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Minutes: Chairman DeKrey opened the hearing oi1 I IB 1306. Relating to lhc limit 011 wagtrs in 

the gumc twenty-one under the games of chatH:L' laws. 

·1:odd Kmndu: Chul'itublc Ouining Association of' North Dukota. Rep Rc,rner and Rep I luwkcn 

spoke on the pt·evious bill I IB 1305 us sponsors of I IB 1306. Introdu<.:eu the amendments 1tvith a 

hundout. I le 1·cfc1·s to the <.:olorcd hundout from the previous bill. The umcndmcnts deal with the 

rent issue ullowing the increase ol' the tuble t\mt. 

Hen Klcmin: Cun you tell me. wh)1 the ,kcrc:asc in gaming in North Dukotn? 

Keith Lnucr:I don't think thc1·e is less gambling in NOl'th Dukotu, the weekly gum biers were 

gumbllng less then bcft>rc, thut doesn't mcun thnt the totnl number is less, 

Rep Klcmin: /\t'c the lndinn cusino's drnwing more people uwuy'l 

,Kpith Luucr: There ccrtulnly i8 u drop in the churitublc guming. it show thut. 

Rep Klcmln: All It shows is thut thcr~ is u <lrop itt revenue. 

Keith Lnucr: If you wulk in uny cusino )1ou will sec thut, it is publk: infonnution. 
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Rep Klem in: There is <.!Vidcncc of the <lccrcusc, we just can't sci: ii. 

Keith Lauer: Exactly. 

Rcp_Muragos: I didn 1t sec the gaming l'cport, of the 5,000 what per cent lwd gained? 

Keith Luucr: I will have to go back to the report for the numbers. 

Rep Mumgos: What per cent have never gambled'? 

Rep Onstud: What percent is addh.:1 ion is directly related to lndiun Casino und what to chul'itablc 

guming, 

Chuirmnn D.<;,Krey: I enn gel the committee a ~opy or the report. I le gives information from the 

report. The problem is idcntilicd us mule und naiivl~ J\mel'ican and in those coun!ics closest to th!.! 

l'CSl!l'VUtions. 

Rep Onstml: They m·c contributing u small portion back to the gambling nduktiPn prnblcm. urc 

they contributing buck to the stutc in direct portion us to whose causing the probl1.:m. 

Tml~I Krundu: The compuct3 now urc negotiuting thut involv'-'U some fun<ling fbr treatment. but I 

um not fomiliur with thut. 

Ben Dclnwrc: Whe11 you 1·c11cgolinting with the compacts. did you huvc an cxpu11sio11. 

Illikl Krondnl..l don't know the h1c1·cusc in the dif'forctll types of gumcs. SEGJ\N wus thcl'c 

muybc they cun m1swcr thut. 

Rick St~ns~th: The Inst compuct doubled nil the m1111bc1·s l'o1· the ln<liun Casinos. 

Keith Lnucr: They nudc<l crnp, rnulcttc und poker, plus some new games. ulso nnd inct·cusc in 

electronic gumcs. 
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Rep Delmore: In light of this information, we have to take into considcratinn of wlmt you arc 

asking, un<l portion of what was given. 

Tod<l Kran<la: Please do. We think it would be appropriate. 

Rep Klemin: Do you know about the $85,000.00 a year given to the ivkntal I lcalth and what they 

arc doing with it, anything else? 

Todd Krnnda: I don't know thut answer. 

Rep Klcmin:lt doesn't sound that they arc <loing much. 

Rep Disrud: J Jave the psychologists been involved in these studies. the mldktivc studies'! 

Todd Kmndu: I nm not sure who in involved. 

Rick Stenseth: Jn rdcrcncc to the study, the pathological gamblers are most likely to use other 

substance ubuscs und they me also mo1·e likely lo be compulsive in other arcus. 

Rep Gunter: Could you explain the chmt. 

Rick Stenseth: I k explains the 1.:hart that Chuck Keller handed out. 

TAPE II SIDE t\ 

B.i£k StcnHclh conti11ucs his testimony on the churl. I le gave the reasons why the dol lu1· t11noun1 

wus picked. 

&m.,Disrn<l: When was the $25.00 chip implanted'? 

Rick Stenseth: I <lo11·1 know when the puddle wheel statute wus enacted. 

Rep Disrud: Hus there been mo1·c gambling prnblcms usu result'? 

Rick Stenseth: I don't know the impuct. 

Chuir111un DcKrc~: Ir there no further· questions. thunk )'ou fut· nppcuring. 
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Rick Stenseth: We arc dealing with the facts. the)' arc in the study. and make them a\'ailahlc so 

that you cun study them. 

Bill Shalhoob: representing the I losp11ality Association spoke in suppmt of I Ill I JO(). 

Chairman DcKrcy: We \Viii continue with those who an: in fuvor or I IB 130(>. 

Gat·y Fonya: Greater Grand Forks Visitors Bul'cau. spoke in support ol' I !BO 130(,. I !is reasons 

for the decline I) economy 2) lack ol' Canadian \'isitors J) pl'oli le ration ol' other gaming 

opportunities and 4) loss of' population. \Ve know from \\ord of mouth that people arc going to 

the native American casinos. llis reasons for support of' this bill I) people will he staying with 

local gnming instead ol' driving dhtanccs. 2) value of' the dollar J) e.-.:pe11ses exceed what the 

charities muke now HIH.l 4) tourism. 

Rep Disrud: Is there a limit at the casino. 

Gary hrnya: $(,0.00 on crups and higher than that at black jack, two tables or $250,00 

R1:p Klt.!min: I do reml.!mbcr tht.! reason for highc1· limits at the Indian Casinos and now we want 

highc1· limits want highc1· limits. aren't \\l.!just going. in a circle? 

Qu,·y Fil!J..Ul: I can· t spcuk to thut. 

Ren Klem in: I I' you 1·c<lucc your expense. me you thinking or cutting back on the number or 

tuhlcs to 1·c<lucc your expenses'.' 

Ont)' Fonn1: Our expenses m·c as low us they can gt!L Rep Delmore: Cu11 you sec Hny rcuso11s 

why the Indian cusinos me us for nhcud? 

iluo'.-E.o.11.Ul: No. 

Chulrmun DcKrc~: Do you huvc nny fcurs, thut we huvc two duss of gambler·:;. Thosc that like to 

cnsino und those thut like chnritublc gnmbling, 
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Gary Fonya: There are always !ears in this busin1.:ss. but I feel that most pL·oplc will not pay any 

atlenlion. 

Chairman De Krey: /\re there any further questions. if not thank you for appearing. 

Joseph Dirk: from the Moose organization, spoke in support of' I IB I J06. 

Vickie Wagner: from the BisnH\r{;k VFW. spoke in sur1mrt or 1113 1306 

Rep Maragos: Is there anythillg that wi II prcsl!l'\'l! the right for the vct'-!rans to stay that low. 

Vickic Wagner: l don't sec that it will change. 

Chairman DcKrcy: Vice Chr Krctschmar has pointl'd out to me that it is in the law to $1.00 the 

bet. We will move to the opposition. 

Oovgn1or Link:Chairman of the North Dakota Couneil on ()ambling J>robkms (sec uttadw<l 

testimony) 

Chait·mun DcKrcx: Just n note. when tlll.:y i,urpose<l and upprn\'cd the lirst gambling compa<.:t. thi.: 

I .cgislaturc hud no input. so we changed the law accordingly. 

Governor Link: Wasn·t that a nice clay. 

D.llilllllill\ DcKrcy: There is frustrntion from the legislature too. 

Rep Di§.!'..llii: What has been done to train the pcoplc ut the tubles lo idcnti IY thi.: pL'ople with 

gnming problems'? 

~c1no1· Link: I c.lon 't know. 

&u1J2u;.tllil: Anything on gnmbling n<l<lition'? 

Governor Link: I cun't unswc1·. 

Jkp Murugos: You brought up suicide~ me you uwurc of m,y increase since we have hud dwrity 

gaming? 
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( iovcmor I ,ink: ll is reeognizcd as un end rcsuh. but I han: no numhcrs. no. 

Rep Marago1?: I understand the concern. 

Governor Link: I don't know if there is a conncetio11. 

Chairman DcK Rey: No further questions. thank you for apfK'aring. 

WUl'rcn De Krey: Spoke in opposition to 11 B I .106. I le has c.1pJK'al'L1d many times to orpose this 

bill. 

Rep Klcrnin: When you were at the !waring. \\as the charitable gaming people there? 

Warren DeKn.:y: I am not sure. I can't answer. 

(hainnan De Krey: II' there are no fi.1rth1.:r questions. thank you for appearing. 

Wmren Wenzel: United tv1cthodist Pastor. Fairmount ND. spoke in opposition to l lB 1306. 

Rep Maragns:C'un you tell us why (jo\'crnor Schuli.:r allowed the gaming eompm:l to raise the 

limit'! 

Warren Wcnzd: It was u puzzk to me. I le was surrounded by high pressme people to 

accomplish the higher Hmits. 

&.tuJuragos: What uhout ou,· unn twist<.1rs? 

~nrrcn Wenzel: The \Vay I sec it. but I don't sec u lot of other pcopl<.1 that ha\'c an economic self 

interest to get their point m:ross us others do. 

Rep Disrnd: Asks about the church nnd there purl in the gumhling issue. 

\Yurrcn .Wenzel: The United Methodist. El.CA und Presbyterian Church ha\'c mutct'ial to rcoch 

out to those people uml we huvc counseling. Purl of our church involvcrncnt is thut we urc 

testifying here todny. 
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Chairman DcKrcy: If there urc no further questions. thank you for appearing. I I' there is no further 

testimony, we will close the hearing on I IB 1306. 
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Minutes:Chairman D<.!Krcy called the L'ommiHec to or<lcr on I 113 1306. 

Rep Delmore: I have some amendments. II mids the money for the rent. Rcp Grande seconded the 

nnwndm1:1Hs. 

DISCUSSION 

Chuck Keller. Todd Krandu wc1·e usked questions to explain some of the reasons of the 

umc:ndmcnts. 

DISCUSSION CONTINUES 

Chuirmnn DcKrcy culled for u voice vole on the amendments, Motion carries. \\!hat are the 

wishes of the committee'? Rep Murugos moved u DO PASS ns umcnd. Rep Delmore scl·ond. 

DISCUSSION 

Chuirmun DcKrcy, the clerk will cull the roll on u DO PASS us nmcnd. The motion passes with 

10 YES, 5 NO uncJ O ABSENT, Currier Rep Murugos. 



Bill/Resolution No.: 

Amendment to: HB 1306 

FISCAL NOTE 
Requested by legislative Council 

02120/2001 

1 A. State fiscal effect: Identify the stc11e fiscr1I elftJcl c1nd the fiscal effect on r,gency c1ppropric1fions 
compared to lvndlng levels and c'1/JfHO/m'c,tions ,111tic1i.wted under current low. 
f -f-1999·2001 Blennluit,-· 1 2001-2003 Blenniurn·-,---2Cf63-2005 Bfe,,rnun,---1 

fGeneral FLnd f"Other-Fun"ifsfGeneral Fun-d I Other Ft.mds Toei1er-~.,l Funu-r6{het· Funtis-1 
I Revenues $Of". ---$~-- $42.00~- ·- -$~---$67.0~------s·q 
I E,cpendltures/ ,-----$~------------$~ ---·--ur-·-------~uf- $~ ------iq 
I Appropriations [=___ ${_{~~~-----=~--~-~_!l>[_===~==!.<f_-.-~----=-~-~-- ~~-:~~--------$~-=-:~~=~~~-:-~:aj 
18. County, city, and school district fiscal effect: Identify Jhe fiscul effect on the oppro/Hiate political 
subdivision. 

2. Narrative: Identify the nspt1cts of tlw mtmstlfl' whir.h cEwsa lisc:11/ i111pc1ct mu/ include ony comnwnts 
relevant to your analysis. 

The bill would increase the ma.'\imum limit of a wngcr !'or the game of 1Wl'l1ly-onc from the 
present five dollnrs, to "twc11ty-live 11 dollars. 

The bill would allow an organization to pay the owner of n gaming site up to an additional 
one hundred dollars of rent per month for each twenty-one table on whkh wngcrs cxcL'tding 
five dollnrs arc accepted. 

3. State flscel effect detail: for lnfo1mntio11 shown under state fiscal effect In 1 A, plel1s0: 

A. Revenues: Explain the revP.nue amounts. Ptovide detail, when oppropri11te, for em:h fl!VMuv type! 
end fund affected end nny amounts included in the executive budget. 

The bill would raise general fund revenue because the gaming tnx would be applkd to tht..· 
adjusted gross proceeds (gro:;s proc~cds less prizes) that is forecast for the ilH:r~n~cd activity 
of the game of twcnty•one. 

B. Expendlturen: Explain the expenditure amounts, Provide detail, when appro/Jri!lfe, /01 el1ch 
agency, line ltetn ond fund a fleeted nm/ tho number of FTE positions nf feet ed. 

Not upplicublc 



C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detc1il, whr.11 appropriate, of the elfcct 
on the biennial appropriation for each agency nnd fund affected and any amounts included in the 
executive budget. Indicate the relationshli1 between the amounts shown for expemlitures and 
appropriations. 

Not applicable 



BIii/Resoiution No.: 

Amendment to: 

HB 1306 

FISCAL NOTE 
Requested by Legislative CouncU 

0111712001 

1A. State fiscal effect: Identify the state fiscal effect and the fisc:a/ effect on agency fl/J/JrO{Jllations 
compared to funding levels and appropriations nnticip11ted under current lt,w. 
I I 1999-2001 Biennium I 2001-2003 Blennlum ,~~20_0_3-·2_0_0_6_Biennlum I 
I rc;eneral Fund I Other Funds !General Fund [other Funds /General Fund r Other Funds 1 
rRevenues $0 i~ $42.ooq $~ $67,ooq $tj 
Expenditures- $~ $or----$of" ____ $tf $~ $q 
Appropriations $~ ~(__ $~-----·· --~c ________ l~ ____ ij 

18. County, city, and school district fiscal effect: Identify the fiscr,I effect on the tJfJproprinte political 
subdivision . .-----

1999·2001 Biennium I ·2001-200 

r 
School 

Counties I Counties Cities Districts Cl 

I $0 $0] $0 sor ...____-~----•----

2. Narrative: Identify the aspects of the measure which couse fiscnl impact lJlld include nny comments 
relevant to your analysis. 

The bill would lncrc:asc the ma.ximum limit of a wager for lhl' g11111e oftWL'nty•onc from live dollars, tr, 
twcnty,,fivc dollnrs, 

3. State fiscal effeot det1tll: For information shown under stale fiscal effect in 1A, pleoso: 
A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each revenue type 

and fund oflected and ony amounts included in the executive budget. 

The bill would im:rcnsc General runu revenues since the increase in ad,iustcd gross proccl'ds (gross 
proccr~ds less prizes) furccost for the gnmc of twenty-one would be subject to the gamir1g tn.x. 

B. Expendhures: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for er"1ch 
agency, line item, end fund affected and the number of FTE positio,w affected. 

