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1 Introduction

In March 2018GambleAware commissioned two independent research consortia (the
Institute for Social Marketing (ISM), in collaboratiothacotCen Social Research, Professor
Gerda Reith and Dr Philip Newalhd Ipsos Mori, in collaboration with the University of Bristol
and DEMORSo assesshe extent, nature andmpact of gambling marketing on children, young
people and vulnerable groups the UKScotCen and ISM have submitted reports in the earlier
part of 2019 covering detailed qualitative research with children, young people and vulnerable
groups (problem gamblers and those with mental health issues), a literature review and
contentanalysiof gambling advertising in paid for media, and an analysis of gambling
referencesn broadcasts of professional sport in the UK. In additioningerim synthesis

report led by Ipsos Mori was published in July 2019, which brought together firfdamys

reports produced by both consortia, focusing on theosure, tone and format of gambling
related marketing and advertisintpsos Mori will also publish a final synthesis report drawing
on all of the separate research strands in early 2020.

In Febrary 2019, GambleAware commissioned ScotCen to conduct a suriéypdfyearolds
in England, Scotland and Wales. Although an online survey of those a@ddhhtl been part
of the original commissioning process, delays in accessing the sample and resuasered
in the pilot resulted in a number of modifications, the major ones being:

1 The survey changed modi®m online onlyto a sequential postabnline-computer
assisted telephone interview (CATI) model
1 Incentives were to be offered on completion oftlurvey.

Thisreport explores awareness of, and participation with, gambling marketing and its
association with gamblingelated knowledge, attitudes, and behavicamong those aged 11
24 years.It focuses on the results of the surveyldf24-yearolds

The remainder of this chapter outlinehe study rationale, along with the research aim and
objectivesand a summary of the research desi@hapter2 presents the survey methodology
The main results are covered in Chapteri@l are summarised ardiscussed further in
Chapter 4The main conclusi@of the survey ar@utlined inChapter 5

1.1 Study background

Marketing is the main way in which gambling companies engage with new and existing
customers. The most recent figures for industry expendituredwvertising show that spend

on marketing increased 56% between 2alIZ4and isnow worth £1.5 billion (Regulus Partners
2018).Gamblingcompanies adopt a multidimensionalarketingstrategy including traditional
mass media advertising (such as TV, newspapd billboards), sponsorship of major sporting
events, online advertising (such as targeted communications) and odds advertising (such as
financial incentives). Gambling marketinglisarlyubiquitous with 88% of adulis Great
Britainhaving seen/heat gambling adverts or sponsorships at some pwiriheir lives
(GamblingGommission201%).

Gambling itself is also a popular activity2018 the Gambling Commission found that 46% of
the adult population of Great Britaihad gambled in the past fouregks(Gambling
Commissior201%). Some research has demonstrated that gambling activities are almost as
prevalent among young people as they are among adults, with 48% 16-¢éar oldsn Great
Britainhaving gambled at some point in their lives and 362ing gambled in the past four
weeks Gambling Commissiaz019b).

With gambling being such a popular activity among all age groless is a compelling
argument to be made for framing gambling as a public health is&idst a majority can
8



enjoy the eisure benefits associated with gambling without causing harm, there are a
considerable number of people who are problem gamblétsese are people who have
experienced adverse consequences as a result of their gambling and who may have lost
control of thar gambling behaviourccording to the Gambling Commis€@®a016 Combined
Health Survey, 0.7% of tlalult populationof Great Britairare problem gamblers and 1.1%
are at-risk gamblers whare likely to have experiencebmegambling relategroblems
leading to negative consequences (Gambling Commission 2019a).

Gambling Commission research demonstrates that problem gambling is also an issue among
young peoplen Great BritainHowever, caution must be taken when comparing #iatistics

for young people and adults due to the different ways of measuring problem gambliag.

said, anong 1116-year olds, 1.7% were found to be problem gamblers in 2018 and 2.7% were
considered at riskbr problem gamblinGambling Commission 201).

The costs associated with gamblithgrefore clearlyconstitute a public health concern, both

for the individual and society (Gambling Commission 2018; MacGet¢@bin press; The

Lancet 2017). Whilst it is true that gambling generates signifieamnues for both

governments and the operators themselves, the costs to the government in health, welfare,
housing and criminal justice are consideralfler instance, it is possible to see how the
financial difficulties faced by individudlecause ofheir problem gambling can lead to
relationship problems, mental health issues, housing problemsk issues and potentially
criminal activity. ie Institute for Public Policy Research estimates that these interactions with
the state cost the UK governmebétween £260 million to £1.16 billion a year (Thorley,

Stirling and Huynh 2016).

The legal basis for gambling activities has also been liberalised over the past few decades. The
Gambling Act (2005) relaxed advertising regulations, allowing gamblingnabeted across

all media and removing many existing restrictions placed on advertising in the industry. As a
result, there has been a rapid expansion of opportunities for gambling advertising across
different platforms.

This has had particular implicatie for gambling advertising in sport, with both traditional
advertising campaigns before/after matches and in brand awareness such as team shirt
sponsorship, which has more than doubled in the UK in the past 10 years+{&opealez and
Griffiths 2018).

Mobile apps and social media haalsoincreased the number of ways in which people are
exposed to marketing and advertising, aggravating concerns about the effect of marketing,
particularly on vulnerable groups and young peotacGregoet alin press, Ipos MORI

2019; Critchlowet al2019. That said, codesf conductand extensive frameworks are in place
which govern the content, placement and targeting of advertisimgudingthe licence
conditions and codes of practiddKadvertisingcodes andhe industry group for socially
responsible advertising code. Neverthelgbgre are legitimate concerns that the legal
framework is unable to keep pace with ever evolving technologies and gambling marketing
practicesFor instance, in a recent report the Natial Audit Organisationoncludel that the
Gambling Commission, thmdy which regulates commercial gambling in Great Brjtain
constrained by factors outside its control, such as inflexible funding and a lack of evidence on
how industry developments att consumerswhich will likely be ineffective at addressing
changing practices as a res(iMational Audit Office 2020).

In general, the Gambling Act (2005) representé@raat Britainwide-a (0 NI 6 S3& @ KA OK
LISNXYAGQ 3+ Yo Aaftlitydsd Roitimad leis8rpursuit ik &hich individuals

9
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choose to engageThe Act requires thprotection of children and other vulnerable groups
from being harmed by gamblirgs a conditin whichis outlined inthe statutory licensing
objectivesset by the Gambling Commission on behalf of the UK Governidemtever,
concerns remain that this approadhdifficult to implement due to the multifaceted nature of
gamblingrelated harmwhich the Wimed to permifstrategymay not address

In summary, all ofttesedevelopmentdndicate that the marketing and advertising

environment for gamblingpas altered significantly over the last ten years, wibing people

in the UKnow growing up whilst &ing widely exposed to gambling marketing . A Y RSQa NBJA S
in 2014concluded that there was very little empirical evidence assessing the impacts of

gambling advertisingndoutlined five priority areas for future researdh relation togambling

marketing These were;wveying the volume and forms gamblingadvertising content

analysis of various types of gambling advertising; impact of gambling advertising; perceptions

of advertising and risk factors for problem gambli@gir study ishighly relevanto the priority

areasfor research and helps address elements ofremeasingly urgent evidence and policy

gap.

1.2 Study aim, objectives and questions

The overallaim of this researctwas to understand the content, reach and effect of gambling
marketing and advertising on children, young people and vulnerable pebpiewas to be
achieved vidhree research objectives (RO):

1 RO Explore whether gambling marketing and advertisingigriices children and
@2dzy3 LIS2L) SQa FdGdAdGdzRSa (261 NRa Il YofAy3as

1 RO2Examine the tone and content of gambling marketing and advertising across all
media, including social media affiliates, and explore the potential anpfthis on
children, young people and vulnerable people.

1 RO3Identify specific themes and features of gambling advertising that children, young
people and vulnerable groups are particularly susceptible to.

These ROs were further defined through tleldwing eight research questions (RQ), grouped
below under three headings:

Format and content:

1 RQ1) Focusing on marketing and advertising across all media, where and how often
does gambling advertising occur?

1 RQ2) What are the main themes and featuresdit market and advertise gambling
products?

1 RQ3) What are the specific themes or features of gambling marketing and advertising
which children, young people and vulnerable groups are particularly susceptible to?

Advertising impacts:

1 RQ4) To what exte are children, young people and vulnerable groups exposed to
gambling marketing and advertising and what is the impact of this on attitudes,
knowledge and gambling behaviour?

1 RQ5) How does the impact of gambling advertising or marketing vary by differen
mediums?

1 RQ6) How does the influence of marketing and advertising compare with other actors,
such as parental gambling, parental facilitation, and moral or religious beliefs?
10



Online advertising and social media:

1 RQ7) To what extent are children and young people exposed to online advertising in
non-age restricted online environments, and on what channel or platform are they most
likely to encounter gambling marketing and advertising?

1 RQ8) To what extent does segian online advertisement, promotion or offer lead to
people clicking through to an online gambling website to place a bet or spend money on
gambling?

The survey of 124 year olds component mainly addresses research questions 1, 4, 6 and 7.
The other rsearch questions, and different study components, are brought together in the
overarching synthesis reports (Ipsos Mori 2019).

It is important to note that the following definitions were used in the original commissioning
documents prepared by GambleAware:

1 Those aged %17 years: children and young people
1 Those aged 184 years: young adults.

These definitions are the ones used by ScotCen within this report, and it should be noted that
most analyses by age compared the results of children and young peaggd 1117 years)
with young adults (aged 184 years).

The minimum legal age for gambling in the UK of 18 years applies to adult gaming centres,
betting shops, bingo halls, casinos, racetracks and online gambling. Exceptions to this are the
National Ldtery, lotteries and football pools where the legainimumage is 16. Activities

such as gaming machines, coin pushers, teddy grabbambling with family/friendand

some lower stakes fruit machines in family entertainment centres and amusement ardades
not have a minimum legal agAs suchdifferent gambling activities covered in the survey may
not be legal for those aged under 16 or 18 years.

11



2 Methodology

2.1 Summary

The crossectional survey of those aged-24 years in England, Scotland and Walhspsed
an initial combinedpostaland online approach, witsample members invited to respond
either via a paper questionnaire or web survey. This folswed by a telephone surveyf
eligible participantsn the nonresponding households.

All households in the survey were sém¥itation letters andbaperquestionnaires (né125 on
21stMay 2019 The lettersaslked those aged 124 in the household teither complete and
return the paper questionnaire oramplete the survey online via the links and login details
provided A further copy of the postal questionnaire was sent to all households after two
weeks.In addition, those households which had provided email addresses also received a
direct email invitaion with embedded links (up timur unique codes per household) toore
easilyenable online completion of the survey.

Nonresponding households which had provided telephone numberd155 were contacted
from 26" July20190onwards Each number was camttedan average of 11 timesver aseven
weekperiod. Where contact was made, a telephone interview was attemptéawever,
during these callsndividuals were also advisdkey could stillcomplete the survey by post or
online if they preferred, and theelephone interviewer had the ability to send the unique
online link to a different email address if requested.

The questionnaire was developed with reference to relevant literature and similar work on the
impact of alcohol marketing on youmpgople andincluded both questions used in other

relevant surveys on gambling and the impact of alcohol marketiagvell abespoke

guestions.

2.2 Ethics

Ethical approval for the survey and qualitative research was granted by NatCen Research Ethics
Committee inApril 2018. A REC amendment covering the change of survey mode was

approved in April 2019.

2.3 Sample

ScotCen contacted the Scottish Government and the Department of Work and Pensions (DWP)
in order to get access to the Scottish Household Survey (SHS) aityl Rasources Survey
(FRSparticipantdatasets. These nationally representative surveys ask how many people, and
of what age, are living in ea@articipatinghousehold, and also ask respondents if they

consent to be recontacted to take partfiature research projects. As the sample for our

gambling survey is drawn from nationally representative surveys, it is possible to wedght

results so that they areepresentative of those aged 124 in England, Scotland and Wales

This is a major strength dhis study.

It was possible to select a sample from both surveys in which participating households
contained at least one person in the-24 age range. ScotCen entered into data sharing
agreements with the Scottish Government abW/P andeceivedinformation on3410
householdsn Scotland which had been part of SHS (208¥tand 283%ouseholddrom FRS
covering England and Wales (FRS 2@49ut52%of SHS respondents provided an email
address and oved8%provided at least one telephone number. Of thRS household sample,
36% provided an email address and 76% at least one telephone number.

