | kind of stayexdficially within the realms of living, you
know? As long as my bills are paid and everythamlong as | don’t get myself into trouble.

[...]  wouldn’t gamble if | had money” (112). Ukk the gamblers above, this person does not
gamble when he is financially comfortable or wherhlas excess money. Instead, he turns to
gambling as a way to cope with his financial treutbhstead of dealing with money problems

by getting another job or using a tighter buddes person uses gambling as a source of income

to pay bills when he is having financial issues.
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Some frequent gamblers experience difficultiesstas) opportunities to bet because they have
low self-control: they use gambling as a meansfmeavith their troubles and emotions. Most
often, these individuals gamble as a way to philgiceamove themselves or mentally distract
themselves from negative emotions. As a resuly; spend more money gambling, spend more
time gambling, and make riskier bets. Often negagimotions combine with other factors, such
as excess time or money, to fuel gambling. In tlases, gambling is made accessible by the
free time or extra money and is encouraged as aovegpe with bad feelings. In addition to
coping with emotional issues, some people use gagbak a way to cope with financial

troubles, gambling as a way to make extra money.

3 Conclusions

Just like for sense of control and illusion of gohtfrequent gamblers experience gambling
self-efficacy in a way that includes more intrie@than what is outlined in the definition of the
concept. People with high gambling self-efficacg able to resist gambling opportunities by
making conscious decisions, placing a high valuéheir money, and sticking to spending
limits. These techniques do not work for peoplénvatw gambling self-efficacy, in part because
they believe persistence will pay off and they dcsate while playing. Individuals with low
gambling self-efficacy have troubles resisting apyaities to gamble, spend too much time and
money gambling, and neglect their health and resipdities. Gambling opportunities are
encouraged by boredom, good moods, disposable maoeer and family influence, and
accessible gambling. Resisting gambling opportesiis made more difficult when people have
low self-control, like when they use gambling tgeavith negative emotions and financial
issues. Overall, the interview responses showftegtient gamblers understand gambling self-
efficacy as whether or not they can make consalegssion about gambling and stick to
financial limits. Control over gambling behavioussexperienced as a two-step process that
begins with resisting gambling opportunities andtocwes to controlling gambling behaviours.
Frequent gamblers experience various circumstahe¢snake gambling opportunities
appealing. They experience great difficulty resigtinese opportunities when they rely on
gambling as a way to escape their negative emotioas a source of additional income.
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Some of these results are supported by existindtjagnself-efficacy research and theory. The
measure of gambling self-efficacy acknowledgesass#sses the influence of positive and
negative emotions, financial difficulties, peer danhily influence, and the accessibility of
gambling on resisting gambling opportunities (Hodget al. 2004). Other measures of
gambling self-efficacy go beyond resisting oppoitiea to include the gambler’s attempts to
limit the time and money spent gambling (May e28l03). Additionally, Dickerson and
O’Connor’s (2006) model of impaired control argtiest people will gamble to escape negative
emotions. Research also finds that casino proximitglated to increased gambling

participation and expenditure (Sevigny et al. 2008)

Some of the current findings are also echoed yieswof problem gambling. One study found
that problem gamblers more often experience pegparental influence and the proximity and
accessibility of gambling, while non-problem ganmblmore often place a high value on money
earned (Tepperman et al. 2013). Previous resedsolshows that illusion of control and
dissociation lead to problematic gambling (Jacd86]1 Casey et al. 2008; McCormick,
Delfabbro, and Denson 2012). Further, problem gamgh$ associated with boredom, decision
making deficits, and failure to set gambling limi@oudriaan, Oosterlaan, de Beurs, and van
den Brink 2005; Lawrence, Luty, Bogdan, Sahakiad, @lark 2009; Mercer and Eastwood
2010; Nower and Blaszczynski 2010). Finally, thee¢mnated Pathways Model shows how
accessible gambling opportunities, boredom, anagugambling as an escape from negative
emotions can lead to problem gambling (Blaszczyaski Nower 2002).

This study expands on previous research by lookirgambling self-efficacy specifically and
qualitatively. It specifies that control over gamigl behaviours involves more than just resisting
the opportunity to gamble. It also includes cortitngl the amount of time and money spent
gambling. Further, the interviews show that factascurrently included in the gambling self-
efficacy measure can also encourage gamblers tousegambling opportunities or make
resisting them more difficult, namely boredom, disgble income, online access, and casino
incentives. Finally, though most research examinoee these factors link to problem gambling,
this analysis shows that these factors are impofoargambling self-efficacy in particular.
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By focusing on gambling self-efficacy, this studlyds that the quantitative assessment of
gambling self-efficacy matches quite well with tiesponses given to the interview questions.
All but one individual receives the same classtfarausing both assessments. Of the 30
frequent gamblers, 11 people have high gamblinge$tacy according to both measures and
18 have low self-efficacy according to both. Onhe@erson has low self-efficacy based on
their questionnaire answers but high self-efficacgording to their interview responses. The
consistency between the two assessments suggastediguestionnaire items accurately reflect

how people experiences gambling self-efficacy.

Discrepancies between the definition of self-efficahe definition of gambling self-efficacy,
the questionnaire items, and the interview resporase questions about what exactly is
gambling self-efficacy. First, is gambling selfieicy merely about resisting gambling
opportunities, as its definition and questionné@ees would suggest? The interview responses
say the answer is no. Frequent gamblers also wdrg faible to resist spending too much time

and money while gambling.

A second question raised by the discrepancies &heih gambling self-efficacy is about
resisting opportunities or controlling impulses&Tefinition of gambling self-efficacy refers
specifically to resisting gambling opportunitiesit there are underlying issues of self-control in
this definition. Further, only three of the 21 qui@snaire items ask specifically about a
gambling opportunity: gambling in a social enviramty being invited to gamble, and seeing
other people gambling. The remaining items are abitwations in which a gambler may have
the urge to gamble. Examples of gambling triggectude feeling lucky, wanting to win,

feeling pressured by debts, or feeling sad. S@asisessment of gambling self-efficacy asks
more about controlling gambling impulses or triggerself-control — than it does about resisting
gambling opportunities or carrying out particulatians — self-efficacy.

These discrepancies have important implicationsifaterstanding problem gambling. Previous
research and the above results show that gamtgiigfiicacy is both a risk factor for and
indicator of gambling problems. However, it is e which element or combination of
elements is important: resisting opportunitiesjtimy gambling behaviours, or managing
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impulses. By focusing on these factors individuallysimultaneously, it would be possible to

gain a clearer understanding of what problem gargbs and how it comes about.



Chapter 8
Control and Gambling Problems

The last three chapters answered the first patisfstudy’s research question: how are the
three types of control understood and experiengatdindividual? Analysis of the open-ended
interview responses revealed that all three typesmtrol are more complex than their
respective definitions would suggest. Control vaf@ positive and negative events, and for
gambling wins and losses. The importance of fodifésrs depending on the particular outcome
and level of control: external versus internal &wcskill versus chance, decision making versus
emotional urges. There is a threshold of effectgsrfor control over life events and gambling
outcomes. Other people’s behaviours can impactaooter life events and gambling
behaviours. Sense of control changes over timedard not apply equally to all situations.
lllusion of control beliefs differ by type of prefed game and are sometimes disconnected from
attempts to increase the odds of winning. Gamidelefficacy involves resisting gambling

opportunities, managing excessive gambling, arfecseltrol.

With this clear understanding of what control memgequent gamblers, the current chapter
moves on to address the two other parts of the neaarch question: how do the types of
control correspond to each other and how do thestyh control relate to gambling-related
problems? According to the Dynamics of Control Mpdense of control is positively related to
illusion of control and gambling self-efficacy, Wdillusion of control is negatively associated
with gambling self-efficacy. Further, the model gagts that low sense of control, high illusion
of control, and low gambling self-efficacy leadgambling problems. Finally, the model
includes a potential interaction between sens®pofrol and illusion of control. Bivariate
analyses of the questionnaire responses are useddss these relationships. Where
appropriate, results are supplemented with opeegderview responses. The results for
sense of control and problem gambling severitysapgplemented with secondary data analysis

of a large nationally representative survey, theadean Community Health Survey 1.2.
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1 Links between Types of Control

1.1 Sense of Control and lllusion of Control

According to the questionnaire results, sense ofrobis positively correlated with illusion of
control (Pearson’s R=0.37, p=0.04). This resutiossistent with the Dynamics of Control

Model. However, when the analysis is broken dowrypg of preferred game, the correlation is
not significant. Of the 30 frequent gamblers, 15 have high les&tsoth types of control and

five gamblers have low levels of both (see Tabler@g correspondence between the categories
for these two variables is not significanf2.94, p=0.09¥? It remains non-significant when

examined separately for skill and chance gamblers.

Table 8: Sense of Control and lllusion of Controthe Simcoe County Gambling Study

The Dynamics of Control Model predicts a positieationship between sense of control and
illusion of control because some researchers stitjggsa generalized belief that outcomes in
life can be controlled translates into a specidlizelief that gamblingutcomes can be

controlled (Meyer de Stadelhofen et al. 2009). ®pen-ended interview responses are useful

for examining this possibility. Of the 30 freque@mblers, 14 spoke about how their

o In the questionnaire results, sense of controbtcorrelated with illusion of control when brokéown by skill
and chance gamblers (0.05, p=0.86; 0.33, p=0.22).

10 Similarly, sense of control does not corresportth Wiusion of control in the analysis of interviewsponses
(x*=1.09, p=0.297).
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understanding of life events relates to their viemvggambling outcomes. Eight have similar

levels of sense of control and illusion of contmhile six have different levels.

Three (skill) gamblers feel in control of both thiie events and their gambling outcomes. For
these people, a generalized expectation of coawe life outcomes does translate into an
expectation of control over gambling outcomes. $a@me, the understanding that is extended is
a general belief in or preference for control. @eeson explained her feelings in this way: “I'm

a true believer that you can be the master of gour destiny. If there’s some way | can control
my own fate, then | want to know that | lost be@udid something wrong” (109). This

person’s belief in her ability to control her futdeads her to believe that she can also control or
at least improve her chances of winning at cegames. This belief then translates into her
preference for games of skill. She likes to featantrol of both her future and her betting
outcomes. More specifically, she prefers it whenlifie and gambling choices have an impact

on the outcome.

For other people, the expectation that is trandlete belief in the importance of effort or hard
work. As one person put it, gambling is “anothal slou can learn if you put your mind to it”
(107). Gambling is simply another ability that d@mastered by putting in the time and effort,
just like problem solving, riding a bike, or leangia language. This individual goes on to
explain how to cultivate this skill: “You need tdweeate yourself on what you’re getting in and
what the risks are, and what skills and the matfirigk So it's not only just a positive attitude,
it's also | look for games where | have the mathgraband intellectual edge” (107). So a
person can become good at gambling in the same tlvaysan succeed in life: through effort,
education, and thoughtful decision making. Beingifpge and making informed choices lead to

success in life and in gambling.

Five participants have low levels of both senseidmsion of control. Of these five, four are
chance gamblers. Some of these people believétihaame external force that influences their
life also determines whether or not they win at gling. One gambler who believes in fate

explained her gambling beliefs in this way:
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When | look at 649 tickets, because | know it'sut@nds and thousands to one we're
going to win and it’s less for the jackpot, buuj figure if it's destiny, meant to be, that
it'll- it may happen. [...] Because of fate, | figuone day I'll hit it, I'll probably hit it,
when the time is right. Every time | lose | thinlkelthe timing’s not right. You'll only
win when it you can handle it. My husband saysdreltandle it, | said ‘You know, |
don’t think so, because we argue because | wagiveosome to my mother and my
sister’ (207).
Because the odds of winning the lottery are so thig, person believes that destiny and not the
odds of winning determines whether or not shethi#égackpot, even though she generally
believes that chance explains her wins and lo§seeople who share this belief, winning and
losing is not only meant to be, but meant to beafogason — whether the time is right or
whether you can handle it. This person has not yabtbecause the timing isn’t right and she
can’'t handle it. She would just fight with her hasld over any large winnings because she
would want to share it with her family and he woatat. Not winning prevents them from

experiencing this unpleasantness.

Other gamblers with low sense of control and Idusibn of control think that different external
forces are responsible for their life events arairthambling outcomes. These people tend to
believe that while God plays a role in their lifgperiences, he does not influence gambling.

Instead, luck explains whether they win or losgaahbling. As one person explained:

God is involved in everything, big time. [...] Yourcadecide to win on a slot machine,
that’s just sort of where it’s lined up, how mamyeés it wins, supposedly 40% of the
time. If you hit in that position you win, | cath&t an open window. If you hit an open
window, you’re going to win, if you don’t, you’reohgoing to win. | don’t think fate has
anything to do with that. (109)
Although this person believes that God is ‘involveaverything’ she draws the line at
gambling. Gambling wins and losses are insteadenited by whether she is lucky enough to
be playing the game when it pays out. For indivisiweho share this belief, God does not play a
role in luck by making someone win. Compared toitigviduals who believe they can control
gambling outcomes, those who believe in externmalef® seem to have a more accurate
assessment of the chances of winning. Howeveihuatitng outcomes to external forces like fate
and not the odds of the game may have hidden iatgas for gamblers’ health or their

gambling self-efficacy.
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Six people, including four chance gamblers, exgdihow their general beliefs about life
events relate to but do not translate into thettemstandings of gambling outcomes. Five of
them have high sense of control but low illusiortaitrol. For these people, effort makes a
difference for life events but not for gambling coutnes. As one gambler said: “If you put
nothing into something you're going to get nothmg of it. With gambling it’s a little bit
different. You can put a lot into it and still gesthing. You can put a little into it and get a lot
out of it. Those chances are really high” (211)spiee his belief that hard work is needed to
succeed in life, he acknowledges that gamblingtsabout hard work but about chance. The
amount of work you put into life will increase yotltances of success, but the amount of work
you put into gambling will not increase the chanoewinning. Unlike the individuals with high
sense of control discussed above, this group fadhar odds of winning into their beliefs about
gambling. They make realistic assessments of hteetafe they can be in their own lives and

at gambling.

Correlation analysis of the questionnaire respofiads that people with high sense of control
tend to have high illusion of control and thosehwdw sense of control goes tend to have low
illusion of control. This result is not surprisingecause problem gamblers (who often gamble
frequently) are known for developing exaggeratdefseabout their control over gambling
outcomes, it follows that they would also be mdakely to feel in control of their life outcomes
(Carroll and Huxley 1994; Meyer de Stadelhofenle2@09; Hopley et al. 2012). The interview
responses reveal how this occurs: beliefs abaublitcomes are extended to inform beliefs
about gambling outcomes. For gamblers with higlsseari control, expectations for both life
events and gambling outcomes centre on the impmetaheffort or a preference for control. For
some of those with low sense of control, understegedfor both are based on the belief that
everything happens for a reason.

1.2 Sense of Control and Gambling Self-Efficacy

The questionnaire results find that sense of cbdties not correspond with gambling self-

efficacy (Pearson’s R=0.14, p=0.45:50.26, p= 0.61). These analyses are also nonfisigni
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when broken down by skill and chance gambfeRoughly half of the frequent gamblers have

similar levels on both types of control while ther half has different levels (see Tabl&9)
These findings are not consistent with the DynarafdSontrol Model.

Table 9: Sense of Control and Gambling Self-Efficacthe Simcoe County Gambling Study

The Dynamics of Control Model predicts a positietationship between sense of control and
gambling self-efficacy because general beliefs abfaumay influence gambling-specific

beliefs and behaviours (Tang and Wu 2010). The -@meled interview responses are useful for
examining this possibility and further exploringtlack of correspondence between sense of
control and gambling self-efficacy found here. bé 80 participations, 15 people spoke about
the link between their understanding of life eveartid their ability to control their gambling.
Eight have similar levels of sense of control dhasion of control, while seven have different

levels.