Not upJ>licablc 

C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, of the effect 
on the bienniel appropriation for each agoncy and fund affected and any amounts includtJd 111 the 
executive budge,', Indicate tho relationship between the tunounts shown for expenditures onrl 
approprl8f ions. 
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Not applicable 

rJame: Charles Keller/Kathy Roll jAgency: Office of Attorney General 7 
phone Numb_er_: ___ 3_2_8•_4_4_8_2 ________ ,_p_at_e_P_re_p_a_re_d_: _0_1/_2_9_/_20_0_1 ____ · ---~~--_:-_-~~ 
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Title.0200 

Adopted by the Judiciary Committee 
February 14, 2001 

HOUSE AMENDMENTS 1'0 HB 1~06 UOUSE JUDICJARY 02-15-01 
Page 1 , line 1, after "53-06.1 • 1 0" insert 'and subsection 5 of section 53-06.1 · 11" 

Page 1, line 2, after "twenty-one" insert "and rent limits" 

Page 1, after line 16, insert: 

"SECTION 2. AMENDMENT. Subsection 5 of section 53-06.1-11 of the North 
Dakota Century Code Is amended and reenacted as follows: 

5. For a site where bingo is not the primary game: 

a. If twenty-one or paddlewheels is conducted, the monthly rent may not 
exceed two hundred dollars multiplied by the necessary number of 
tables based on criteria prescribed by gaming rule, For eagh 
twe..o.1Y:..Qne table with a wager greater than five dollars, an additional 
amount up to one hundred dollars may be added to the monthly rent, 
If pull tabs Is also conducted involving a jar bar or dispensing device, 
but not both, the monthly rent for pull tabs may not exceed an 
additional one hundred seventy-five dollars, If pull tabs Is conducted 
Involving both a jar bar and dispensing device, the monthly rent for 
pull tabs may not exceed an additional two hundred dollars. 

b. If twenty-one and paddlewheels are not conducted but pull tabs Is 
conducted Involving a jar bar or dispensing device, but not both, the 
monthly rent may not exceed two hundred seventy-five dollars. If pull 
tabs Is conducted Involving both a jar bar and dispensing device, the 
monthly rent lor pull tabs may not exceed three hundrnd dollars." 

Renumber accordingly 

Page No, 1 18299.0101 



Date: C!J :2 ~ Ii./- b I 
Roll Call Vote#: / 

2001 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES 
BJLL/RESOLUTJON NO. f/ /3 L-3 6 i, 

House JUDICIARY Committee 

0 Subcommittee on ______________________ _ 
or 

D Conforence Committee 

Legislative Council Amendment Number 

Action Taken .~ r Cf~ a.A--- <,t,,yrt..l-,,~ 

) [\ t1 
Motion Made By fx1p.J21.~- Seconded By . &f /~ .£ tML{YL.l_. 

,:l 

Representatives Yes No J~rpn•sfntatives Yes No 
CHR - Duane DeKrey ✓ 
VICE CHR O Wm E Krctschmar ✓ -
Rep Curtis E Brekke v 
Rep Lois Delmore v -Rep Rachael Disrud 1/ 

.BJ2 Bruce Eckre ,/ 
Rep April Fairfield ✓ -Rep Bette Grande v( 

Rep G. Jane Gunter v 
Rep Joyce K:ingsbu.ry v 
Rep Lawrence R. KJemin t/. 
Reo John Mahoney V --Rep Andrew G Maragos v 
Rep Kenton Onstad t// - -Rep Dwi~ht Wrangham 1/ 

Total (Yes) __ ....... /,_D ______ No _5-__· _______ _ 

Absent 

Floor Assignment ·--~--.f----~ ........... .z;.......,.----.1~--~---

If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent: 



REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) 
February 15, 2001 8:56 a.m. 

Module No: HR-28-3456 
Carrie!': Maragos 

Insert LC: 18299.0101 Title: .0200 

REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE 
HB 1306: Judiciary Commit.tee (Rep. DeKrey, Chairman) recommends AMENC)MENTS AS 

FOLLOWS and when "o amended, recommends DO PASS (10 YEAS, 5 NAYS, 
0 ABSENT AND NOT \. OTING). HB 1306 was placed on the Sixth order on the 
calendar. 

Page 1, line 1, after "53·06.1·10 11 insert "and subsection 5 of section 53-06.1-11" 

Page 1, line 2, after 11 twenty-one 11 insert "and rent limits" 

Page 1 after line 16, insert: 

"SECTION 2. AMENDMENT. Subsection 5 of section 53-06.1-11 of the North 
Dakota Century Code is amended and reenacted as follows: 

5. For a site where bingo is not the primary game: 

a. If twenty-one or paddlewheels is conducted, the monthly rent may not 
exceed two hundred d()llars multiplied by the necessary number of 
tables based on criteria prescribed by gaming rule. f...Qr . .Qru;b 
twenty-one table with a wager greater than five dollaro, an aqJitionru 
amount up to one hundred dollars may be added to the monthly,_rent. 
If pull tabs Is also conducted involving a jar bar or dispensing device, 
but not bothj the monthly rent tor pull tabs may ,,ot exceed an 
additional one hundred seventy-five dollars. If pull tabs is conducted 
involving both a jar bar and dispensing devlce, the monthly rent for 
pull tabs may not exceed an additional two hundred dcillars. 

b. If twenty-one and paddlewheels are not conducted but pull tabs is 
conducted involving a jar bal' or dispensing device, but not both, the 
monthly rent may not exceed two hundred seventy-five dollars. II pull 
tabs Is conducted Involving both a jar bar anrl dispensing device, the 
monthly rent tor pull tabs may not exceed three hw1dred dollars." 

Renumber accordingly 

(2) DESK, (3) COMM Page No. 1 
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Commlttec Clerk Signnturo 

Minutes: Senator Traynor, opened tho hearing on HB 1306. 

Rep. Hawken, representing district 46, asks for· favorable consideration on 1306. Hnvc n 

tremendous number ofcnsinos in ND. This guming hurts our locnl communities. This industry 

Is tnxcd and helps gcncrnto our goncrnl revenue, In cnsinoH the llmlt is$ I 00 dollnrs. This is n 

reasonable bill. 

Todd Kranda, representing Charitable Gaming Association of ND, t'.Jstiflcs in support of HB 

1306, 1306 is a simple bill, it increases the wager mnx. Rent incrca~c is n reasonable amount. 

Rent increase coincldes with the possible increase of wugcr. Allows charitable gaming 

orgnnizations to continue in ND. The entire state of ND was effcc:ed by the Tribal compacts. 

We want to level the playing field with them. (Handout attached regarding HB 1306 and 1305) 

We think this is a reasonable amount for gaming going on in ND. Projected tax revenue is going 

down significantly. 

Senator Trenbeath, how would your organization fell about tracking on the tribal compact. 
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Todd l<r1UuJ11, wo thought ubout udoptlng the tl'ibol compuct. They huvo more gnmcs thun we 

do, so It wouldn't holp much. 

Senator 'frcnhcath, your nnswor show:, my ignornncc of gwning, 

S"nutor Traynor, urc tho tribul cuslnos limited to whut they cnn do'? 

Todd Kranda, I'm not fumiliur with how they opcrutc other thun the compacts. 

Senator Nelson, whon they pluy 211 if you hud these tables once n month, urc you suying the rent 

dcp1.mdM on who you 1
1'0 renting them to'? 

Todd Krnnda, this bill docsn 't give us 11101·c gumcs, 

Senator N'Jhon, how do you tux u muchinc? 

Rick Stcnsa, represents churituble orgunizntion, (bnckground nttuchmont), Our industry docs u 

lot of good in our stntc, Tho $25 increment we cumc up with is rcu•jomtblc, The last time there 

was a chnngc in this wus in 1989, 

Scnntor Traynor, whnt projections do you hnvc of tho revenue for churitics? 

Rick Stcnsa, relatively small, we arr.- being conscrvuti vc, This will provide jobs for people, 

Scnatnr Nelson, what kind of tips do they get'? 

Rick Shms.-., it depends on tho location, 

Senator Nelson, how much does the IRS estimate'? 

Rick Stensa, about 100%. 

Senator W~tne, the raise for rent Is other than bingo sites? 

Rick Stcnsa, that basically disclosed bingo hulls because tl1c-y don't huve black jack tables. 

Bill Shalhoub, representing the ND Hospitality Association, testifies for the bill. Negotiated 

amount between bar owner and others. Our feeling is a site is worth as much as it is producing, 

Only so many sites receive the maximum rent. Wagering on line 9-10. Even at $25 a table, a 
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pluyor cun bet u dollnr umount. At n $250 tublo tho rungo muy be from 5 to 250 dollurs, Plnycrs 

Sl}nator Dever, whnt Is tho rutlonnl of cstimutcs with lcgislutlng rent'! 

BIii Shalhoub, In tho lato 70's, buslonds would come into Fnrgo to gumblc, Rents arc now the 

lssuo, 

Artis Olson, from Drnton County, usking to improvu the stundnrds of gnming, Asks the 

committee to support the bill. 

Senator Bercier, do you think the guming sites thut urc tl'ibnl hnvc brought revenue into ND'! 

Artis Olson, for the Hotel industry, 

Terry Forlcge, bringing people from out of stutc has helped gnming in the towns, It has helped 

ND. 

Kevin Myor, teamsters orgunizution from Fnrgo, gives money in scholurships to students and 

this will decline. We want to increase our gambling. 

Senator Dever, do you know what MN docs? Docs Moorehead have gambling'? 

Kevin Myer, no. 

Mona Dietrich, executive director of Fort Abraham Lincoln Foundntion. We arc very pleased 

with this bill. The money we generate from gaming helps us out to provide for charity and 

maintain our foundation. Helps us operate Fort Lincoln and tho surrounding historical native 

sites. We need language to have gaming dollars. Our gaming revenues arc down 40%. J don't 

see this bill as competing with the Native American Casinos. 

Vicky Wogner, secretary for veterans organization, we have seen our gross proceeds decline. ft 

has had an ~ffect on our charitable organizations. We would like to keep our revenues up. 

Governor Link, (testimony attached), opposes the bill, 

I', 



Pogc 4 
Scnute Judiclury Committee 
BIII/R<Jtmlutlon Number 1306 
Heuring Dute Mnrch 19th, 200 I 

Rick l◄'osno. from Dismurck, testifies ugninst the bill. (testimony uttnchcd) 

Warren Dekrey, opposed to tho bill. Docsn 't crcuto uny new wculth. Moves money uround. 

Recommend n puuso in gnmbling. W1J hcur ubo\ll the bcncflts of gnmbling, We used to solicit 

money from those who cun ufford it. This is un oxpunsion of gumbling, Pluycrs will lose. We 

nro nsking people to gumblo more. 

Rickard Unkcnholz, opposed to the bill. What L'I the mcssugc we urc sending to our childrun. 

SophiR Pr~ilc, opposes tho bill. 

Steve Wlstoff, opposed to ruising tho limit on gambling. Competition will rise. (Testimony 

nttnchcd on behalf of n Reverend), 

Senator TrRynor, closed the hearing on IH3 I 306, 

SENATOR WATNE MOTlONED TO DO PASS, SECONDED BY SENATOR DEVER, 

VOTE INDICATED 6 YEAS, 0 NAYS ANDO AHSENT AND NOT VOTJNG, SENATOR 

LYSON VOLUNTEERED TO CARRY THE BILL. 



Date: )/i 11 /,,, 

Roll Call Vote#: I 

2001 SENATE ST ANDINO COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES 
BILURESOLUTJON NO. I ~o, 

Senate • Judicf!!l CnmmJttoe 

0 Subcommitte~ on ---------------------
or 

D Conference Committee 

Legislative Council Amendment Number 

Action Taken 

Motion Made By Seconded 
~- f1ic By --------

Seuaton Yet No Senaton 
Traynor. J. Chainnan y Bercier. D. 
Watne, D. Vice Chairman X Nelson. C. 
Dever, D. K -
Lvson, S, ;,,r 

·\ 

Trenbeath, T. X 

-

. 

Yn No 

>< 

....,_ 

Total (Yes) ____ { _____ No __ C\ ________ _ 

Absent 

Floor Assiznment 

If the vote is on an amendment. briefly indicate intent: 



REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) 
March 20, 2001 2:50 p.m. 

Module No: SR-48•6189 
Carrier: LY.'"on 

Insert LC:, Title:. 

REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE 
HB 1308, as engrossed: Judiciary Committee (Sen. Traynor, Chairman) recommonds DO 

PASS (6 YEAS, 0 NAYS, 1 ABSENT AND NOT VOTING). Engrossed HB 1306 was 
placad on the Fourteenth ordor on the calendar. 

(2) DESK, (3) COMM Page No. 1 SR-48-6189 
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INFORMATION SHEET IN SUPPORT OF 
ENGROSSED HD 1305 aad IIB 1306 

Churitublc gaming groas proceeds have declined every year since 1994; u total of $45 to 

$SO million ln tho lust 6 years. 

• Th~rc was $8 million less for ohuritles in 1999 tlum they received In 1993; und 

approximately $1 million less In tax revenues. 

• Expenses have increased, video surveillance has been required, tho minimum wugo hus 

Increased $2 per hour, rent and general operating expenses have increru3ed. 

• HD130S and H81306 amend U1e maximum umount that can be wagered on 21 and poker 

to $25, 

• 
• 

• 
• 

• 
t • I The ast increase in 21 was ,n 1989 .. 12 years ngo, 

In comparisori the State [ndinn Gaming Compacts huvc a m.uximum wugor limit of $100 

with two tables at $250 for 21. 

Since 1994 gross proceed~ from the pame of 21 have declined $ l 0 mill ion, 

HB 1305 and HB 1306 ru:e not WJ ex;pan.§ion of gru:niug. Both 21 and poker are alroudy 

legal gumes plnyed in our State for wagers much higher tlUU1 the Bills pr.1posc. 
I 

I 

• No new games of chance are allowed under HF 1305 only various versions of games 

already allowed similar to pull tabs wtd bingo. 

• lffi 1305 ru1d HB 1306 will slow the decline in charitable gaming in Sorth Dakota and 

slow the decline ln revenues given to charities. 

• H8130S passed the House by a vote of64--34 & IIB1306 passed the House by a vote of63-35 

PLEASE VOTE "YES" IN SUPPORT OF HB 1305 AND RB 1306 

I \.,', ,:,, 
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INFORMATION SHEET IN SUPPORT OF 
ENGROSSED HD 1416 

In 2000, 1 J 2 charitable orgunfzatJons (almost 32%) had uctual expcnsoli which c.,xcccdc<l 

the allowabJe expense limit set by law. 

• llli 1416 lncrcases the amount of uUowuble .expenses that may be deducted from adjusted 

gross proceeds from SO% to 51 %, 

• If HB 1416 is defeated cluuitnble gaming orgunizutlons many of whom aro fruternul and 

veteran's orgunJzations, youth clubs, tlrcmcn's o.ssociutlons, etc., will bo forced to shut 

down which would devastate thcHe charities. 

• 1 If the' expense rate ls not increused and If charitable gaming does not sl a.w the uccllno in 

gross proceeds charities will bt• forced to shut down. 

• HB 1416 passed the Houae by a vote of 77-21 

PLEASE VOTE "YES" IN SUPPORT OF ENGROSSED HB 1416 

1 
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. The-.~t~e~g,,riated Trlbal---St.at.c Incliu.11 Garui'ng ConlpU(-;1 p-rovides for th1~se 
g_ru~e. ~1pes andyi~gei+ng.Hrnit!5 f~r.-aU_rlle tribes:· . 

~~-Hl£,I~ii~ '' ~i :'. 

:tweuty~nc · _:_· 
.. ·•'I • 

Poker : _•:· i.: 
R.oill~tt,e"'. . . '. 