Thequestionnaire was piloted on a sample of 120 respondents from SHS only due to delays in
accessing the FRS sample.

12



2.4 Recruitment and fieldwork

The samplaelataprovided included the contact details for only one named householder. It is
important to note that ScotCen did not have access to the age of the named household
contact. Thus,in some caseshe named contact would have been aged between 11 and 24

but, in other cases, the target respondent(s) was/were the child(ren) or young people in the
care of the named household contact. In such cases, the named household contact was invited
to act as a gatekeeper and to pass on information about the survey telailgleyoung

people living in their household\llindividuals in sampled households within the target age

range were eligible and encouraged to participate in the survey.

All eligible households were invited to take part by post and, where possible, by ehgail. T
sequence of mailings is givenTiable2-a.

Table2-a - Details of surveyrecruitment mailings

Paper Email Mailing date

Mailing 1 Invitation letter, paper Email invitation 21/05/19
guestionnaireand
instructions to complete
online

Mailing 2 Reminder letter, paper Email reminder 1 04/06/19
guestionnaireand
instructions to complete
online

Mailing 3 Emailreminder 2 18/06/19

Postal mailings contained an invitation letter giving full details of the survey, a paper copy of
the questionnaire a freepost return envelope and instructions on how to complete the survey
online if they preferred. Additional papeicopies of the questionnaire were available on
request.Emaisincluded an introduction to the survey, details on how to find out more
information (via a dedicated study webpagad email addresgind four unique URLs which
respondents could use to accesetsurvey. Online respondents were required to set up a
password on accessing the survey so that their responses could not be seen by anyone who
had access to the unique URLSs.

Due to the timing of the project fieldwork, all households received the iraritkreminder
postal mailing. However, only those households from which no responses had been received
were sent the email reminders.

Fiveweeks following the initial mailing, nemesponding household®r which a telephone
number was provided were contaad by telephone interviewers and invited to complete the
survey by phone. The telephone interviewers attempted to contact the househaodaters
average 11 timeand phoned on different days artuines in order to maximise the chance of
success.

A £5 higlstreet shopping voucher was offered for every completed survey. These were posted
to respondents on receipt of their completed survey.

2.5 Response rate
It is very difficult to calculate an accurate response rate for the survey for a number of reasons:

1 Due tothe timelag between respondents participating in the original SHS and FRS
surveys and then being asked to complete or pass on the gambling survey, the contact
details for potential respondents was not alwaystopdate. As not everyone will have

13



respondedo say that they received a postal or email survey in error, it is difficult to
know how many of the issued samplere indeed eligibleBased onesponse rates to
previous surveys, we would estimate tregdproximately 10% of households in the
sampling frane may have moved on from their address or changed their details in the
period following taking part in FRS or SHS.

1 Itwas not possible to use email addresses and telephone contact numbers for those
who did not provide them during the SHS and FRS surveys

T Inthe instances in which the main SHS and FRS contact was a gatekeeper, it is not
possible to know how many passeddtails of the survepn to those aged 1-24 within
the household Indeed the surveypilot demonstrated that parents/carers were not
always willing to pass oguestionnairesas they thought that their children had no or
little knowledge of or interest in gambling

1 The telephone survegstimated that50% of those households they contacted did not
have anyone eligible to complete the surwgithin themand a further 20% could not
be contacted using the telephone number provided in the sample

As a result, our maiut to 6125 addresses resulted in 1091 responses from those ageifi 11
from 912 householdsGiven the issues outlined above, theuseholdresponse rate is likely to
be approximately 3%6. However, as the samples were generated from existing nationally
representative surveys, it was possible to weight the achieved sample to the populétion o
those aged 124 in England, Scotland and Wales.

2.6 Weighting

Survey wights were calculated and applieéd address norresponse bias anensure that the

profile of the weighted sample matcHehe target population profile in terms of age, sex and

region. Allrespondents to the gambling survey came from households that had previously

participated in either the Scottish Household Survey (SHS) or the Family Resources Survey

(FRS). For each of these surveys, household weights are provided to account for each

respof RAYy3d K2dzaSK2f RQa O2YLRAaAAGAZ2Y NBfFGAGS (G2 (K
used to account for those factors which may affect the likelihood of a household responding to

either the SHS or the FRS.

The full weighting note is included Appendix7.2
2.7 Analysis

A series of derived variables were constructed for use in the andiygisktails ofthese
variables are given in Appendix3.

Initial analysis explored overall figures on awareness of, attitudes towards and engagement in
gambling marketing, views of and participation in gambling activéiesf NA Snf Ramify |
YSYOSNEQ @OASga 2F JlLYofAy3ao

Further analyses examined how these initial results varied by age grou@rsexgdeprivation
(using the relevanindex ofMultiple Deprivation¢ IMD)and, where relevant, gambling status.

Multivariable analysis @gistic regressioywas used to examine theessociation between

factors such as awareness of gambling advertising, engagement with gambling advertising,
family and peer views of gambling and gambling behaviour kegcbutcomes of interest i.e.
gamblingsusceptibility amongston-currentgamblers and current gambling behaviauafter
controlling for key demographisocieeconomicandother factorsof potential influenceOdds
ratios are presented in the regression tables.

14



Significance testing at P<0X) P<0.0land P<0.05 are presented in the results section, where
appropriate.
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3 Results

This chaptedescribesthe results of the analyses carried out in order to answer the research
questions Details of how all variables have been derived@utined below and inAppendix

7.3

Thereafter, he first section gives a description of the demographic profile of the sample. Next,
gambling activity of 1:P4 year olds is deribed in respect to gambling prevalence, gambling

activities in which 124 year olds most commonly take part, risk of problem gambling and
susceptibility to future gambling. Sectio&addresses motivations and outcome expectancies

for gamblingSection 35S ELJ 2 NB & &2dzy3 LIS2LX SQ& SELR&dzNB (2
their attitudes towards marketing in general and gambling marketing in particular, their

awareness of gambling marketing, brand awareness and engagement with gambling

marketing. Sectio.6 addresses the influences of peers and family on gambling behaviour

and outcome expectancieSection 3.7 describdke relative influencesf these differem

factors on gambling behaviour and susceptibiliggression models)

3.1 Glossary

Currentgambler- Respondents were asked how often they took part in gambling activities.

Those who reported that they never usually took part in any gambling activities were classified

4 Wy2G OdNNByG 3IFHYof SNEQD ! ff 2edKEeNIyNER L2y aSa
were considered to be current gamblers. Respondents did not have to have spent their own

money on gambling activities to be classified as current gamblers.

Ever gambler Respondents were asked what age they were when they had first speint

own money on gambling. Those who responded that they had never spent their own money

2y 3+ YoftAy3a gSNB OflFraaSR Fa ayS@OSNI IFYof SNEE ©
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Susceptibility to gabling - All respondents were asked whether they thought that they would

spend money on gambling in the next year. Those who were not current gamblers were

categorised as susceptible to gambling within the next year if they selected the answer
WRSTRBANDSt &VLINRPolFofe 285SaQ FyR WLINRoOolIofe y2aQ% |
WRSFAYAONUSEE y20Q0d ¢KAA FLIINRFOK G2 Oflaairfeary3
youth susceptibility to consume alcohol (Critchlow et al, 2019

Risk of problengambling- Problem gambling among adolescents is commonly measured
using the DSMV-MR-J 10item scale Due to limitations of the length of the questionnaire,
two items from the DSMV-MR-J relating to preoccupation and loss of control were used in
this survey to give an indication of the risk of problem gambling among current gamblers.
These were selected after discussion within the research tédinoughit would have been
more robust to use the full scale, these two were selected as being particlikatiyto be
experienced across the 224 age range. For examplewas not appropriate to include items
which referred to school (e.g. missing school, spending school dinner mdiad¥@3-a shows
the questions used and the way in which responses were classified to give an indication of
being at risk of problem gambling among current gamblers
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Table3-a - Categorisation of DSMV-MR-J item responses to give risk of problem gambling

Risk of problem gambling In the past year, how often | In the past year, have you spel
have you found yourself much more that you planned tq
thinking about or planning to| on gambling?
gamble?

High risk Often Often

Low risk Often Sometimes

Low risk Sometimes Often

Low risk Sometimes Sometimes

No risk Once or twice/ Never Once or twice/Never

Exposure to gambling marketingRespondents were asked to select all the wayasliich

they had seen or heard gambling being advertised in the last month from a list of 19 items
Ay Of dzZRA Yy 3 & b 2(i5t8d ireApperidix % 1Respehd®Sts who did not select any of
the items were omitted from analysis. The total number of typegambling advertising seen

or heard by each person was calculated to give the exposure to gambling marketing. Exposure

is either given as the mean number of items of gambling advertising seen, or as categories
based on the tertile splits of responses: L{b), Average (@), High (a17).

Engagement with gambling marketingRespondents were asked to select all the ways with

GKAOK (KSe KFR Sy3ar3asSR gA0GK 3AFYotAy3d YIFEN]SGAy3

I 0 2 @iSead in Appendix 7.1¥he Ist of items was developed from a similar approach used

in assessing the impact of participating in alcohol marketing on young people (Critchlow et al,

2019c) and adapted treflect findings on advertising spend and exposure (Ipsos MORI, 2019).

The total number of types of gambling advertising engaged with was calculated to give a count

of the number of types of gambling advertising with which the respondent had engaged.
Gambling advertising engagement is either given as mean number of types of gambling
advetising engaged with or as categories: None, One, Two or n@iven the very low
numbers of respondents engaging with gambling marketing and the large propoftion

NBaL2yRSyiGa aStSOGAy3a ay2yS 2F UKS | 820S¢z%

Attitudes towards advertising and gambling advertisingRespondents were asked about

their views on advertising in general and gambling advertising specifically usipgiiat hikert
a0ItS NIYy3aAaAy3da FNRY aL fA1S FTROSNIA | f20¢
positive categories (I like advera lot/a little) were combined to give overall positive views of
advertising/gambling advertising, and the neutral category (I neither like nor dislike adverts)
and negative categories (I dislike adverts a lot/a little) were combined to give overalaheutr
and negative views of advertisings is the case in previotssearch intcalcohol and tobacco
marketing (Critchlow et al, 2019a)

Gambling Outcomes Expectancies Scale (GOER) questionnaire (see Appendix 7.1)
included an adapted version of the Ghlimg Outcome Expectancies Scale to explore
NBaLR2yRSy(iaQ LISNOSLINiAz2ya 2F GKS 2dzio2YSa

Flack and Morris, 2016E0OES was designed to assess interrelated gambling motivations. The

adapted GOES scale comprise&®hgreement statements which are split into five subscales;
gambling for excitement (statements3), escape (statements?), ego enhancement
(statements 811), socialisation (statements 4121), and money (statements 48), and
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measuredeliefs about tle perceived outcomesf gambling, independent of gambling
frequency

The scale was adapted to use a 5 item Likert scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree
with a neutral midpoint. Respondents were asked to rate their agreement with each
statement and responses were scored (strongly agree=5, strongly disagree=4¢ragea

score was calculated for each subscale, with any response al@viesglf is neutraljneaning
that the young people were more likely to agree with the statemeamid any score below 3
indicating overall disagreement

Peer and carer gambling statuskespondents were asked how often their female carer, male

carer and closest friend took part in gambling activities. Where it was reported that these

people never took part in any gambling activitiesspondentss SNBE Of I aaAFTASR | a ay
gambler§ ® C2NJ I ff 20GKSNJ NBaALRYyaSa oNIy3IAyd FTNRBY 2y
people were considered to be current gamblers.

Perceived carer gambling acceptabilityfRespondents were also askedhiéy thought their
female carer and male carer woulidd it to be acceptable if the respondent spent money on
gambling. In each case, the two answer options relating to gambling being considered
acceptable (totally acceptable/somewhat acceptable) were combined to give an overall
acceptable category, and theeutral (neither acceptable nor unacceptable) and two negative
answer optiors (totally unacceptable/somewhat unacceptable) were combined to give an
overall not acceptable and neutral category.

Young people The survey used the following definitions ofuyg people, as per the original
commissioning documents prepared by GambleAware: those agdd Hte considered
children and young people and those aged2#8young adults.