Five people, four of which are skill gamblers, héme sense of control and low gambling self-
efficacy. For these individuals, the two types offiitol are related concepts: a lack of control
over life outcomes is linked with an inability tordrol gambling behaviours. These people

1 In the questionnaire, sense of control is notadated with gambling self-efficacy when broken ddwynskill
and chance gamblers (0.30, p=0.27; 0.01, p=0.96).

12 Based on the interview responses, sense of canatilhes up with gambling-self efficacy, but ontgang skill
gamblers (5= 5, p= 0.03). Skill gamblers with low sense of rohalso typically have low gambling self-efficgcy
and skill gamblers with high sense of control tglic have high gambling self-efficacy.
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generally feel out of control: “I don’t have contaver my life right now or my gambling. |

wish | had more control over it” (220). Interestiyn¢hough, these individuals do not blame their
inability to control their gambling on the exterriaice that controls their lives. One gambler

explained:

It's not what God wants me to do with my life, gdmb away all the stuff that he’s
providing me with. If I sit down and say ‘God prdeid me with a job, and God provided
me with a home, and God provided me with this, #mat he provided me with a brain to
make good choices but I'm making bad ones’. Whyl @ming this? | know this isn’t
what he wants me to do (105).

This person feels that God has helped him witlshezesses in life — a job, a home, his intellect
— and provides a direction for him to go in. HoweVe does not blame God for his gambling
problem. Instead, people in this group blame thérasdor their inability to control their
gambling behaviours — for making poor decisions$ gfieagainst what God wants them to do
with their lives, namely stay away from gamblings éomes through in this quote, gamblers
who feel responsible for their uncontrolled gam@plbehaviours feel badly about their gambling
decisions. One individual explained his feelingshiis way: “Trying to be responsible. God’s
given me a certain amount of money he’s blessedntie so | feel guilty if | squander that on
something” (114). These individuals feel guilty tmmpromising what God has given them or
for not following his direction by engaging in umtmlled gambling. Ultimately, though God
helps these people direct their lives, their owargtecisions account for their inability to limit

their gambling.

Three gamblers, including two chance gamblers,ifeebntrol of both their lives and their
gambling behaviours. In contrast to the peoplédegrevious group, these individuals generally
feel in control of all aspects of their lives. Querson described her ability to stay in control in
this way: “Because | know myself, | know I’'m nofalower, I'm a leader and | know when to
say no, like when | spend enough on tickets” (2852 feels that taking charge of her life —
being a leader — allows her to take control ofdemnbling too, by knowing when to stop and
sticking to her limits. Her confidence permeateslifie and her gambling. Another person

described her expectation of control as follows:
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| think yeah there’s a connection. | control whappens in my life, | control where I'm
going and what I'm doing and it's the same thingfwgambling. 1 control how much |
spend, | control if | spend. | don’t control if limy but | can control how much | lose —
that's 100% within my power ‘Ok well | lose $3 atidht’s it’. Winning — that’s out of
my control, but losing is 100% within my controbwydon’t lose what you don’t spend
(205).
Confidence comes through in this quote as well.tRisrindividual, control over life events and
control over gambling are one in the same — itigpty a matter of making a conscious decision
and sticking to it. She decides what she’s goinga@nd how she’s going to do it, and she
follows through on this plan. This individual ackvledges that control is limited for winning at
gambling, but she smartly points out that she abhiow much she loses by not spending more

than she can afford. She controls what she camamids situations where control is limited.

Seven people, including four chance gamblers, exgdihow their general beliefs about life
events relate to but do not translate into themti@d over their gambling behaviours. Six of
them have high sense of control but low gamblirfyeféicacy. For these individuals, continued
gambling is a personal choice in line with othér tecisions. They make conscious decisions
about what to do with their lives and how they wlangamble. One person explained his
reasons for gambling as follows: “[Gambling is]exgonal choice, but it's the idea that | live
one day at a time that says to me ‘The heck wjthnit going to enjoy myself'. The heart attack,
that did a number on me and | have a strong agtiagdto one day at a time. | live for today, to
hell with tomorrow, and come what may. In that semsffects my gambling” (204). Although
this person takes responsibility for his life’s sesses and failures, he uses his brush with death
and poor health as justifications for his gambimgdulgences. He might only have so much time

to live and he wants to enjoy it in the way he des) and that way is gambling.

People justify their choice to gamble in many otlvays too. One person explained how
gambling matches his general outlook on life:

And personal choices - gambling, why did | do itByMid | spend so much money? |
wanted to benefit from something easy in my life.n®y wife said to me “You know,

you just can’t be happy with what you have in hf@wv, you know and work towards that
goal of getting that big screen TV, you always Idokthe easy way out’. I'm the type of
person that thinks bigger, faster, better, stron@et it done, let’s do it now (112).
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For this individual, gambling is a way to satisfgeneral desire: getting something quick with
little effort. Gamblers in this group make the cdosis decision to continue gambling because it
fills a need for them. They have troubles resistpgortunities to gamble because they don’t
want to resist them — they want to take advantdgieenn. In this way, their general beliefs
about life and their specific beliefs about gamgplare similar — they make decisions and follow

through on them in both areas.

Bivariate analyses of the questionnaire responsdsgtiat sense of control and gambling self-
efficacy are not connected. Looking closely atitlierview responses provides some possible
explanations for this disconnect. First, believimnghe power of personal decisions does not lead
to controlled gambling when the individuaantsto gamble and makes the conscious choice to
do so. Second, gamblers who believe in the powekiarnal forces do not blame these same
forces for their lack of control over gambling. Thastead take personal responsibility for it.

1.3 lllusion of Control and Gambling Self-Efficacy

The questionnaire results show that illusion oftoans not correlated with gambling self-
efficacy (-0.05, p=0.79). The two remain uncorretbetvhen examined separately for skill and
chance gambletd Of the 30 frequent gamblers, 18 have differemtle of illusion of control

and gambling self-efficacy (see Table 10). Of thEBgamblers, 12 have high illusion and low
self-efficacy, and six have low illusion and hig#fsefficacy. However, the correspondence
between the two types of control is not significaft0.89, p=0.35). It remains non-significant
when examines separately by type of game. Theda{js are not consistent with the Dynamics
of Control Modet”.

13 In the questionnaire analysis, illusion of contaotl gambling self-efficacy are not correlated whesken down
by skill and chance gamblers (0.39, p= 0.15; -0p3®).25).

14 In analyses based on the interview responsesgptinespondence between illusion of control and dmuiself-
efficacy categories is not significanf$x0.63, p= 0.43). lllusion of control categorieslarambling self-efficacy
categories are also not related when broken dowskitiyand chance gamblers’60.15, p= 0.70; %0, p=1).
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Table 10: Illusion of Control and Gambling Self-gécy in the Simcoe County Gambling

Study

The Dynamics of Control Model predicts a negatelationship between illusion of control and
gambling self-efficacy because the two are paditbérent learning experiences (Blaszczynski
and Nower 2002; Hodgins et al. 2004). The open-@mterview responses provide some
insight into this possibility and the lack of retatship between illusion of control and gambling
self-efficacy found here. Only two (chance) gambleel there is a link between their control
over gambling outcomes and their control over gamytdbehaviours. Most frequent gamblers
do not see a connection between these two typganbling-specific control.

Consistent with the Dynamics of Control Model, bgmblers discussed how low illusion of
control contributes to high gambling self-effica@ne person explained the relationship in this
way: “You know you’re going to lose so you kindlwhit yourself a little bit more. If it's a
constant, you're losing, you're losing, you're lngj then you’re not going to go back on a
regular basis” (203). This person has a low illnsid control because she has a realistic
understanding of her poor odds of winning: she knete’s going to lose. When this
understanding is reinforced by a series of logsésither encourages limited gambling. When
gamblers know they are unlikely to win, they wiithit their betting to avoid needlessly losing
money. Although two people say they limit their ddimg, both of them actually have low
levels of gambling self-efficacy. For these indivads, illusion of control does not match up
negatively with gambling self-efficacy because tats do not translate into actions. Despite
good intentions, these people are not actually @bb@ntrol their gambling.
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Bivariate analyses of the questionnaire resporisddfiat illusion of control and gambling-self
efficacy are not connected. The open-ended interusponses suggest why this relationship is
absent. Most gamblers do not see a relationshypdast their control over gambling outcomes
and their control over gambling behaviours. Foew, frational thoughts about the odds of

winning and the need to limit gambling do not tlatesinto controlled gambling behaviour.

2  Links between Control and Problem Gambling
Severity

2.1 Sense of Control

Of the 30 frequent gamblers, 19 experience diffelerels of sense of control and problem
gambling severity (see Table 11). Of the 19 gansbl&® have a high sense of control and a low
level of problem gambling severity. Four gambleasdlow sense of control and high severity.
However, the correspondence between sense of tanttroblem gambling severity
categories is not significant and the two variallesnot correlated $x1.12, p=0.29; Pearson’s
R=-0.18, p=0.34Y. These variables remain unrelated when broken domskill and chance

gambler§6.

15 In the in-depth interviews, problem gambling isas@red as the discussion of at least one symptgrobfem
gambling. Consistent with the questionnaire ressisse of control does not significantly matchwigh problem
gambling (x2=1.82, p=0.18). Sense of control categaand problem gambling are not related whendamalown
by skill and chance gamblers (x2= 3.64, p= 0.06:x@8, p= 0.78).

16 The two variables are also not correlated whekdmraown by skill and chance gamblers (Pearson’§ R§,
p=0.08; Pearson’s R=-0.10, p=0.72).
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Table 11: Sense of Control and Problem GamblingBgvin the Simcoe County Gambling

Study

8
Low 4 3
High 5 8 2.64 0.10
Low 2 0
High 3 7 0.15 0.70
Low 2 3

In order to contextualize these results, the retatip between sense of control and problem
gambling severity is examined in the Canadian Comtyidealth Survey 1.2. Bivariate
analyses find that sense of control is negativelyetated with problem gambling severity
among frequent gamblers (-0.16, p=<.0001). Moraiaantly, regression analyses controlling
for demographics reveal that sense of control gatieely related to problem gambling severity
among both skill and chance gamblers (-0.11, p=k.6006, p=<.001).

Bivariate analyses of the questionnaire responsestishow a link between sense of control
and problem gambling severity. This finding doessupport the Dynamics of Control Model.

It seems that difficulties problem solving and ursti@gnding the effect of their actions does not
lead frequent gamblers to experience problemsait be that the impact of sense of control on
problem gambling works through game selection mip$y that other factors are more important
for predicting problem gambling among this groupa({kin and Syme 1986; Clarke 2004).
However, findings from the CCHS do show a connectio that survey, there is a negative

relationship between the two variables among bkithad chance gamblers.

2.2 lllusion of Control

The questionnaire analysis shows that illusionooftml and problem gambling severity are not
correlated (0.27, p=0.15). However, when chancebyens are examined separately, illusion of

control is positively correlated with problem gambglseverity among this group (0.53, p=
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0.04)"". This result is (partially) consistent with theiynics of Control Modéf. Of the 30

frequent gamblers, 17 have similar levels of iltusof control and problem gambling severity,
10 of which are chance gamblers (see Table 12htl@ve high illusion of control and high
problem gambling severity, and nine have low illussand low severity. Despite the appearance
of a pattern, this correspondence is not signifi¢g* 0.81, p= 0.37). This relation remains

absent when examined separately among skill angcehgamblers.

Table 12: Illusion of Control and Problem GamblBeverity in the Simcoe County Gambling
Study

8 9
Low 4 9
High 6 7 0.01 0.92
Low 1 1
High 2 2 0.68 0.41
Low 3 8

Correlation analysis of the questionnaire respofiads that people with high illusion of

control tend to have high problem gambling seveitg those with low illusion of control tend
to have low problem gambling severity, but only agpehance gamblers. It seems that an
exaggerated belief in one’s ability to control conm accurately predict the outcomes of games
only leads to increased gambling, impaired beftiegormance, and negative psychosocial
consequences for chance gamblers. This is deggitact that skill gamblers in this study and
others have higher levels of illusion of controb(iEatto et al. 1997; Myrseth et al. 2010).

lllusion of control may lead to problematic gamiglionly among chance gamblers because, as

17 In the questionnaire analysis, illusion of contrnod problem gambling severity are not correlatadrag skill
gamblers (-0.11, p= 0.70).

18 . . S
In analyses based on the interview responsesgtiespondence between illusion of control and lerab

gambling categories is not significanf £4.79, p= 0.18). lllusion of control categories amdblem gambling
categories are not related when broken down byahil chance gamblers?& 0.68, p= 0.41;%=0, p=1).
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discussed in the conclusion of Chapter six, a belithe link between behaviours and gambling
outcomes is only an illusion for chance gamblexs ot for skill (namely poker) gamblers. In
other words, believing they can influence theirrates of winning does not lead to impaired
betting performance among skill (poker) gambleitsleads to improved betting performance.
Overconfidence in the ability to increase the cleaofcwinning only leads to destructive

gambling behaviours for those who play games ohcbavhose odds cannot be manipulated.

2.3 Gambling Self-Efficacy

The questionnaire analysis finds that gambling-s#i€acy is negatively correlated with
problem gambling severity (-0.64, p= <0.001). T¢osrelation remains when broken down by
skill and chance gamblérs Of the 30 frequent gamblers, 23 experience diffetevels of
gambling self-efficacy and problem gambling seye{siee Table 13). Of the 23 participants, 12
have low gambling self-efficacy and high problenmg@ing severity, and 11 have high efficacy
and low severity. The correspondence between gambélf-efficacy and problem gambling
severity is significant, such that people with Iself-efficacy tend to have high severity and
those with high self-efficacy tend to have low séygx?= 11.58, p<0.00f5). This link remains

when examined separately among skill and chancélgasn

19 Gambling self-efficacy is negatively correlatedtwproblem gambling severity when broken down bijl akd
chance gamblers (-0.45, p= 0.64,76, p= <0.001).

20 In analyses based on the interview responsegptinespondence between gambling self-efficacy aodiem
gambling categories is also significant £26.05, p<.001). Gambling self-efficacy categodes problem
gambling categories are still related when brokewrdby skill and chance gamblers £10.91, p<.001;3<15,
p<.001).
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Table 13: Gambling Self-Efficacy and Problem GamdlSeverity in the Simcoe County

Gambling Study

High 0 11 11.58| <.001
Low 12 7

High 0 5 6.56 0.01
Low 7 3

High 0 6 5 0.03
Low 5 4

Both findings support the prediction made in thaenByics of Control Model: gambling self-
efficacy is negatively linked with problem gambliggverity. It seems that both skill and chance
gamblers who are unable to resist gambling oppdrsrtend to spend more time and money

than intended gambling, which leads to other negatonsequences.

3 The Interaction

The Dynamics of Control Model includes an interactbetween sense of control and illusion of
control. The simultaneous influence of sense ofroband illusion of control on problem
gambling severity is not additive of their indivelumpacts on gambling problems. It may be
that the relationship between sense of controlpgotdlem gambling severity depends on the
value of illusion of control. Alternatively, thelationship between illusion of control and
gambling problems may depend on the level of sefhsentrol. This interaction stems from
inconsistencies between how the types of contfate¢o problem gambling severity and how
they relate to each other. According to the maskEhse of control is negatively related to
problem gambling severity and illusion of cont®lpiositively related. By extension, sense of
control should be negatively related to illusiorcohtrol. However, this relationship is positive

in the model.

This interaction cannot be tested using multivaratalysis because of this study’s small

sample. Instead, two bivariate approaches aretosexamine this interaction. First, the
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bivariate results for each of the three separdétioaships are reviewed. Next, analyses

examine how one type of control matches up wittbjamm gambling severity depending on the
level of the other type of control

The above bivariate analyses of the questionnagpanses show that sense of control is
positively correlated with illusion of control. Rber, the analyses find that illusion of control is
positively correlated with problem gambling seweriiut only among chance gamblers. Finally,
the bivariate analyses show that sense of corstmabi linked with problem gambling severity.
These results suggest that there is no interadticeddition to not being negative, the

relationship between sense of control and problamliging severity is absent.