• ~.' f 

P-nddl'ewheels 
f:ndia11 ·Dice 
El eetroni e . gn.r.n itu?, d t;Vi c es ... .. 
Cra-pii. · _.: . 
Sp or.ts ·-bo._>ks 
Sporis, po9h, 
Calqirtas,.. . 

Pull :tabs 
.Pu nc.b~oi:lf d:3 
R:mle~ 
Keno-·,. 
Pa..-ri-mutuel · a:nd sJmulca~-r: 

· .W~".e~5.ng.,timiJ. -
$100,. and t»io 11.bleH· with- limits of'$2-5.0 
$50, with 11. Hrnitof ·ilir.e~ rai~es. p~r betting t·ound 
$50 BU1gl~·! btJt. 'per -~pin .. of the roµJ.ette w·heel 
:£50 t'vtnl l::et p.~r spin fif the paddlew.he1:l 
'.SlOO mu.l'ipUed by the ntn:nbe.r.of pfuyt.~rs 
$.25 total biet per each p-1.:iy 
S60 
No limit 
No limit 
No fimJt 
No limit 
No limit 
1'-i ,., limit 
NoHmlr · 
N-0 Limit 
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OFPICE OF ATTORNEY GENERAL 
Gaming o,vlslon 

EJlglbl• Ute OontrlbutJon• frJr the F~oal Year ended June 30, 2000 

Charltable u,e,: 
Abused 
Alcohol and Drug Abuse 
Animal Protection 
Bllnd 
Cancer 
CystJo Fibrosis 
Disabled 
Heart Disease 
Learning Dleabllltles 
Manta! Health 
Multtple Solerosls 
Needy 
Paralysls , , 
Developmentally Disabled Cltlzenn 
Senior Cltlzen8 
Termlnally Ill 
Wlldllte 
Youth AotlvlUes 
Adult Activities 
Haad tnJurles 
Home on the Range 
Maroh of Dimes 
Meals on Wieels 
Medical Faollltles (Nonprofit) 
Memortal Funds 
Nursing Home:, (Nonprofit) 
Ronald McDonald House 
Salvatlon Army 
Speclal Olyrnplos 
Unit~ Fund/United Way 
YMCA/Y'NCA 
Volunteer Services 
Gambllng Addiction 
Other 

Total 

Rellgloos Uses: 

Religious uses 
Total 

Amount 

$ 64,714 
1481118 
308.446 

14,141 
48,383 

128,667 
1 ,2081866 

13,822 
31340 

200,796 
142,726 
112,823 

800 
9281616 
148,124 
30,673 

1821216 
1,989,738 

168,314 
31420 

33,494 
4,779 

17,381 
110,151 
16,725 
30,225 
7,375 
9,600 

3711114 
7,225 
6,860 

17,903 
7,900 

109,028 
s s,sae,370 

Amount 

234,185 
234,185 

Percent to 
Grand Total 

0.31 
0.86 
1. 17 
0.08 
0.28 
0.74 
6.92 
0,08 
0,02 
1.16 
0.82 
0.65 
0.00 
5.31 
0.86 
0.18 
1.04 

11.39 
0,96 
0.02 
0.19 
0.03 
0.10 
0.63 
0,09 
0.17 
0.04 
0.06 
2.12 
0.04 
0.04 
0.10 
0.06 
0.62 

37.69 

Percent to 
Grand Total 

1.34 
1.34 
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• E!ducatlonal u ... : 

Agrl®lture 
Artl 
educationaJ Public Servioea 
Safl,ty 
Educational lnetitutJon, and Aotfvlijea 
Preservation of Cultural Herttage 
Scholarshlr:,a 
Vocational Workshops 
Other 

Total 

Fraternal Ueee: 

Camp Grasslck 
Fratemal Foundations 
Legion Baseball 
Disabled or Injured Veteran's Assistance 
Other 

'Total 

Patriotic UeH: 

$ 61,El83 
2108d1641 

883,025 
93,007 

716,031 
349,936 
132,682 

71666 
93,8l)6 

$ • 6,H3,364' 

$ 33,189 
22,272 

400,365 
43,200 
42,317 

5411343 

Scouting Aotfvltfes and Boy1J or Girls State $ 
Community Bands, Color and Honor Guards1 Flags, 

and Patriotic Celebrations 
Other 

Total 
.. 

$ 

236,044 
60,630 

382,448' 

Uses fol" Erection or Maintenance of Publlc Bulldlnys or Works: 

Uses described above 
Total 

Uses Lessening th• Burden of Government: 

Community Emergency Services such as 
Ambulance and Fire Departments 

_. Disbursements Olrectty to a City, County, 
State, or U.S. Government 

Improvement of Public Areas 
Parks and flecreatlon 
Law enrorcement 
Other 

Total 

Amount 

$ 485,677 

300,678 
187.718 

1,604,100 
18.432 
14,116 

$ - 21860, 72Cf 

0.35 
11.R9 
5,51 
0.63 
4.10 
2.00 
4.19 
0.04 
0.64 

.• '2Ej,25 

0.18 
0,13 
2.29 
0,26 
0.24 

. 3.10 

0,55 

1.36 
0.29 

--2.19 

0.83 
0.83 

Percent to 
Grand Total 

2.78 

2.01 
1.07 
8.18 
0.11 
0.08 

16.23 

Ua• B•n•fttfng a Daf'infte Num~r of Persons Who are the Victims of Losa of Home or 
Hc,usehuld Posaesalo.w Through ExplosJon, Fire, flood, or Stonn and the losses are 
Uncompensated by Insurance: 

Uses described above $ 21i436 0.12 

.:: 



1 

• u,n a,n,fltlnp • Dtftnlt• Number of P,,.on, Suff•rf ng frorr. • Sertoualy Dll•bllng 
0111111 or Injury Cau,tng S•v•re Lo•• of tnoome or lnouning Extraordinary Mldlcal 
l!xpen•• Which 11 Uncompen,attd by ln•u~nae: 

Ueea desorlbed above $ 728,748 4.18 

Community U1H: 

Economlo Development $ 301,447 1.73 
Tourism 839,801 3.08 
Other 118,889 0.88 

Total $ ~~~eo,rar a.or 

Grand Total $ 17.474,848 100.00 

• 
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• OFFICE OF ATTORNEY GENERAL 
Gaming Division 

F oreoa~ted Gaming Activity to·r the 2001-03 Biennium 
(Excludes ParlMmutuef Wagering) 

January 16, 2001 

Grosa Procevd§ Prizes A.di Gros;!..etoceed~ fu,QfilLftoflt % 

Bingo M Regular 
Bingo M Diep. Dev. 
Raffles 
Pull 'f abs .. Jars 
Pull Tab.1 - Dlsp. Dev, 
Roard Games 
PU1lchboards 
Sports f)ools 
Twenty•one 
Calcuttas 
Paddlewheels • 
Poker 

Totals 

$ 89,286,000 
21,000 

4,630,000 
232,614,000 
101,689,000 

1,428,000 
13,000 

229,000 
67,846,000 

233,000 
10,714,000 

--~OQQ 
$ 498,706,000 

Add: Interest Earned 
Less: ND Excise Tax 

Federal Excise Tax 
Bingo Sales Ta)( 

Total Adjusted Gross Proceeds 

Less: Gaming Tax 
('llowable e<ptinses 

Total Expenses 

Nat Proceeds 

Taxes Summar:" 
NO 4,6% Excise Tax 
Gamlng·rax 

Tot8' 

Otbtc Revenue 
Monetary Ffnes 
lnterett and Penalty 

$ 68,762,000 
17,000 

2,130,000 
184,724,000 

79,732,000 
1,028,000 

9,000 
176,000 

46,671,000 
198,000 

"/,714,000 
-~- Q 
$ ~91,060,000 

Gaming Stamps and Ucense and Aecord Check Fees 
Total 

Total Taxes and Other Revenue (l:xoludes Bingo Sales Tax) 

$ 20,624,000 
4,000 

2,600,000 
,1.7,890,000 
21,05'1,000 

400,000 
4,,000 

54,000 
11,274,000 

35,000 
3,000,000 

___ 4,000 
$ 10.,,646,000 

$ 130,000 
14,470,000 

269,000 
6,000,000 

$ 88,037,000 

$ 6,260,000 
61,624.QQQ 

$ 57,774,QOQ I 

$ 14,470,000 
_J3,260,000 
I) 20,720,000 

$ 21,000 
16,000 

448,009 
$ 490,000 

l,21,2 t o...,ogg 

23% 
19% 
64% 
21% 
22% 
28% 
31% 
24% 
19% 
16% 
28% 

100%. 
22% 
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Observations on Charitable Gaming Aetfvfty and Related Costs 
I 

There has not ~,en any change in the maximum wager allowed at blackjack or to the kind of games 
that may be played in the cbaribble casinos in many years. The last change to the wager limits went 

into effect July 1, 1989. Since that.. time there have been many additional cost burdens placed on 
charitable gaming proceeds. The largest of these has been increased taxation. In the year ended 

June 6, 1989, the year before this chart begins; gaming tax collections were $1,977,000. 

$2C,000,000 

$10,000,000 

$5,000,000 

$0 

Net Proceods v. Taxes 1990·1999 
8'nce adoption of e,ccfee tax 

• NetProceedt • Tax Coldons 

As you can see, the taxes collected from charitable gaming have gone from about $2 million up to 
about $14 million per year. Net Proceeds are the monies that go the organizations whose programs and 

services qualify as eligible uses. Today, that amount is almost equal to the revenue the state realizes 
from the conduct ofcharltable gaming. At the end of the last fiscal year, Net proceeds were $1S.S 

million while tax colJections w01e $13.1 mitliont only an 8.4% difference. The same has been true for 
the last few years. We have become virtual partners in the charitable gaming industry, 

Net Proceeds v Taxes 7/95-6/99 

$88,082,000 (54.1 %) 

Net Procted1 

$58,010,000 (4 5.'~·"/4) 

T11 Ccllffflons 
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Observations on Charitable Gaming Activity and Related Costs 

As the charts on the preceding page show, taxes defiuit.ely have risen. In July 1981 the Gaming Tax 
was estabHshed to provide funds for the auditing, policing, and controlling of charitable gaming. 

That tax was 5% of all proceeds e.fter prizes had been paid to the player. 
That tax generated just under $ t miUion dollars in the first year. 

In July 1989 the Excise Tax on pull-tabs was enacted Th.is is basicall) a sales tax applied to all gross 
sales, before prizes are paid to the players. It began as J • 96% on the gross, whfoh translated to S. 9% of 
the proceeds after prizes. The proceeds after prizes were also subject to the 5% Gruning Tax alrC':idy in 
place, bringing total tax on pull-tabs to almost 11 % of the proceeds after prizes. The (hming Tax was 

also colJected on "21" and other games. This year Sales Tax on Bingo began to be reported. 

Ju]y of 1993 brought an increase in the Excisfl Tax. The new rate was 4.5% of the gross, before prizes. 
This doubling of the tax rate meant that 18.4% of Pull-tab proceeds went into the general fund. 
At the end of fiscal 1994. $14.8 million dollars was colJected in taxes from charitable gaming. 

MINIMUM WAGE INCREASES 

The second biggest cost to our industry is wages. The gaming business is very labor intensive. Dealers, 
Jar Operators, Pit Bosses, Count Team Members, Auditors, and Accountants are those who we employ. 

The minimum wage in 1989, after the last wager increase and before the Excise Tax, was $3. t 5 per hour. 
In April of 1990 it went up to $3. 80 per hour. In ApriJ of 199, it went up again to $4.15 per hour. 

The wage was revisited again in 1996 and increased to $4. 75 per hour . 
The latest increase crune on September 1, 1997 with the wage going to $5.1 S per hour. 

The exact cost impact of this is not readily avaHabJe, but it is hard to imagine that any business or 
organitation could absorb such an increase without somehow raising revenues. It is also quite likely that 
we wm see another $1 increase be approved very soon and whiJe it may be a needed change, no gaming 

organization is looking forward to any such change. 

VIDEO SURVIELLENCE 

In 1994 the ~egislature enacted legislation that required organizations conducting $5 blackjack to put in 
video surveillance systems that would record all actiV1ty on the tables, This was intended to stop and 
deter any cheating on the "21" tables. Thi~ capitol investment was not small. The cost for installing 

video surveiHance a '121" table ran from $3,000 to $4,000 per blackjack table. We were told to that our 
revenue would increase as cheating decreased, therefore recouping our investment. This did not happen 
and today we have state of the art systems in place that make our table games very secure, but have not 

done anything to enhance our revenues. These systems are designed. and of such quality, that they can be 
applied tc any new applications be they new games or increased wagers, The security is there to be used. 

RENT TO LESSORS 

Most organizations pay a mnnthly rent amount to the business that owns the establishment where gaming 
is conducted. The rental amounts have bfen established by statute and have been fairly consistent for the 
last ten years. A lessor may receive up to $200 per month for each "21" or Paddlewheel table and S 175 
per month for the jar bar., There is additionaJ rent available to those sites where only cUspensf ng devices 

are in play. Whlle the lessor is certainly entitled to rental payments for the value of the space they give to 
the gaming operator, rent is still a regular expense, in some cases a substantial expense. 
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IN SUPPORT OF HB1305 & HR1306 

J) Comparing 1994 to the years since, there has been a decline in chariiable gaming gross 
proceeds each year. The decline has been steadily increasing. 1995 was down 14,S million, 
J 996 down 7. 7 mil Hon, J 997 down 23 millio~ 1998 down the same 28 million, and 1999 
down 43 milHon from the gross in 1994. 

2) There has been a 35% drop in the net charitable gaming proceeds from J 993 to 1999. Trus 
amounts to almost 8 million dolJars less for charities in 1999. This is also a disturbing trend. 

3) The game of '42 J '• has had a decJine of l 0 million dollars of gross proceeds since 1994. 
This is a 23% decrease. The same· 23% dec:rease is seen in the adjusted gross. 

4) This decline, especially in the game of "21" has resuJted in a corresponding loss of jobs 
throughout the industry, 

5) Gaming Tax collections have also been negatively affected. This amounts to approximately 
I million dollars per year, t( 23.90/4 decrease. 

6) This IS NOT an expansion of gaming. The games and limits allowed under HB 1305 and 
Im 1306 are already legal games, in play in our st.ate, for wagers much higher than the bHJs 
propose, This legislation will slow the downward trend th charitable gamingt the only type 
of gaming the legislature has supported . 

7) No new games of chance are alJowed under these bills. Only various versfons of games 
already allowed under charitable gaming statute would be considered. Pull-tabs and Bingo 
are conducted th.is way today, with many different types of games being played. 

8) Passage of these bitls provides only the possibility of game variations currently allowed. 
Any such game proposed would need approvel of the Gaming Commission, after pub tic 
hearing, with input from the Gaming Advisory Board and the Attorney General's Office, and 
with oversight by the Legislative Administrative Rules Committee. 

9) Neither of these bills authorizes or allows electronic or video games or a lottery . 
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EXCERPTS FROM GAMBLING AND PROBLEM GAMBLING IN NORTH OAK.OTA: 
A REPLICATION STUDY, 1992 TO 2000 

• These are results taken directly from the study conducted by Gemini Research, Ltd. and presented 
to the Governor on January 15, 2000. The sample for the t 992 Rtudy was 1,S 17 people vs. 5,002 

for the 2000 study. This study was done to examine changes in ND Gaming since the 1992 study. 