3.2 Samplecharacteristics

Table3-b shows full characteristics of the weighted and unweighted sample. The weighted

sample is designed to be representative ofZdlyear olds ifcngland, Scotland and Wales

After weighting, the sample was 51% male af&wfemale. Fortgeven percent of the sample

were children and young peopleged 11 to 17 and 53% weyeung adultsaged between 18

and 24. The mean age was 17.53 (SD=3.95). Most of the sample was White British (81%) and

living in England (85%). Just over dradf (51%) of the respondents had spent their own

Y2ySe 2y 3AFLYoftAy3d 0aSOSNI I asadrré&NgambleEForty Y R n w2 & ¢
percent of those aged 124 were categorised as being susceptible to gambling.
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Table3-b - Sample characteristics of weighted and unweighted sample

Unweighted Weighted

Variable % n % n
Age
11-17 63.2 676 47.4 511
1824 36.8 394 52.6 567
Not reported - 21 - 12
Gender
Male 46.4 485 513 530
Female 53.6 560 48.7 504
Not reported - 46 - 57
Ethnicity
White British 85.6 906 80.7 858
All other ethnicities 14.4 152 19.3 205
Not reported - 33 - 27
Country
England 46.9 506 85.4 927
Scotland 49.8 538 8.0 87
Wales 3.1 34 6.3 68
Other b 2 b 3
Not reported - 11 - 8
IMD Quintile
1 (most deprived) 11.8 128 15.6 170
2 17.1 186 184 201
3 225 245 22.0 240
4 225 245 183 199
5 (least deprived) 26.2 285 25.7 280
Not available - 2 - 2
Ever gambled statu$
Never gambled 53.5 580 49.0 532
Ever gambled 46.5 504 51.0 554
Not reported - 7 - 6
Current gambling statu$
Not current gambler 64.1 696 58.4 634
Current gambler 35.9 390 41.6 452
Not reported - 5 - 5
Susceptibility to gambhg ©'
Susceptible to gambling 44.0 274 404 229
Not susceptible to gambling  56.0 349 59.6 338
Missing values - 73 - 67

aRespondents who were living in England, Scotland or Wales when they took part in FRS or SHS but had
subsequently moved to another country

bPercentage rounds to less than 1

¢Nevergambled =Has never spent their own money gambling

4 Not current gambler = Never usually takes part in gambling activities

€Base = all respondents who are not current gamblers

fNot susceptible to gambling = Responded that they will definitely not spend money on gambling in the
next year
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3.3 Gambing activity

In order to understand the impact of gambling marketing, it is important to gain a clear picture

of the ways in whiclthose aged 124 areengaging in gambling, and the frequency of their
gambling activities. This section describes the sufvelngs related to gambling activignd
mode. Risk of problem gambling and susceptibility to future gambling are also discussed.

3.3.1 Prevalence®f gambling amonghildren,young peopleand young adults
Respondents who reported that they never usually took paany gambling activities were

Ot FaaAFTASR a Wy2i(G Odz2NNByd 3AFYof SNEQ®P ! ff 20KSTH
every day) were considered to be current gambld@iahle3-c shows that, overall, 42% te
total weightedsamplewere current gamblers. As might be expected, this was significantly
higher in those 184 (60%) compared with those aged-17 (23%).
Table3-c - Rates of current gambling by age, gender, ethnicity, country and IMD
% current gambler p value weighted n

Total 41.6 1086

Age <0.001

11-17 22.5 510

1824 59.8 563

Gender n.s.

Male 47.5 530

Female 38.6 499

Ethnicity n.s.

White British 42.0 853

All other ethnicities 42.8 205

Country lived in n.s.

England 42.1 922

Scotland 435 86

Wales 34.4 68

Other 100.0 3

IMD Quintile n.s.

1 (most deprived) 51.4 169

2 41.5 201

3 35.0 240

4 40.9 195

5 (least deprived) 42.2 280
The proportion othose aged 124 who had ever spent their own money on a gambling
activity was slightly higher. Fit y S LISNOSy i NBLR2 NI SR GqHeyi (GKSe& 4SS

had spent their own money on gamblinbaple3-d). Again, the proportion of those who had
ever spent their own money on gambling was higher among yaduogsaged 18 to 24 (68%)
than amongchildren andyoung people aged 217 (33%])p <0.001) Fifty-six percent of males
were ever gamblers compared with 47% of femg[e<0.08)

Table3-d ¢ Percentage of 1424 year olds who have ever spent their own money on gambling, by age and

gender
% ever gambler .
Male Female Weighted n
Total 55.6 47.3 1085
11-17 35.7 29.2 510
18-24 735 64.1 563
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Figure3-a shows the proportion of the respondents who reported spending their own money

in the last month on each of ten types of gambling activity specified in the survey. Those aged
11-24 mostcommonly indicated that they had not taken part in any gambling activities in the
previous month §6%).The proportion who had not taken part in any of the activities listed

was higher in 1417 year olds (79%) than in-P& year olds (54%). The most commaxtivities

in which those aged 124 had spent their own money were taking part in a lottery (including
scratch cards: 17%), playing bingo at somewhere other than a bingo club (17%) and playing
fruit machines in an arcade, pub or cl@d4).
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Figure3-a - Percentage of 1224 year olds who hae spent their own money on eaclgamblingactivity in the last month(weighted n=1076, unweighted n=1075)
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Due to the differing age restrictions on gambling activitigss interesting to explore the
types of gambling activities taken part in by those who are below the legdinaigeDue to the
small numbers of responderitasho spent their own money on at least one gambling activity
in the last month within each aggroup, thefigures inTable3-e are basedn unweighted
data and should be interpreted with cautin

Table3-e ¢ Percentage of respondents who spent their own money on each type of gambling activity in
the last month

% in each age group who spent their own mone
on each activity in the last month
11-15 1617 18-24 All age groups

Taking part in dottery 17.9 551 59.9 46.9
Visiting a betting shop 8.4 6.1 17.6 132
Gambling websites or apps 3.2 6.1 31.9 19.6
Fruit machines 43.2 26.5 19.8 27.6
Private betting with friends 35.8 30.6 19.8 26.1
Bingo at a bingo club 4.2 4.1 8.2 6.4
Bingosomewhere other than a club 17.9 551 59.9 46.9
Visiting acasino to play casino game: 11 0.0 5.5 3.4
Visiting abetting shop to play 11 0.0 3.8 2.5
gambling machines

Unweighted basé 95 49 182 326

aBase = Allespondents who spent their owmoney on at least one of the listed gambling activities in
the last month

Nonrage restricted activities such asme types ofruit machines (44%), private betting with
friends (36%) and playing bingo at somewhere other than a bingqelgbsocial clubholiday
park)(18%) were the most commonly reported gambling activities among those aged 11 to 15
who had spent their own moneyn gamblingunweighted base: n=95However, a small
proportion of those under the legal age limit reported that they had spent their own money on
age restricted activities such as taking part in a lottery (18%) or visiting a betting shop (8%). It
must also be recognised that we cannot legtain that all of those, for example, stating that

they were playing fruit machines or bingo were doing so legally

In the 16 to 17 age group (unweighted base: n=49), taking part in a lottery (55%) and bingo at
somewhere other than a bingo club (55%) eéne most commonly reported gambling
activities.Again, a small proportion of those under the legal age limit reported that they had
spent their own money on age restricted activities such as visiting a betting shop (6%) or using
agambling website or ap(6%).The proportion of thosgoung adultdaged 1824;

unweighted base: n=182) who spent their own money on-aggtricted gambling activities

such as taking part in a lottery (60%), using a gambling website or app (32%) or visiting a
betting shop (18%i} higher than among those who are aged below the legal age limit.

1The minimum legal age for gambling in the UK of 18 years old applies to adult gaming centres, betting shops, bingo
halls, casinos, racetracks and online gambling. Exceptions to this are the National Lottery, lotteries and football
poolswhere the legal ages 16. Activities such as gaming machines, coin pushers, teddy grabbers and some lower
stakes fruit machines in family entertainment centres and amusement arcades do not have a minimum legal age.
2Base sizes of 50 and under, representing less than %Pe smple, are classed as small bases

3The small bases in this table, particularly forliyear olds means that robust conclusions cannot be drawn about

the differences in gambling activities in these groups. E.g. although 55%lGfyidar olds reporhaving spent their

own money on bingo, as an unweighted proportion of only 49 young people this corresponds to only 27 people. In
addition, these figures are not weighted and therefore cannot be said to be representativelall yiegar olds.



Thehigherpercentage of young peopknd adultgaking part in a lottery over the age of 16
and visiting a betting shop or using a gambling website or app over the agavatylBe

plausidy explainedoy the fact thathose in the older age group were legally permitted to take
part in these activitiesHowever,a smallproportion of young people repogd gambling on
activities when they are below the legal age limaitd it would appeathat in some cases
children andyoung people are able to participate in gambling activities belownth@mum

legal participating age.

3.3.2 Risk of problem gambling
Table3-f shows that the prevalence of being at high risk of problem gambling amongséth
aged 1124 was low, with 2% and5.6%o0f current gamblers beinglassed as being at high risk
and low risk of problem gambling respectivels 42% of the full sample repet being
current gamblers,tis means tha0.9%of the sample overall would be categorised as being at
high risk of problem gamblin@ue to the relatively low percentage mspondentsvho were
classified as at higher and lower risk of problem gamblingas not possible to carry out
detailed subgroup analysis.

Table3-f Risk of problem gambling among current gamblers

Qurrent

gambler
Risk of problem  higher risk % 2.2
gambling lower risk % 56
no risk % 93.1
Weighted basée 452

aBase = all current gamblers

4Two items fom the DSMV-MR-J relating to preoccupation and loss of control were used in this survey to give an
indication of the risk of problem gambling among current gamblers (no risk/low risk/high risk)
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3.3.3 Susceptibility to spending money on gambling in the next year
Table3-gshows that, overall, 40% of those who wera currentgamblers were susceptible
to gambling.This did not differ significantly by age, gender, ethnicity, IMD and location.

Table 3-g - Susceptibility to spending money on gambling in the next year by age and gender

% susceptible to gambling  p value weighted n

Total 40.4 567
Age n.s.

11-17 38.2 353
1824 43.4 203
Gender n.s.

Male 38.6 252
Female 42.9 277
Ethnicity n.s.

White British 43.1 445
All other 2.6 106
ethnicities

Country lived in n.s.

England 38.3 477
Scotland 48.2 43
Wales 52.3 40
IMD Quintile n.s.

1 (most deprived) 40.5 70
2 39.8 100
3 36.1 146
4 49.0 109
5 (least deprived) 38.9 140

3.4 Outcomeexpectancies for gambling

Views of and attitudes towards gambling were measured usingdapted version dhe
Gambling Outcomes Expectancies Scale (G@&8&scribed in Appendrx3. GOES is

composed of five subscales which assess expectations of gambling outcaerassrof
excitement, escape, eggnhancementmoney andsociability.Respondents were asked to
indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with each of the 18 statements-on a 5
point Likert scale. An average score was calculated for each subscalbighith scores

meaning that tlose aged 124 were more likelyto agree with the statementTable3-h shows
that overall, 1124 year olds had average scores which indicated that they disagreed with the
statements which made up alvé subscales. Gigreement waseast strong fothe subscales
relating to excitement and moneyneaning that, overalthose aged 124 were more likely to
disagree less stronglyith (or feel more neutral towardsgtatements that indicated that
gamblingcould provide both a source of excitement and a financial windfaterms of

individual statements, highest level of agreement was observed in the followangpbling is a
rush (6%) gambling provides a good chance to win big with small moA&%sjand gambling

is a way to make big mone§no) Lowest agreement was seen with items relating to
gamblingbeing the best way to relax (3%)d a way tdhelp clear the mind7%) No significant
difference was seen in mean GOES scores by age or gender. Caméatérg had significantly
higher mean scores in the excitement and money subscales compared with those who were
not current gamblers, anthose aged 1224 who were susceptible to gambling had
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significantly higher mean scores than those who were not sufideph all the GOES
subscales.