To assess the interaction more closely, chi-sqamaéyses are used to examine how one type of
control matches up with problem gambling severgpehding on the level of the other type of
control (see Table 14). Among those with high serismntrol, levels of illusion of control and
problem gambling severity match up positively f@rdamblers and negatively for 11 gamblers.
Among those with low sense of control, levels tfsion of control and problem gambling
severity match up positively for five gamblers aredjatively for two gamblers. Chi-square
analysis of these results also finds that the aatewn is not significant. Illusion of control and
problem gambling severity are not linked in diffierevays depending on the level of sense of
control (¥=0.81, p=0.37). Among those with high illusion of control, leveisense of control
and problem gambling severity match up positivelydix gamblers and negatively for 11
gamblers. Among those with low illusion of contrelyels of sense of control and problem
gambling severity match up positively for five gders and negatively for eight gamblers.
When this information is entered into a chi-squamralysis, the results show that the interaction
is not significant. Sense of control and problemmigng severity do not match up in different
ways depending on the level of illusion of con{pd= 0.03, p=0.86Y.

2]The association is also absent in analyses useinterview responses?x1.03, p=0.31).

22 The association is also absent in analyses usiiterview responses’60.63, p=0.43).
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Table 14: Interaction between Sense of Controllkmsion of Control for Problem Gambling

Severity in the Simcoe County Gambling Study

Positive link between lllusion and PG

Negative link between lllusion and P 11

Low Positive link between lllusion and PG 5

Negative link between lllusion and PG 2
High Positive link between Sense and PG 6 0.03 0.86

Negative link between Sense and P( 11

Low Positive link between Sense and PG

Negative link between Sense and PG

No support is found for an interaction between sariscontrol and illusion of control. First,
individual bivariate analyses find that one of theividual relationships that is part of the
interaction is missing: sense of control is nogatesely) linked with problem gambling
severity. Second, there is no support for the auiton when examining how one type of control
matches up with problem gambling severity dependimghe level of the other type of control.
The link between sense of control and gambling lerab does not depend on the value of
illusion of control, and the connection betweeunsibn of control and problem gambling
severity does not differ based on sense of control.

4  Conclusions

Among the 30 frequent gamblers, sense of contrebsstively linked with illusion of control.
As predicted by the Dynamics of Control Model, #a@gth high sense of control tend to have
high illusion of control as well. However, in coast to the model, sense of control does not
match up positively or at all with gambling selfiefcy. Further, illusion of control is not
negatively or at all linked with gambling self-efficy.
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Gamblers with high sense of control do not tendawee low problem gambling severity. In part
because of this finding, no support is found fa ithteraction between sense of control and
illusion of control. As suggested by the modelslbn of control matches up in a positive way
with problem gambling severity. Those with higludion tend to also have high problem
gambling severity. However, this is only the casmag chance gamblers. Finally, as predicted,
gambling self-efficacy is negatively linked withglllem gambling severity. Frequent gamblers
with high levels of gambling self-efficacy typicalhave low problem gambling severity.

Importantly, most of these relationships are thmeséor both skill and chance gamblers. Of the
12 bivariate analyses, only two reveal differesutts when looking at skill and chance
gamblers separately as compared to examining time sample together. Specifically, sense of
control and illusion of control are not correlatadong skill and chance gamblers, and illusion
of control and problem gambling severity are ordyrelated among chance gamblers. These
results suggest two things. First, most of theviadial relationships in the Dynamics of Control
Model tend to work the same way regardless of tffgame. Second, it is still important to
consider type of game in analyses of control, sthegoositive correlation between illusion of

control and problem gambling severity would haverbmissed otherwise.

These bivariate findings suggest a revised nagdtvthe links between frequent gambling,
control, and problem gambling severity. Accordiadghese results and the open-ended
interview responses, individuals’ understandingsualife in general extend to inform their
beliefs about gambling wins and losses. When pduoglieve that putting in effort will lead to
success, they also tend to feel in control of thaimnbling outcomes. They believe that
knowledge and commitment can lead to success hditeiand in gambling. When people
believe that events are influenced by an extewrakf they also tend to believe that gambling
outcomes are based on an external force: fateckr Both life events and gambling wins

happen for a reason.

Feeling in control of life events and rational tgats about the odds of winning do not typically
translate into controlled gambling behaviours. Fegin control of life events also does not lead
to fewer gambling-related problems. However, bétig\that gambling outcomes are
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determined by luck does translate into fewer gangpatelated problems, but only for people
who play chance games. When people belief in |bek taire less overconfident in their betting,
make less risky wagers, and avoid serious negatimeequences from excessive betting.
Further, an individual’s control over whether armhimuch they gamble influences whether or
not they experience gambling-related problems. Raopo have control over their gambling
use conscious decisions, spending limits, and laVadue for money to limit their gambling,
which helps them avoid destructive behaviours &edesulting problems. People who have
difficulties controlling their gambling are unalitestick to spending limits, believe in the
benefits of persistence, and dissociate while gengpbBecause they tend to use gambling as a
way to cope with emotional and financial issuesséhindividuals experience more gambling-

related problems.

The bivariate analyses of each of the individukdtrenships find support for only half of the
links in the Dynamics of Control Model. These réssluggest a modified account of the
relationship between frequent gambling and proldembling severity that does not include
connections between sense of control and gambdithgeHicacy, illusion of control and
gambling self-efficacy, or sense of control andgbean gambling severity.



Chapter 9
Revising the Theoretical Model

The Dynamics of Control Model was created usingiores theory and research in order to
answer this study’s main research question: wetree dynamics of control that explain the
link between frequent gambling and gambling prold@r@hapters five through seven covered
this study’s first objective and explained how fieqt gamblers experience and understand
sense of control, illusion of control, and gamblseif-efficacy. Chapter eight addressed the last
two study objectives by examining the links betwdenthree types of control and how each
type of control matches up with problem gamblingesigy. Now that all three study objectives
have been met, this chapter examines the Dynarhicemrol Model in its entirety to provide a
direct answer to the main research question. Bit@analyses are used to look at how the three
types of control taken together match up with Is\alproblem gambling severity. Once this
task is complete, the chapter moves on to briefhsaer a key issue in problem gambling
research that provided impetus for the currentystagamining the link between gambling

behaviours and gambling problems.

1  Exploring the Model: Correspondence between the
Dynamics of Control and Problem Gambling Severity

The Dynamics of Control Model makes two predictiabsut how the three forms of control
should coordinate with each other to lead to prollic gambling. An alternative hypothesis is
also suggested in the literature. In order to erarthese predictions, the participants were
categorized based on their levels of all threegygfecontrol. Then bivariate analyses were used

to determine how these classifications match up thié level of problem gambling symptoms.

The first prediction made by the Dynamics of Cohlodel is based on how each type of
control relates to problem gambling. Accordinghts thypothesis, low sense of control, high
illusion of control, and low gambling self-efficashould lead to gambling problems. Based on
these relationships, these people can be calldwalthy’. According to the questionnaire
responses, two (skill) gamblers match this desonptHealthy’ gamblers who do not

experience problems should have high sense ofaopfdw illusion of control, and high
133
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gambling self-efficacy. Four (chance) gamblersnfit this group, for a total of six people. This
first prediction is supported among the 30 frequgamhblers (see Table 15). ‘Healthy’ people
tend to have low levels of problem gambling seyerithile ‘unhealthy’ individuals have high
levels of severity (36, p= 0.013%. This association does not hold when broken doytyjpe of
game because all unhealthy individuals are skithlgiars and all healthy individuals are chance

gamblers.

Table 15: The First Hypothesis of the Dynamics ohttol Model and Problem Gambling

Severity in the Simcoe County Gambling Study

Healthy

Unhealthy 2 0

Healthy 0 0 0 1
Unhealthy 2 0

Healthy 0 4 0 1
Unhealthy 0 0

The second prediction made by the Dynamics of @bMbodel is based on how the types of
control relate to each other. According to thisdtyesis, frequent gamblers who do not
experience problems should have low sense of dpfdm illusion of control, and high

gambling self-efficacy. Two (chance) gamblers makit description. In contrast, high sense of
control, high illusion of control, and low gamblusglf efficacy should lead to gambling
problems. Of the 30 frequent gamblers, 10 fit ithis group, six of which are skill gamblers, for
a total of 12 people. This prediction is not supgadin the SCGS sample (see Table 16). The

two classifications do not distinguish well betwdegh and low problem gambling severity

23 Based on the interview results, three (skill) gharthare considered ‘healthy’. Six gamblers aresizered
‘unhealthy’, four of which are chance gamblers. BMlgamblers fit into these categories based on ititeirview
answers than the questionnaire responses — nieasvsix. Consistent with the results from questnen ‘healthy’
frequent gamblers do not experience gambling-rélpteblems while ‘unhealthy’ gamblers dd €9, p=0.003).
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(x*=2.4, p= 0.12¥". This association is also absent when examinearatgly among skill and

chance gamblers.

Table 16: The Second Hypothesis of the DynamidSarftrol Model and Problem Gambling
Severity in the Simcoe County Gambling Study

High Sense, High
lllusion, Low Efficacy

Low Sense, Low lllusion, 0 2
High Efficacy
High Sense, High 4 2 0 1
lllusion, Low Efficacy

Low Sense, Low lllusion, 0 0
High Efficacy
High Sense, High 2 2 15 0.2
lllusion, Low Efficacy

Low Sense, Low lllusion, 0 2

High Efficacy

A third prediction not incorporated into the mo&et found in the literature is that control is
overarching — individuals either feel in controkowall three domains or none (Casey et al.
2008; Meyer de Stadelhofen et al. 2009). Accordmtiis third hypothesis, frequent gamblers
with all high levels of control should not experergambling problems, while those with all
low levels will have troubles. Three (chance) gaembhave all low levels of control, and five

24 Based on the interview results, three (chance)inshave levels of control that should prediat-pooblem
gambling. Four (skill) gamblers have levels of cohthat should predict problematic gambling. Fegamblers
are classified using these groups using the irgervesults than the questionnaire responses — sevsus 12. In
contrast to the results for the questionnairepfteclassifications do distinguish between thosthaind without
gambling problems <7, p=0.008). (Skill) gamblers with high sense ofittol, high illusion of control, and low
gambling-self-efficacy experience problems fromitigambling. In contrast, (chance) gamblers witlv kense of
control, low illusion of control, and high gamblisglf efficacy do not experience problems as alre$their
gambling.
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(skill) gamblers have all high levels, for a tavéleight people. This hypothesis is supported in
the SCGS sample (see Table 17). Frequent gambigralvhigh levels of control tend to have
low problem gambling severity, while those with Itavels of control have high severity’x
4.44, p= 0.04y. This association does not hold when broken doyvtyppe of game because all
of the all high individuals are skill gamblers aaltiof the all low individuals are chance

gamblers.

Table 17: The Third Hypothesis of the Dynamics oh@ol Model and Problem Gambling

Severity in the Simcoe County Gambling Study

All High Levels
of Control

All Low Levels of 2 1
Control
All High Levels 0 5 0 1
of Control
All Low Levels of 0 0
Control
All High Levels 0 0 0 1
of Control
All Low Levels of 2 1
Control

So the second prediction based on the Dynamic®nfr@l Model does the best job of

representing the dynamics of control among theuetigamblers, classifying 12 of these

25 Based on the interview results, three (skill) ghertbhave all high levels of control. Seven fregugamblers ,
four of which are chance gamblers, have low lewéhll three types of control. More gamblers awgsslified into
these groups based on the interview results thagukstionnaire responses — 10 versus eight. Gemsigith the
results for the questionnaire, gamblers with higlels of control do not experience gambling prolslewhile
those with low levels of control experience gamiplielated-problems {x5.83, p=0.02).
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individuals. However, the first prediction basedtba model and the alternative hypothesis help
explain the link between frequent gambling and ebgambling severity. One commonality
between these two hypotheses is that sense obtanti gambling self-efficacy are negatively
matched with problem gambling severity. Individuaith high levels of sense of control and
gambling self-efficacy (‘healthy’ and ‘all high’ spondents) have low levels of problem
gambling severity. Conversely, gamblers with lowels sense of control and gambling self-
efficacy (‘unhealthy’ and ‘all low’ individuals) e high levels of problem gambling severity.
So sense of control and gambling self-efficacypamicularly important for understanding the

link between frequent gambling and gambling proldem

A second similarity between these two hypothesésats among the people categorized using
these predictions, skill gamblers have high illasod control while chance gamblers have low

illusion of control, regardless of the level of blem gambling severity. In other words, illusion
of control does not help distinguish between lewélgroblem gambling severity among skill or

chance gamblers.

When these results are compared with the Dynanfi€ootrol Model, some of the predicted
relationships are supported while others are nstpredicted, sense of control and gambling
self-efficacy are negatively matched with probleamdpling severity. By extension, sense of
control and gambling self-efficacy are positivahkied, which is also consistent with the model.
In contrast to the Dynamics of Control Model, thrglysis does not find a positive relationship
between sense of control and illusion of contraiggative relationship between illusion of
control and gambling self-efficacy, or a positie¢ationship between illusion of control and
problem gambling severity. Instead, illusion of tohmatches up more consistently with type

of game.

The results from this examination of the full modeygest a new modified narrative for the
links between frequent gambling, control, and peabgambling severity. According to this
analysis, frequent gamblers do not experience gagibtlated harm when they feel

accountable for their own successes and failuresage confident in their ability to manage
their gambling behaviours. People who take respdigifor the events in their lives believe
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that investing time, effort, and energy will leadstuccess. This general feeling of control

translates into a confidence in managing gambletgaliours, because beliefs about the social
world guide behaviour in gambling situations. Thieskviduals are able to control whether and
how much they gamble by making conscious decisiaisjng their money, and using
spending limits. Because they limit their gamblitigese people do not spend too much time or
money and are able to avoid gambling-related isstiesse individuals also avoid the negative
consequences of gambling by problem solving. Bex#usy feel in control of their lives, they
make efforts to resolve and prevent issues. Ingls@ these people limit the amount of stress
they experience and reduce their destructive gaimllehaviours, which lead to fewer problems

from their frequent gambling.

In contrast, frequent gamblers experience gambitated harm when they do not take
responsibility for their own successes and failuaesl are insecure in their ability to manage
their gambling behaviours. Gamblers who are nobaetable for the events in their lives feel
that everything happens for a reason. This getarklof control translates into an inability to
manage gambling behaviours. These individuals aable to control whether and how much
they gamble because they cannot stick to spenaimtg] believe persistence will pay off, and
dissociate while playing. Gambling opportunities ancouraged under various circumstances.
These opportunities are hard to resist because thdwiduals use gambling as a way to escape
negative emotions and resolve financial difficudtids a result, these people spend more time
and money than intended, leading to various o®sras. These individuals also experience
negative consequences because they are ineptédemrsolving. Because they do not feel in
control of their lives, they are inexperiencedestalving or preventing problems. These people

are unable to avoid stress or reduce their desteugambling, while lead to related difficulties.

Just like the individual analyses reviewed in thevpus chapter, bivariate analyses of three
predictions for how control explains problem gamglseverity find support for only half of the
relationships present in the Dynamics of Controldglo As predicted, sense of control and
gambling self-efficacy are negatively linked wittoplem gambling severity, and sense of
control matches positively with gambling self-effy. For its part, illusion of control is
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predicted by type of game and does not differemti@tween levels of problem gambling

symptoms. A revised Dynamics of Control Model isganted in Figure 2.

Figure 2: The Revised Dynamics of Control Model

-
=

Illusion of
Control

2 Gambling Behaviours and Problem Gambling
Severity

The underlying question of the Dynamics of Conlaldel is why does frequent gambling lead
to gambling-related harm? This question is pagroémerging research agenda, where
researchers have begun to question the relatiobgitvpgeen gambling behaviours and problem
gambling symptoms (Rodgers et al. 2009; Petry 2083e exploration of the Dynamics of
Control Model, variations in gambling behaviour ayeored in favour of placing the focus
specifically on frequent gamblers. This decisidowaéd the analysis to concentrate on the three
forms of control. To offer a more direct answethe underlying question, this section uses

bivariate analyses of the questionnaire respomsggdcifically examine the relationship
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between frequent gambling and gambling-related hatmase results are supplemented with
open-ended interview responses and a secondargiualgsis of the Canadian Community
Health Survey (CCHS).