It is important to note that all of the Native American Casinos in ND became operational 
afierJ.he completion of tho baseline study in 1992, 

The percentage of North Dakotans who 
gamble once per week or more often; 

Defining the Patterns of Participation 

1992 result - 12.3°/4 
2000 result- 4.3% 

Non .. Gamblcrs who have never participated in any type of gambling (19% of sumple) 
Infrequent Gum biers who participated in one or more type of gambling, 

but not in the past year (11 °/o of sample) 

Past Year Gamblers who participated in one or more types of gambling 
in the past year but not on a weekly basis (65% of sample) 

Wceldy G~mblers who participate in one or more types of gambling on 
u weekly basis (4°/o of sample) 

Weekly gamblers h1 ND are significantly more likely to be male, age 30-54, Native American, 
divorced or scpurated 4i,J working full-time. Non~gamblers in ND at'c more likely to be over 65, 

widowed, 1 ~tired, and have annual household incomes of under $25,000. 

• Problem gamblers are significantly more likely than non-problem gamblers to smoke daily, 
to drink alcohol once a week or more often, and to use marijuana or cocaine on a monthly basi~. 
They also are more likely to report their problems and to have sought help for abuse problems. 

The combined prevalence of problem and pathl'logicnl gambling did not change significantly 
in ND between 1992 and 2000, The Lifetime Combined percentage of those in the sample that 

gambled showed a 1992 number of 3.So/o and a 2000 number of 3.8%. The Current Combined 
percentages showed a 1992 result of2.oc,;o nnd n 2000 result of 2.1 % of those who gambled. 

Definitions: 
Problem gan1bling is a broad term that refers to all of the petterns of gambling behavior that 

compromise, disrupt or damage personal, family or vocational pursuits, 
LJfetime Problem gamblers were 2.5% of the sample in 1992 and 2.0% in 2000 
Current Problem gamblers were 1. 3% of the sample in 1992 and 0. 7% in 2000 

Pathological gambling lies at one end of a continuum of problematic gambling involvement. 
These gamblers arc problem gamblers who are more likely to requirti professional treatment. 
Pathological gnmbllng is a treatable disorder characterized by loss of control over gambling, chasing 
of losses, lies and deception, family and job dhiruptlon, financial 
bailouts and illegal acts, 
Lifetime Probable Pathological gamble.rs were t .0% in 1992 and 1.8% in 2000 
Current Probable Pnthological gamblers were 0, 7% in 1992 and 1 .4% in 2000 

• Based on the results of the study, it is estimated that North Dnkota should plan to provide problem 
gambling treatment services to between 130 end 270 individuals per year. 
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North Dakota Council on Gambling Problems 
Arthur A. lt'"k 

Choirmatt 

February 5, 2001 

Re: H.B. No. 1306 

Chairman Representative Duane DeKrey 
and members of the House Judiciary Committee, 

My name is Arthur Link, Chairman of the North Dakota Council on 
Gambling Problems, which opposes expansion of gambling in North 
Dakota, 

House Bill No. 1306 would amend Sect ion 53-06-10 of the North 
Dakota Century Code relating to the game of twenty-one under the 
games of chance laws. 

The present maximum wager limit is five dollars and the amendment 
provid~s a twenty-five dollar maximum limit. 

This 400 percent increaso is designed to entice more participants 
betting more money in an attempt to achieve greater profits, It 
would no longer be recreational or low stakes. 

This would break faith with the people of North Dakota who accepted 
gambling on condition that wagers would be limited and d~signed for 
recreation and charity. 

On January 25, 2001, Governor John Hoeven and carol K. Olaon, 
Executive Director of the North Dakota Department cf Human 
Services, released the report on Gambling and ProbleM Ga~blin; in 
North Dakota: a Replication Study, 1992 to 2000. The study shows 
a decline in gambling statewide but pathological gambling has risen 
since 1992. 

I quote from the report: "Pathological gambling ... _ the worst form 
of probl~m gambling -- doubled from 0.7 percent to 1.4 percent of 
the population between 1992 and 2000. Pathological gambling is 
characterized by loss of control over gambling, chasing of losses, 
lies and deception, family and job disruption, finanni~l bailouts 
and illegal aeta." 

We can not ignore this reportl 

Passage of H.B. 1306 would only add to these problems, Please 
atop this proposal to increase gambling and vote MO on H.B. 1306. 

Thank you) 

4~t //:;a!/;~£ 
Arthur A. Link 
Chair■an 



• 

• 

February 5, 200 I House Bill 1305 & 1306 

Chainnan DeKrey and Members of the House Judiciary Committee: 

Gambling is a camel that got its nose under the tent over 20 years ago in North 
Dakota. And ever since has worked its w~y into the tent more and more. It started as 
help for charities. But more than help for charities it was an etlbrt by some to introduce 
gambling for gambling sake. We as a state have become addicted to gambling. l have 
provided a chart of the progress of gambling addiction. One of the factors is tolerance 
(Needs to gamble with increasing amounts of money in order to achieve the desired 
excitement). 

House Bill No, 1305 and House Bill No. 1306 are evidence of our addiction. If 
these betting limits are approved the next step is sure to come in the next session to raise 
them even more. It's time to say NO to increases in bet limits and gambling in general. 
The recently released study or gambling has shown that problem gambling has doubled in 
the last 8 years and among the lower income groups in our state it hos grown even more 
than double. There are big scandals that we could point to and there arc many little ones 
going on in homes, in businesses, and schools, yes tean-agc gambling is real, bcct1usc of 
gambling, all across our state. 

I helped pull together statements on gambling from many religious groups in our 
state. The attached statement from the North Dakota Conference of Churches is the 
result of that work. We arc a religiously diverse society but not on gambling. We all 
agree on the destructive nature of gambling in our society. The increases asked for in 
these bills, HB 1305 & 1-tB 1306, go against the grain of nil the religious groups in the 
State of North Dakota. Up to a few years ago the Catholic Church gave its blessing to 
some forms of gambling if it was done in moderation but now th~y have joined in 
opposing the expansion of gambling that is going on in our state. We are not talking 
about religious radicals here. These concerns are coming from the main stream. We see 
the problems when they happen. Society wants to cover them up, The gamblers are the 
best at denial. The cancer is here nnd it wants to grow. You can stop some of that 
growth by rejecting these increases, by saying a louo NO to these bills. Your job is to act 
in the common good. These bills may be good for a. few but are not in the interest of the 
common good. That's is why l see the religious groups united on this issue. 

Dr, Valerie Lorenz, Executive Director of Compulsive Gambling Center, 
Baltimore, Maryland, one of the lending experts on the effects of gambling said, 11 lf 
together we can prevent the expansion of gambling, then we will be able to prevent the 
expansion of gambling addiction, and that beuefits all of us," 

Your vote is very important in stopping the growth of gambling addiction. 1 nsk 
that you vote no on both of these bills, Thank you. 

Rev. Warren Wenzel, Fairmount, North Dakotn 
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T~ CLARION-LEDGER ■ JACKSON, MISSISSIPPI 

Gambling called 
· most compelling 
issue facing U.S. 
■ Head of federal 
commission chastises 
public for disinterest 
Yh• Auoel•l•d PrHt 

Some people wrongly 
downplay gambling as 11 
minor issue amid other 
American troubles like 
crime and hornelessnnss, 
the head of a federal com• 
mission on the subject said 
Friday. 

Kay Cole James of Rich• 
mond, Va., who has headed 
the National Gambling 
Impact Study Commission 
for the past two years, told 
an anti-gaming group 
meeting in Jack.eon to gen• 
erate public debate on the 
in,pact of casinos and lot• 
tcrles, 

.. This is the most com• 
pelling public policy issue 
in America today," she fold 
the National Coalition 
Against Legalized Garn• 
bHng, 

James said the commis• 
sion focused on social and 
economic implications of 
gambling, She snid reli• 
gioWJ leadett1 now have the 
responalbllity of address• 
ing the moral impUcatlons, 

The (edorol comndssJon1 created in 1996, conclude<.1 
two years of work in June 
at\er holding 250 houra of 
hearin1t1. Jame. said then 

that le.-i11l 
hotting 
created 
thousands 
of jobs but 
w a s 
accompa
nied bv 
troubllrig J•m•• 
conse-
quences. 

The comminsion's report 
has been submitted to Con
gress, the White House, 
state governors and tribnl 
leaders, 

Among recommenda
tions were n ntttlonwide 
minimum age of 21 to pince 
bets, a hAn on collegiate 
sports betting, restrictions 
on campaign donations by 
the gambling industry, and 
the conslderntion of a 
moratorium on further 
expansion of gambling. 

On Friday, James 
blamed gambling expn11-
slon on t.he lack of citizen 
opposition. 

uour very rreedom l~ At 
stake," she said, "Not only 
can lives be d(lstroyod, You 
can destroy an ontir(:f 
nation," 

MlHlselppl has 30 casl• 
nos, including the onn at 
the Choctaw Indtan reser
vation near Phllndelphia, 

'nieffl have been no seri• 
oWJ dlffl!,.fliorui at the Atate 
Capitol ofbannlng new ones, 

SATURDAY, SEPTEMBER 26, 1999 



• 86% or Americans 
ttport having gambled at 
least onct in their lives.' 
(p. 1-1) 

• ln 1998, pwple gam• 
blirig In the U.S. lost 
$50 blllion 1n ltgal 
gambling.1 (p, 1-2) 

■ Problem and J)Qthologi• 
all ;.:unbllng afi'ects not 
oruy ,;it gambler and his 
or her £amily but also 
broader society. Such costs 
Include unemployment 
bcneRts, welfare bcnr.Ots, 
physical and metital htalth 
problems, theft, embezzle
ment, bmkruptcy, :;ulclde, 
domtMJ.c Violence, and 
child rabl.15C and tieglect. 1 

(p. 16) 

• J>roblem and pathologi
cal gamblers jCcount for 

•

.. JO% or all gambling 
enucs,1 (pp. -4. 15,16) 

■ Problem ar I pat.hologi• 
cal gambllng estlrnatts 1n 
17 stattS where su~ 
have bttn conducted 
range from 1. 7% all the 
way ur 1.0 1.3% of U.S. 
adults. The majority of 
surveys place the average 
In the range of 5.5% or 11 
million pathological and 
problem ~ble~ 
In the U.S.1 (p. •M) 

■ Th: National Rest.arch 
Council estlmiltes that as 
many 1.1 million adolt$
ccnts between the ages of 
12 and 18 vdtlblted 
pathological ~mbwig 
problems Ln the past year.1 

(p. 4-12) 

■ The National Oplnlon 
~h Center estimates 
that the amtual. average 
costs of job loss, W'lem
ployment beneRts, welfare 
benefits, poor physical 
rutd mental h~lth, and 
gambling treatment Is 
approxlmatcl}' $1,200 per 

pathologk.al gambler and 
$715 ptr problem gam• 
bier. They estimate that 
Ufetlme costs (bankruptcy, 
ah't'.SlS, lmprisonntent, 
legal fet.S for divorce, and 
so forth) are $10,550 ptr 
pathological gambler and 
$5, t 30 per problem gam• 
bier. The 11.MU.U aggregate 
costs caused by these fac. 
tors Is estims.ted to be 
approximately $5 billlon, 
ln ad<l1tion to $40 bllllon 
ln estimated U!etl.me costs. 
These e.slitnates do not 
lndude the financial costs 
o( any gambllng-relatcc.l 
lndtlences of theft, embez
zlett'ent, suicide, domestic 
violence, child abuse and 
neglect, and the non-legal 
costs of dlvorce.1 (p. 4-14) 

■ ln a survey of l, 100 
people ln l't$CUe missions 
BCl'O$$ the U.!i., 18% cited 
gambling M a ca.we of 
thelr homelessness,1 

(p. 7-27') 

GAMlllNt. ACTIVITY OF THOSE 
MOIIIAU.Y OPPOSED TO GAMBLll'IG 

■ Gambled In pa•t year 79% 
D Gambled, not In pa•t yHr 
0 N•v•r gam.,,•d 

56% 

. I .. 
Strongly Opposed Som.wt,c.t Oppos•d 

Sourtt: MIN"'Ullfd Sldlt l.1111,,y, u 11r1111,d In 
11,yoltll tltt 0-'b, • q11ar1uly pubtltallon o( IM 

Gulbll111 hoblt11u ~~ourct Ctnlu,juM 1999 

■ Pathologioo gamblers 
have higher am& and 
Lmpri.sonment rates than 
non-pathologicaJ go.mb!~rs. 
A thitd of probltm and 

' .. • CRITERIJ\ FOR PJ\TltOLOGICAl Gl\~OLING a ' ~ • 

patho!c,giOl.! gamblrrs l'o.lvt~ 
been arrcsttd, compared to 
l 0% or low-risk 11,U11blcrs 
nnd 4% of t1011•r;unblcrs. 
About 2.3% of pnthologiatJ 
gnmblcB and 13% of 
problem gamblers have 
been lmpruoncd.1 er 7 l◄) 

PNOccupatlon 

Tolerance 

Withdrawal 

Eacape 

Chatlno 

Lyjng 

Is preoccupied with gambling (e,g, 1 preoccupied with reliving ~t gambling 
experiences, handicapping or phtnntng the next venture, or thinking oC ways 
to get money wHh which to gamble 

Needs to gamble wtth Increasing amounts of money In order to achieve the 
desired excitement 

Ls restless or ln1t.able whett attempting lo cut down or stop gambllng 

Gambles as a way of escaping from problems or relieving dysphotic mood 
(e.g., feelings of helplessness, guilt, anxiety, or deprtsSlon) 

After losing money gambling, often returns another dlly In order to get even 
("chasing ones lOMeS") 

Ues to family men1bers, theraplsts, or others to conceal the extent of 
Involvement with g"mbllng 

Lou of control Hts made repeated UMucces.,ful efforts to controL cut beck, or stop gambling -----------
lllttal acts Has committed lllegal acts (e,g" forgery, fraud, theft, or embeulement) ln 

order to finance gambling 

Rldcecl significant 
relatlonthlp 

Has Jeopardized or lost • slgnifictnt relation.ship, Job, or educational 
or career opportunity because of gambltng 

lallout Hu relied on othen to P.rovide money to relieve • d~perate ftnanclal 
stluatton ctustd by gambUna 

~I NfldolN Ophl&oll .__.. et.Mt M Ille lltfflnlt, ol c:we.., CiflN6I --..di, 18d t1le U'lrift 0NM1p, 
~ lalfil(t 1M ldli¥tof Sllllfy. Atpott IO Ult NlltNIMI GIIIMllc ..... s~ t.ntsdVt, April I, 1999, T.W. l, p, 16,1 

■ Accott11ng to Tom Qx\Lcs, 
Director of Co~umcr Crc, 
<lit Coun.r,eling Services ln 
Des Moines, lllwn, l.11 the 
late 1980s, 2,3% of the 
people seeking cou~Un~ 
had gambllng,rclatcd credlt 
problems. 1'odny, approx!• 
matcly } j% of cowv.cllng 
goes lo lrlclM<luals With 
gambUng 11tt11bu1cd to I.ht 
core of their credit prob
lcms.1 (p. 7,15) 

■ A N11uon1d Opinion 
Survey Conunwlon rt• 

ported 19.2% llf p,1lholog
lcal grunblei, reported fil, 
Ing b.\nkruptcy.1 (p. 1-16) 