Table3-h - Mean scores for Gambling Outcome Expectancies Scale Subscales by age, gender, current
gambling status and susceptibility to gambling

Mean GamblingOutcome Expectancies Scalg / Weighted n
Excitement Escape Ego Money Sociability
enhancement
Total 2.8 1.8 2.1 2.7 2.5 1053
Age
11-17 2.7 1.8 2.1 2.7 2.6 490
1824 2.8 1.7 2.1 2.8 2.5 557
Gender
Male 2.8 1.8 2.1 2.9 2.5 517
Female 2.7 1.8 2.1 2.7 2.6 486
Current gambler status * *x
Current gambler 29 1.8 2.2 3.2 2.5 444
Not current gambler 2.6 1.7 2.0 2.4 2.5 604
Susceptibility to gambling *k * *x i b
Susceptible 2.9 1.9 2.3 2.7 2.8 218
Not susceptible 2.5 1.7 1.8 2.2 2.4 323
* p<0.05
**p<0.001

aBase = All respondents who answered all items on the Gambling Outcome Expectancies Scale
bBase = all respondents who are not current gamblers

3.5 Gambling marketing

The previous section explor€dK A f RRNRIgy(Ha JIS/RLI 2 @AaNBwslofRudt § & Q
attitudes towards gambling, their gambling practices as well as their risk of problem gambling
and susceptibility to gamble in the future. Having examitiexse aged 14 n éhdagement

with gambling activities, this section will focus on the multifaceted factors which dffewt
gambling practicedn particular, this section will examine exposure to and engagement with
gambling marketing, brand awareness, and investigate the complex personal, behavioural and
contextual characteristics which influence these.

3.5.1 Attitudes towardsadvertising and gambling advertising
Table3-i shows that, overall, a majority eéspondentdelt negative towards both marketing
in general and gamblgmarketing specificallonly 17% ofhose aged 124 said that they
like adverts a little or a lot, and an even smaller proport{6fb) said that they liked gambling
marketing a little or a lot.

Table3-i - Percentage of young people aged 24 who hold positive neutral and negative views of
advertising and gambling advertising

Positive Neutral Negative Weighted

% % % n
Advertising 16.8 23.7 59.5 1083
Gambling advertising 4.6 293 66.1 1083

3.5.2 Awareness oambling marketing
The survey asketthose aged 124 to select all of the ways they had been aware of gambling
being promoted in the last month from a list of 17 types of gambling marketing.
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Figure3-b illustrates the types of gambling marketitid-24 year old$rad been aware of in the
past month. The most commonly cited type of marketing thatsthaged 1124 were aware of
was ®einggambling adverts on television§®).Seeing adverts in shops, window displays or
places in shops where you can gamble was the next most commonly rep@€8d.Over half
of therespondentsvere aware of gambling marketing on social media,-pppdverts on
websites and sports marketin@nly4% ofthose aged 124 reported having no awareness of
any types of gambling marketing in the previous month
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Figure3-b - Percentage of 1124 year olds who had seen each type of gambling marketing in the last
month (weighted n = 1@9)

Percentage who had seen or each type of gambling marketing in
the last month by age
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Table3-j showsthat mean number of types of marketing observed across the sample during
the previous month was btypes of gambling marketing hose aged 124 who reported
having gambled in the pastonth reported having seea significantly higher number of
adverts than their counterparteho had not(mean=7.Qypes of gambling marketingas did
young adultymean=7.3) and male respondents (mean=7TRApsesusceptible to gambling in
the next year o reported significantly higher exposurmegambling marketing

Table3-j - Mean awareness ofgambling marketingby age gender, current gambling status and
susceptibility to gambling

Variable Mean Pvalue weighted n
Total 6.5 1056
Gender <0.b

Male 7.2 520
Female 6.0 485
Age <0.m1

11-17 5.9 487
1824 7.3 557
Current gambling status <0.01

Current gambler 7.9 449
Not current gambler 57 605
Susceptibility to gambhg? <0.01

Susceptible 6.8 227
Non-susceptible 5.0 321

aBase = all respondents who are not current gamblers

3.5.3 Engagement witgambling marketing
Those aged 124 yeargeported being exposed to and aware of a wide range of gambling
marketing. However, it was also important to explore whethenthbsoactively participated
with any of the marketing activitiefRespondents were asked to select all the ways in which
they had engaged with gambling marketing in the past month from aflisight options,
ranging from attending an event sponsored by a gambling company to liking a post on social
media Figure3-c).

AsFigure3-cillustrates, the most common type of marketitigpse aged 124 engaged with

in the previous month was discussing a gambling company or marketing with a friend or family
member. Nine percentfaespondentsowned or wore merchandise sponsored by a gambling
company, such as a football shiffowever,67% said that they had not engaged with gambling
marketing in any way in the previous month.
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Figure3-c - Percentage othose aged 1124 whoengaged witheach type of gambling marketing in the last month

Percentage who engaged with each type of gambling marketing in the last
month by age
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Table3-k shows thatthose aged 124 engaged witton averagdewerthan one of theeight

options outlined inFigure3-c in the previous month. Participation in gambling marketing was
highest among those who were current gamblers, the only group to engage with an average of
more than one type in a month, and amowgung adults 18-24-year old3.

Table3-k ¢ Mean number of types of gambling marketing participated in by age, gender, current
gambling status and susceptibility to gambling

Variable mean P value  weighted n
Total 0.6 1073
Age <0.01

11-17 0.3 502
1824 0.9 559
Gender <0.6

Male 0.8 526
Female 0.4 497
Current gambling status <0.01

Current gambler 11 449
Nongambler 0.2 619
Susceptibility to gambhg? <0.01

Susceptible 0.4 227
Non-susceptible 0.1 335

aBase = all respondents who are not current gamblers
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3.5.4 Brand awareness
The survey also assessed brand awareness by abkisg aged 124 yeardo select brand
names they had seen or heard of from a list of the ten compamigsthe greatest advertising
spendin the month prior to the survey laungblus a dummy brand, Cogibet, to test reliability
Less than 3%n=28) of respondentseported having heard about the dummy brand,
suggesting that this isr@liablemeasure otheir awarenes®of the brands. As can be seen in
Table3-l, respondentshad heard of more than sevesf the tenbrands on average
(mean=7.3) Brandawarenessvas highest among those who had engaged with two or more
types of gambling marketing in theagt month(mean=8.9)and those whdada highlevel of
awareness of gamblingdvertising(mean=8.7)In addition, those who were current gamblers
were able to recall significantly more brangsean=8.3)as were thosevho weremore
susceptible to gamblinmean=7.1and young merfmean=7.7)

Table3-I ¢ Mean brand awareness by age, gender, current gambling status and susceptibility to gambling

Variable mean P value weighted n
Total 7.3 1080
Age <0.m1

11-17 6.5 505
1824 8.0 563
Gender <0.01

Male 7.7 527
Female 6.8 501
Current gambling status <0.01

Current gambler 8.3 452
Non-gambler 6.5 623
Marketing awareness <0.01

Low (G5) 6.1 439
Medium (68) 7.6 297
High(9-17) 8.7 320
Marketing engagement <0.m1

None 6.7 717
One 8.1 208
Two or more 8.9 148
Susceptibility to gambhg? <0.01

Susceptible 7.1 229
Non-susceptible 6.0 338

aBase = all respondents who are not current gamblers
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3.5.5 Age and health warnings
The 1124 year oldsvere also asked about whether they had seen any information in gambling
marketing that suggests you need to be a certain age to gamble. As can be SedteBim, a
majority ofthose aged 124 (53%)hadobservedsuch age warninggsmongthosewho had a
greater awareness of gambling marketing and amihrogewho had paticipated in two or
more marketingactivities awareness of age warnings was 788d 72% respectivel{Having
seen age warnings was significantly higher ammoiades (58%and current gambler§64%)
Only 8% of those who engaged with gamblinarketing two or more times during the
previous month were not aware of the warnings.

Table3-m ¢ Percentage othose aged 1124 who recall having seen information in gambling marketing
which suggested tht they had to be a certain age to gamble

Age warnings

Variable % seen % notseen % notsure P value weighted n
Total 535 26.6 19.9 1076
Age n.s. 1076
11-17 56.6 23.1 20.3 504
1824 50.6 29.6 19.8 563
Gender <0.05

Male 58.4 22.0 19.6 526
Female 48.4 31.8 19.9 501
Current gambling status <0.001

Current gambler 64.4 16.6 19.0 452
Non-gambler 45.8 33.5 20.7 619
Marketing awareness <0.001

Low (G5) 40.7 33.3 26.0 439
Average (68) 57.2 25.2 17.7 297
High(9-17) 70.2 15.7 14.2 317
Marketing engagement <0.05

None 47.3 31.2 21.4 717
One 61.0 24.1 14.9 205
Two or more 723 8.5 19.2 148
Susce.ptlblllty to ns. 619
gambling

Susceptible 47.4 31.2 21.5 226
Non-susceptible 43.0 36.5 20.6 337

aBase = all respondents who are not current gamblers
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The survey alsasked if thechildren, young people and young aduitsd seen any

information, health messages or warnings in gambling marketing in the past moattould

be noted that awareness of the health warnings was consistently lower than awareness of age
related warnings among theespondents Table3-n demonstrateghat a similar percentage of
those aged 124 had and had not observetealth warnings in gambling marketigg8%)

Those who participatd in two or more types of gambling marketingported the highest level

of awareness of the warningég&%j. In addition significantly more me(8%) current
gamblerg(50%)and those with high marketing awareng&&%)had seen health warnings.

Table3-n - Percentage othose aged 1124 who recall having seen health messages or warnings in
gambling marketing

Seen health warnings

% seen % not seen % not sure p We'%hted
Total 38.0 45.8 16.1 1074
Age n.s.
11-17 34.2 45.6 20.2 502
1824 41.6 45.8 12.7 563
Gender <0.001
Male 48.2 35.2 16.6 524
Female 28.8 56.4 14.8 501
Current gambling status <0.001
Current gambler 49.8 36.2 14.0 452
Nongambler 29.7 52.5 17.8 617
Marketing awareness <0.001
Low (G5) 23.3 54.8 21.9 438
Average (€B) 44.0 40.2 15.8 296
High (917) 55.0 35.9 9.1 317
Marketing engagement <0.001
None 28.7 52.6 18.7 716
One 50.6 41.8 7.6 204
Two or more 65.9 204 13.6 148
Susce_ptlblllty to ns. 617
gambling
Susceptible 37.3 50.1 12.6 226
Non-susceptible 43.0 52.8 20.8 335

aBase = all respondents who are not current gamblers
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3.5.6 Awareness ofambling marketing and outcome expectancies for
gambling
The association between exposure to marketing and outcome expectancjemtoviews of
gambling vere examined through the use of the GOES scEdble3-0 shows that there was
no significant difference in GOES scores by awareness of gambling marketing. Had+2der,
year oldswho had participated in two or more types of marketing had significantly higher
scores in the excitement, ego enhancement and money subs¢akdse3-p).

Table3-o0 - Mean scores foradapted Gambling Oticome Expectanciesubscales by categories of number
of types of gambling marketing seen over the last month

Mean Gambling Outcome Expectancies Scde /

Weighted
Excitement Escape enhaﬁggment Money Sociability n
Total 2.8 1.8 2.1 2.7 2.5 1053
Awareness of marketing - - - - -
Low (0 to 5) 2.7 19 2.1 2.6 2.5 420
Average (6 to 8) 2.8 1.7 2.1 2.7 2.5 288
High (9 to 17) 2.9 1.7 2.2 3.0 2.6 313
* p<0.05
*n<0.001

aBase = all respondents who answered all items on the GOES scale

Table3-p - Mean scores foradapted Gambling Outcome Expectanciassibscales by categories of number
of types of gambling marketing participated in over the last month

Mean Gambling Outcome Expectanciesatec/5 Weighted
Excitement Escape enhaiggment Money Sociability n
Total 2.8 1.8 2.1 2.7 2.5 1053
Engagement with - N -
marketing ) i
None 2.7 1.8 2.0 2.6 2.5 690
One 2.8 1.8 2.1 3.0 2.6 199
Two or more 3.1 19 2.5 34 2.7 146
* p<0.05
**p<0.001

aBase = all respondents who answered all items on the GOES scale
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3.6 Family and peer influence

Both the published literature anfindings from the qualitative workstreams suggest that

family and peer influence, and parental/carer atties towards gambling, are likely to have an
impact on knowledge and views of gambling and its marketing, as well as susceptibility to
gambling and gambling behavio{Ritt et al, 2017; Ipsos MORI, 20MacGregor et al, in

press.

Those aged 124 were asled about how often their mother/female carer, father/male carer

and closest friend (used as a proxy for peer) gambled. In each case, all valid answers other than
neveé 6 SNBE Of I a4 a AThéréSpondenisvett Also¥iskdéd BowEaceaptable their
parents or carers would consider it to be if they spent their own money on gambling. The

NB 4 L2 tgtdlSatceptablé | solewhat acceptable 6 SNB Of  aAAFTASR | a | C
all other valid answers were classified as not acceptable or neutral.