Analysis of the questionnaire responses findsghatbling frequency and problem gambling
severity are positively correlated (0.42, p=0.02)is correlation does not hold when examined
separately by type of preferred ga&h&ambling frequency and problem gambling seveigy
also positively correlated in the CCHS (0.22, p£4.0and the correlation remains when
examined separately by type of gfﬁneWhen gambling frequency increases, so does proble

gambling severity.

All of the interview participants are consideredhirequency gamblers, betting at least once a
week. In order to further examine the link betwé&euency and problem gambling severity,
gambling frequency was dichotomized into high —enian once a day — and low — less than
once a day. Using this cut point, 15 people aré ligquency gamblers, 10 of which play skill
games (see Table 18). The other 15 individualsoavdrequency gamblers, 10 of which play
chance games. In total, 17 people have similaidesfegambling frequency and problem
gambling severity. Of these 17 individuals, 10 gepgeven of which are chance gamblers,
have low frequency and low severity. Another seyamblers, including five skill gamblers,
have high frequency and high severity. The corredpoce between these two variables is not
significant (¥=0.56, p=0.46¥. This relationship remains absent when examinpdrséely
among skill and chance gamblers.

26 In the questionnaire results, gambling frequesayat correlated with problem gambling severity wheoken
down by skill and chance gamblers (0.33, p=0.227 0p=0.17).

27 In the CCHS, gambling frequency is positively etaited with problem gambling severity when brokewd by
skill and chance gamblers (0.14, p=0.001; 0.250@%).

28 Based on the interview responses, only eight garslare high frequency, seven of which are skithigiers.
The remaining 22 gamblers are low frequency, 1whi€h are chance gamblers. So in the interviewsree
gamblers described betting less frequently thay detually do. This is likely because they were taiing into
consideration all types of gambling and focusete@d on their preferred game(s). In total, 19 gansbhave
similar levels of gambling frequency and problermbéing severity. Specifically, 11 gamblers, sevémhich are
chance gamblers, have low frequency and low sevéitother eight gamblers — including seven sldlhiplers —
have high frequency and high severity. The corredpoce between gambling frequency and problem gagbl
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Table 18: Gambling Frequency and Problem Gamblege8ty in the Simcoe County

Gambling Study

The open-ended interview responses further exphanink between gambling frequency and
problem gambling severity. In their interviews, d€ople talked about problems they had
experienced as a result of their gambling. Eigtltheke people are very frequent gamblers,
betting more than once a day. The most obviousthatyfrequent gambling leads to problems
is by consuming large amounts of time. One spatslder explained his Sunday ritual as

follows:

| would only bet on Sundays, my NFL days and thatould go first thing in the
morning, after | did my research, and I'd bet 1@ack games, the four o’clock games
and throw in the evening and Monday night game,igsiaiff didn’t work out in the 12
o’clock game and | lost something, then I'd prolyadm back and reconfigure my four
o’clock game. You know, to try to get back into #veing of things. Sunday was a big
day. That was my biggest day, Sundays (112).

This person used to spend at least one entire daek gambling, between researching the

games, placing bets, watching the games, and ngvise bets. Devoting one day a week or

severity is positive and significant’®66.32, p=0.01). However, when examined separatetyfe of game,
gambling frequency and problem gambling severity ematch up among skill gamblers’x4.77, p= 0.03).
Gambling frequency categories and problem gamldegrity categories are not related among chanoblgas
(x*=0.94, p= 0.33).
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more to gambling can be problematic for people wthely ignore their responsibilities — jobs,

families, housework — as a result.

Frequent gambling not only takes time away fronfilfulg responsibilities, it also reduces the
amount of quality time the person spends with tfaily and friends. One person explained

how his gambling interfered with his home life imstway:

Once and a while my wife and | get into it becasise says | go too often, | should stay
home more. Other than that | don’t think thereng problem. You know, we’ve always
paid the bills, | make sure of that. | guess juiveen my wife and | she’'d like me home
more often than | am, especially when it comesiigdbecause like | said | go about
five days a week, right? Play cards Monday, plags&Vednesday, out to bingo
Tuesday, Thursday, Friday, Saturday. It gets pratipotonous for her. She does come
once and a while but she doesn’t come very oftéd)(2

This person’s betting schedule poses a problerhisowife, because it means he is away
gambling almost every day of the week. Becausalsben't really gamble, she spends most of
her time at home alone instead of connecting wathhusband. When quality time and
household responsibilities suffer because of tipgnsgambling, the gambler often ends up
experiencing relationship problems with significatiters who are unhappy with their long and

frequent absences.

Because gambling involves the wagering of monegricial issues are another important
negative repercussion of frequent gambling. Gamgladen get expensive quickly. As one
individual described: “Before, | would go to bingeery day. That's like three grand. | don’t
even make that a month” (103). When people speré than their monthly income on their
daily gambling habit, they often experience troslgaying their bills. Issues can also arise
when individuals use money that is not set asi@eifipally for gambling. For example, one
person said: “l used to be addicted to bingo ewagkit. Every night | would go to bingo and |
don’t know where | got the money to go but | wogltland the same with the casino” (202).
Since this individual didn’t know where his monegssxcoming from, it probably wasn’t part of
a gambling budget. Instead, he was most likelyngknoney reserved for other purposes, like
groceries or rent, which would cause troubles dtwenine.
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Despite the quantitative and qualitative findingshow frequent gambling leads to gambling-
related harm, the SCGS sample includes severalithdils who bet frequently without
experiencing substantial problems as a resuliadh L8 people have low levels of problem
gambling severity despite gambling once a week aremMioreover, eight of the 15 individuals
who bet once a day or more are not considered gmolghmblers. As outlined in the previous
section, people are able to gamble frequently witlexperiencing extensive harm when they
have high sense of control and high gambling délfaey. They feel in control of their lives

and their gambling behaviours.

Correlation analysis of the questionnaire respofieds that as the frequency of gambling
increases, so does the number of problem gambymgte®ms. This is because frequent
gambling requires lots of time and money, whicld&eto financial and relationship troubles —
symptoms of problematic gambling. However, it iportant to note that gambling behaviours,
even extensive ones, do not necessarily lead tugms. Despite gambling at a level that is
related with an increase in gambling problems, flifi® frequent gamblers do not meet the
criteria for problem gambling. Further, more thatf lof the very frequent gamblers who bet
once a day or more are not classified as problambgs. For these reasons, it cannot be

assumed that extensive gambling behaviours nedgdead to gambling problems.

3 Conclusions

Bivariate analyses of the individual relationshipshe Dynamics of Control Model find support
for half of them: sense of control matches posigwath illusion of control, illusion of control
corresponds positively with problem gambling seyeaimong chance gamblers, and gambling
self-efficacy is negatively linked with problem ghlng severity. Bivariate analyses of the
entire Dynamics of Control Model also find supporthalf of the relationships in the model,
though different relationships are supported: sefsentrol matches positively with gambling
self-efficacy, sense of control corresponds negétiwith problem gambling severity, and

gambling self-efficacy is negatively linked withgtlem gambling severity.

Both analyses agree on one key point: frequent gamitvho are unable to resist gambling
opportunities suffer more gambling-related problewisile those who can resist gambling
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experience fewer difficulties. This finding is castent with theories that argue that loss of

control is the key element of addiction (Blaszcxyrasd Nower 2002; Dickerson and
O’Connor 2006; Goodman 2008).

The full examination of the Dynamics of Control Mddloes not find a role for illusion of
control in explaining problem gambling severityptigh support for this relationship is found in
the individual bivariate analyses. Instead, analgsithe full model reveals that illusion of
control is best predicted by type of game. Skilhiters have high illusion, while chance
gamblers have low illusion. This finding is consrgtwith other studies that report a
relationship between illusion of control and tygegyame (Toneatto et al. 1997; Myrseth et al.
2010). It is possible that the importance of ilrspf control in the individual analyses is due
entirely to differences by type of game. The biatgianalyses of the individual relationships
find that illusion of control is linked with sensé&control and problem gambling severity, both
of which differ by type of game (Lester 1980; Cd»ak 2000; Dorion and Nicki 2001).

Analysis of the entire Dynamics of Control Modelds support for the importance of sense of
control in explaining problem gambling severityeavhough this support is absent in the
bivariate analyses of individual relationships. Thikexamination of the model reveals that
sense of control is linked with both gambling sfficacy and problem gambling severity.
These results confirm and extend previous findstgsving that locus of control is related with
gambling self-efficacy and problem gambling (Casegl. 2008; Meyer de Stadelhofen et al.
2009; Tang and Wu 2010). It seems that the full @hadalysis captures an indirect effect of
sense of control that is missed by the individunallgses. As suggested by another study, it
looks as though gambling-self efficacy mediatesetfiect of sense of control on problem

gambling severity (Tang and Wu 2010).

The results from the full examination of the Dynasnof Control Model are most valuable in
that they provide a detailed, authentic, and vdkiabcount of how gamblers move through
their lives. Namely, this study is able to desctio& some frequent gamblers avoid gambling-
related harm while others suffer from it. Whetheirzdividual feels effective in their life will

determine whether they feel effective in managhegrtgambling behaviours. Feeling powerful
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or powerless over life and gambling then influenstesss levels, destructive gambling

behaviours, and ultimately gambling-related proldeBelieving that gambling outcomes are
based on luck or skill plays a limited role in uretanding gambling-related harm. Instead,
these beliefs are largely based on the type of gdayed — skill or chance.



Chapter 10
Future Directions

This study began with a puzzle: why does frequantlging lead to gambling-related harm? To
explore the black box between gambling behaviondsgambling problems, this research asked
the following question: What are the dynamics aiftool among frequent gamblers? This
research question was answered by using existewyrand research to create the Dynamics of
Control Model. To explore this model, 30 in-deptkerviews were conducted with frequent
gamblers from Simcoe County, Ontario. The study& bbjective was addressed by using the
open-ended interview responses to show the meanisgnse of control, illusion of control, and
gambling self-efficacy. Bivariate analyses of thestionnaire responses were used to achieve
the study’s second and third objectives: explons tiee three types of control correspond to
each other and how each type of control links \ggmbling problems. Bivariate analyses were
also used to explore the association between gagrikquency and gambling problems. A
secondary data analysis of the 2002 Canadian Comyridealth Survey was used to
supplement the interview results for the relatigpdetween sense of control and problem
gambling severity, and between gambling behaviantsproblems. This concluding chapter
reviews the key findings and discusses their siggmiice. It then outlines the study’s limitations
and the implications of its results. This chapieishes by providing directions for future

research.

1 Discussion

By focusing on individuals who meet the criteria fiilagnosis, problem gambling research is
unable to examine the causes and consequencddeneds of gambling behaviour
(Blaszczynski 2009; Petry 2009). By studying fregjugamblers instead of just problem
gamblers, the current study addresses this overdighk first contribution of this research is that
it provides information on the levels of controdgoroblem gambling severity of a particular
level of gambling behaviour — frequent gamblingdbing so, this research extends problem
gambling literature by uncovering the relationsbgween gambling behaviours and gambling

problems (Rodgers et al. 2009). Specifically, gtigdy finds that sense of control and gambling
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self-efficacy help explain the association betwgequent gambling and gambling-related
harm, as predicted by the Dynamics of Control Mobheportantly, by focusing on gambling
behaviours, this study reveals that frequent garmgldioes not always result in gambling-related
harm. When people gamble frequently while maintajréontrol over their life and gambling

behaviours, they experience few problems from theiting.

In addition to building on problem gambling reséarhis study extends the mental health
literature by exploring sense of control among lgbeo) gamblers. This study’s second
contribution is showing that a general type of colnt sense of control anda gambling-

specific type of control — gambling self-efficacyelp explain differences in problem gambling
severity. Sense of control and gambling self-etfjcare related but distinct concepts (Casey et
al. 2008). A person’s beliefs about who contrdis éivents influence their beliefs and actions in
gambling situations which then influence the nundoat severity of gambling problems they
experience (Tang and Wu 2010). In uncovering ihdig, the current research bridges the gap
between the mental health and problem gamblinddibly showing that concepts from both are
necessary for understanding gambling problemsadty the types of control from each field
appear to work together, as gambling self-effice®gms to mediate the relationship between
sense of control and problem gambling severity ¢Tamd Wu 2010). By spanning this
theoretical gap, this research also puts into gueste importance of illusion of control for
understanding problem gambling severity. The ingraré of both a general and gambling-
specific type of control and the lack of importamée previously supported type of control
suggest that studies that do not bridge the dib&tereen mental health and problem gambling

research are missing the full understanding ofifm&mics of control.

This research further improves on both problem dengland mental health literature by
focusing on the concept of control and offeringlgative accounts of how each type of control
is experienced and understood by frequent gamblérs.study’s third and arguably most
important contribution is describing and specifythg meaning of the three types of control. In

doing so, this study provides an increased leveretision in our understanding and
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conceptualization of general and gambling-specibictrol. The key strength of this study is

providing a nuanced, complex, and diachronic actotioontrol.

For sense of control, this study finds that mosigbe see some role for personal choices and
external forces, such that feeling in control matter of degrees. The interviews also show that
understandings of control can change with the pgssi time and with new experiences.

Finally, this study finds that sense of contrahat beneficial after a certain threshold, because
some situations are the result of other peopld®mbieurs or circumstances that are beyond the

individual’'s control.

For illusion of control, this research finds thatre people believe both skill and chance help
explain their gambling behaviours. The results alsow that there is a threshold for skill's
ability to increase the odds of winning. Finallyist study finds that people who believe in
randomness and the low odds of winning still makenapts to increase their chances of a win.

For gambling self-efficacy, this study finds thantrol over gambling behaviours involves not
only resisting the opportunity to gamble, but disoting the amount of time and money spent.
The results also show that people who are unabiesist gambling have a low value for money,
have troubles making conscious decisions, and ¢astick to spending limits. Further, the
interviews reveal that boredom, disposable incaméne access, and casino incentives make
gambling opportunities accessible and appealings&lopportunities are hard to resist when the
individual has low self-control and uses gamblingope with negative emotions and financial

issues.

The three main contributions of this research mdee with the study’s three key goals: explore
the black box between gambling behaviours and gagpkoblems; bridge the gap between
mental health and problem gambling research; acualsfon the concept of control. In achieving
all three goals, this research makes importantritanions to both the mental health and

addiction fields of research, and brings the twemarcloser together.
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2 Limitations

Though this research makes several important dwtioins, this mainly qualitative small-scale
study suffers some limitations. The non-random danguoss-sectional method, data collection
tools and procedures, and quantitative datasegrssiime deficiencies which dampen the

generalizability and accuracy of the results.

Like all studies using a non-probability samplieghnique, there is most likely some bias in
these results due to the self-selection of paditip. Certain types of individuals are likely to
have seen the advertisements, just like certaiestygb people are interested in participating in
research studies. Further, some individuals d@ackiowledge the frequency at which they
gamble or do not consider what they do to be garmglflie. some bingo or scratch card players),
which would cause them to self-select out of thuelgt The size of the sample is also limiting.
Though the interviews reach theoretical saturat®people is a small sample on which to base
any conclusive findings. In particular, the bivégianalyses are only suggestive because they do
not meet the requirements for independence of casegpected cell values in call cases. In
addition, because the sample is rural, the resudig not be reflective of urban individuals.
Finally, this study cannot speak to self-defenddrsn discussing sense of control because the
sample did not include any. So the generalizahilitihe findings is limited by the non-
probability sampling technique, the sample sizetutal location, and the absence of self-

defenders.