■ w Vegas has the high, 
est rC$ldent suicide Nie u, 
the 1'14tlon.1 (p 7-26\ 

I B.\:ffllff\,f Stl~, fhf 
NatlaMI G...W111i lfflp,ict 
Shtdy ColllllNIOft,JIUtt 1999 
ll'M It,,.., T1le NfdoNI 
0.W.ft& IMpflti SNdy 
C...UrtH,JIHM 1999 



THE 8'.f DISCIPLINE of the U M C 1992 

G> Gam1"ing.-C".ambling is a me~'lce, to soc ... icty, dt.~c.fiy to the best 
in!t.-resl:s of moral, socidl, economic, and spiritU«-..1 life, and dt.--stnicti\.·t.'" 
"-,t good govt..~n1t..-nt. As an act vf faith anJ lo~.:r.:-, Christian.-. s.huuld 
abstain from gambling.. and should strive i:o minister to those victim
ized by the practice- Where gambling has become addictive, the 
Chlli"ch "":ill encourage such indi"l.iduals to reccive therapeutic assis
tance so th.lt the individual's energies may be redirected into positive 
and constructive ends. Community standards and personal life styles 
should be such as would make unnecessary and undesirable the 
resort to commercial gambling.. including public lotteries, as a recre
ation, as an escape, or as a means of producing public revenue or 
funds for- support of charities or government_ 

5a' Social Piiucipb. 1 73.~ -mtC Position on Gambiing.-

The United Methodist Church's Positicm on Gambling 

WHEREAS, the Social Principles state in pa.rt: '·Gambling is a menace 
to society., deadly to the best interests of moral, social, economic, and 
spiritual life, and destructive of good government. As an act of faith 
and love. Christians should abstam frcm gambling .... Community 
standards and personal life styles should be such as would make 
unnecessary and undesirable the resort to commercial gambling, 
including public lotteries, as a recreation, as an escape, or as a means 
of producing public revenue or funds for support of charities or 
government'"; and 

WHEREAS, the number of organizations and governments using 
lotteries. raffles,. and bingo as a revenue resource has dramatically 
increased recently; and 
w~, high-stakes gambling has led to tragedy and the 

disrnption of community life; and 
WHEREAS, raffles and other types of gambling methods are used in 

some United Methodist Churches; and 
Wt1StEAS,. many other Christian denominations rely heavily upon 

the proceeds from raffles, lotteries, and other gambling de"ices as 
means of fund raising; 

& it tik..Tefore resol~. that The United Methodist Church reaffirm its 
position on gambling; and 

& it furtlra rC'S<Jl.xd, that the appropriate g~n~ral agencies continue 
to provide material to the local churches for study and actior. to 
combat gambling and aid persons addicted to gambEng. 

THE BOOK of RF'...SOLUTIONS of the UM C 1992 
pages 412-414 

• • 
NORTH DAKOTA CONFERENCE OF CHURCHES 

~ w- Sr~,. #l • S-Ck.. !'.orrh O,il.au iaS0l • t:'011 ::S~ 

STATDIEH":.- OK GAMBLINC 

r::i t.'l.e eot=se .:>f tit= ~fe, e.ao i.-ic:,,r,.=tal. faces :io::i:ia.l ::--Sk-~.:.."lq 
s:.:::-..at:.oc:s, ~r-......:r..:.::::.es t::> :naite pr'JCe:tt:. :..~t:S, a.-id ot:.-ier ocii:-.is.:-f 
<.:::l01.= on .:l requ!.r.r oas1.s. loie i.:ioe..-s~ ga.'1C.l.u)9' t:o be ver-.f c1.f!ere:r: 
f~ t.">ese ~xpenences. Nott.'l Oai<a::a le,:;aJ.1.:-:ed small st:4i<-es, 
cnt-,ct.:n=t ~ll.ng ::.n 19TT .lrld no-, t:us ~ c.3Sl.."lC:S, Cll.dcitJ-4ct, 
pull-t:at:s. t::i.."lgO an1 ot.'li!r forms of gai,lt;!.~- In 1992,~ t..'le aan:nt: of 
;:,one-.f ~t: on gact::l.:..-:g was S239' ac.ll.:.on. Th= spread of c;ai::o l • ~ ::.r. 
our s:ate ~ a.!.a..-n:.:,g co t.'ie ~ c::i=eies of :O"le ~"t t:aitot:a 
C:infocence of Ctu:cnes. 

~.e No:=-.:.. caxoca ~ference of C\i.:..."Che:s opposes ga:::cl::...,., ~ f~"loer 
lega.!.:.::a~at of ga:cc..."'lq ::.n t.'ie s-...a.t~ for c..">e follcw----.; r..w..,"OCS: 

• G,mcl::...,g unae._--::,.,,_ t:."le wo....-Jc et."ti.c on -.tu.ch our state l.S t~. 
~ worx. et:...:.c;; suggests Chat: a.ll should C0nc:tbL--t:1t t:> ~"le ~a--e of 
s=ie~ to t:."'>e degrE!l! t:.."!ey a..-e able, llOd be rewa...--ded !,."1 ~...a:ice w:.t.'l 
t..~ ~~:.s or need:.. 

~ Gac:cling has IX> long te= econcmic bene!.:.t and =eates rx> ~ """..a!t:.'l 
for au:- state ~ COIZIIUU.~es. Money spent: on ~ling is moriey tt-.at 
=l.d be sp,,:nt: ::.n ot..'ler ways (a.-id t:.'iier,:!ore t3Xl!<i t:."1roo,;h nor.n.tl 
c:ian.~,) or 1.."?'.-est:00 ::.n <JC.'"er sec;:,,en~ of the ec::n::my to ~t:e more 
value. 

• Gilmbl:.."lg pr::moees t.'le unt...-ut.'l t.'"ia.t:. ar. Uld:.vidual c.,n -get scmetlti..ng 
for rot::-~,• a.'ld do so at: t.'"le e.-<;iense of a !lel.qh.bor. 'l'he..-ef.,re, ~ling 
l"-ctS a cor::upt.:..,g effect: on persona.l dla...--atter and o:::mnum.ty spuit. as 
1.t = false l:lopes i.n the face of rwu. ~-

* ~te ~ed. c;ai,t>l~ for tlle pcr;iose "lf rd.l.Sing revenue for 
~-nine:tt.al. ope...-a.~ons ::.s a regre:ss.:.ve tax. It: h.as beml proYen to ~ 
a l.aI:,;ier cax on the p:::or than on Chose m;;ist ~le to pilY the t:.ax. It 
is a~ bi.sec on~~ oft.~ people. 'l.'he stat.~ i.tself beaxles 
a vittus. The s:3t:e beo::me deperDent: on ga,.c;. ing arid aJSt: begi.."'1 ~ur,g 
~l:.n,; anx:,ng :.t:s at;.:::er.s. 

* Gad>lmq costs our soc::.ec:y :m::rce ~"lar.: :.t gene..-ates... Faau.!y problems, 
!:lrok.en l:.'-'e:S, fi."lanCl.al =ses an1 other !'.una."l ~es are a by-pro:!uct: 
of t'lie: ilbo.JSe of gaiu:.li.o,;. 

lh.virig c:casidered all of the ~1.deoce l:.sted above, tt :.s cur =ns:.dered. 
J~ that: t'le c;a.rbl=g i.'CJStey is not in t:ne best interest of ~ 
State of Nort.'l Oalccta. 

Febr..:a=-f, !9g5 

-.&-atc.u,e~t~~ ---...-.1..-.._-..-....,__,....,...__~-·'-._._.__ ..,..__:,.--.. -c~-~c-- ......,. ......... 1~.w,,,.::i,....,....,,, .... : 
•t ......... _,.r,.,._....,..,-....-...., ~ .. ..,.., , ___ .....,) .. .,,,-, ,.._.._...._o,,_-i- .. --..-._: .. _...,~-.~ .. ..__,.......,,..~.,•~-----..-•':"~- ~\• ~ 
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Oam.blfog Tnformatlon IJ 

TUE CASE AGAINST LEGALIZED 
GAMBLING 

Gambling oosts fat ~tt; ~ i~~c;, Studies show that 
for every dollar gwnblfug produce:$ for a rcgio~I 
ec(lnomy, three dolfats are lost because of the economic 
and social c:o~s of gambling. When govcmmont leg~Uzes 
more gambling_. tu}{pnyers loSt .... whether they gambit•. or 
nM. 

Orut,blh;ig clUlttl'balizes local busineg~, A hundred doUars 
•ipent irt a $lot machine is o. hundred dollo~s that Is not 
~t tn a local r~staurant, theater or retnfl store. As 
Donald Tt'ump told the Mjan,I Herald. "Pco:r,I~ will ~pend a 
tremendous amount of money in Cl.1!-linos. money thilt they 
would ~ormally ~pend ◊l'I buyjng a refrigerator or a new 
car. Loce.1 busin~Hses will suJU:r becnuse th~y'll lose 
outd<'>mer dollars to the c.:usinos, 11 

9,am~linfl ~ers addl¢tNl1, 'fho more l~gclized sambling 
ovlillabl~i t,emorc addiclive behavior is triggered. In 
19891 only 1. 7% ofTowu's adults were gambling nddicts, 
but ai\er riverboat casir10!:l Wf.'re legruizod, th'! rate of 
addiction more than tripled to 5.4%. The Florldn Office of 
.Planrting and .Budgctinl( conducted a study whkh 
oonc.ludcd that the -:osts to govemrnent ot' gambling 
addiction taJ' outwei~hed nU revenue~ that might b¢ 
generated b)I casino el,l'lfi\bling. 

Gam.1,]ht~ Rd.g_iotfon has ~ AA !Pid~ ~th. 
'Jt'et'caroors now ciiil gambling the &stest•e,rowlns t~eooge 
addictfott~ with tho rat~ c'.)f J)Athologk,al $11tttbUng among 
high sohool Md <.:olJege-agc youth about twll!c that t>f 

adultR. According to Dr, Howard Shaffor~ Drre<:tot of the 
Harvard ~ft.dfcal School Cent~r for Addiction Stutllr,s, 
"Today, there arc more children cxpe,ienclng adver~c 
symptom.-:i rr(ml gamblli,g thlin from drugs .. ,l\hd th~ 
problem 13 growing, 11 

Qlmblmg ~~.¢~!.C'~ A comprehensive report by the 

http://www,nc.ult1,orglpasew"ase,htm 
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...... un If 

Attorney General of .Maryland co~tudi:,~, 11Ca:\ino~ would 
bring a 8UhstantiaJ increase in crime to our State. There 
would bo more violertt crime, roo~ c~ againm 
property, more insurance fraud, more whil~ collur c..Time, 
more juvenile crime, more drug and nJ.cohol-related crime. 
more domestic violence an<t' child abuse, and rnore 
organimd crime." 

Qamblin&.victlmb:.e1 t})c__poor. The poorest citlzcns spend 
the Iarg.est percentage of their incomes on gambling, Those 
who car. affo.rd it th~ least gamble th~ most. Both public 
o.nd private ~ambling busit1csses target advertising directly 
at the weakest individuals. in society beCaU$e they arc 
gantbling1!-'I ~sl uu8t(1nw.,n;. 

Gan:1bilng present$, bt\d e~ le to QW' chjldr@, 
am , promot~s t t · e,,u that lu<,;k, not education tmd 

lwd work, i$ the key to success, ()cunbllilg produces 110 
wealth tor society. and i::ugy~~t~ that productivity is not 
inlp(lrtant. Gambling sots up artificial risks Md glorifies 
lt1divldual$ wht,;, luke the biggest, most foolish risks, 

Gamblin~ corrupts govemmmt. So much money is at 
~take, ar gambling companies w-e oo depend~mt on 
govommental de(:Jsions for a piece of tho so profits. that 
corruption is inevitable, \Vh~rever gambling. has gone. 
brlbtn-y~ extortion and payoffs have tbllowed. 

Natior)c\} Co~lidon Against Le,eali:led Gambling 
l 10 Mnrylund Avenue, N.E. 
WDShingtott, D.C. 20002 

For informntion on NCALCJ. plc4SO send e .. mai1 lo 
n_calg@ncAJg\~.r,g, or phoM our National lnforma.tion 
Center at, 800-664 .. 2680. Our Addrte:$$ i$ 831 Sout~: King 
St .• Suite E~ Lee~burg, VA 20175. Our FAX ttWrtbot ii:1 
(703) 443-2315. 

httr,://www ,.ncalg,o rg/pagcN/en..~. htm 
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•• ... resist the tempuation of so-~:111,:d "~~sy mun~)'" dangled by the, gambli"~ 
i~dustry ... 

Oovenor Parris N. Gleodet1in((, Maryland 

" ... My fnthel' taught me thnt haJ'd work and n goc<l ~du<'.ation are the keys to 
suc~~M irt lite . .ln .Mttl)1fond, w~ art.~ doing everything in our J)(\wor to ,nsb II tha.t same 
philos.ophy 1rt our chfldtefl and give them the right 1.4tart. But what e;,xamplv do we set for 
ohildron if as poffoy maker~ we were to tum to the 11eusy m(')rtcy" that gambling lobbyi$t~ 
pr(~mi$1c7 What value~ would w~ teach if~ despito knowing that ~xr,anded gambling 
brin~s irtcreased crime and other 8<.)tiaJ problem~, \\'C willingly cha~~ the 11easy t»oncy. 11 

Augt1st 1997 Natlonnt OambHng Impact Study Commis~i◊rt public h~urirtg. 
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MAroh 19, 2001 Houso 1311111 1305 & 1306 

Chalmnm Traynor o.nd mcim~rs of the Sonate JudlQlary Commltteu: 

OambHn; its a oamol tho.t aot lts notK: undc-r the lent ovgr 25 )'uars a1io in North 
'Oukota, And owr slnct1 has worktd its wa"t in motei W1d moro. More than bolp for 
charities tt itt driven by gambllns for gambling sake. W~ ~ a e~1c hive bccosm add\oted 
to gambHns, One of the f4otOt$ or ~~mblin& addiction fe1 tolerance. or the need 10 aomblu 
with Increasing a.mounts of roomy ln order to achieve the dosired. txctt~mout. 

Ho"" Bfll No. 1305 and HoW:Jo BlU No. 1306 art ~vid~ncc:r ofow n.ddiotion. rf 
these betting Hmltic «re approved the next step ls sure to come to ruh,e them even rnore, l 
&l.'fk you t¢ say NO to tncreaseis 1n bet llmlts. I n.~k you tct say NO to the d4iletb\g of the 
two occasions per year Jfmlt In House Bl11 No. J 305, Thls will allow licens~d 
orgwil.zatiorul to l,ecome t\JU time casJno5. 

The recently re1eased m.uiy of gambling ph,blcms in North Dakota h4u! &hown that 
probl4'm vambJing h~s doubled in tho last 8 yearn. And amons the lower in¢1)m~ groups 
ln our state it ha, grown even more than double. lt 1s tho Mtuto of .iamblerB to deny the 
problems and sto.morl7A the aamos. What Addlctlon col.W.901on1 know •11 to well is that 
pmbllna oreo.tcs a dream W\'>'l'ld, Yo\.U' job l& to deA1 with reality. Reollty ls thAt the: 
cancer fs here and lt wants to gn,w, You oan stop some of that growth by tejec:tina these 
inQl'eases, by sayina No to these efforts to er.pa.ud gambling, These bil ts do not serve the 
QOmmon sood. 