Table3-q demonstrates that gambling was more prevalent among male carers (47%) than in
female carers (35%) and peers (31%), while perceived attitudes towardeshe/ RSy (i Q &
gambling was similar for both female carers and male carers, with aboutjasaer reporting

that gamblingwasacceptable.

Table3-q ¢ Carer and peer gambling status and perceived acceptabilitygafmbling

% Weighted
n

Female carer gambling status

Female carer gambler 34.5 368

Female carer nogambler 65.5 697

Not reported - 26
Male carer gambling status

Male carer gambler 47.5 472

Male carer norgambler 525 522

Not reported - 97
Peer gambling status

Closest friend gambler 31.3 326

Closest friend noigambler 68.7 714

Not reported - 51
Female carer gambling acceptability

Female carer gambling acceptable 22.9 243

Female carer gambling natceptable or neutral 77.1 819

Not reported - 29
Male carer gamblingacceptability

Male carer gambling acceptable 25.3 251

Male carer gambling not acceptable or neutral 77.1 744

Not reported - 96
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3.6.1 Interaction between parental gambling status and perceived parental
attitude towards gambling
Table3-r shows that there is a significant association between parental/carer gambling status
and perceived parental acceptability of theS & LJ2 y* Bn$blh§ With make and female
parents/carers wha@amble perceived as being more likely to find gambling acceptable (39%
and 37% respectivelynly 15% of female carers and 13% of male carers who did not gamble
were viewed as finding theJ3 & LJ2 ypBténylalig@rabling abeingacceptable.

Table3-r ¢ Percentage of young people aged 124 who think their female or male carer finds gambling
acceptable, by female and male carer gambling status

Carer finds gambling to be

acceptable
% o value weighted

Total female carer 22.9 1062
Female carer gambling status <0.001

Female carer gambler 374 368

Female carer nogambler 15.3 695
Total male carer 25.3 995
Male carer gambling status <0.001

Male carer gambler 38.9 472

Male carer norgambler 13.0 520

3.6.2 Influence on gambling and susceptibility
Overall, a higher proportion ahose aged 124 who had a femal@arent/carer, male
parent/carer or closest friend who gambled were current gamblers than those whodad
gambling carers and peer§dble3-s). This effect was particularly strong fbt-24 year olds
who had a closest friend who was a gamlg&4% of those with suchfaend were current
gamblers themselves compared with 23% of those with agembling closest friend.

Table3-s ¢ Percentage othose aged 1124 who are current gamblers by carer and peer gambling status

Current gambler

% b value Welghted

Total 41.6 1086
Female carer gambling status <0.001

Female carer gambler 56.0 364

Female carer nogambler 34.8 696
Male carer gambling status <0.001

Male carer gambler 523 468

Male caremon-gambler 332 521
Peer gambling status <0.001

Closest friend gambler 83.8 321

Closest friend nogambler 232 714
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In terms of susceptibility to gambling, 51% of respondents who had a male parent/carer who
gambled were categorised assceptible to gambling in the next year compared with 34% of
those whose male parent/carer did not gambleable3-t).

Table3-t - Percentage othose aged 1124 who are susceptible to gambling by carer and peer gambling
status

Susceptible to gambling

% o value Weighted

Total 40.4 5672
Female carer gambling status n.s.

Female carer gambler 43.9 134

Female carer nogambler 395 417
Male carer gambling status <0.b

Male carer gambler 50.6 188

Male carer norgambler 34.0 326
Peer gambling status n.s.

Closest friend gambler 51.6 34

Closest friend nomgambler 39.2 501

aBase = allespondent who are not current gamblers

Perceived parental acceptability of gambling also had a significant associaticthevithrrent
gambling status and susceptibility to gamblofghose aged 124 (Table3-u). The

respondentswith both male and female carers who considered gambling to be acceptable
were more likely to be current gamblers (68% (male carer: gambling acceptable) and 71%
(female carergambling acceptable)). Likewise, the percentagiha$e aged 124 who were
susceptible to gambling was higher among those who thought that their carers would consider
it acceptable for them to gamble (56% (male carer: gambling acceptable) and 68% (fema
carer: gambling acceptable))dble3-v).

Table3-u - Percentage othose aged 1124 who are current gamblers by peeived carer gambling carer
acceptability

Current gambler

% b value Weighted

Total 41.6 1086
Female carer gambling acceptability <0.001

Female carer gambling acceptable 70.6 242

Female carer gambling not acceptable or neutr  33.7 815
Male carer gambling status <0.001

Male carer gambling acceptable 68.0 251

Male carer gambling not acceptable or neutral 334 738

38



Table3-v - Percentage othose aged 1124 who are susceptible to gambling by perceived carer gambling
carer acceptability

Susceptible to gambling

% b value Welghted

Total 404 567
Female carer gambling acceptability <0.001

Female carer gambling acceptable 67.6 61

Female carer gambling not acceptable or neuti 37.3 488
Male carer gambling status <0.05

Male carer gambling acceptable 56.4 73

Male carer gambling not acceptable or neutral 37.2 443

aBase = all respondent who are not current gamblers

3.6.3 Influence on exposure to marketing and outcome expectancies for
gambling

Table3-w demonstrates that a significant association was observed 24 year oldsvhose
closest friend gambled in relation to the number of types of marketing seen (megntsthes
of marketing participated in (mean=1.4), and brand awareness (meanf&3pondentsvho
had a male carer who gambled had on average seen significantly tyyues of gambling
marketing in the last montfmean=71) and were aware of a higher number of gambling
brands (mean=7.6). No significant association was identified between having a female carer
who gambled and awareness of gambling marketing, particigdati gambling marketing or
brand awareness.

Table3-x shows that the mean number of types of gambling marketing seen (me@n=7.
engagement with marketing (mean=0&)d mean branc&warenesgmean=7.9) was
significantly higher amontpose aged 124 whose male carer viewed their gambling as being
acceptableFor those with female carers who thought gambling was acceptable, significant
results were observed for mean nier of types of marketing participated in (mean=0.9) and
mean brandawarenesgmean=8.0), but not for types of gambling marketing seen.
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Table3-w ¢ Mean number of types of marketing seen, participated in and brand awareness by carer and peer gambling status

Mean marketing awareness Mean number of types of marketing Mean brand awareness
engagedn
Mean p value Weighted n Mean p value Weighted n Mean p value Weighted n

Total 6.5 1056 0.6 1073 7.3 1080
Female carer gambling status n.s. n.s. n.s.

Female carer gambler 6.6 358 0.6 361 7.4 364

Female carer nogambler 6.7 675 0.6 686 7.3 690
Male carer gambling status <0.05 n.s. <0.05

Male carer gambler 7.1 460 0.6 469 7.6 471

Male carer norgambler 6.3 502 0.6 508 7.0 513
Peer gambling status <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

Closest friend gambler 85 321 1.4 323 8.7 326

Closest friend nomgambler 58 689 0.3 700 6.8 704

Table3-x - Mean number of types of marketing seen, participated in and brand awareness by perceived carer gambling acceptability

Mean marketing awareness Mean number of types of Mean brand awareness
marketingengagedn
Mean p value Weighted Mean p value Weighted Mean p value Weighted
n n n

Total 6.5 1056 0.6 1073 7.3 1080
Female carer gambling acceptability n.s. <0.05 <0.05

Female carer gambling acceptable 7.3 242 0.9 241 8.0 243

Female carer gambling not acceptable or neutral 6.4 788 0.5 804 7.1 809
Male carer gambling status <0.05 <0.05 <0.05

Male carer gambling acceptable 76 248 0.9 249 7.9 251

Male carer gambling not acceptable or neutral 6.3 715 0.5 728 7.1 733
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Overall,11-24 year oldswho had a male carer, female carer or closest friend who gambled
tended to report significantly more positive attitudes towards gambiimgimost all subscales

of the Gambling Outcome Expectancies ScEble3-y). Highest and most significant

differences were seen in the excitement and money subscales, indicating that those who have
a female carer, male carer or closest friend who gamble were more liketyréear hold

more neutral vigvs in relation tostatements that suggest that gambling is exciting and a way

to make a large amount of money.

Similarly those aged 124 who had a female carer or male carer who viewed their gambli
as being acceptable reportdess negativattitudes towards gambling in almost all subscales
of the Gambling Outcome Expectancies SCcBble3-2). Significantly lgher mean scores for
the excitement and money subscales were observed anidr2yt year oldgor both male and
female carers who perceived théB & LJ2 ygBribjing 1@ Be acceptable.
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Table3-y - Mean scores foradapted Gambling Outcome Expectanciessbscales by carer and peer gambling status

Mean Gambling Outcome Expectancies Scdle /

Excitement Escape Ego enhancement Money Sociability Weighted n

Total 2.8 1.8 2.1 2.7 25 1053
Female carer gambling status ** *x * *x *

Female carer gambler 3.0 2.0 2.3 3.1 2.7 358

Female carer noigambler 2.7 1.7 2.0 2.6 25 676
Male carer gambling status ** *x * *x *x

Male carer gambler 3.0 1.9 2.2 3.0 2.7 461

Male carer norgambler 2.6 1.6 20 2.5 2.4 506
Peer gambling status * * *x *

Closest friend gambler 2.9 1.8 2.3 3.2 2.7 321

Closest friend noigambler 2.7 1.8 2.0 2.6 2.5 692
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Table3-z- Mean scores foradapted Gambling Outcome Expectanciessibscales by perceived carer gambling acceptability

Mean Gambling Outcome Expectancies Scde /

Excitement Escape Ego enhancement Money Sociability Weighted
n

Total 2.8 1.8 2.1 2.7 25 1053
Female carer gambling acceptability * **

Female carer gambling acceptable 2.9 1.8 2.2 3.3 2.7 241

Female carer gambling not acceptable or neut 2.7 1.8 2.1 2.6 2.5 791
Male carer gambling status * * *x

Male carer gambling acceptable 2.9 1.8 2.3 3.2 2.7 249

Male carer gambling not acceptable or neutral 2.7 1.8 2.0 2.6 2.5 720
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3.7 Modelling the influence of marketing relativedther factors
Stepwise logistic regression was conducted to examine the following among the children and
young people and young adults:

1 Model 1: factors associated with gambling susceptibility in-aoment gamblers
1 Model 2: factors associated with currtegambling.

Full results of the logistic regression are presented in appendix 7.4.

Table3-aaand Table3-bb demonstrate the results oftsp 4, the stage of the regression in
which the potential association of all factors are considered together, demonstrated that the
factors most strongly associated with gambling susceptibility (Mbyelere high levels of
gambling marketing awareness (ARB),increasing age (OR: )}, high brand awareness (OR:
1.6),) and engagement with gambling marketing activity (OR:dnd)the GOES Money
subscale (OR: 1.3

In terms of Model 2, the factors nsbstrongly associated with current gambling were peer
gambling (OR: 8), engagement with two or more types of gambling marketing (OR: 3.2),
increasing age (OR:5)parental gambling (OR: 2.3) and high brand awareness2ZORThe
confidence interval$or the odds ratios for these factors overlapped, with the exception of

peer gambling which only overlapped with marketing engagemBnis suggest that peer
gambling has the greatest association with current gamblintp those who have a close

friend who gambles having six times the odds of being a current gambler than those without a
close friend who gambles.
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Table3-aa¢ Step 4 of bgistic regressionfactors associated witlgambling susceptibility among non
gamblers aged 124

Positive/negative
association Odds ratio
Gender: Female + 1.4 *
Base: Male
Age: 1824 + 1.7 *
Base: 1117
Either parent gambles 1.2
Base: Neither parent gambles
Peersgamble 1.6
Base: Peers do not gamble
Gambling acceptable to at least one parent 14
Base: Gambling not acceptable to parents
Lives independently from parents 05
Base: Lives with parents
Positive towards advertising 1.0
Base: Negative or neutral towards advertising
Lives in Scotland 1.2
Base: Lives in England / Wales
Area deprivation: Most deprived quintile 1.0
Quintile 2 11
Quintile 3 0.9
Quintile 4 1.0
Base: Least deprived quintile
Average Number of types of marketing seen (6 to 8) 11
High number of types of marketing seen (9 to 17) + 18 **
Base: Low number of types of marketing seen (0 to 5)
Average number of brandaware of (7 to 8) + 15 *
High number of brandsware of (9 to 10) + 1.6 **
Base: Low number of brandsvare of(0 to 6)
Participated in marketing + 1.7 **
Base: Not participated in marketing
Mean score for GOES Excitement items + 1.2 *
Mean score for GOES Escafmns 0.9
Mean score for GOES Ego items 1.0
Mean score for GOES Social items + 1.2 *
Mean score for GOES Money items + 13 *kk
Interaction: Age 184 by Mean score for GOES Excitement items
Interaction: Age by Mean score for GOES Morikeyns
Constant 0.047 Fhk
Nagelkerke R2 0.200