The representativeness of the sample and the digaérbty of the results are best judged by
comparing the SCGS sample to frequent gambletseitarger population from the Canadian
Community Health Survey 1.2. Full results from tbagnparison can be found in Appendix J.
The SGCS sample is reasonably representativerstef demographic characteristics —
differing mostly in age and education — and serismwotrol. However, the SGCS sample
gambles more frequently and has higher problem gagbeverity than frequent gamblers in
the general population. So it is possible thaffitndings here are not representative of people
who gamble less frequently and suffer fewer gangptalated problems. The results may be an
overestimation of the importance of control fokimg gambling frequency and problem
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gambling severity. However, an overestimation efgnable to an underestimation which would
miss important relationships. The largest discrefmbetween the SCGS sample and the
CCHS sample are around type of game differences skil and chance gamblers in the SCGS
sample do not differ on demographics, sense ofrahrind gambling problems in the same
ways as people in the CCHS. For this reason, the ¢f game results may not be generalizable
to the wider population. In particular, illusion @fntrol may in fact help explain the
relationship between frequent gambling and gambiglgted harm in the general population,

instead of being predicted by type of game asenS6GS sample.

To address the limitations of a small potentiaigsied sample, this study uses the triangulation
of three sources of data: open-ended interviewtoures a closed-ended questionnaire, and a
secondary analysis of a nationally representativeey. The combination and comparison of
these three data sources strengthens the credfilibis study’s findings. In particular, the

secondary data analysis supports the results fisesef control found in this small sample.

Because this study is cross-sectional, it is untbéaldress the causal ordering issues involved
in studying the associations between gambling feqy, control, and problem gambling
severity. The Stress Process Model suggests taatlkgng) behaviours lead to stressors, such
as financial and personal difficulties, throughseenf control (Pearlin 1999). For its part, the
Integrated Pathways Model argues that gambling\beties foster illusion of control, which
then leads to (low) gambling self-efficacy, culnting in gambling-related problems
(Blaszczynski and Nower 2002). This study has ulsege two models as frameworks for the
Dynamics of Control Model. It has proceeded as gihogambling behaviours lead to gambling-
related harm through the three types of controtidimg so, it finds some support for the
Dynamics of Control Model. However, the links doanted by this analysis may actually
reflect any number of other causal orders, suatoasol influencing gambling behaviours or
problem gambling severity affecting control. It raims for studies with longitudinal data to

determine the exact causal directions of theséioakhips.

The data collection tools and procedures also pwstations for this study. The questionnaire
items for gambling self-efficacy were hard for papants to understand and answer correctly.
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The lead up to the questions asked the persorlicaite their degree of confidence that they
would NOT gamble in a particular situation. Howeweany respondents answered the
guestions in terms of their level of confidence thh@y WOULD gamble. Based on their
responses to the open-ended questions, it wasyietatf that the responses for seven of the 30
participants needed to be reverse coded. For atiadd four individuals, it was unclear
whether they had answered the questions correctipto These responses were left unchanged.
Similarly, the questionnaire items for illusionadntrol posed problems for several individuals.
There were a lot of missing responses on thesesjtikely because people were mainly
thinking of their game of choice when answeringsthquestions. This is because the first
guestion in the series asks the participant a gqurest relation to their preferred game. Because
of these two issues, the quantitative measurdiisidn of control and gambling self-efficacy
may not accurately reflect these two forms of aaniFhis limitation is addressed by

supplementing the questionnaire results with theepth interview responses.

In terms of the in-depth interview portion of thiady, most of the questions were retrospective
in nature which may have reduced the accuracyefdbponses. However, since this study is
mainly interested in how these people experienoéral how they remember and interpret their
experiences is highly important. Also, becausdriterviews were face-to-face and audio taped,
it is possible that some participants underrepostedptoms or negative experiences in order to
avoid perceived stigma. This misreporting was redugs much as possible by using open-
ended questions to probe and follow-up on answigengn the closed-ended questionnaire.
Most participants spoke openly about their livesprssreporting should not have been a serious

issue in this research.

In using the CCHS 1.2, this study was faced withubual limitations that come with

conducting secondary data analysis. Mainly, thegdamould not be focused and relevant
guestions could not be asked. First, although iildidave been preferable to exclude
respondents who were not of legal gambling ageCtEIS’s lowest age category is 15-19 year
olds. In order to retain the 18-19 year olds, iswacessary to keep the 15-17 year olds as well.
Second, in order to measure sense of control,la bed to be created out of available questions

for psychological well-being. Though this scaletcags the core elements of sense of control, it
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does not allow for a direct comparison with thegjiomnaire results which use standard
instruments for measuring sense of control. Fuytiherface validity of this measure is limited
because all of the items are part of a scale usateasure a different concept — psychological
well being. Finally, the Dynamics of Control Modmluld not be fully tested because the CCHS
does not include questions on illusion of contrad gambling self-efficacy. Despite these
limitations, the results of this secondary datdysis offer useful comparisons for the findings
from the interview sample for sense of control gathbling frequency.

This study is limited by the non-probability sanmglitechnique, the sample size, the
unrepresentativeness of the sample, its crossesattature, certain questionnaire items, some
interview procedures, and the secondary analysesda Despite these limitations, this study
has generated interesting findings that shed bghteglected topics and that have implications

for future research.

3 Implications

Despite the limitations of this small-scale maiglyalitative study, this research has several
important implications. The findings suggest dir@as for future work in the addiction,
problem gambling, and mental health fields. Thiglgts implications are theoretical,

conceptual, and methodological in nature.

First, this study finds that frequent gambling doesalways result in gambling-related harm.
Interestingly, this finding is in line with one tife most fundamental assumptions of responsible
gambling from the gambling industry’s perspectipeople can participate in gambling without
experiencing any harm (Blaszczynski, Ladouceur, Simaffer 2004). However, the theoretical
implications of this assumption are rarely consdeThough the Integrated Pathways Model
attempts to move beyond the problem gambler/nobleno gambler dichotomy by discussing
subgroups of problem gamblers, it neglects levetgambling behaviour and problem gambling
severity in favour of problem gambling status histmodel considered levels of behaviours and
problems, it would capture variations in the préalie and consequences of each. For example,

a shift in focus could further identify the condits under which frequent gambling or other
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types of gambling behaviour do or do not lead terha focus on gambling behaviours could

also uncover whether and how frequent gamblinggoafiom harmless to harmful over time.

Next, this study begins to bridge the gap betweentai health and problem gambling research
by testing a model based on theories and reseanchtfoth fields. Most importantly, the results
show that sense of contrahd gambling self-efficacy help explain problem gambglseverity
among frequent gamblers. In other words, problemldiag is in fact about control as
suggested by its definition and the contemporafyidien of addiction. The success of this
attempt suggests that research and theory on lmehraladdiction, substance addiction, and
mental health should work together. Collaboratiaula be beneficial for all involved. It would
broaden the scope of mental health research byemgiog the study of behavioural addictions
like problem gambling. Collaboration between fieldsuld also improve the understanding of
addiction onset. First, problem gambling researohld/benefit from the application of the
Stress Process Model. This theoretical model hrmpadkential to increase the sociological
understanding of problem gambling, by explaining amphasizing the importance of social
status, stress, and resources — factors alreadyrktwbe important for problem gambling
onset. Second, mental health research would bdrafitincluding addiction-specific types of
control in their studies, namely self-efficacy etfscontrol. Self-efficacy and self-control may
be important for understanding other behaviouraulrstance addictions. Further, sense of
control and self-efficacy may work together forsaether addictions as they do for problem
gambling. Overall, central findings from other fislcan be used to avoid needlessly conducting

similar exploratory research in each area, prapgliesearch forward at an increased pace.

This research also illustrates how a sociologieaspective can improve the understanding of
problem gambling. First, sociological concepts, aBnsense of control, help explain problem
gambling and its link with frequent gambling. Sedpsociological theories, like the Stress
Process Model and social learning theory, proundgghts into how types of control are built
and how they influence an individual's health. Hinasocial context, including the accessibility
of gambling and personal interactions, shapes dhiews types of control. The importance of
sociological concepts and theories in this studygests that sociological research into problem

gambling should and will continue to make importeotributions to the field.
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Additionally, this work highlights the importancétgpe of game for understanding control,
gambling behaviours, and gambling problems. Thik gkmblers in this study differ from the
chance gamblers in their backgrounds, frequenggaofbling, levels of control, and level of
gambling problems. Likely in part because of théifferences, illusion of control is not
influential in the Dynamics of Control Model andinstead linked with the preferred type of
game. The reoccurring differences by type of gaoued here suggest that future attention
should be paid to differences in experiences afidfs@among skill and chance gamblers.

By showing the meaning of the three types of cantihis study also suggests specifications for
each concept. For sense of control, this reseamddens the understanding of its stress
buffering role. It finds that problem solving —addition to moderating stress by preventing
one’s own behaviours from leading to stressorsn-hedp prevent other people’s actions from
limiting the individual's sense of control and al@tely resulting in stress. Further, the
variations in sense of control uncovered here ssigge concept should be understood as a
continuum and its threshold should be elaborateddode the influence of family and friends.
These changes would better capture variationsemégree of control people feel and could
unearth important health differences.

For illusion of control, this research improves timelerstanding of how this type of control
contributes to the onset of gambling problems.dntiast to the Integrated Pathways Model, the
results here do not find that all problem gambleasn irrational beliefs from family and
friends. Instead, the findings show that illusidrcontrol is linked more strongly with the type
of game played — skill or chance — than with gantbpproblems. Type of game should be
factored into considerations of illusion of contfot this reason and because illusion of control
among poker players may not actually be an illusidns study also finds variations in illusion
of control beliefs which suggest the concept shd@dinderstood as a continuum and should
incorporate a threshold for the role of skill. Hipathe results suggest that beliefs about the
odds of winning and attempts to increase those sddsld be measured separately and
compared. These changes would lead to a more dae@gsessment of illusion of control and a
better understanding of how this concept contribtieproblem gambling.
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For gambling self-efficacy, this study uncoversfusmformation for sharpening the definition
of problem gambling. It finds that a lack of contower gambling behaviours does not always
translate into gambling problems. As a result,dégnition of problem gambling should not
assume that an inability to control gambling is@yymous with experiencing gambling-related
problems. The results also suggest that gambliligeBEacy should be understood as both
resisting opportunities to gamble and resistingidpey too much time or money. Whether or
not a person can resist gambling urges should beepdualized separately as gambling impulse
or self-control. The link between gambling self-tohand gambling self-efficacy should be
further explored. Finally, assessments of gamlamefficacy should incorporate the influence
of social context, namely friends and family, asc@d cultural acceptance. These changes
would clarify which factors actually lead to protvlatic gambling — resisting opportunities,
controlling behaviours while gambling, or managgambling impulses — and under what
conditions.

Although each type of control examined in this gtigiclearly defined as distinct, the concepts
are quite similar at face value and there arevaterariations that are not currently captured in
each label. In order to make the types of controlareasily distinguishable and

comprehensible, the modified labels outlined inl&d® should be implemented.

Table 19: Modified Labels for the Different TypesGontrol

Generalized Life Control

Gambling Outcome Control

Belief in Control Over Gambling Outcomes

Attempts to Control Gambling Outcomes

Control Over Gambling Behaviours

Control Over Decisions to Gamble

Control Over Behaviours while Gambling

Control Over Gambling Urges
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Finally, by looking at control quantitatively andalitatively, the results suggest improvements

for the tools used to assess the three forms df@ofor sense of control, this study finds that
the Mirowsky and Ross (1990) Mastery scale undenasts low sense of control, while the
Pearlin et al. (1981) sense of control measureucapthe qualitative responses more closely.
As a result, future attempts to measure sensertfaiayuantitatively should use the Pearlin et
al. (1981) measure. Qualitative assessments shddletss nuances identified through the in-
depth interviews such as the importance of othepleés decisions and change over time.
These changes could reduce the overestimatiorgbfdgnse of control and better capture

variations in understandings of life events.

For illusion of control, this study finds that tBeliefs about Gambling Questionnaire (Kallmen
et al. 2008) overestimates high illusion of contmmpared to the qualitative responses. In order
to address this disconnect, quantitative assessméiitusion of control should establish a
benchmark for high illusion of control based on gla@nbler’s preferred game. The measure
should also include a threshold for the role ofi skinally, questions should separately assess
beliefs about the odds of winning and attemptsitngase the odds of winning. These changes
may reduce the overestimation of high illusion @htzol and more accurately identify how

illusion of control is linked with problem gambling

For gambling self-efficacy, this research finds thiesessments based on the Gambling
Abstinence Self-Efficacy Scale (Hodgins et al. 2084 consistent with the open-ended
responses. This suggests that the questionnains securately reflect how people experiences
gambling self-efficacy. However, the quantitativeegtions should be amended to include
important variations uncovered during the intengeMainly, items should touch on both
resisting gambling opportunities and limiting tiheé¢ and money spent (May et al. 2003).
Further, the importance of external factors likeximity, availability, and peer influence should
also be assessed. Finally, questions about manggmgling impulses should be measured
separately. These changes should lead to moreaeaueasurements of gambling self-efficacy
and gambling self-control respectively. These adpesits would also allow research to
determine how each may be differently associatéd gambling-related problems.
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The results generated from this research have adugvortant practical and conceptual
implications for addiction, problem gambling, andntal health research. Future work should
consider the various types of control importantdddiction, additional ways to bridge the gap
between mental health and gambling research, ttespal contributions of the sociological

perspective, and the improved conceptualizatiorieetypes of control offered here.

4  Future Research

The implications and limitations of this study seggseveral fruitful avenues for future
research. These branches of research build ondheaantributions of this work and would

further improve the understanding of problem gant&nd control.

Future research should test the Dynamics of CoMoalel more decisively in a larger more
representative sample to confirm and expand omnethdts found in the current research. The
Dynamics of Control Model and its interaction shibhe tested in a longitudinal study using
prospective questions in order to address the tatdering issues outlined above. The tools
used to assess the three types of control shoulefbenulated based on the recommendations
also detailed above. Analysis should focus on $peag how and why the three types of control
relate to each other and to gambling problems.

A qualitative component should be used to verify ¢bnceptual findings for the three types of
control reported here. Attempts should be madentterstand how sense of control varies over
time and the implications of these changes forthedhe sources and health consequences of
the threshold for sense of control and for illusodrtontrol should be explored. Research should
explore the link between type of game, illusiorcoftrol, and problem gambling severity more
thoroughly. Attempts to increase the odds of wigrshould be separated from beliefs about the
odds of winning to clarify the relationship of eaglth problem gambling onset. Similarly,
attention should be given to disentangling theti@iahips between resisting gambling
opportunities, controlling behaviours while gamblimanaging gambling urges, and problem

gambling severity.
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Future studies should focus on further specifylrgdonditions under which extensive

gambling behaviours do or do not lead to gambliraplems. Also, links between other
gambling behaviours — such as time or money spant-problem gambling severity should be
studied to further uncover the black box betwedrmabmurs and problems. Studies on these

topics would greatly improve the understandingrobem gambling and its onset.

Further attempts should be made to bridge the ¢tieat and research gap between the problem
gambling and mental health fields. For examplegassh should continue to explore the role of
sense of control for understanding the link betwettier gambling behaviours and gambling-
related harm. Studies could also attempt to agm@yentire Stress Process Model to problem
gambling to clarify the importance of social stastsessors, and personal and social resources.
More sociological research is also needed. Stgtiesld further consider how the social
context — childhood experiences, culture, and $oevorks, for example — influences

gambling behaviours, control, problem gambling siyeand their interrelationships.