Dt. Valerio Lorenz, Executive direotorofCompul:sive Oambllng Center~ 
Baltimore, Mary1ancit ono of the leading experts on the e:r'focts ot gambling sald, .. lf 
togmher we, 08ll pr~nt the expanslon of gamblf ng, th~n we wJJ1 bo able to prevent the 
expclftsion of &ambling t\ddiotiort, Md that benefits all of us," The majority of North 
Dakota people have oonslstcntly $aid NO at the ballot box. RoUgloU$ groups in North 
Dakota are all unJted in their opposJtlon the nny aambllng expansion. Gambling 
CMnibaUzos local busine,$¢$, attracts crime, victlmi7..es the poor, presents a bod example 
to our children and corrupts ,gov~nt. OambHng advertistng dollars also undennJne$ 
the ability of'the media ln our comrn1,1.nh:l"s to tell Q,;: truth about gambling, 

The$c bill, ttte bod nows for North Dakota. Stop the growth of gambling and 
gambling add.lotion by voting NO on both of these bills. Thank You .. 

Rev, Warren WetlZel 
FairmoW1t, North Dakota 
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North Dakota Council on Gamblir1g Problems· 

RB, HB #1306 

sen~tor Jack Trayn•r, Chairman 

March 19, 2001 

and Member• of the Senate Judiciary Conuaittee, 

Arthur A, Li"lc 
Chairman 

My name 11 Arthur Link, Chairman of the North Dakota council on 
Gambling Problems, which opposes expansion of Gambling in North 
Dakota. 

House Bill 1306 would raise the wager limit from five dollars to 
tw•ntv-five dollars on the game of Twenty-one. 

This 500 percent increase is designed to entice more participants 
betting mort money in an attempt to achieve greater profits, It 
would no longer be low stakes recreational gambling, 

on January 25, 2001, Governor John Hoevan and Carol K. Olson, 
Executive Director of the North Dakota Department of Human Services 
released the report on Gambling and Gambling Problems in North 
Dakota. I quote from the report:"Pathological gambling-the worst 
form of problem gambling--doubled from 0,7 percent to 1.4 peroent 
of the population between 1992 and 2000. Pathological gambling is 
characterized by loss of control over gambling, chasing of losses, 
lies and deception, family and job disruption, financial bailout1 
and illegal acts." 

December 6, 2000 Bismarck Tribune prints "United Way survey 
identifies needs", one paragraph reads: .. After transportation, 
community leaders listed the communityts top problems to be needs 
for affordable child care and gambling intervention." 

March 7, 2001, Bismarck Tribune under the headline 1tGambling 
addicts appeal to lawmakers for mox:e funding to pay for treatmBnt." 

When are we going to admit to gambling problems? Is pur answer 
going to be: "Give them more gambling? .. If you pass H,B.1306 that 
is exacty what you will be doing. 

You ha1/e the opportunity to say North Dakota has enough gambling. 

We respectfully ask you to vote NO on House Bill 1306. 

~~#/~~t,t 
Arthur>.. Link 
Chairman 



GAMBLING AND PROBLEM GAMBLING IN 
NORTH DAKOTA: A REPLICATION STUDY, 1992 TO 2000 

Report to the Norlh Dakota Office of the Governor 

Rachel A. Volberg, Ph.D. 
Gemini Research, Ltd. 

P.O. aoxe2a 
Northampton, MA 01 oeo 

(413) se+4ee1 
itOYW,a1rn101research.com .. 

January 15, 2001 



t 

• -----------·----------.. ··-·------------------------------

TABl.B OP CONTENTS 

ACKNO'M!OOBM!NTS ...... ,,,1u111111111u11u,, ........ , .................. , ..................... ,,, ............... ,, .... ,,,,,.f,,, ... ,,u,J 

!XEOUTNB SUM~RY,, .. , .. ,,,,,,,,,, ... ,,,.,, .... , .... , ........................ , ................................... , ..... ,,, ..... , ........... U 

IN-rAOOUCTION .................................. ,, ............................... , ... , .. , .. , .. , ...... ,,.,,,, .............................. ,,, .. ,, 1 
Background .. , .. ,, ............. , ..... ,,,,, ,u,1111111 ..................... ._II!.,,., .. , ,,11111111u111111111 tt .......... , •• H ,,. IUll 11111 IIIIIU II 1 
o,nn;ng our Terms ... , ,,, .. I lflllfUHllfflffUflUUllfflflUUll,fflttlUl.flfUttUUJII I IUtttllU IUIU II •• U .. 111••·· ............... ,, ,11 2 
Measurklg Oambtlng Problems ..• , ....... , ....•.• ,, .... , ... , ...•••...•............... , ...... , .• ,,.,,, ..•.. , •..• ,,, .•.. , .•... 1,.,, •• , •• , 4 
Considerations In Designing Prevale nee Studies ..................... 111, ................................... 111 ....... , 1 .. 11 ~ 

M!THO0S ., ...... ,, ...•...... , ......... ,.,,, ............. ,, .•....... ,,.j .. ,.,,, ••.••• ,, ....... , ..... .,,., ........................... , .••.••.•..•...... 6 
QueS11onna,re IIIUlllllltt••11t••1tflllU•11111•••••HH•111. Hu•ttUtfl11•1Ulllf•1• .. • .. •• .. 11uu1,11;u•11t1Hft••• .. •• .. ttuut••u1uu1u-• e 
Survey Design ............ u,u ••••• UI. 11111111 u,1111 ••···· ...... , ••• •• • ·- .......... h,t11u ... , ............ , ..... ,.., ................. , ......... I 7 
Weighttng and Jmputatlo:n, .... H.,,,, .. ,, •• ,,, ........................................ , ....... , ....... , .................... , .• , ......... , .. , 9 
Statfstlcai Analysis .•. , ......••..•••.•.......... , ..•...•...••.. , ....•••••.••.••..•...•• ,,.,t••····················· .......... ,, ............... 1 O 

GAMBLING IN NORTH DAKOTA •••••••••1t11111u11•u•111u11111t1•111uuu111H•t11u•u••t1•• .. ••••• .. ••••u1t1•1111111••••••••••• 11 
Gambling In the General PopulaUon ........ , .. , ...... , ... ,, ... , ...... ,,..,,, ......... , .. ,,.".,, ........................ ,t·•···· ... , 11 
Pattams of Gambling Participation ........................... , ..•..••..•••.•.• , •.....•.........•... , ..•....•.•..•.•• ,, •...•..•• ,,.,.12 
aamblkig Preferenoes ................................................ , .................. t,, ............................... , ................ 1-4, 

PROBLEM GAMBLING IN NORTH OAKOTA,.,,.,,.u,.,, .. , •• , ....... ,, .... , .......................... , ......... , .. ,-·u•u11,.16 

Prevalence Rates ................ , ........... t •• , ....... , ••••••••••••••••••••••• , •• , ..................................... , ••••••• , •• , ••• ,, •• ,,,,, 18 
Comparing North Dakota with Other States ........................................... ,u,,,, .... , ..... ,,p, .................. 19 

COMPARING NON-PROBLEM ANO PROBLEM GAMBLERS ....................................................... 21 
Demographics ...................... , ........ ,,., ............... , ...... , ................................•...•.•.......•.......•....• , ......... , .. 21 
GambUog Participation , .............. ,,,, ... ,, ........................................ , .......................................... u,,•·"·•· 23 
Other Significant Differences ....................... ,,, ... ,, .. ,,,, .............. ,u ..................................................... 24 

COMPARING THE 1992 ANO 2000 SURVEYS ................................................................. .,, .. t ...... ,,28 
Comparing the Surveys tn North Dakota .............. , .................. , ............... , ... u .. , ................ , ............ ,, 28 
Changes In Gambling Participation ........... , ... , ........... , ... ,,,, .............................................................. 31 
Changes'" Probfem Gambr~ng Prevatence'-. ............ , .. , ................ u11tt•••tt .. ltl-lfll ♦ 1•u••·····"·•···'''·"' • .., 33 
Changes In Problem Gamblers ................... , ...................... ,, .. , ................................. , ........ , ... u, ....... , 34' 

COMPARING THE SOGS ANO THE NODS IN NORTH DAKOTA ................................................. 36 
The NORC DSM-IV Screen for Problem Gambling (NODS) 1•"'""'"" .......................................... 36 
StatJ.stlcal Properties of the NOOS ..... , .. , .. ,,.,u ... , ........... , ............. ,u .. , ... , .......................................... 37 
Comparing SOGS and NO0S Problem Gamblers, •. , ...... , .............................. 1, .... , ............. Jf ......... 40 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION ..................................... , ...... , ............................................................ 42 
Summary .••.•.•••••...•.•...•.•....•...•....•..•...••. u ................................... , ......................................... , ............... 42 
D"ectlons for the Future ........ , •...•.... , ............................................. , ...... , .••..... , .................................. , 43 

REFERENCES •••••••••••••••••• .. •i•••••••••• .. •••••••••••••••,•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••u••••u• .. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .. •••4,5 

APP!!!NDlX A: Methods to Assess Problem Gambling ln tt,e General~ 

APf'ENOO< B: Construr.:tlng the Wel(Jhts for the North Dakota survey (By Robert Johnsor., Ph.D.) 



' 

-------------------------------------·-· 
TABLIS AND FIQURIS 

Table 1: Olagnosuo Crtterla for Pathotoglcll Oambllng ................... , .... , .... , ........................ , ........ , ...... 3 

Table 2: North Dakota Quadrant ROO Sample OlsposMlons ............................................................. , a 
Table 3: Comp1rtng tht Adllewd SamP,e to the Otner1I PopulaUon ............................................... ,; 

Tablt 4: Oambllng Participation In North 01kot1 ......................................................... , .................... 12 

Table 5: Demographics of Q1mble11 In North 01kot1 .................................................... , ............ , .... 13 

Table e: Scores on Llfetlm" and Past Year SOOS Items ................................................................. 1e 

Table 7: Differences In Prev,1lence by Demographic Group ............................................................ 17 

Tabfe e: Prevalence by Type of GMmbUng, ........ , ....... , ............... ,,., ......................................... , ......... , 18 

Table 9: Comparing North Oakota Natlonally ........ , ..................... , ......... " .... ,, .. ,u •• ,, .. , ............. , •• , ....... ·20 

Table 10: Demographics of Non-Problem and Problem Gamblers ................................................. 22 

Table 11: Past Year ActMtles of Non•Problem and Problem Gamblers ........................................... 23 

Table 12: Monthly Gambling of Non•Problem and Problem Gamblers ............................................ 24 

Table 13: Olfferenc,s In Gambling Careers and Participation ......................................................... 25 

Table 14: Differences In Reasons fo1· Gambling ......................................................................... , ...... 25 

Table 15: Differences In Physical and Mental Health ................ , ...................................................... 28 

Table 1e: Differences In FamMy, Flnam,lal and Criminal Justice Impacts ....................................... 27 

Table 17: Comparing Types of Gambling In 1992 and 2000 ........................................................... 29 

Table 18: Comparing Samples In 1992 an~ 2000 ..................................... , ....................................... 30 

Table 19: Changes In Gambling Involvement, 1992 and 2000 ........................................................ 31 

Table 20: Changes In Lifetime Gambling Participation, 1992 and 2000 .......................................... 32 

Table 21: Changes in Past Year Gambling Partk::lpatlon, 1992 and 2000 ...................................... 32 

Table 22: Changes In Problem GambUng Prevalence, 1992 and 2000 ........................................... 33 

Table 23: Changes In Current Prevalence by Demographic Group ................................................ 34 

Table 24: Changes In Problem Gambfers, 1992 and 2000 ""I""""'"·"""·" ................................... , 3o4 

Table 25: scores on lffetrme and P•st V~ar 1~s tternt ............... _ ............. ......... ··-···• .................... le 

Table 28: Compamg NODS Rllles lar"°'1h Oatcota at.cf Un{ttd states ................................. ~ ..... 37 

Table 27: Llfatlrne NODS Rotated Component Matrbc ..................................................................... 31 



• _____________ .., ____________ , __ 
Tablt 2a: Comparing 8008 Non-Problem and Problem Gamblers ........... ,,,, ............. ,,,,,,,,,, ... ,. ... ,, 38 

Tablt 29: Comparing Scortl on the SOOS and the NODS""""'"'"""""""" ... " .. '"""''""'"""'""' 3; 

Table 30: Comparing Score, on Slmllar SOOS and NOCS ttem1 ........................................... , ....... 40 

Table 31: Comparing Demographics of SOOS and NODS Problem Gam~,,.. ................ , .... , ....... 41 

Figure 1: Ltfetlme Prevalence Rates In the Un Med States (SOOS),, ................................................ 19 

fllgure 2: Current Prevalence Rates In the UnMed States {SOGS) .................................................. 20 

----··---:-----------------------



----------------------------
Acknowledgement, 

we would 11kt to thank all of the residents of North Oakota who were lntervtewed for this survey. 
Thtlr contribution has been vit1I In adding to our knowledge of change, In t.1mbllng and 
g1mbllng,,rtf1ttd problems In North 01kot11, Wt would also 11kt to think the omc, ot the 
Governor of North 01kot1, tht North 01kot11 Indian Gaming Association and the North Dakota 
CouncY on Problem Gambllng for funding this study, FlnaUy, wt would like to thank Cordell 
Fontaine and the staff of the Socl1I science Research lnstHutt 1t the Untversly of North Oakota, 
Grand Forks who condu01ed the Interviews and collected the data as well as Robert Johnson or 
the National Opinion Research Center who assisted In the analysls of the data. 

Gambling and Problem Gambling In Nof1tt ~ 

• 



• 

-· ..... ----•►-----··--------------------------

l:xecut/ve Summary 

This report pressnts the findings of a s1ate•wlde survey of gambling partlolpatlon and gambllng• 
related problems In North Oakota. This study It a replication ot • ba$ellne study that was carried 
out In North Oakot1 In 1992, The main purpose of this study was to •~mine changes In the 
prevalence of gambling and problem gambling In the adutt population In North Dakota between 
1992 and 2000, An addttlonal purpose of this study was to lde1lt/fy the types of gambling causli,g 
the grea~eot dlfflcultles for the cttlzen.s of North Dakota, The results of this S1udy wUI be useful In 
documenting the Impacts of legal gambling on the cHizens of North Dakota and In refining the 
services available to lndlvkluals In North Oakota with gambling-related dlfflculUes. 

Problem gambling Is a broad term that refers to all of the patterns of gambling behavior that 
compromise, disrupt or damage personal, famlly or vocational pursuits, Pathological gJmbllng 
lies at one end of a continuum of problematlo gambling Involvement. Pathologlcal gambllng Is a 
lreatable disorder characterli!ed by loss of control over garnbllng, chasing of losses, lies and 
deception, family and Job disruption, nnanclal baUouts and Illegal acts. 

Methods 

The present 3tudy Is a rt'2IIQtUl20 1 or repetition, of a survey carried out In North Dakota Jn 1992. 
Like the earlier survey, the 2000 survey was completed In three stages. These Included 
developing the questionnaire and sampling frame, collecting the data, and, finally, analyzlng the 
data and Interpreting the findings. Gemini Research, Ltd. was responsible for managing the 
project, drafting the questionnaire and designing the sampling frame, analyzlng the data and 
drafting this report Data coflectfon was carried out by lhti Social Science Research Institute at 
the UnlversHy of North Dakota, Grand Forks. 