(Base = 623* Significant at the 10% level, ** Significant at the 5% level, *** significant at the 1% l¢vel
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Table3-bb ¢ Step 4 of bgisticregression factors associated witlcurrent gambling among those aged 11
24

Positive/negative
association Odds ratio
Gender: Female 1.0
Base: Male
Age: 1824 + 25 ok
Base: 1417
Either parent gambles + 2.3 i
BaseNeither parent gambles
Peers gamble + 6.4 Fkk
Base: Peers do not gamble
Gambling acceptable to at least one parent + 15 **
Base: Gambling not acceptable to parents
Lives independently from parents 14
Base: Lives with parents
Positive towards advertising 09
Base: Negative or neutral towards advertising
Lives in Scotland 09
Base: Lives in England / Wales
Area deprivation: Most deprived quintile 09
Quintile 2 1.0
Quintile 3 + 0.6 o
Quintile 4 1.0
Base: Least deprived quintile
Average number of types of marketing seen (6 to 8) 0.8
High number of types of marketing seen (9 to 17) 0.7
Base: Low number of types of marketing seen (0 to 5)
Average number of brandaware of(7 to 8) 1.2
High number of brandsware of (9 to 10) + 11 el
Base: Low number of brandsvare of(0 to 6)
Participated in one type of marketing + 1.4 *
Participated in two or more types of marketing + 3.190 =
Base: Not participated in marketing
Mean score for GOES Excitement items + 14 ok
Mean score for GOES Escape items 1.0
Mean score for GOES Ego items 1.0
Mean score for GOES Social items - 0.7 Fhk
Mean score for GOES Monégms + 1.3 e
Interaction: Age 184 by Mean score for GOES Excitement items
Interaction: Age 184 by Mean score for GOES Social items
Interaction: Age by Mean score for GOES Money items
Constant 0.059 ¥+
Nagelkerke R2 0.457

(Base=1086; * Significant at the 10% level, ** Significant at the 5% level, *** significant at the 1% level)
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4 Discussion

ScotCen submitted a report on its qualitative research witiddren, young people and young
adults aged 124, as well as with vulnerable groups (those with lived experience of mental
health problems and problem gamblers) in May 2019 (MacGregor et al, in press). Initially it had
been intended to submit a report awbining this qualitative research with a survey of those

aged 1124 in Britain. Unfortunately, due to delays encountered in accessing the sample, the
survey fieldwork did not commence until May 2019, and was finally completed in July/August
2019. As a redy this second report focuses on the findings of the quantitative survey.

The crosssectional survey of those aged-24 adopted a postalveb design, followed by a
telephone interview phase. In total, 1091-24 year olds responded (approximate 33%
housetlold response rate). As they had been drawn from two nationally representative
populationbased surveys, the Family Resources Survey (FRS) and the Scottish Household
Survey (SHS), it was possible to weight the respondents to matgirafie of the target
population profile in terms of age, sex and region

This section will report on the main findings of the survey, with an emphasis on how the
results relate to the main research questions the survey was designed to address.

Gambling behaviours the young people

About onehalf (51%) of those aged 24 reported that they had gambled previously. In

addition, 42% of respondents stated that they were current gamblers. Those ageti\i8re

much more likely to be current gamblers (60%) compared with tlagsel 1117 (23%), which
might be anticipated given that they were above the minimum legal participation age for all
gambling activities in the UK. Current gamblers were also asked two questions to assess their
risk of becoming a problem gambler. Two pearceere classified as being at high risk (this

would equate to approximately 1% of the whole sample) and 6% were categorised as being at
low risk. Although we did not use a recognised problem gambling scale within the su8y, 1

of those aged 124 yearseing at high risk of problem gambling does correspond to the

results of other surveys. It is also important to note that the question on gambling
susceptibility showed that0%of those who had never gambled thought that they might

spend money on gamblinin the coming year.

The most commonly reported gambling activities in the previous month were taking part in the
lottery (including scratchcards) (17%) and playing bingo at somewhere other than a bingo club
(17%) Playing fruit machine®9%) and privatdetting with friends %) were the next most
commonly cited gambling activities engaged in during the previous mérghould be noted
though, that twothirds of those aged 24 said that they had not spent any of their own

money on gambling in the pvéous month.

Clearly, there should be a difference in the gambling activities the respondents are
participating in by age, given that many examples (e.g. playing machines in betting shops) are
restricted to those aged 18 and over, those playing the |gttemve to be aged 16 and over,

and some activities such as lower stake fruit machines may have no age limit whatsoever.
Those in the 1115 age category were most likely to say that they had played fruit machines,
hadbeen betting privately with friends anglayingbingo in an environment other than a

bingo club Similarly, those aged 167 were most likely to say that they had played the lottery,
and a large increase in the percentage of those aged 18 and above was observed for those
visiting bookmakers andsing gambling websites and app$is suggests that a large majority

of those aged 124 were accessing gambling activitiegally, thougha minority of those aged
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under 18 years reported that they had participated in gambling activities illegally asuch
gambling online. It is also important to note that it is not always possible to ascertain from the
answer categories if the gambling activity is being accessed legally or not. Still, the increase in
respondents saying that they were participating il tharious activities when age restrictions

no longer applied to them gives some confidence that the gambling practices in the previous
month were reported accurately and accessed legally.

Family and peer influence

In total, the respondents stated that 476bmale parents/carers, 35% of female

parents/carers and 31% of peers (closest friend) were current gamblers. It was reported that
about onequarter of the male and female carers perceived that gambling was acceptable, and
indeed those carers who gambledtre much more likely to find the gambling of the

respondent as acceptable (almost 40% stating that it was acceptable). Of course, it is possible
that those who gamble hold more positive views of gambling more generally, but it should also
be noted that these are the perceptions of the respondents, and not the actual expressed
views of parents, carers or peers.

A higher percentage of those aged-24 who had a female carer, male carer or, in particular,
closest friend who gambled were current gamblers coregawith those who had non

gambling carers and peers. It should be noted that 84% of those with a closest friend who
gambled were current gamblers themselves. Previous research has demonstrated the

influence of having parents/carers and/or close friends \ghmble (Pitt et al, 2017T.he

potential associatio? ¥ LJ NBy Gak OF NENER | yR LISSNAR 2y GKS
susceptibility and current gambling behaviour was a crucial part of the logistic regression
analysis (see below).

Viewsof and attitudes towarsl gambling

In the surveythose aged 124 were asked to complete a modified version of the Gambling
Outcome Expectancies Scale (GOES) to assess their views and attitudes towards gambling. The
responses to the 18 statements in the GOES instrument can $&fidd into five suiscales:
excitement, escape, ego enhancement, money (financial gain) and sociability. The results
demonstrated that 1124 year olds responded most favourably to statements in the
excitement, financial gain and sociability subscalesekample, the respondents were most
likely to agree with the statements; gambling isuah (46%) gambling provides a good chance
to win big with small money(%)and gambling is a way to make big mon&®%) These

views did not differ by age or gender, but it should be noted thatent gamblers had
significantly higher scores in the excitement and financial gain subscales compared with non
current gamblersFor the 1124 year olds who hold positive viewsaut gambling, it does

appear that the most appealing aspects relate to the exhilaration, intensity and
unpredictability of the experience, anary importantly the knowledge that it is possible, if
unlikely, to have a major financial windfall.

However, i is also important to note that the mean GOES scores were quite low across the
whole sample and tended to be below the neutral point (mean=3), which means that
respondents tended to disagree with the statemeniibe exception to this was that current
gambers were more likely to agree with the money subscale overall (mean=3.2), though the
mean for the other subscales were all below the neutral point. This suggests that both non and
current gamblers held generally negative views about gambling.

Gambling m&eting
The main function of the survey component was to establish the prevalence of the awareness

of different types of gambling marketing, assess engagement with this marketing and examine
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the impacts of this marketing, whilst also considering the effeftother key influences, such
as parental and peer gambling, amongZdlyear olds. As a result, the survey helps answer the
following research questions:

1 RQZ1) Focusing on marketing and advertising across all media, where and how often
does gambling advésing occur?

1 RQ4) To what extent are children, young people and vulnerable groups exposed to
gambling marketing and advertising and wisathe impact of this on attitudes,
knowledge and gambling behaviour?

1 RQ5) How does the impact of gambling adverjsir marketing vary by different
mediums?

1 RQ6) How does the influence of marketing and advertising compare with athens,
such as parental gambling, parental facilitation, and moral or religious beliefs?

1 RQ?7) To what extent are children and youngpie exposed to online advertising in
non-age restricted online environments, and on what channel or platform are they
most likely to encounter gambling marketing and advertising?

Views of marketing

Only 17% of respondents held mainly positive viewsewiig adverts in general. When asked
about gambling marketing specifically, only 5% said that they liked gambling adverts. It is
difficult to know why gambling marketing appears to be less popular than viewing adverts in
general among 1-24 year olds. Howeer, children and young people are being exposed to
marketing for activities they are not legally allowed to participate in (and have reported that
they have little interest in), which may be contributing to this predominantly negative view.

Awareness ofambling marketing and braad

Only 4% of survey respondents stated that they had not recalled any gambling promotions in
the previous month, whereas the rest of the sample remembered an average of 6.5 different
examples. Perhaps unsurprisingly, the moshomn mode of gambling promotion in the
previous month cited by the respondents was gambling adverts on television (84%). Almost
70% percent of those aged 24 also reported seeing gambling marketing in shops, window
displays and at the till (lottery andatchcard displays). Twibirds of 1124 year olds
remembered seeing such promotions on social media.

The level of awareness of gambling promotions expressed, and the range of modes of
marketing that the young people cited, does support the view that lgjamg marketing is
ubiquitous, children, young people and young adults are aware of it whether they have
gambled or not, and it is contributing to the normalisation of gambling activities in these facets
of society. Given the timing of the survey, with thelk of the fieldwork conducted in Majuly
2019, it is possible that the awareness of gambling adverts on television will not be as high
after August 2019 when the whistle to whistle ban on adverts before the 9pm watershed came
into force, though evidery shirt sponsorship and pitchside advertising remain. Even allowing
for this, though, almost all of those aged-24 were aware of gambling marketing in multiple
forms, whether they were at the younger end of the spectrum (mean = 5.9 types) er non
gambles (mean=5.7 types). It is also important to recognise that current gamblers (mean=7.9)
and those susceptible to gambling in the coming year (mean=6.8) had a higher level of
awareness of gambling marketing.

By providing a list of the 10 gambling brand namwés the biggest spend in advertising in the
month prior to survey launch, it was possible to assess the level of brand awareness among
those aged 1P4. The qualitative research showed that young people were able to recognise
gambling brands from a segmieof a logo, even if they had stated that they had little
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knowledge of or interest in gambling and its marketing. Similarh24l§ear olds were aware

on average 7.3 of the 10 named brands in the survey. Whilst it is true that those who were
aged 1824, male, current gamblers, had higher awareness of and had engaged with gambling
marketing and were susceptible to gambling reported the highest levels of brand awareness,
arguably the most important finding is the very high brand awareness reported by tloose,
example, who were aged 117 (mean=6.5 brands) and had lower levels of gambling marketing
awareness (mean=6.2 brands). This does suggest, again, that gambling marketing and branding
has been very successful in increasing knowledge and awarenessldfrgaamong 11224

year olds. Of course, it may be argued that respondents may have ticked more brands than
they were actually aware of, though the fact that only 28 individuals reported that they were
g NB 2F (KS UYbetdzipols the WdwyhRtkls is azefable estimate of the
brand awareness of those aged-24 years. It was not possible to conduct a brand recognition
exercise due to the different survey modes.

Awareness of ageestriction information and health warnings

In the survey, 53%ad seen some form of agestricted messages related to gambling
advertising in the previous month, whereas only 38% were aware of any health information or
warnings. In addition, awareness of this type of messaging does not necessarily mean that
those ajed 1124 thought that it was memorable or effective. The results of the quantitative
research indicate that age and healthlated information and warnings need to be much more
prominent in the context of the overall gambling advert in order for suchrinétion to be

noticed, as 1424 year olds are much more aware of gambling marketing than they are of its
associated age and headtklated information.