Finally, type of game should be factored into fattesearch on frequent gamblers and
gambling-related harm. This research and otheiiedohd that skill and chance gamblers differ
in terms of demographics, frequency of play acgasaes, problem gambling behaviours,
illusion of control, and gambling self-efficacy @@ter 1980; Myrseth et al. 2010). Most
importantly, this study finds that illusion of cooltis predicted by type of game and does not
help explain the relationship between gamblingdesgey and problem gambling severity.
These differences may have implications for thatr@hships between other gambling

behaviours and problem gambling, and for the variggk factors for problem gambling onset.
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Appendices

Appendix A — Recruitment Poster

Research Participants Needed!
The Simcoe County Gambling Study

‘Do you live in Simcoe County?
‘Do you gamhble once a week _c<é-—
or mere? '

If you answered yes to both questions, researchers from
the University of Toronto want to talk to you.

Some topics are of a sensitive nature; but confidentiality
is maintained to the full extent permitted by law.

For more information, please contact Sasha at:

KXX.XKX.KXKX or Xxx.xxxx@utoronto.ca
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Appendix B — Screening Tool

Simcoe County Gambling Study - Screening Script

Hi, this is Sasha Stark, research coordinatortferSimcoe County Gambling Study. Thank you
for your interest in being involved. As you may knave are conducting a study on the
gambling experiences and attitudes of adults incBarCounty and would like to include your

views.

You may find that some of the questions are ofrsitige nature. For example, | will ask you

guestions about:

e Your background, such as level of education andtatatatus;
e Important positive and negative experiences in Y@st;
e What you envision for your future; and

e Your experiences with and attitudes towards gargblin

The study will take about 90 minutes to completeuan quit at any time or refuse to answer
any question. We will maintain complete confidelitiya except where there is a serious risk of
you harming yourself or someone else, or whereetigereasonable suspicion of ongoing child

abuse.

The questions asked today are being used strecthetermine what type of experiences you
have had with gambling, and whether you are ekgibt inclusion in the study. All

information about excluded respondents will be gsid immediately.

Are you at least 18 years of age? Yes No

[If Yes go to next question; if No the respondsmtat eligible]
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A: Gambling Behaviour

In the past 12 months, have you bet or spent moneny type of gambling once a week or

more?

Yes

No

What type(s) of gambling game(s) do you play mésn®

[Note: Gambling is any activity that you play in i you are putting money, or
something of monetary value, at risk since winmind/or losing is based on chance.
Gambling includes lottery tickets, scratch tickéimngo, betting at casinos, sports

betting, speculative investments, cards with frigrgimes of skill, etc]

[If Yes go to next question; if No the respondgmiot eligible]

[Is this a game of skill or chance? Skill ha@ce |

[Games of skill include card/board games, live leoracing, sports lotteries, speculative
investments, and games of skill (pool, golf).Gaaiehance include instant win scratch
tickets/daily lotteries, weekly lotteries/raffl&ngo, VLTs inside casinos and VLTs

outside casinos.]

B: Interview Setup

Remember, if you participate in this study, youmeawill never appear publicly in any form,

nor will any identifying details about you be attad to any comment you make. If you like,

you can review the general results of the studynithey become available.

Knowing all this, do you agree to participate irststudy? Yes No

When would be a convenient time for us to conduetihterview?

Where would be a convenient place to meet?
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Contact Information:

1. Name:
2. Phone:
3. Emall
Thank you for phoning.
[Into which category does the respondent fit?]
Group 1 (game of skill): Group 2 (gamelance):

ID number:
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Appendix C — Consent Form

[U of T Letter Head]

Letter of Consent — Simcoe County Gambling Study

Dear Madam/Sir:

You are being asked to participate in a researatysBefore you give your consent to be a
volunteer, it is important that you read the follogvinformation and ask as many questions as

necessary to be sure you understand what you viisied to do.

Principal Investigator:

Dr. Lorne Tepperman, Department of Sociology, Ursitg of Toronto, 15 Kings College
Circle, XXX. XXX. XXXX

Research Coordinator

Sasha Stark, PhD Candidate, Department of Socipldgiersity of Toronto, 725 Spadina
Ave., XXX XXX XXXX

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to gain a better ustdading of how various aspects of people’s
lives are connected. We would like to examine hewapbe’'sgeneralattitudes and life

experiences are related to thgagmblingattitudes and experiences.

To learn more about these connections, we wilrung 30 people who are over the age of 18.
You have been asked to participate in this studpbse you have gambling and life
experiences that we’d like to know more about. Yjganticipation in this study will help
researchers better understand the links betwegplgdegeneral experiences and gambling

experiences, and how people become involved in Gagib
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Description of the Study

If you decide to participate in the study, you v asked a series of questions about your
thoughts and experiences. Some of the questiondmagnsitive. The study will ask you

guestions about:

e Your background, such as level of education andtatatatus;
e Important positive and negative experiences in yYast;

e Your thoughts about these experiences;

e What you envision for your future; and

e Your experiences with and attitudes towards gargblin

Each interview should take approximately 90 minuiéw first part will involve the completion
of a paper survey. The second part with includenegreded questions in an interview format.
The interviews will be audio taped but the recorchar be turned off at any point throughout the
interview. For both the questionnaire and the ineav, you can skip any questions that you feel
are not applicable or you don't feel comfortablewering. None of this information will be
published about specific individuals but instead b summarized for the entire group, for
comparison purposes. For example, results wouldapgs follows: “14 out of 30 respondents

were currently married...”

The findings of the study will be used for publicatand instructional purposes. Nonetheless,
your name will not appear in any form, nor will adgntifying details about you be attached to
any comment you make. The data, without any inféionahat could be used to identify you
personally, may be used by other researchers ifutbhee. Should you like, you will be given

the opportunity to have access to general restitteecstudy when they are available.

What is Experimental in this Study:

None of the procedures (interview and questionhaire experimental in nature. This study is

gathering information for analysis and comparigonthe purpose described above.
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Risks or Discomforts

Because of the personal nature of the questioresiagku may feel uncomfortable in
responding. If you feel uncomfortable, you may digtue participation, either temporarily or
permanently, at any time. You can refuse to angskep) any questions that make you feel

uncomfortable in any way.

Benefits of the Study

The goal of this project is to collect valuableoimhation about the links between various
aspects of people’s lives. Scholars, studentsgyatiakers, service providers and practitioners
can learn a great deal from your experiences. Byisfp your experiences, you are likely
assisting others in understanding the links betvesaple’s experiences, and their impact on
gambling behaviours. We cannot guarantee, howévatryou will receive any personal
benefits from participating in the study, beyond #25 gift certificate for completing the study.

Confidentiality :

Due to the personal nature of this study and yesponses, a series of steps will be followed to

ensure confidentiality, to the extent allowed by.la

e First, your name will not appear anywhere on thestjonnaire, recording, or
transcript of the interview. You will be assignadidentification number that will be

used to identify all of your files.

e The recordings and transcripts will be storedfifa years, in a password protected
computer separate from your signed consent forrthghé signed consent forms will
be stored in a binder, in a locked filing cabidter five years, the consent forms

will be shredded and the electronic files will mased.

e When results are written in report form, any refiees to your name, children’s
names, town’s name, etc. will be removed or chanBedponses will appear in

aggregate form, meaning results will be reportetteasds or patterns. Furthermore,
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when examples of individual responses are givesy, will not include your name in

any way (sample statement: ‘Six out of ten expm$ise view that...For example, one
study participant said “...."").

e We will maintain complete confidentiality, excephere there is a serious risk the
respondent will cause harm to himself/herself ca tbearly identifiable third party;

or where there is reasonable suspicion of ongdilg ebuse.

Incentives to Participants

An incentive will be offered to participants. Immaigly, upon completing the interview, you
will receive a $25 gift certificate. If you only oplete part of the study, you will receive a $10

gift certificate.

Voluntary Nature of Participation :

Participation in this study is voluntary. Your cbeiof whether or not to participate will not
influence your future relations with the Universatl/Toronto. If you decide to participate, you

are free to withdraw your consent and to stop yauticipation at any time without penalty.
You may refuse to answer any question or stop@péting altogether at any point in the study.

Questions about the Study

If you have any questions about the research nmasp ask. If you have questions later about
the research, you may contact Lorne Teppermangipehinvestigator, by e-mail at:

XXXX.XXXXXX @utoronto.ca.

If you have questions regarding your rights asradmsubject and participant in this study, you
may contact the University of Toronto Research &&ttdoard for information, at: Office of
Research Ethics, McMurrich Building, 2nd Floor,QRBeen's Park Cres. West, Toronto, Ontario
M5S 1S8
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Agreement

Your signature below indicates that you have réadrformation in this agreement and have
had a chance to ask any questions you have almatutly. Your signature also indicates that
you agree to be in the study and have been totd/thacan change your mind and withdraw

your consent to participate at any time. You hasenbgiven a copy of this agreement.

You have been told that by signing this consené@gient you are not giving up any of your
legal rights.

Name of Participant (please print)

Signature of Participant Date

Signature of Investigator Date

Audio Tape Consent Agreement

Your signature below indicates that you are awéind agree to the audio taping of your
responses. You can, of course, still change yondrand withdraw your consent to audio tape

your responses at any time. You have been givapy af this agreement.

You have been told that by signing this consenté@ment you are not giving up any of your

legal rights.

Name of Participant (please print)
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Signature of Participant Date

Signature of Investigator Date
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Appendix D — Closed-Ended Questionnaire

Simcoe County Gambling Study - Questionnaire

ID number:

Date:

We will uphold the privacy and confidentiality df those who participate in this research, to
the extent allowed by law. This means that shooldneveal to me that you are at high risk of
seriously harming yourself or others, or that theneasonable suspicion of ongoing child
abuse, | am obliged to have the information thaf isoncern, and only this information,
reviewed by a third party. That said, only myselfiany supervisor will have access to all of the
information collected. If the data is shared vather researchers in the future, all identifiers
will be removed. However, if you still do not femmfortable answering a question, please skip
it and move on to the next. When you have compl#tesdquestionnaire and in-depth interview,

you will receive a $25 gift certificate in appretodm for your time.
Thank you for your participation!

DEMOGRAPHICS

We have a few questions to ask you about yourselfefore starting on questions about the
topic of the interview. These questions are asked most people in research studies, and
are used to classify answers into group responsesl your answers will be kept
confidential. For this section, please check off !@ONE box that corresponds with the best

answer.
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1. What age category do you fit into?
010 18-19
0203 20-24
030 25-29
040 30-34
050 35-39
063 40-44
070 45-49
080 50-54
090 55-59
103 60-64
113 65-69
123 70-74
133 75+
98 3 Don’'t Know
99 Refuse

2. Are you male or female?
013 Male

023 Female

98 3 Don’'t Know

99 Refuse
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3. People living in Canada come from many differentultural and racial backgrounds. Are
you:
0103 White?
023 Chinese?
033 South Asian (e.g., East Indian, Pakistani, Srikaam)?
04 3 Black?
053 Filipino?
06 3 Latin American?
07 3 Southeast Asian (e.g., Cambodian, Indonesianjdadietnamese)?
083 Arab?
093 West Asian (e.g., Afghan, Iranian)?
103 Japanese?
11 0 Korean?
12 3 First Nations?
133 Other — Specify:
98 30 Don’'t Know
99 Refuse

4. What is your marital status?
013 Married

02 3 Living common-law
033 Widowed

04 3 Separated

053 Divorced

06 3 Single, never married
983 Don’'t Know

99 Refuse
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5. What is your present job status?

01 3 Employed full-time (30 or more hrs/week)

02 3 Employed part-time (less than 30hrs/week)
03 3 Unemployed (out of work but looking for work)
04 3 Student--employed part-time or full-time

05 O Student--not employed

06 O Retired

07 O Homemaker

08 O Other (Specify):
98 O Don’'t Know
99 O Refuse

6. What is the highest level of education you hawvempleted?
01 3 No schooling

02 0 Some elementary school

033 Completed elementary school

04 3 Some high school/junior high

053 Completed high school

06 O Some community college/technical school

07 3 Completed community college/technical school

08 0 Some University

093 Completed Bachelor's Degree (Arts, Science, Emging, etc.)
103 Completed Master's degree: MA, MSc, MLS, MSW, etc.
110 Completed Doctoral Degree: PhD, "doctorate”

12 O Professional Degree (Law, Medicine, Dentistry)

98 3 Don’'t Know

99 Refuse
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7. What is your best estimate of your total persodancome from all sources, before taxes

and deductions, in the past 12 months? Was it:
013 Less than $20,000

02 3 Between $20,000 and $40,000 ($39,999.99)
03 3 Between $40,000 and $60,000

04 O Between $60,000 and $80,000

05 3 Between $80,000 and $100,000

06 3 Or more than $100,000?
98 O Don’'t Know
99 O Refuse

GENERAL THOUGHTS AND ATTITUDES

Before we move on to questions about gambling, welike to learn about your general

outlook on life.

1. [Copyright permission was not obtained to reprimé tquestionnaire items for sense of control frormoMsky,
J. and Ross, C.E. 1990. “Control or Defense? Degimmsand the Sense of Control over Good and Bad

Outcomes”, Journal of Health and Social Behavidt, 3, pg. 71. These questionnaire items have bentteal]

2. [Copyright permission was not obtained to reprim¢ tjuestionnaire items for mastery from Pearlit,, L.
Menaghan, E.G., Lieberman, M.A. and Mullan, J.T81L9The Stress Process”, Journal of Health andi8bc

Behavior, 22, pg. 337. These questionnaire itere li@en omitted]

GAMBLING ACTIVITIES AND EXPERIENCES
Gambling is any activity that you play in which you are putting money, or something of

monetary value, at risk since winning and/or losing is based on chance.

We would like to know about your gambling activities. With the above definition of
gambling in mind, please answer each of the followg questions. Please check off the ONE

box that corresponds with the best answer.
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1. In the past 12 months, how often have you bet gpent money on the following types of

gambling:
Daily | 2-6 Once a| 2-3 Once a| 6-11 1-5 Never | Don't | Refuse
(07) timesa | week |timesa | month | times a| times a| (0) Know
week (05) month | (03) year year
(06) (04) (02) (01)

a) Instant win/scratclp
tickets or daily
lottery tickets (Keno,
Pick 3, Encore,
Banco, Extra)

b) Lottery tickets
(6/49, Super 7,
raffles or fund-
raising tickets)

¢) Bingo

d) Playing cards or
board games with
family or friends

e) Video lottery
terminals (VLTS)
outside of casinos

f) Coin slots or
VLTs at a casino

g) Other casino
games

(poker, roulette,
blackjack, Keno)

h) Internet or
arcade gambling

I) Live horse racing
(on or off track)

i) Sports lotteries
(Sport Select, Pro-
Line, Mise-au-jeu,
Total), sports pool o
sporting events
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Daily | 2-6 Once a| 2-3 Once a| 6-11 1-5 Never | Don't | Refuse
(07) timesa | week |timesa | month |times a| times a| (0) Know

week (05) month | (03) year year

(06) (04) (02) (01)

k) Speculative
investments (stocks,
options, or
commodities)

[) Games of skill
(pool, golf, bowling
or darts)

m) Other forms

of gambling (dog
races, gambling at
casino nights/
country fairs, bet on
sports with a bookie
or gambling pools at
work)

Please specify:

2. In the past 12 months, how much money, not inalling winnings, did you spend on all of

your gambling activities?
01 Between 1 dollar and 50 dollars
02 3 Between 51 dollars and 100 dollars
033 Between 101 dollars and 250 dollars
04 O Between 251 dollars and 500 dollars
050 Between 501 dollars and 1000 dollars
06 O More than 1000 dollars

97 O Not applicable

98 O Don’'t Know

99 O Refuse
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3. In the past 12 months, what is the largest amotiof money you ever gambled in one
day?
01 Between 1 dollar and 50 dollars
02 3 Between 51 dollars and 100 dollars
033 Between 101 dollars and 250 dollars
04 O Between 251 dollars and 500 dollars
050 Between 501 dollars and 1000 dollars
06 O More than 1000 dollars
97 O Not applicable
98 3 Don’'t Know
99 Refuse

4. Over the past 12 month, how many minutes or hosrdid you normally spend each
month on your gambling activities?

013 Between 0 minutes and 60 minutes
02 3 Between 60 minutes and 3 hours
033 Between 3 hours and 5 hours

04 3 Between 5 hours and 10 hours
050 Between 10 hours and 20 hours

06 O Between 20 hours and 40 hours

07 3 More than 40 hours

97 3 Not applicable

983 Don’t Know

99 Refuse
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5. Please check off the ONE box that correspondstiithe best answer. In the past 12 months

how often:
Never | Sometimes | Most of Almost | Don't | Refuse
(0) (01) the time | Always | Know
(02) (03)

a) Have you needed to gamble with
larger amounts of money to get the same
feeling of excitement?

b) Did you go back another day to try to
win back the money you lost?