The ~ampllng strategy for this study was designed to compensate for the relatively rare 
occurrence of problem gambllng In the general population and Is known as a "tWo,phase 
probability sample.• The first phase Involved ldentrfylng appro)dmately 5,000 residential 
households with telephones In North Dakota and selectlng one ellglble adult In each household to 
respond to a brief screening Interview. The second phase Involved .selecting Q stratified random 
group of 1.808 respondents from the first phase for a lengthier Interview. The completion rate of 
71% was e>1eellent and the sample Is representative of the adult population of North Dakota, 

Gambling in North Dakota 

, The types of gambling that North Dakotans are motn likely to have ever tried and to have 
tried In the past year are charitable games, gaming machines, pulltabs, lottery games and live 
bingo. The types of gambling that North Oakotans are most llkely to engage In on a monthly 
basis are charttable games, pulltabs, live bingo, lottery games and blackjack. Only 4% of the 
adult North Dakota population gambles once a week or more o1'en. 

• Non-gamblers In North Dakota are more likely than gamblers to be over the age of 65, 
widowed, and retired. Non-gamblers In North Dakota are also more likely to have annual 
houset,old Incomes under S25,000. 

• Weekly gamblers In North Dakota are more likely than non.gamblers and less frequent 
gamblers to be male, aged 35 to 54, Native American, anij to reside In the northwest (N'N) 
reg1cn Of the State, Weekly garnbters In North Dakota are also mare likely to be dNOtc~ CH' 
separated, to be eltner wo,i(lng fulltlme or to be disabled or unempfoy49d, and to na-ve MnUal 
household Incomes between $20,000 and $25,000. 

Gambling and Prot..m Glmt..Q Jn North 01kota - n 



Problem Gambling In North Dakota 

• Two different screens were used to Identify problem and pathological gamblers In North 
Cakota. The South Oaks Gambling Screen (SOGS) Is the same screen used w, the ,artier 
North C1kot1 gambling survey In 1992, The NOOS Is the problem gambling screen 
developed for use In the recent U.S. n1tJonal gambling survey and Is based on the most 
recent psychiatric crieri1 tor pathological gambllng. 

• Bas~ on the SOGS1 the combined llfetlme prevelencs of problem and pathologleal gambling 
In North Cakota Is 3.e~/4 and the combined past year prevalence Is 2.1 ~. 

• Past year problem gambling prevalence rates In North Dakota are hlgt1est among adults aged 
18 to 24 and among Native Americans. 

• Past year problem gam~lng prevalence r&tes In North Dakota are highest among Individuals 
who gamble woekly or more often and among past year horse race bettors, among past year 
players of casino table oames such as roulette or keno, and among past year players of 
blackjack and other card games. 

Comparing Non-Problem and Problem Gamblers In North Dakota 

• Comparing problem and non.problem gamblers In North Dakota, we flnd that problem 
gamblers are slgnlflcantly more likely than non-problem gamblers to be male, aged 30 to 3•, 
Natlye Americ:an, widowed, divorced Qr separatad, to have less thane high school education, 
to be disabled or unemployed, and to have annual household Incomes between $20,000 and 
$251000, 

• Problem gamblers In North Dakota are slgnlflcantly more likely than non-problem gamblers to 
have gambled on pulltabs, blackjack, non-card casino table gameo, horse races and poker In 
the past year. Problem gamblers are slgnlf1cantly more llkoly then non-problem gamblers to 
gamble on blackjack, pulltabs and gaming machines on a monthly basls. 

• Problem gambfers In North Dakota are slgnlflcantly more likely than non-problem gamblers to 
have been troubled In the past year by the gambling of someone they live with, to have 
engaged In physical arguments about their own or anoth~r's gambling, to have flied for 
bankruptcy In the past year, and to have been arrested. 

'• 

• Problem gambfers In Nc,rth Dakota are slgnltlcantly more likely than non-problem gamblers to 
smoke daMy, to drink alcohol once a week or mor! often, and to use mariju~ma or cocaine on 
a monthly basls. Problem gamblers In North Dakota are slgnlflcantly more likely than non• 
problem gamblers to report e>cperlenclng problems due to their use of alcohol and dnJgs and 
to have sought help for an emotional or substance abuse problem. Finally. problem gamblers 
In North Dakota are slgntflcantly more likely than non-problem gamblers to have e,cperlenced 
episodes of mania or depres:slon In their lifetimes. 

Comparing the Baseline and Replication Surveys In North Dakota 

• To compare the results of the present survey with those from 1992, we comblined responses 
to questions In 1992 about gambling on Instant lottery games with those lnwlving other 
lottery games: we combined responses to quesUcms about oambline on w1 .. Jott'8"'1' 
terminals (Vl Ts) with those Involving other slot machines: flnalty, we combined responses \o 
questions about gambling on sports wit~ friends and tarn~~ wl\h \h0$1 re~tang lo·~ en 
sports with a bookmaker. 

.. ... . . .... 
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, T~• sample In 1992 (N•1,!17) was substantlally smeller than the sample In 2000 (N•5,002), 
Purthermor,. the aemple In 2000 00ntaln1 slgnlflcantly more young males and Native 
Amencan.s-groups thwt ar, often difficult to recru~ for surveys of all kinds. 

, In spHt of th, lncluslon of more young malH (tradMlonally the heavtest gamblers In the 
general populatk>n), gambling participation dropped slgnlfloanUy In North Cakota betwten 
1992 and 2000, The proportion of the adult population In North Dakota that gambles once o 
week or more often declined from 12% to 4%. 

, 'MiHe gambling participation In general has decllntd, llfetlme participation rates have 
Increased slgnl110antly for gaming machines and lottery products, SlmUany, past year 
part~lpatlon rates have Increased slgn/flcantly for gaming machines, lottery products and 
casino table games suoh as roulette and keno. 

• The combined prevalence of pro~·1em and pathological gambling rJld not change slgnlficantly 
In l~orth Dakota between 1992 and 2000. However, tho prevalence of both lifetime and p~~t 
year pathological gambling (the moS1 severe category) has Increased slgnlflcantty. This 
suggests that problem gamblers In North Dakota are e>cperlenclng more severe problems and 
may be In greater need of servfces, 

• Problem gamblers In North Dakota In 2000 are slgnlflcantly more llkely than those In• 1892' to 
be male, to be Native American and to be widowed. Problem gambiers In North Dakota In 
2000 are slgnlflcantly less likely than those In 1992 to be married. 

Directions for the Future 

The Impacts of problem gambllng·can be high, familes and communities as well as tor Individuals. 
Pathologlcal gamblers e,q,erfence physical and psychological stress and e>dilblt substantial ratos of 
depression, alcohol and drug dependence and suicidal Ideation. The families of pathological 
gamblers e>cperlence physical and psychological abuse as well as harassment and threats from bUI 
collectors and credttors. Other significant Impacts Include costs to employers, credttors, Insurance 
companies, social service agencies and the civil and crlmlnal justice systems. 

Given the sl\)nlflcant Increase In the prevalence of the most severe category of problem gambling In 
North Dakota, state legislators and other concerned parties may wish to consider a range ot 
amelloratlve measures. These Include e>ctendlng health Insurance coverage to cover problem 
gamullng treatment, fostering responsible gambling policies and programs by the gam~lng 
Industries and developing government-Industry lnltlatlves to address this Issue, e>cpandlng tn:ilning 
opportunKles for treatment professionals, establishing a gambling counselor certtflcation program, 
increasing funding to the North Dakota Department of Human Servfoes to support Increased public 
education and prevention servk:es as well as problem gambling treatment, and continued 
monitoring of gambling and problem gambling prevalence to assess the Impacts of legal gambling 
on the residents of North Dakota. 

Gambling and Probllffl ~ ln NCHth 01kot1 



INTRODUCTION 

Since the rise of the 'third wave• of legal gambllng In the United States In the 19eOs (Rose, 
1989), the avaMabWtty of gambllng haa grown tenfold, Today, 1 person can make a legal wager or 
some sort In every state eX0ept Utah, Tenr1essee, and Hawaii: 37 s11te1 have lotterte,. 28 states 
have 01slno1 and 22 states ha\/t off.track betting (National Gamblk,g Impact Study Commission. 
1999). Just •• telling as the e,q:,1nslon of gambling ~"to new Jurisdlctlon1 ls the growth of tht 
gambling Industries. Between 1975 and 1Q97, revenues from legal wagering In the United States 
grew by nearty 1,800% from S3 bUllon to $51 bllllon whUe gambling e>cpendMures more than 
doubled •• a percentage of personal Income, from 0,30 percent In 1974 too, 74 In 1997 
(Christiansen, 1998: Kalllok, Suks, Dielman & Hybels, 1979), 

In the 1970s and 1980s, gambling legattzatlon proceeded with little consideration of the potentially 
harmful Impacts that gam~lng can have on lndlviduals, famMles and communttles. In the 1980s, 
howevtr, prevalence surveys haw become an essential component In the establishment and 
monHorlng of legal gambllng In the United States and lntematlonally (Abbott & Volberg, 20()0; 
Bondolfl, Os~k & Ferrero, 2000: Gerstein, Volberg, Harwood, Christiansen et al, 1989; 
Productlvtty Commission, 1999; Rijnnberg, Volberg, Abbott, Munck et al, 1999; Shaffer, Hall di 
Vander Slit, 1999; Sproston, Erens & Orford, 2000; Volberg, 1986), 

The main purpose of this study, funded by the North Dakota Office of the Gowmor, the Nonh 
Dakota Indian Gaming AQoclatlon, and the North Dakota CouncM on Problem Gambling, Is to 
examine changes In gambling participation and the prevalence of gambllng-related problems In 
North Dakota between 1992 and 2000. An addMlonal purpose of this study Is to Identify the types of 
gambling causing the greatest difficulties for the cHlzens of North Dakota. The results of this study 
will be useful In documenting the Impacts of legal gambling on the ctttzens of North Dakota and In 
refining the servk:es avalla~e to Individuals In North Oakota with gambling-related dlfflcultles. 

This report Is organized Into several sections for clarity of presentation. The Introduction Includes A 
definttlon of the tem,s used In the report while the Mithods section addresses the details of 
conducting the survey. The ne>4 four sections present nndlngs from the survey In the following 
areas: 

• gambling In North Dakota In 2000; 

• prevalence of problem gambling In North Dakota In 2000; 

• comparing non-problem and problem gamblers In North Dakota In 2000: and 

• comparing the basellne and replication surveys In North Dakota. 

Background 

In 1992, when the first survey of gambling and problem gambling was carried out In North Dakota 
(Volberg & SUver, 1993), there werf9 already substantial leg~! gambling opportunities available to 
the state's citizens. Although there was no state lottery operating In North Dakota. charttable 
organizations were permitted to offer IIVtt bingo, pulltabs, blackjack and poker games, and off• 
track wagering on horse races In bars, restaurants, lounges and fraternal organizations 
throughout the state. 

In the wake of the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act of 1088, several Native American tribes In North 
Dakota establlshed compacts with the state government to operate caslnos on their reservations. 
All of these casinos became operational i(l!.r the completion of ttw ••• ,.wob&em gambling 
prewle~ce survey In North Dakota. T~-- ·3 are presently five Native Ame1icl:n cu\rm operatinc;J 
In North Dakota. All of these casinos ai~ authorlt.~ to run craJ>s and roulette, card games 
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Including blackjack and poker, and alot machines, Tribal casinos are also permitted to offer par~ 
mutuel and almulcaat waQerlng on horse races taking plaee both In and outside of Narth Oakota. 

There have also been substantlal Increases In legal gambllng opportunities throughout the region. 
To the north, the Canadian provinces of Saskatchewan and Manttoba offer North Oakota 
residents a range of gambllng opportunHltis, Including charttoble casinos, larg►scale bh,go halls, 
and a complete range of lottery products. Including sports, bingo and keno games, To the south! 

, , video poker machines owned by the South Dakota Lottery are widely available al bars, taverns 
and restaurants as well as at Native American tribal casinos operating across the border from 
North Dakota. To the west, Montana offers video gaming machines slmHar to those In South 
Dakola as well as parl,mutuel and eharttable wagering, Finally, to the east, Minnesota Is home to 
a mature state lottery as well as numerous Native American casinos, 

Problem Gambling Services In North Dakota 

, Services for problem gamblers In Nort'1 Dakota consist, for the most part, of meetings of the self• 
help fellowship, Gamblers Anonymou~. and a few professlorial treatment providers, Gamblers 
Anonymous cht1pters meet regular1y In Bismarck, Devil's Lake, Dickinson, Fargo, Grand Forks, 
Minot and 1/v'llllston, Gam-Anon chapters (for family members and friends of problem gamblers) 
meet In Bismarck, Dickinson and Fargo, Outpatient treatment for lndlvtduals wtth gambling . 
problems Is available from a small number of treatment professionals In Bismarck, Fargo, Grand 
Forks and Minot, These programs offer Individual and group counseling sessions, some coup!,1 
and famlly therapy a1,d aftercare, 

Appro>dmately SO mental health and addictions treatment professionals In North Dakota have 
received training In the assessment, diagnosis and treatment of problem gambtlng, However, 
because Insurance reimbursement for problem gambling treatment Is rare, few of these 
lndlvlduals offer treatment for problem gambling. The North Dakota Council on Problem 
Gambling has been active for several years raising public awareness of problem gambllng and 
working to develop services for problem gamblers and their famllles In the State, Fin ally, the 
helpline operated by the North Dakota Mental Health Association receives funding from the North 
Dakota Council on Problem Gambling and the North Dakota Indian Gaming Association to 
provide crisis Intervention for problem gamtJlers as well as Information and referrals. 

Defining Our Terms 

Gambling Is a broad concept that Includes diverse activities, undertaken In a wide variety of 
settings! appeallng to different ,C3orts of people and perceived In various ways by participants and 
observers. Failure to appreciate this dlversHy can llmtt scientific understanding of gambllng. 
Another reason to note the differences between various forms of gambling arlsGs from 
accumulatlng evidence that some types of gambling are more strongly associated with gambling• 
related problems than others (Abbott & Volberg, 1999a), 

People take part In gambling activities because they enjoy them and obtain benefits from their 
participation. For most people, gambling Is generally a positive experience; however, for a 
minority. gambling Is associated whh dlfficultles of varying severity and duration. Some regular 

, gamblers develop :~lgni!k:·ant, debllltatlng problems that also typically rdsult In harm ta people 
close to them and to the wider community (Abbott & Volberg, 1999a). 

M.Qloglcal gambling was first Included In the third edition of the Diagnostic and Sta~ 
Manual (DSM-Ill) of the American Psychiatric Association (1980). Each revtslon of this ma..u~ 
has se.,,n changes In the diagnostic crtterle for pathologlcal gambling. The essential features of 
pathological gambling are presently defined by the American Psychiatric AssociaUon (1994) as: 
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• a continuous or periodic loss of control ove, gambllng: 

• a prouresslon, In gambling frequency and amounts wagere<L In the preoccupation 
with gembllng and In obtaining monies with which to gamble: and 

• a eontlnuiitlon of gambllng Involvement despite adverse consequences, 

A formal diagnosis of pathological gambling Is arrlVftd at by an appropriately quallf1ed and 
e>cperlenced cllnlclan followlng an e>denslve cllnlcal Interview. To make a diagnosis of 
pathological gambling, the cllnlclan must determine that a patient hll~ met five or more of the ten 
diagnostic Indicators associated with pathological gambllng. Table 1 presents the diagnostic 
criteria for pathologlcal gambling: 

oocup1Uon Prtoc:1c:upi (t.;. pttOQeu ncn, 

Ch11lng l.011n 

Rl~ktd S 
Rt11tton 
81llout 

Of pl1nnl tht ntlCt venture, or thlnldn ot WIV'I to get money with which to 

d 

um another d1y In order lo get tv,n ('chnlng on•·• 
lottn 
l.lt1 to ''"'Uy mtmo1r1, thtr1pl1t1 or othtrt to oonc:111 tht •~•nt ot lnvolvemtnt With 

Hltd unsucc utul •ffor1t to c:onttol <:ut back or 1to 
d iUtg1I 1ot1, 1uch II forgery, fraud, thtft or tmbtU •m•n , n Of'dtr to fln1no, 

td Of Iott I 1lgnl!M)1nt 1tl1tlon1hlp, job, tduc1tlon1I ot CIJHt opportunity btcllUII ot 

n othff't to provide money to relieve • dNpentt nn1noi1I lltu1t1on caused by 

tttr ac:counltd or b I M1,, ltodt. 