Engagement witgamblingmarketing

The fact that gambling marketingay have the potential to influend® 2 dzy’' 3 LIJS2 LX SQ& I y R
@2dzy3 | Rdzf §aQ | g NB yawarenesslopsndtddceSsadySIneanyhBtit 6 NI Yy R
would haveany further effect on more active engagement with marketing and on gambling
behaviour.As would be epected, the level of the actual engagement with gambling

promotions in the previous month of those aged-24 years is much lower than their reported

levels of gambling marketing and brand awareness. In total, 33% of respondents had engaged

with at least me type of gambling marketing more actively, with the most commonly cited

activity being the discussion of gambling marketing or a gambling company with friends (15%).

In the previous month, those aged-2# had engaged with a mean of 0.6 types of marlgtin

though it is important to note that this figure was highest for current gamblers (mean=1.1). It
seems logical that those who engage with gambling marketing more actively would not only

have greater awareness of gambling marketing but would also be hkefg to be current

gamblers when compared with those who do not engage with the marketing.

Potential influence ojamblingmarketing
Logistic regression was conducted to examine factors associated with susceptibility to

gambling (among those who hadver gambled) and current gamblinghis showed that
increasing age (184 years), havingarents who gamble, parents holding favourakblgitudes

to gambling and, in particulahaving close friends who gambieere associated with

NEB a LJ2 ycRrenf gainling. Higher levels of gambling marketing awareness were
significantly associated with susceptibility to gamble only, and not for participating in current
gambling activities, when other factors were controlled. fon the other handhigherbrand
awarenes was significantly associated with both susceptibility to gamble and current
gamblingamong the survey participanth is also important to note that increased
engagement with gambling marketingas associated withoth susceptibility to gamble and
current gambling.The GOES results showed that higher scores imthraey and excitement
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subscales were both significantly associated wétspondents both being more susceptible to
gambk andalso to becurrent gambérs.

These results demonstrate that tliectors associated with gambling susceptibility and current
gambling among those aged-24 years are complex and multifactoritlis also important to
emphasise that these are the results from a cresstional, not a longitudinal, survey and as a
resut we cannot demonstrate causalitilevertheless, the results suggest that higher levels of
awareness of gambling marketing is associated with increased susceptibility to gamble, and
higher brand awareness is associated with both gambling susceptibilitguareht gambling.
Even if the higher awareness of marketing was not associated with current gambling per se,
unlike higher levels of brand awareness, more active engagement with the marketing (for
example, discussing a gambling company or gambling magkeith family or friends) was
associated with both gambling susceptibility and current gambling status. More active
participation with marketing has previously been shown to be more strongly associated with
the behaviour in question, such as alcohol canption, than marketing awareness (Gordon et
al, 2011)However, the results also suggest that this is only one part of a complex narrative, in
which increasing age, parental attitudes which are favourable to gambling and the presence of
parental gamblingtself, as well aghe influence of peer gambling behaviour, also have a major
impact on the gambling of 124 year oldsOf course, it may also be argued that those who
gamble are more likely to be aware of, and engage with, gambling marketing. In additam
ignoring other associated factors, it is unlikely that gambling marketing operates in such a
straightforward and linear fashion only, with increased awareness of marketing and gambling
brands leading to greater knowledge of gambling, leading to dammarketing engagement
and initiation of gambling behaviour.

Strengths and limitations
The major strengths and limitations of the survey of2dlyear olds were:

1 Due to delays in gaining access to the samples, some of those who were invited to
participate had outof-date contact information. For example, respondents haalved
to a new houser changed other contact details (emails and phone numbers) since
they participated in the SHS and FRS surveys. The use of gatekeepers, particularly for
those agedbelow 18 years, may also have impacted upon distribution of the
questionnaires to eligible participants. The telephone survey in particular suggested
that contact information held for potential participants may not always have been
accurate.

1 The survey wasrosssectional, and as such itnst possibleo infer causal links
betweenvariables. Although associations were found between high levels of
marketing awareness, brand awareness, marketing engagement and gambling
susceptibility and behaviour, as ttgtudy is not part of a longitudinal series the
direction of effectfor these and other factors cannot be inferred.

1 Due to the need to make a predominantly web and telephbased survey short and
concise, particularly for the children and young people clatipg the survey, it was
not possible to include, for example, full problem gambling scales or risk of problem
gambling scales. However, the focus of the survey was on gambling markétings
never intended to examine problem gambling in detail witthia survey element.
lfaz> a GKS LINBGIFfSyOS 2F WLINRoftSY 3AFYoftAy
1-2%, even doubling the sample size to around 2000 would potentially only have
generated responses from about-20 of those experiencing problemsttviheir
gambling.
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It was possible to use the findings in the qualitative report, as well as findings from
other strands of the overall research study, to interpret and explain the responses to
the survey.

Logistic regressionhere issomeunexplained vaation in the modelswhich may be

due to factors we were unable to measure in the sun@yly two outcome measures
were used, and there may be others thatyidentify a different set of factors
associated with the outcome measur@¥e large number ofariablesincluded in the
modelsmaylead to issues with samples size and hidden interactions between,them
but collinearity andhe stability of the models/ere both tested for, and both models
appeared to be robust and stable.

As the sample for this studyas drawn from two nationally representative surveys
(FRS and SHSHKIS and FRS data were both weighted to account for sampling
probabilities and nosresponse bias, to make them representative of the population in
private households in Englan8cotlandand Wales. These weights were further
adjusted to take into account potential sampling and sresponse bias to the

gambling survey, to make the survey representative of the population-@4lylear
oldslivingin private householgacross Britain on key &ures, such as age, sex and
region.However,it is recognised that the sample may not be perfectly representative
on other attributes, such as exposure to advertisitgughthere is no evidence to
suggest any bias in the sample

Scotland is overepresented in the sample, with the result that the effective sample
size is considerably smaller than the actual sample size. As a result, unweighted figures
may mislead the reader. Weighting has bepropriatelyapplied to reduce bias in

the survey, whereasnweighted figures would be biased towards Scotland rather than
reflecting the position across Britain.

Previoussurveyshavebeen conducted with those aged 1B, or adults aged 16 and
above, and have not had such a focus on gambling marketing. As iDssiblp to
weight the sample in this study, it is likely that this is the most robust and reliable
survey of the views and influence of gambling marketing on children, young people
and young adults in Britain conducted to this date, and the findings caeheralised
across the whole 124 years age range.
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5 Conclusions and recommendations

The results of both the quantitative and qualitative research are consistent, and show that
children, young people and young adults are exposed to and aware of gambling marketing and
branding across a wide range of media on a regular basis. A high lewe@ness of

gambling marketing is associated with increased susceptibility to gamble amoorgamblers

and higher brand awareness was also found to be associated with current gambling. More
active engagement and participation with the marketing igum, significantly associated

with gambling susceptibility and current gambling.

Gambling marketing is only one part of a complex picture, in which, for example, favourable
parental views towards gamblingarental gambling behaviour and gambling amoegns are

all significantly associated with current gambling among those agetfl ykears. In addition, as
this is a crossectional survey it could also be argued that current gamblers are more likely to
be interested in and engage with gambling marketimgn nongamblers. However, the results
of the quantitative research suggest thgambling marketing and the promotion of gambling
brands areassociated wittihe knowledgeandviews towards gambling of those aged-24,

are associated with gambling susciyiity and in turn,if individuals engage with the

marketing more activelgare significantly associated with current gambling activitiesture
longitudinal researclis requiredto explore the nature of the association in more detail.
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7 Appendices
7.1 Questionnaire

NatCen

Social Research that works for sociely

Young People’s
survey on Gambling
Promotion

Thizs iz a survey about your awareness, knowledge and experiences of
gambling and how it is advertised and marketed. You do not need to

have gambled to take part and no special knowledge about gambling is
nesded.

This survey is for young people aged between 11 and 24 only.

The survey takes around 10 minutes to complete. Please follow the
instructions and answer each question, then seal your completed
questionnaire in the freepost envelope and post it back to us.

Once we've received it, we will post your £5 high street voucher to you.

Please nofe: your voucher may take up to 4 weeks o arrive.

P12482/<Sarial numbear=<Ckk- <barcodes
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By gambling, we mean risking something such as money
on a game, or on the outcome of an event, in the hope
of winning more money or prizes (e.g. buying a lottery
ticket, placing a bet on a sporting event, betting money
on card games with your friends or playing gambling
games like roulette online or on a smartphone app).

GAMBLING ACTIVITY

This first set of questions will ask you about your gambling activity

. Have you spent any of YOUR money on any of the following in the last
month? We want to know about games you played yourself.

PLEASE READ THE LIST CAREFULLY AND SELECT ALL OF THE ACTIVITIES THAT YOU
HAVE TAKEN PART IN

Taking part in a lottery for example National Lottery Lotto {the main
Mational lottery draw), Health Lottery, Postcode Lottery, Scratchcards,
Euromillicns, Thundsrball, Hotpicks

Parsonally placing a bet at a betting shop for exampls visiting a bookios
to bet on football or horse racing

Gambling websites or apps whare you can win raal monsy or othar
prizes for example poker, casino games, bingo, betting on sport or racing

Fruit machines (puggies, slot machines) at an arcade, pub or club

Privata batting with friands for example playing cards or placing a privata
et for monay on the outcome of an event

Bingo at a bingo club

Bingo at somewhere other than a bingo club for example social club,
holiday park

Visiting a batting shop to play gaming machines
Visiting a casino to play casino games

Any other type of gambling

NN N NN NN

MNong of the above
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®

The first time you spent your own money on gambling, what age
were you?

13 years old or younger I:I

14 - 15 yaars old I:I
16 — 17 years old |:|

18 years or older |:|

| have never spent my own money |:|
on gambling or batting

. How much of your own maoney, if any, did you spend on gambling in the
last seven days? Please round to the nearest pound.

If you didn’t spend any of your own money in the last seven days,
please write 0.

How much of someone else's money, If any, did you spend on gambling
in the last seven days? For example, by using someone else’s bank
card, online account or asking someone to place a bet for you. Please
round to the nearest pound.

If you didn’t spend any of someone else's money in the last seven days,
please write 0.

. How often do you usually participate in gambling activities?

MNevar I:I—b GO TO QUESTION 8

Once a month or lass

A few times a month ANSWER QUSTIONS

) & AND 7
A fow times a weok

Every day or almost avery day

(7%
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. In the past year, how often
have you found yourself
thinking about gambling or
planning to gamble?

Meavar
Once or twice
Sometimeas

Often

. In the past year, have you
ever spent much more
than you planned to on
gambling?

MNevear
Once or twice
Someatimos

Often

L]

L]

. Do you think you will spend
money on gambling in the

)

]

)

: next year?

; Definitely not | |
::- Probably not D
; Probably yas |:|
/ Definitsly yes | |
)

.) Mot sura |:|
)

)

)

§ GAMBLING MARKETING

I‘J The next set of guestions asks about

.:' your opinions on gambling marketing

} and advertizing.

)

TJ Just a reminder, when we say gambling,
.:' we mean risking something such as

} maney on a4 game, or on the outcome

:J of event, in the hope of winning more

.) money or prizes (e.g. buying a lottery

} ticket, placing a bet on a sporting event,
_:' betting money on card games with your
:J friends or playing gambling games like
.:' roulette online or on a smartphone app).
)

.:' By gambling marketing, we mean all

.:' the different ways that a gambling

;' company can communicate or promote
) themselves to an audience and

fJ encourage them to gamble.

)

} Remember, we are interested in the

.:' different forms of gambling marketing

.:' that you have seen, not the experiences
,:' of others.

L B A N
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. Owver the last month, have you seen or heard gambling being

promoted in any of the following ways?

PLEASE READ THE LIST CAREFULLY AND SELECT ALL THAT YOU HAVE SEEN OR HEARD

Advarts for gambling in newspapers or magazines (including leaflats insartad)
Advearts for gambling on television (including onling TV)
Adverts for gambling on billboards or posters in the stroet

Famous peopls in films, telsvision or magazines gambling or talking
about gambling

Sports teams, games or events sponsored by a gambling company
Merchandise sponsored by a gambling company (e.g. football shirt)
Compsatitions or prize draws related to gambling companias
Adverts for gambling on the radio or through podcasts

Shops, window displays or places in shops whare you can gamble {e.9.
batting shop, or lotteries and scratch cards in newsagents)

Adverts for gambling on social media such as YouTube, Facaebook, Twittar
and othaer social media websitas

Smartphone applications for gambling companias

Wabsitas for gambling companies

E-miails from gambling companias

Pop-up adverts for gambling companies on websitas

Word of mouth from a friend or family member about gambling
Gambling promoted through a video game or online game
Any other sort of gambling markating

Mone of the above
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When we say gambling company, we mean companies
through which you can spend money on gambling such
as a bookmakers, lottery or casino. These can be in a
physical location or online.