¢) Have you borrowed money or sold
anything to get money to gamble?

d) Have you felt that you might have a
problem with gambling?

e) Has gambling caused you any health
problems, including stress or anxiety?

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

=

g) Has your gambling caused financial
problems for you or your family?

h) Have you felt guilty about the way
you gamble or what happens when yo
gamble?

ot

i) Have you bet more than you could
really afford to lose?

GAMBLING THOUGHTS AND ATTITUDES

[© Beliefs about Gambling Questionnaire — Sprin§eience and Business Media, Journal of Gamblindi&y
24, 2008, pages 445-446 , “Are Irrational BeliefsdaDepressive Mood More Common Among Problem Gamble
than Non-Gamblers? A Survey Study of Swedish Rrodlamblers and Controls”, Kallmen, H., Andersson, P

and Andren, A., Table 2, with kind permission fi®pminger Science and Business Media.]

Now we would like to ask you about some of your thmghts around gambling. Please check

off the ONE box that corresponds with the best anser.

1. What is your favourite gambling game?
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2. Imagine a win in your favourite game. What are gur thoughts afterwards?
010 It was mainly due to luck
023 It was mainly due to skill

3. Imagine four consecutive losses. How do you tkirabout the next bet?
01 3 My chances to win are the same as before

02 3 My chances to win have increased

4. Imagine that you had been gambling for a whiledow do you think?
01 3 I think that my chances to win are the same

02 3 I think that my chances to win have increased

5. Imagine that you were near to win on your favoute game, how do you think
thereafter?
010 It was mainly due to bad luck

02 3 It was mainly due to poor skill

6. Imagine a win at a place you have never been lbe¢. Where do you play your next
game?

010 Where | usually gamble

023 Where | played last

7. Imagine playing Roulette or any other games wheryou can play on certain numbers or
colours. What would you do?
013 I would play on any numbers or colours

023 I would play on certain numbers or colours to @ase my chances to win

8. Some days | can feel that | will win on gambling
010 Disagree
023 Agree
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9. Imagine that you gamble regularly during severalears. How do you think?
01 3 Gambling will probably make me poorer
02 3 Gambling will probably make me richer

10. I have things (a seat, a number, a certain peatc.) that bring me luck.
013 Disagree
023 Agree

11. On which factors to you base your gambling?
01 3 Chance or nothing in particular

02 3 Knowledge and experience

12. Consider the following numbers: 11, 12, 13, 145, 16 and 17.
013 I would play on them as well as on other numbers

02 3 | would prefer numbers that are more dispersedd@ase my chances to win

13. Imagine you are buying a lottery ticket. The dasman asks if you or he will choose the
ticket.

013 It does not matter who will choose

023 I want to choose myself to increase my chanceano

14. Imagine that you toss a coin. Crown has been dpur times in a row. On what outcome
would you bet the next time?

013 I would bet on tail as well as on crown

023 I would bet on tall

15. How do you think about your favourite game?
013 I can probably not affect my chances to earn mamey

02 3 Skill increases the chances to earn money on it

16.[© Gambling Abstinence Self-Efficacy Scale — HodgD.C., Peden, N. and Makarchuk, K. 2004. “Self-
Efficacy in Pathological Gambling Treatment Outcom@evelopment of a Gambling Abstinence Self-efficcale
(GASS)”, International Gambling Studies, 4, 2, 98, Taylor and Francis Ltd. Reprinted with the pesion of

the publisher, http://www.informaworld.com]
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Below is a list of reasons why people may decide gamble. Please rate these on how confident
you are that you will NOT gamble in that situation. Zero means that you ar@ot at all
confident and five means that you are extremely cdiaent.

0 5
Not 1 2 3 4 Extremely
Confident Confident

a) | wanted to win

b) | needed to win back past losses

c) | felt lucky

d) I felt pressured by financial debts

—

e) An opportunity to gamble happened ot
of the blue

f) When | am in a situation in which | am in

the habit of gambling

g) When | didn’t care anymore

h) | felt worried or tense because of my

relationship with someone else

) | felt angry or frustrated because of my

relationship with someone else

j) | felt sad

K) | felt frustrated or angry either with
myself or because things were not going my

way

[) When | wanted to escape from my

thoughts and feelings

m) | felt others were being critical of me

n) | felt anxious or tense

0) | felt physically uncomfortable because

wanted to gamble

p) | was in a good mood

q) | just felt tempted to gamble out of the

blue
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0 5
Not Extremely
Confident Confident

r) | wanted to see what would happen if |

gambled just a little

s) | was with others having a good time and

we felt like gambling together

t) Someone invited me to gamble

u) | saw others gambling

Thank you for completing this lengthy questionnaire Your answers are very important.
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Appendix E — Open-Ended Interview Schedule

Simcoe County Gambling Study - Open-Ended Questions

[Ask for permission to turn on the recorder]

Thank you for completing the questionnaire portdrihe study. Now I'd like to ask you a few
guestions that will let you share some of your egmees, in your own words. Remember that,
if you ever feel uncomfortable answering a questienme know and we can move on to the

next.

Before we begin, | want to repeat that your respensill be kept confidential, to the extent
allowed by law; and that your name and any othentiflying information will never appear

anywhere connected to your responses.

However, if you reveal that you are likely to seisty harm yourself or others, or that there is
ongoing child abuse, | am obliged to stop the in&av and have the information that is of

concern reviewed by a third party. Are you okayhwitis?[Get verbal agreement]
Shall we proceed?

Opening

What brought you here today — why were you intexkgt participating in this studyfrobes:

Interested in research? The incentive? Experiemgdsgambling?)

Past Experiences and Gambling Behaviours

I'd like to start by asking you to think of threegitive and three negative events from your past.
Examples may include moving, graduating, gettingrimd, having a baby, a breakup, getting

fired, financial problems, etc.

Tell me about one of the most influential positesgeriences. What was it? What happened?
e Do you feel that this experience was largely trseilteof your previous personal choices

and actions? Was it fate? A powerful other? Whiad?
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e Do you feel this way about most of the positiveenignces that have happened to you?

Why do you feel this way? How does that make y@&lfe

Tell me about one of the most influential negatxperiences. What was it? What happened?
e Do you feel that this experience was largely ttseilteof your previous personal choices
and actions? Was it fate? A powerful other? Whiad?
e Do you feel this way about most of the negativeesigmces that have happened to you?

Why do you feel this way? How does that make y&lfe

Now, I'd like for you to think of important positevand negative gambling experiences.

Examples may include a big win, a big loss, argusyengambling trip, etc.

Tell me about one of the most influential positesgeriences.
e Do you feel that this experience or the win wage#y the result of skill or chance? Why
is that?
e Do you feel this way about most of your positiveniiing experiences? Why do you

feel this way? How does that make you feel?

Tell me about one of the most influential negaexperiences.
e Do you feel that this experience or the loss wegelg the result of skill or chance? Why
is that?
e Do you feel this way about most of your negativengbng experiences? Why do you

feel this way? How does that make you feel?

In the past, do you feel that you've been succégsible to manage your gambling behaviours
or resist the desire to gamble?
e Why do you feel this way? How do you manage yowirddo gamble? What helps or

hinders your efforts?

Future Goals and Expectations

Next, I'd like to discuss your future. What are yexpectations and hopes for the future?.

Again, simply a few examples will suffice.
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Tell me about one of the most important eventsoaitsy

e How confident are you that you will be able to asta this goal? Why do you feel this
way? How does that make you feel? How will you aehiit? Do you feel the same way
about all of your goals?

e Who would you say is writing the script of yourlf You? Other People? Luck? God? If
God, does God provide you guidance on choicesythatnake, or is life written by
God? Why do you feel this way? How does it make fgal?

Now I'd like for you to think of important gamblingxpectations or hopes.

Tell me about one of the most important gamblinglgjo
e How confident are you that you will achieve thisatfoWhy do you feel this way? How
does that make you feel? How will you achieve it?yu feel this way about all of your
goals?
e What will determine whether you reach your gambbkxgectations? Skill? Chance?

Strategy?

How confident are you that you’ll be able to aldesticcessfully manage your gambling
behaviours or resist the desire to gamble in thad&®?
e Why do you feel this way? How will you manage ydesire to gamble? Will certain

things help or hinder your efforts?

Gambling Behaviours and Consequences

Now that we’'ve discussed important gambling evant$ expectations, I'd like to get even

more details about your gambling behaviours.

Let’s talk about your favourite game — what is it?
e How often do you play it? How much money do yourgpevery time? What is the most
you’ve ever spent at once?
e Why do you like to play this game or gambling imgeal? Escape? Excitement?

Money? Entertainment?
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e What game do you play most frequently? How oftert®\to you like it?
e Does your gambling cause problems for you or lamress? How so? How does this
make you feel?

e Do you think you gamble too much? Would you liketd down? Why is that?

Interrelationships

I'd like to encourage you to consider the linksvetn some of the things we’ve been talking
about — mainly, the way you view the events in yidar the way you think about gambling

wins and losses, and your ability to resist gangplin

Do you think there are any relationships betweemthand if so, what are they?

Wrap Up

Do you have comments that you want to add? Do ywe lany questions that have come into

your mind during this interview?

| want to thank you for taking part in this lengtinyerview. Your answers are very important.
We think that the results of this study will befukm helping people with their problems. And
once again, | want to assure you that everything lyave said will remain strictly confidential

and will not be seen by anyone but the researcherthis project.
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Appendix F — Questionnaire Analysis: Descriptive ad Bivariate Results

Table F — 1: Demographic Differences between Skitl Chance Gamblers in the Simcoe
County Gambling Study

18-19 0 0 0 0 0 0 9.40 0.40
20-24 2 6.67 0 0 2 13.33
25-29 5 1667 | 4 | 266 | 1 6.67
7
30-34 1 3.33 1 |667| 0 0
35-39 1 3.33 1 |667| O 0
40-44 1 3.33 1 |667| O 0
45-49 4 1333 | 2 | 133 | 2 13.33
3
50-54 3 10.0 1 | 667 2 13.33
55-59 7 2333 2 | 133 | 5 33.33
3
60-64 4 1333 | 2 | 133 | 2 13.33
3
65-69 1 3.33 1 |667| O 0
70-74 1 3.33 0 0 1 6.67
75+ 0 0 0 0 0 0
Male 19| 63.33| 13| 86.6 6 40.0 7.03 0.01
7
Female 11| 36.67 2 133 9 60.0
3
White 26 | 86.67 | 15 | 100. | 11 | 73.33 | 4.62 0.10
First Nations | 2 6.67 0 0 2 | 13.33
Métis 2 6.67 0 0 2 13.33




Married 10| 33.33 333 5 33.33 4.34 0.50
3

Common 5 16.67 13.3] 3 20.0

Law 3

Widowed 2 6.67 0 13.33

Separated 2 6.67 133 0 0
3

Divorced 4 13.33 133 2 13.33
3

Single 7 23.33 26.6 3 20.0
7

Employed 9 30.0 33.3| 4 26.67 | 11.11 | 0.27

Full Time 3

Employed 5 16.67 266 | 1 6.67

Part Time 7

Unemployed | 2 6.67 133 | O 0
3

Student 1 3.33 0 1 6.67

Employed

Student Not | 1 Sl 0 1 6.67

Employed

Retired 5 16.67 13.3| 3 20.0

Homemaker 3.33 6.67

Disability 10.0 3 | 200

Self 2 6.67 6.67 | 1 6.67

Employed

Other 1 3.33 6.67 | O 0
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Some High

School 3

High School 8 26.67 2 13.3 6 40.0
3

Some 5 | 16.67| 3| 20.0 13.33

College

College 4| 1333 2| 133 2 | 13.33
3

Some 4 | 1333 O 0 4| 26.67

University

Bachelor’s 7 | 2333 6| 400 6.67

Degree

Under 20K 7 | 2333 2 | 133| 5 | 3333 | 6.57 | 0.26
3

20-40K 14 | 46.67 40.0 53.33

40-60K 4 | 13.33 13.3 13.33
3

60-80K 3 100 | 3 | 200 O 0

80-100K 1 333 | 1 |667| 0 0

Over 100K 0 0 0 0 0 0

Don’t Know 1 3.33 1 |667| O 0

200



201
Table F — 2: Gambling Games Played in the Simcasn§oGambling Study

23 9 14
29 14 15
9 3 6
21 13 8
2 2 0
20 11 9
15 12 3
10 8 2
10 8 2
10 9 1
6 5 1
16 10 6
17 11 6

Table F — 3: Favourite Gambling Game in the SinfCoanty Gambling Study

ol &l o Pl 0] ©| o] ©
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Table F — 4: Total Amount of Money Spent Gamblind’ast 12 Months in the Simcoe County

Gambling Study

Table F — 5: Largest Amount of Money Spent Gambiimgast 12 Months in the Simcoe
County Gambling Study

Table F — 6: Total Amount of Time Spent a MonthGembling in Past 12 Months in the
Simcoe County Gambling Study

= N k| O | O w| X
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Table F — 7: Dichotomized Measures of Control aadnBling in the Simcoe County Gambling

Study

High 23 13 10
Low 7 2

High 17 13 4
Low 13 2 11
High 11 5 6
Low 19 10 9
High 15 10 5
Low 15 5 10
High 12 7 5
Low 18 8 10

Table F — 8: Correlations between the Three Typ&oatrol, Gambling Frequency, and
Problem Gambling Severity for All Gamblers in thenSoe County Gambling Study
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Table F — 9: Correlations between the Three Typ&oatrol, Gambling Frequency, and
Problem Gambling Severity for Skill Gamblers in iencoe County Gambling Study

Table F — 10: Correlations between the Three Tygb&ontrol, Gambling Frequency, and
Problem Gambling Severity for Chance Gamblers énSimcoe County Gambling Study
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Table F — 11: Gambling and Control Differences lestw Skill and Chance Gamblers in the
Simcoe County Gambling Study

All 0.92 0.94 2 -0.25 2.95 0.01
Skill 1.14 1.13 2 0.63

Chance 0.7 0.63 0.63 0.63

All 21.6 22 27 15 2.55 0.02
Skill 23 22 27 16

Chance 20.2 21 24 15

All 4.17 4 11 0 3.56 | 0.001
Skill 5.73 6 11

Chance 2.6 2 7 0

All 67 61.5 105 23 -0.89 0.38
Skill 63.27 59 96 23

Chance 64 105 28 64

All 433.73 381.5 1155 55 2.10 0.04
Skill 549.2 482 1155 124

Chance 318.27 214 1019 55

All 6.43 5 23 0 1.64 0.11
Skill 8.33 5 23

Chance 4.53 2 15 0

Table F — 12: Sense of Control and lllusion of Colnnh the Simcoe County Gambling Study
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Table F — 13: Sense of Control and Gambling Sdfi&fy in the Simcoe County Gambling

Study

Table F — 14: lllusion of Control and Gambling Sgfficacy in the Simcoe County Gambling
Study
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Table F — 15: Sense of Control and Problem GamlI3iengrity in the Simcoe County Gambling

Study

High 8 15 1.12 0.29
Low 4 3
High 5 8 2.64 0.10
Low 2 0
High 3 7 0.15 0.70
Low 2 3

Table F — 16: lllusion of Control and Problem GamdplSeverity in the Simcoe County

Gambling Study

8 9
Low 4 9
High 6 7 0.01 0.92
Low 1 1
High 2 2 0.68 0.41
Low 3 8

Table F — 17: Gambling Self-Efficacy and Problenm®ang Severity in the Simcoe County
Gambling Study