. Over the last month, have you done any of the following things?
PLEASE READ THE LIST CAREFULLY AND SELECT ALL THAT YOU HAVE DONE

Attended an svent sponsored by a gambling company
(e.g. a football match)

Owned or worn merchandise sponsored by a gambling company
(e.g. a football shirt)

Entered a compstition or a prize draw run by a gambling company

Liked, commentad on or shared gambling adverts and marketing on social
media (e.g. YouTube, Facebook, Twitter and other social media websites)

Downloaded a smartphone application from a gambling company
Signed up to receive emails from a gambling company
Clicked on a pop-up internet advert for a gambling company

Discussed a gambling company or gambling marketing with a
friend or family member

None of the above
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. Which of the following brand names have you seen or heard of?

PLEASE READ THE LIST CAREFULLY AND SELECT ALL THE BRANDS YOU HAVE
HEARD OF

Postocode Lottary
The MNational Lottery
Tombola

Ladbrokes

The Health Lottory
SkyBet, Sky Casino etc.
Botfair

Cogibat

William Hill

Coral

Paddy Powar

Mone of the above

N ¢

. Over the last month, have you seen any information in gambling
marketing (e.g. on TV or on social media) that suggests you need to be
a certain age to gamble?

Yoz I:I Mo I:I Mot sura |:|

Over the last month, have you seen any information, health messages,
or warnings in gambling marketing?

Yas I:I Mo I:I Mot surs I:'

=
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YOUR VIEWS ON GAMBLING

. Mow we are going to give you some statements about gambling.

Please read each statement carefully and rate how much you agree or

disagree with it.

Gambling iz a nush
Gambling iz about enjoying intensive fealings
Gambling gives a fecling of being really alive

Gambling is a way to forgat
averyday problams

Gambling is the bast way to relax
Gambling can help clear your mind
Gambling helps releass tension

Gambling is about fesling like an expeart
Gambling produces a fesling of importance
Gambling iz about feeling in control

Gambling produces a fesling of
being powerful

Gambling is a way to win big
monay immediatahy

Gambling providas a good chance to win big
with small money

Gambling is a way to make big monay

Gambling provides an opportunity to ba
with similar people

Gambling is a way to mest new peopla

Gambling provides an opportunity to get
along with other people favourably

Gambling provides an opportunity to
be with friends

8

@
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YOUR FRIENDS’ AND
FAMILY'S VIEWS OF
GAMBLING

The next set of questions asks
about what your friends and family
think about gambling.

. As far as you know, how
often does your mum or
female carer spend money
on gambling?

Mever

Once a month or lass
A fow times a month
Daily or almost daily

| don’t have or see this person

LI

. As far as you know, how often
does your dad or male carer
spend money on gambling?

Maver

Cnce a month or less
A fow times a month
Daily or almost daily

| don’t have or see this person

NN
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Maither acceptable nor unacceptabla

Meither acceptable nor unacceptable

i . As far as you know, how often

does your closest friend spend
money on gambling?

Mevar I:'
Once a month or less
A fow timas a month

Draily or almost daily

LI

| don't have or see this person

. If you spent money on

gambling, do you think your
mum or female carer would
consider it to be...

Totally acceptabla

Somewhat acceptable

Somewhat unacceptable

Totally unacceptable

IO

| don't have or see this person

. If you spent money on

gambling, do you think your
dad or male carer would
consider it to be...

Totally acceptable

Somewhat accaptable

Somewhat unacceptable
Totally unacceptabla

| don't have or sea this person
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YOUR VIEWS ON
ADVERTISING

. People have different views

on adverts. Which of the
following statements best

describes how you feel about
seeing adverts on the whole?

| like adwverts a lot

I like adverts a little

| naither like nor dislike advarts

| dislike advarts a little

| dislike advarts a lot

[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

. People have different views
on gambling adverts. Which of
the following statements best
describes how you feel about
seeing gambling adverts on

the whole?

| like gambling adverts a lot
| like gambling adverts a little

| noither like nor dislike
gambling adverts

| dislike gambling adverts a little

| dislike gambling adverts a lot

HIEREEEIN
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/) ABOUT YOU

?I To finish, we would like to ask you
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some questions about yourself. Don't
worry if you're not sure of the answer
or you don't want to answer a question,
you can just skip to the next question.

. What is your gender?

Male I:I
Famale |:|

Prafer to self describa,
please write in:

Profor not to answer I:I

. What age were you on your last

birthday?

. Which country do you live in?

Othar, ploase writa in:




. Which of the following best
describes your current living

arrangement?

Living with parent(s) or other
adult family membari(s)

Living with a spouse or partner

Living with frisnd(s) or
housamateis)

Mot living with any other adults

MNone of thesa

. Are you in:

Full timea aeducation
Part time education

Mot in education

. Are you in:

Full time work
Part timeo work

Mot in work

IO oy e
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; . What is your ethnic group?
PLEASE SELECT ONE OPTIOM THAT BEST

DESCRIBES YOUR ETHNIC GROUP

White
Whita British

White Irish

White Gypsy/Travellar
White Polish

Othar Whits

Mixed or multiple ethnic group
Any mixed or muklipls sthnic
groups

Asian or Asian British
Pakistani or Pakistani British

Indian or Indian British

Bangladeshi or Bangladaeshi
British

Chinesea or Chinese British
Other Asian

African
African or African Britizh

Other African

Caribbean or Black
Caribbean or Caribbean British

Black or Black British
Other Caribbean or Black

Other ethnic groups
Arab or Arab British

Other sthnic group

Prefer not to answer

IO e Do Gt e L D]



. What is your religion?

. How many computers does
your family own (including PCs,

Mo religion

Christian (any denominations)
Buddhist

Hindu

Jewish

Muslim

Sikh

HiNNN N
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Any other religion, pleass write in

If you are aged between
11 and 15, please answer
questions 30 to 35.

i you are aged 16 or 17,
please answer questions 30
to 36.

If you are aged between

18 and 24, please answer
question 36.

. Do you have your own bedroom
for yourself?
e []

Nn|:|
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Macs, laptops and tablets, not
including game consoles and

smartphones)?
Mons |:|
One |:|
Two I:I
More than two |:|

Does your family own a car, van

or truck?
Mo
Yas, ong

Yas, two or mora

Does your family have a
dishwasher at home?

Yas

Mo

[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

[ ]
[ ]

How many bathrooms (room
with a bath/shower or both) in

your home?
Mone
Cne
Twao

Mora than two

[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]



How many times did you and your family travel out of the UK for a
holiday/vacation last year?

Mona
One
Two

Mors than two

LI

. Thinking of the income of your household as a whole, which of the
following bands represents the household’s total income from all sources
over the last 12 months before any deductions for taxes, National
Insurance contributions, health insurance payments, superannuation

payments etc.?
Per week Per month Per year
Lass than £100 Less than £433 Lass than £5200
£100 to £199 £433 to £846 £5,200 to £10,399
£200 to £299 £847 to £1,299 £10.400 to £15,599

£300 to £399 £1,300 to £1,732 £156,600 to £20,793
£400 to £438 £1,733 to £2 166 £20,800 to £25,998
£500 to £699 £2 166 to £3,032 £26,000 to £36,393
£700 to £999 £3,033 to £4,332 £36,400 to £51,993

£1,000 to £1.493 £4.333 to £6.493 £52,000 to £77,993

O I A | I

£1.,500 or mora £6,500 or mora £78,000 or mona
Mot sure
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How many times did you and your family travel out of the UK for a
holiday/vacation last year?

Mona
One
Two

Mors than two

LI

. Thinking of the income of your household as a whole, which of the
following bands represents the household’s total income from all sources
over the last 12 months before any deductions for taxes, National
Insurance contributions, health insurance payments, superannuation

payments etc.?
Per week Per month Per year
Lass than £100 Less than £433 Lass than £5200
£100 to £199 £433 to £846 £5,200 to £10,399
£200 to £299 £847 to £1,299 £10.400 to £15,599

£300 to £399 £1,300 to £1,732 £156,600 to £20,793
£400 to £438 £1,733 to £2 166 £20,800 to £25,998
£500 to £699 £2 166 to £3,032 £26,000 to £36,393
£700 to £999 £3,033 to £4,332 £36,400 to £51,993

£1,000 to £1.493 £4.333 to £6.493 £52,000 to £77,993

O I A | I

£1.,500 or mora £6,500 or mora £78,000 or mona
Mot sure

13
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Please tell us your full name so that we can send you a £5 high
street voucher.

We will sand you a high street voucher for £5 to the
address we have on record. That is the address where we
sent your original letter.

If you would like us to use another address, please
contact us to update your address. You can do that by
either calling us on Freephone 0800 652 0201 or by
emailing gamblingsurvey@scotcen.org.uk and telling us
your serial number (the 7 digit number on the front of this
questionnaire) and where you would like your voucher to
be zent.
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Thank you for
taking part.

NatCen

Social Research Ihal works Tor sociely
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7.2 Weighting note

Calibration weighting was used to ensure that the profile of the weighted sample matches the

target population profile in terms of age, sex and region. All respondents to the gambling

survey camdrom households that had previously participated in either the Scottish

Household Survey (SHS) or the Family Resources Survey (FRS). For each of these surveys,
K2dzaSK2f R ¢SAIKGA I NBE LINPGARSR (2 | O002dzyd F2NJ ¢
relative © the population of interest. These were, in turn, used to account for those factors

which may affect the likelihood of a household responding to either the SHS or the FRS. The

household weight used to weigh cases from the SH.Wa8VT while households that

originally responded to the FRS were weighted3ngss4

Once the household weights from the SHS and the FRS were applied, survey respaedents
weighted to the marginal age/sex and region distributions using calibration weigkinly
children and young peoplkeged11-24 were eligible to take part in the survey, therefore the
data have been weighted to the British population agdel4 based on 208 Mid-Year
Estimates data from the Office for National Statistics/General Re@tee for Scotland.

The sample design meant that households in Scotland were oversampled relative to the

population. Over half (51%) of respondents to the survey were from Scotland, compared to

less than one in ten (8%) of the estimated populationofild Q& Ay . NAGIF Ay ® . SOI dz
respondents from Scotland &ble7-a) were weighted separately to those from England/Wales

(Table7-b) to ensure that the weighted profile of respondents matched the population

estimates.

Once these had been calculated, the weights for Scottish and English/Welsh respondents were
appended andcaled to the responding sample size. The resulting weighted frequencies are
compared to the population estimates irable7-a.

5> Backgroundo the weightingfor the SHSs availablehere: https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish
householdsurveymethodologyfieldwork-outcomes2017/pages/9/

6 Background to the weightmfor the FRS, as part of the 2011 grossing methodology review, is
availablehere: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachme
nt data/file/321819/frsgrossingmethodologyreview201l-censusupdates.pdf
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Table7-a - Unweighted/weighted frequencies of Scottish respondents

Category Population  Unweighted Respondents Respondent
respondents weighted by weighted by
household weight calibration weight
(SHS)
% % % %

Age/sex
Male 11-13 10.2 11.3 9.1 10.2
Male 1417 12.9 16.9 15.6 12.9
Male 1824 27.8 19.4 22.3 27.8
Female 1113 9.7 13.1 12.7 9.7
Female 1417 12.4 18.2 17.3 12.4
Female 184 27.0 21.1 23.0 27.0
Region
East Scotland 37.6 37.7 38.4 37.4
South/West Central 45.8 38.8 42.7 45.7
Scotland
North East 16.6 23.4 18.9 16.9
Scotland/Highlands

Table7-b - Unweighted/weighted frequencies of English/Welsh respondents

Category Population Unweighted Respondents Respondents
respondents weighted by weighted by final
household weight weight
(FRS)
% % % %
Age/sex
Male 11-13 10.9 15.6 13.4 10.9
Male 1417 135 17.1 16.1 135
Male 1824 26.9 13.2 15.8 26.9
Female 1113 104 14.3 13.1 10.4
Female 1417 12.9 19.6 18.0 12.9
Female 184 25.4 20.2 23.7 25.4
Region
North 32.1 30.2 27.1 32.0
England/Wales
Midlands/East of 28.7 30.4 28.4 28.7
England
London/South of 39.2 39.4 44.5 39.3
England

74



