Low 12 7
High 0 5 6.56 0.01
Low 7 3
High 0 6 5 0.03
Low 5 4
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Table F — 18: Interaction between Sense of Coaimdllllusion of Control for Problem

Gambling Severity in the Simcoe County Gamblingd$tu

Positive link between lllusion and PG

Negative link between lllusion and P 11

Low Positive link between lllusion and PG 5

Negative link between lllusion and PG 2
High Positive link between Sense and PG 6 0.03 0.86

Negative link between Sense and P( 11

Low Positive link between Sense and PG

Negative link between Sense and PG

Table F — 19: Hypothesized Combinations betweertiree Types of Dichotomized Control in

the Simcoe County Gambling Study

Healthy

Unhealthy
High Sense, High lllusion,| 10 6 4
Low Efficacy

Low Sense, Low lllusion, | 2 0 2
High Efficacy
All High Levels of Control | 5 5 0

All Low Levels of Control 3 0 3
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Table F — 20: The First Hypothesis of the Dynansic€ontrol Model and Problem Gambling

Severity in the Simcoe County Gambling Study

Healthy

Unhealthy 2 0

Healthy 0 0 0 1
Unhealthy 2 0

Healthy 0 4 0 1
Unhealthy 0 0

Table F — 21: The Second Hypothesis of the Dynawfi€sontrol Model and Problem
Gambling Severity in the Simcoe County Gamblingd$tu

High Sense, High
lllusion, Low Efficacy

Low Sense, Low lllusion, 0 2
High Efficacy
High Sense, High 4 2 0 1

lllusion, Low Efficacy

Low Sense, Low lllusion, 0 0
High Efficacy
High Sense, High 2 2 15 0.2
lllusion, Low Efficacy

Low Sense, Low lllusion, 0 2
High Efficacy
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Table F — 22: The Third Hypothesis of the Dynanait€ontrol Model and Problem Gambling

Severity in the Simcoe County Gambling Study

All High Levels
of Control

All Low Levels of 2 1
Control
All High Levels 0 5 0 1
of Control
All Low Levels of 0 0
Control
All High Levels 0 0 0 1
of Control
All Low Levels of 2 1

Control

Table F — 23: Gambling Frequency and Problem Gangl3everity in the Simcoe County
Gambling Study
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Appendix G — Interview Analysis: Coding Scheme

Sense of Control

o Fate and self
e God and self
e Mainly fate
e Mainly god
e Mainly self

lllusion of Control

e Luck for losses

e Luck for wins

e Skill for losses

e Skill for wins

e Discipline

e Learning or past illusion

e Probabilities

Gambling Self-Efficacy

Boredom

Control

Lack of control

Learning or past self-efficacy
More money constrains
More money permits
Negative emotions
Peers and family
Positive emotions
Proximity and availability
Setting Limits

Stress

Links between Types of Control




Gambling Behaviours

Frequency

Money

Reasons for gambling

Time

Gambling Problems

Employment
Financial
Health

Legal

Relationship

Additional Variables

Adulthood mental health

Adulthood stressors

Childhood learning of gambling

behaviour

Childhood learning of gambling

beliefs

Childhood stress

Game/personality match

Impulsivity/attention deficit

Rural location
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Appendix H — Interview Analysis: Descriptive and Bvariate Results

Table H — 1: Control and Gambling Behaviours in@mcoe County Gambling Study

Interviews

High Instrumentalist 17 8
Low Self-Blamer 5 4 1
Fatalist 6
High Luck for Wins and Losses 20 5 15
Low Skill for Wins and Luck for Losses 9 9 0
Skill for Wins and Losses 1 1 0
High High Efficacy 12 5
Low Low Efficacy 18 10 8
High Experienced Problems 19 11 8
Low Experienced No Problems 11 4 7
High High Frequency 8 7 1
Low Low Frequency 22 8 14

Table H — 2: Sense of Control and lllusion of Cohin the Simcoe County Gambling Study

Interviews
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Table H — 3: Sense of Control and Gambling Selfeaffy in the Simcoe County Gambling
Study Interviews

Table H — 4: lllusion of Control and Gambling SEfficacy in the Simcoe County Gambling
Study Interviews

Table H — 5: Sense of Control and Problem Gamlshiegerity in the Simcoe County Gambling
Study Interviews

8
Low 10 3
High 5 4 3.64 0.06
Low 6 0
High 4 4 0.08 0.78
Low 4 3
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Table H — 6: lllusion of Control and Problem GambliSeverity in the Simcoe County

Gambling Study Interviews

High 8 2 1.79 0.18
Low 11 9

High 8 2 0.68 0.41
Low 3 2

High 0 0 0 1
Low 8 7

Table H — 7: Gambling Self-Efficacy and Problem Géing Severity in the Simcoe County
Gambling Study Interviews

Low 18 0
High 1 4 10.91 <.001
Low 10 0
High 0 7 15 <.001
Low 0
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Table H — 8: Interaction between Sense of Contndlllusion of Control for Problem Gambling

Severity in the Simcoe County Gambling Study Inems

Positive link between lllusion and
PG
Negative link between lllusion ang 6
PG
Low Positive link between lllusion and 6
PG
Negative link between lllusion and 7
PG
High Positive link between Sense and f 5 0.63 0.43
Negative link between Sense and 5
PG
Low Positive link between Sense and PG 7
Negative link between Sense and 13
PG

Table H — 9: Hypothesized Combinations betweerTtiree Types of Control in the Simcoe
County Gambling Study Interviews

Healthy 6 2 4

Unhealthy 3 3 0
High Sense, High lllusion, 4 4 0

Low Efficacy

Low Sense, Low lllusion, 3 0 3

High Efficacy

All High Levels of Control 3 3 0

All Low Levels of Control 7 3 4
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Table H — 10: The First Hypothesis of the Dynanat€ontrol Model and Problem Gambling
Severity in the Simcoe County Gambling Study Inems

Healthy
Unhealthy

Healthy 0 2 5 0.03
Unhealthy 3 0

Healthy 0 4 0 1
Unhealthy 0 0

Table H — 11: The Second Hypothesis of the DynamwificSontrol Model and Problem Gambling
Severity in the Simcoe County Gambling Study Inems

High Sense, High lllusion,

Low Efficacy

Low Sense, Low lllusion, 0 3

High Efficacy

High Sense, High lllusion, 4 0 0 1
Low Efficacy

Low Sense, Low lllusion, 0 0

High Efficacy

High Sense, High lllusion, 0 0 0 1
Low Efficacy

Low Sense, Low lllusion, 0 3

High Efficacy
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Table H — 12: The Third Hypothesis of the Dynanat€ontrol Model and Problem Gambling
Severity in the Simcoe County Gambling Study Inems

All High Levels 1 2 5.83 0.02
of Control

All Low Levels of 7 0

Control

All High Levels 1 2 3 0.08
of Control

All Low Levels of 3 0

Control

All High Levels 0 0 0 1
of Control

All Low Levels of 4 0

Control

Table H — 13: Gambling Frequency and Gambling Feroislin the Simcoe County Gambling

Study Interviews
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Appendix | — Secondary Survey Analysis: Results fnrm the CCHS 1.2

Table | — 1: Canadian Community Health Survey D@2 Demographic Characteristics

15-19 303 107 152 642.89 | <.001
20-24 539 87 385
25-29 587 64 483

30-34 893 54 793

35-39 1117 70 100
40-44 1262 66 114
45-49 1156 | 44 108

50-54 1138 41 107

55-59 1153 46 108
60-64 969 45 905
65-69 852 51 781
70-74 779 43 723
75-79 554 51 497
80+ 471 45 420
Total 11349 | 814 1053
Male 6079 558 5253 105.62 <.001
Female 5676 256 5282
Total 11349 814 10535
Native Born 10186 | 695 9122 0.94 0.33
Immigrant 1532 775 1364
Total 11296 | 810 10486
Single 2242 295 1778 19297 <.001
Widowed/Separated/Divorced 2776 169 2536

Common Law 1076 47 1001
Married 5646 303 5208
Total 11337 814 10523
Not Employed 2981 194 2705 0.41 0.52
Employed 7684 516 6829
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.001

Less than Secondary

Secondary Graduate 2366 168 2100
Some Post-Secondary 887 83 751
Diploma 3517 194 3196
University/Certificate 1375 124 1197
Total 11280 813 10467
Under 15K 3028 | 238 2681 22.09 | <.001
15-29.9K 3116 174 2864
30-49.9K 2867 172 2582
50K or more 1964 158 1707
Total 10576 | 742 9834

Table | — 2: Canadian Community Health Survey D@2 Sense of Control, Gambling

Frequency, and Problem Gambling Severity

All 11676

Skill 808 22.65 28 7

Chance 10445 | 23.14 28 0

All 11773 | 163.13 4383 52 6.12 <.001
Skill 814 221.50 4383 52

Chance 10535 161.1( 2972 52

All 7103 0.71 25 0 3.57 <.001
Skill 554 1.01 0 17

Chance 6276 0.67 0 25
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Table | — 3: Canadian Community Health Survey D@22 Correlations between Sense of
Control, Gambling Frequency, and Problem Gambliegegty for All Gamblers

Table | — 4: Canadian Community Health Survey D@2 Correlations between Sense of
Control, Gambling Frequency, and Problem Gambliege$ty for Skill Gamblers
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Table | - 5: Canadian Community Health Survey D@22 Correlations between Sense of
Control, Gambling Frequency, and Problem Gambliege@ty for Chance Gamblers

Table | — 6: Canadian Community Health Survey D@22 Multiple Linear Regression
Estimates for Sense of Control and Problem Gami8enerity among All Gamblers

-0.05**

-0.03*

-0.10(ns) -0.04(ns)
-0.18** -0.16**
0.09(ns) 0.10(ns)
-0.05(ns) -0.07*
0.12(ns) 0.18*
-0.06* -0.05*
-0.35*

**=p<.0001 *=p<.05 (ns)=not significant
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Table | — 7: Canadian Community Health Survey D@2 Multiple Linear Regression
Estimates for Sense of Control and Problem GamlI3iengrity among Skill Gamblers

0.02(ns)
-0.67*
-0.27*
0.63*
-0.02(ns)
0.11(ns)
0.08(ns)
**=p<.0001 *=p<.05 (ns)=not significant

Table | — 8: Canadian Community Health Survey D@22 Multiple Linear Regression

Estimates for Sense of Control and Problem GamISienerity among Chance Gamblers

-0.04*
-0.008(ns)
-0.15**
0.05(ns)
-0.08*
0.17*
-0.06*
**=p<.0001 *=p<.05 (ns)=not significant
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Appendix J — Representativeness of the SCGS Sampf{eomparisons with CCHS 1.2

In order to assess the representativeness of theo8iCounty Gambling Study sample, its

participants were compared to frequent gambletsarCanadian Community Health Survey 1.2.

Demographics

The two largest age categories in the SCGS sampl@ma59 years and 25-29 years. These
groups fall on either side of the largest groupthenCCHS: 40-44 years and 45-49 years. Both
groups of frequent gamblers are mostly male, engapgnd make less than $40,000 a year. In
both the SCGS and the CCHS samples, the largegbhstatus category is married. The
frequent gamblers in the current study have coraglbtgher levels of education compared to
those in the CCHS. In the SCGS sample, the twesdrgducation groups are those who
completed their high school education and those edmopleted their Bachelor degree. In the
CCHS, the two largest groups are those who hagdles a secondary school education and

those with a post-secondary diploma.

Table J — 1: Comparison of Demographic Charactesisbr the SCGS Sample and Frequent
Gamblers in the CCHS 1.2

10.72% & 9.82%

40-44 & 45-49

23.33% &16.67%

55-59 & 25-29

Male 63.33% Male 51.79%
Married 33.33% Married 48.01%
Employed 46.67% Employed 72.05%
High School & 26.67% & 23.33% | Less than High 30.40% &30.05%
Bachelor Degree School & Post-

Secondary

Diploma

Below 40k 70.0% Below 40k 55.98%
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Gambling and Control

The frequent gamblers in the SCGS gamble two dmifdimes more frequently than those in
the CCHS. The SCGS sample also has higher PGSfrgurent gamblers in the general
population. The 30 frequent gamblers in the prestrtty experience moderate problems, while
those in the CCHS are generally non-problem garabldre two samples are similar in their
high levels of sense of control. Because the CCR22Ides not include questions about illusion
of control or gambling self-efficacy, the represgivieness of the SCGS sample on these
characteristics cannot be judged.

Table J — 2: Comparison of Gambling and Controlr&tteristics for the SCGS Sample and
Frequent Gamblers in the CCHS 1.2

Skill and Chance Gamblers

On several dimensions, the differences betweehasidl chance gamblers in the SCGS sample
are similar to the differences found in the genpagdulation. As for the SCGS sample, skill
gamblers in the CCHS 1.2 are more likely to be niele105.62, p=<.001), are more educated
(x?=30.23, p=<.001), are equally likely to be employe®0.41, p=0.52), and gamble more
frequently than chance gamblers (t=6.12, p=<.08kill and chance gamblers in the CCHS also
differ in ways not found in the SCGS. Unlike in tBEGS, skill gamblers in the CCHS are
younger (X=642.89, p=<.001), are more likely to be single<(k92.99, p=<.001), and make
less money than chance gamblefs=80.23, p=<.001). Skill gamblers in the CCHS alawéh
higher problem gambling severity than chance gamalfte3.57, p=<.001) and chance gamblers
(not skill gamblers) have higher sense of contreB (11, p=0.002).
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Table J — 3: Comparison of Skill and Chance Gamibifferences for the SCGS Sample and
Frequent Gamblers in the CCHS 1.2

None Skill (younger)
Skill (male) 7.03 0.01 Skill (male) 105.62 <.001

None 4.34 0.50 Skill (single) 192.99 <.001

Skill (higher) 11.77 0.04 Skill (higher) 30.23 <00
None 11.11 0.27 None 0.41 0.52

None 6.57 0.26 Chance (higher 30.23 <.001
Skill (higher) 2.10 0.04 Skill (higher) 6.12 <.001

None 1.64 0.11 Skill (higher) 3.57 <.001

Skill (higher) 2.55 0.02 Chance (higher) 3.11 0.002

Summary

The frequent gamblers in the Simcoe County Gaml8ingly are similar to those in the wider
population on several dimensions. Frequent gamblersnost often male, married, employed,
make less than $40,000 a year, and have high séesatrol. Frequent gamblers who prefer
skill games are more often male, more educatedgantble more frequently than chance
gamblers.

The frequent gamblers in the SCGS also differ ftbase in the general population on certain
characteristics. In the current sample, frequentlgears are older or younger, more educated,
gamble more frequently, and have higher problemlxdjaig severity than those in the CCHS 1.2.
Further, some of the differences between the ahkill chance gamblers in the SCGS are not the
same as those found in the CCHS. Skill gambletBarSCGS do not differ in age, marital
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status, income, or problem gambling severity ag tieein the CCHS. Unlike in the CCHS, the

skill gamblers in the SCGS have the higher sensemwmtiol, not the chance gamblers.

For a non-random sample, the group of frequent ¢genmthat took part in the Simcoe County
Gambling Study is reasonably representative ofatger population in demographic
characteristics, differing mainly in age and ediocatFurther, these 30 frequent gamblers are
similar to those in CCHS 1.2 in their high levelsainse of control. These similarities encourage
confidence in the findings of this study, namelgg@ on sense of control. Importantly though,
the SCGS sample gambles more frequently and suffere gambling problems than frequent
gamblers in the wider population. It is possiblertihat this study’s findings and conclusions
will not be reflective of people who gamble lessguently and suffer fewer problems as a result
of their gambling. The SCGS sample of frequent damshis most unrepresentative in the
differences between skill and chance gamblers. esalt, caution should be exercised when
interpreting differences based on type of gameesihey may not reflect those found in the

wider population.
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