The term ~em gambllna Is used In a variety of ways. In some situations. Its use Is llmlted to 
those whose gambllng-related dlfflcultles are less serious than those of pathological gamblers. In 
other sttuatlons, ~ Is used to lndlcah! ill of the patterns of gambling behavior that compromise, 
disrupt or damage personal, f8mHy or vocation al pursutts (Cox, Lesieur, Rosenthal & Volberg, 
1997; Lesieur. 1998), From this perspec11ve. pathological gambling can be regarded as a sub
category, or one end of a continuum, of problem gambling. Problem gamblers, as well as 
Individuals who score even lower on problem gambling screeris (at-risk gambl~ are of concem 
because they represent much larger proportions of the populatlon than pathological gamblers. 
These groups are also of Interest because of the posslblltty that their gambUng-related dlfflcultle~ 
may become more severe over time. 

In considering the public health risks of problem gambling, It Is Important to note that not an of the 
features of problem or pathological gambling need be present at one point In time (Abbott & 
Volberg, 19991: Gerstein et al, 1999). Some of the Impacts that at-risk, problem and pathological 
gambfers may e>cperience Include psychological dlfflcultJes, such as an>dety, depression, guilt, 
exacerbation of alcohol and drug problems and attempts at suicide, as well as stress--rofated 
physical Illnesses such as hypertension and heart disease. Interpersonal problems Jnciude 
arguments wlh famWy, friends &nd co-workers and breakdown of retatJonshlps, often culmtnatilg In 
separation or dlwrce. Job and school problems Include poor work perfonnance, abuse of leave 
time and loss of job. Financial effects loom large iand Include reliance on famly and friends, 
substantial credl catd debt. unpaid credlors and bankruptcy. Finally, there may be '8oll pc-ol:Mms 
as a resutt of crinlnal bet,~ · r undertaken to obtain money to gamble or pay gambling debls . 
(Lesieur, 1998). 
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Mt1a1urlng Gambllng Problem, 

Stat, governments began funding services for lndlvkJuals with gambling problems In the 1 eeos. 
In eatablllhlng thHt sel"Acta, policy makers sought answers to questions about the number of 
people who might seek help for their gambllng problems and what they looked like, In responding 
ti) these questions, researchers adopted methods from the fleld of psychlatrk) epk:1emlology to 
Investigate the prevalence of gambflng problemw In the general populatlon, 

In the 1980s. few tools existed to m,asure gambling problem~i and only one. the South Oaka 
Gambll11g Screen, (SOGS) hGd been rigorously develc,ped &1'1"' tested for performance (Lesieur & 
Blume, 1een. The SOOS was nrst used In a prevalence survey In New Yori< State In 1eee 
(Volberg & Steadman, 1988), Since ti1en. the SOGS and subsequent modifications 1 have been 
used In problem gambling prevalence surveys In more than 46 Jurisdictions In the Untted States, 
l:uropel Canada and Asia (Productivity Commission. 1980; R6nnberg et al, 1999; Shaffer, Hall & 
Vander Bllt, 1999; Sprost"n, Erens & Orford, 2000), 

Wrth the publication of revised psychiatric criteria for pathological ga,nbllng In 1994, a number of 
new screens for problem gambling began development (Cunnlngham•Wllllams1 Cottier. Compton 

.~ & Spltznagel. 1998: Fisher, 2000: Gerstein et al. 1989; Shader, La Brie, Scanlan & Cummings, . 
1994; Winters, Specker & Stlnchfleld. 1 ;97), In part. these tools emerged In response to 
perceived shortcomings In the SOOS and SOGS.R, They also reHect a concern to have 
screening Instruments based on the most recent diagnostic crtterla. Oesptte this prollferatlon, the 
psychometrlo properties of most of these tools haVft yet to be fully e>eamlned. For example, only 
one has been assessed for dlfferentlal perlormance In ellnlcal settings ond survey research 
(Gerstein et al, 1999). 

In problem gambling prevalence surveys, Individuals are generally categorized as PCQblero 
garoblefl or probable pathological gamblers on the basis of their responses to the questions In one 
of the screens developed to Identify Individuals wtth gambling-related dlfficulUes, In this report and 
elsewhere I use of the term probablg distinguishes the results of prevalence surveys. where 
classlflcatlon Is based on a telephone lnterview1 from a cllnlcal diagnosis. 

Considerations In Designing Prevalence Studies 

on the face of It, finding out how many people there are In a community with serious gambling 
problems Is straightforward. You select a random sample of people from the populatlon1 assess 
them using a valid problem gambling measure and carry out some elementary statistical analyses 
to generate a prevalence estimate, In real tty. for a varloty of flnanclal and technlcal reasons I 
things are not so slrnple. 

One concern Is that the sample sizes employed In nearly all gambllng surveys to date have been 
far too small. Large sample sizes are needed to detect differences between sub-groups In the 
populatlon at greatest risk for gambling problems, VVith small sample sizes. the confidence 
Intervals associated with prevalence estimates tend to be quite large, In the case of many sub
groups within these studies, these error terms may be so large that little confidence can be 
placed In the findings. Most gambling researchers now agree that ij Is essentlal to Interview largtt 

.samples of respondents to establish reliable prevalence estimates, particularly for sub-groups in 
· the populatlon. Another approach Is to over.sample such groups to ensure that there are 
adequate numbers of respondents with gambling problems for analytic purposes. 

· Another concern Is that, with the exception of the recent natlonal survey In Sweden, all of the 
problem gambling prevalence studies conducted to date have employed complex sample designs 
(I.e. random selection of single respondents wfthln randomly selected househokis). 'MlWe thls 

' Th• most wldtly u11d modlf!QaUon of th• SOGS It the soas-R, 1 rt\lstd version or tht original scrttn that 11s11set 
both llfttlm• and current gambling problems (Abbott & Volberg, 1999). 
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approach reduces the cost of a study, It also means that the sample wries from what would be 
attained if truly random sampling of the population had oc~urred. W.le complex designs do not 
present problems for establishing poi'lt estimate, such as means, medians or percentages, tho 
confldence Intervals asJOclated wMh these measures are typically greatly under-estinated. This 
concern has led to the growing lnwtvement of statistical e>q>erts In probfem gambling ptevalenee 
surveys, Statisticians ptO'lide essential e>cpertlse In the ap,,ropNte calculation of st•ndard errors 
and confidence lnteMls. StatlsUclans haw also provided New tools for Identifying risk fllittors 
related to gambling problems In the general population, 

Finally, given uncertainty about the char~cteristlcs of lndMdu,,ls who choose not to participate In 
surveys. It Is highly desirable to attain high response rates In gambling surveys. This means 
budgeting for and completing substantial callbacks to eligible riespondents. This also means 
employing Interviewers with demonstrated success at completng lengthy Interviews and 
e>cperlence In converting refusats, All of these measures mean that problem gambling prevalence 
surveys now cost more to carry out than they have In the past and require careful planning. 
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METHODS 

The majority of surveys of gambling and problem gambling completed to date have been baserrne 
surveys, assessing these behavk>rs In the general population for the rm time. Repllcatlon surveys 
are used to mon-or changes over time by measuring the same beha~rs. uslna the same methods, 
at subsequent points In time. Repllcatk>n surveys are useful In examining changes In pa,,:~lpatlon 
In a mix of gambling activities. Repllcatlon surveys also permit more precise assessments of the. 
Impact of specific types of gambling on the prev .. lence of gambtlng-related d/fficultles In the geI"leral 
population. Finally, replication surveys provide Important Information for the refinement of ser..1ces 
for Individuals with gambllng .. related problems. 

The present survey of gambling and problem gambling In North Dakota Is a replication of a survey 
carried out In 1992 (Volberg & Sliver, 1993), The present survey was completed In three stages. 
In the first stage of the project, Gemini Research consulted with the North Dakota Office of the 
Governor, the North Dakota Indian Gaming Association, and the North Dakota Councl on Problem 
Garnbllng as well as the Social Sclen<:e Research lnstttute (SSRO at the Unlversff.y of North Dakota, 
the organization responsible for dat~ collection, regarding tha final design of the questionnaire and 
the sample design, In the second stage of the project, staff from SSRI C('lmpleted telephone 
interviews with a sample of s.0O2 residents of No,th Dakota aged 18 years and older. All Interviews 
were completed between August 17 and OctobElr 18, 2000, SSRI then provided Gemini Research · 
with the data for the third stage of the project which Included analysis of the data and preparation of 
this report. 

Ques tlonnalre 

All respondents wfJre administered a brief screening interview to determine their le:tvel of gambling 
involvement. Respondents who never gambled were asked only a few addttlonal questions 
before the Interview Is terminated. Approximately one In four respondents who gambled but not 
on a regular basis were admi11lstered the full Interview, as were all respondents who gambled 
once a week or more onen. 2 The average administration time for the screener was 5 minutes 
and the average administration time ror the full lntervfew was 1 e minutes. Coples of the 
questionnaire are avallable from Gemini Research. 

t,cr••n•n All respondents were screened to obtain Information about their Involvement in 14 
different gambling activities as well as demographic information. For aach gambling activity, 
respondents were asked whether they had ever participated In this actlvtty and whether they had 
done so In the past year. For each activity-they had done In the past year, respondents were 
asked whether they participated da"y, 1 to 3 times a week, 1 or 2 times a month, a few days all 
year or only one day In the past year. Respondents wh1.1 qcknowledged no gambling at all were 
asked several questions about why they did n1Jt gamble bettJre the Interview was terminated. 

Full lnt•rvl•wt The full Interview Included sections on gambling participation, problem gambling, 
alcohol and drug use. experience of psychiatric dlsorders (major depression and manic episodes) 
and help-:,eeklng, As noted above, the maJ1'lrtty of problem gambling prevalence surveys carried 
out In the Untted States have used the South Oaks Gambling Screen (SOOS) to assess problem 
and pathological gambling. This Includes the 1992 survey In North Dakota, A revised version of 
the SOOS (SOOS.A) which uses an •~anded format to assess both llfetlme and current (past 
year) prevalence of problem gambling has been used In most of the North Amertcan surveys 
com~leted since 1991, Like the orlglnal screen, the SOOS-~ has been tested for Its performance 
In the generel population (Abbott & Volberg, 199e: Volberg, 1998), 

Several researchers In the ns,d of gambllng studies recommend ustno more than one measure of 
problem gambling In surveys of the general populatlon (Abbott & Volberg, 1 Q99b: Gambino, 1999: 

1 An tllCtptlon II Atglon 1 (NW) Whtl't faulty lklp I\IIH tttulttd In full lnlll'\'ltWI wHh OOINI of tht PIii yur 01mblt,I and 
M,. ot the 1ntr1qu1nt o•mbl1r1. 
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Shaffer, HaU & Vander BIJt, 1907). Indeed, Shaffer and his colleagues argue that the use of 
multlpte probtem gambling screens should be one measure of the quality of problem gambling 
prevalence studies. We noted above that several problem gambling saeens based on the most 
recent psychlatnc criteria for pathological gambl~ have recently been developed. However, 
only the NODS-developed for the recent U.S. national survey-has been tested for tts 
perlormance In both cllnlcal and survey populations (Gerstein et al, 1990), 

To provide comparablltty with the baseline survey In North Dakota In 1992, we lncludec.l •he 
SOGS-R In the 2000 questlonnail'e. The NODS was also Included to provide a measure of 
problem gambling based on the most recent ~,sychlatrlc: criteria as wetl as to provide 
comparability with the U.S. national survey. It~ administering the questionnaire, the two problem 
gambling screens were rotated so as to avoid ,,n ordering effect. This Is the approach taken In 
the recent national survey In Sweden as welt a~1 In several recent stcate .. level prevalence surveys 
where two different problem gambling screens have been used (Abbott & Volberg, 1999; 
R6nnberg et al, 1999). 

Survey Design 

Since problem and pathological gambling Is a relatl1~ly rare phenomenon, problem gambl.lng : 
sul'\leys have typically yielded too few lndlvk1uals to examine In detal the relationships between 
problem gambling and other variables, such as gend1,r, age and ethnleMy. There are two 
approaches to obtaining larger numbers of problem a1,d pathological gamblers In a sample. The 
first approach ,s to Increase the overall sample size dr,1matlcally, as was done In the recent 
natlonal surveys In New Zealand and Sweden (Abbott 1.\ Volberg, 2000; RtSnnberg et al. 1999). 
The chief drawback to this approach Is the equally dramatic Increase In the cost of data collection 
for these studies. 

The second approach Is to focus on recrufflng Individuals 11,10 the sample who are at higher-than• 
usual risk for e>cperlenelng gambling problems, This can be done by Interviewing lndlviduals at 
gaming venues or by .~creenlng potential respondent$ by telt,phone to Identify regular gamblers. 
The first strategy of Interviewing gaming patrons was used In the recent U.S. natlonal survey 
(Gerstein et al, 1999). The second strategy of screening for r!1gular gamblers was adopted In the 
recent national survey In Australia (Productivity Commlsslon, 1 ~99) and was used for the problem 
gambling survey In North Dakota. 

Sampling Approach 

Information about survey ,samples Is helpful In assessing the valldlty and rellablllty of the results of a 
suMy, \MiUe a fully random design Is the most desirable approach to ,?btalnlng a representative 
sample of the population, this approach often results In under-sampUng l.1emo0raphle groups wtth 
low rates or telephone ow ·hip. These groups most often Include younQ adults, minorities and 
lndl"tduals wMh low educauvn and Income, To detemilne how well the san,ple represents the total 
populat~:.:n, I ls helpful to oalculate the response rate for the suMy as wen H to t>Glmine how 
Closely th.t sample matches the known demographic eharaetertstlos of the population. 

The sample used In the N1)rth Cakota survey Is known as a -two•phase probabllffy sample• (Kish, 
19e5) or -double sample' (Cochran, 1983). The nrst phase lnvol~d the selectk.,n of 5,002 
residential households wHh telephones In North Oakot• and the selection of one tllglble adult 
aged 16 or older from each selected household to respond to the screener, The second phase 
Involved a stratified random selection or 1,809 respondent1 from the flrst phase for the full•length 
lnttrvi•w: 202 of the 540 respondents who were elasalfled as llfetlme gamblers, 1, 19·• of the 
3,28~ respondents who were elasslfltd as past year gamblers, and all of the 213 resP')ndents 
who were elasslfled as weekly gamblers were selected to receive the full-length Interview. 
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All lnter'Aews were conducted at SSRI facllltles by trained Interviewers with supervision and 
random monttoring for technique and adherence to established procedures. lntef\ltews were 
conducted afternoons and ewnlngs on weekdays and weekends. Efforts to compfete Interviews 
with selected respondents were e>denslw. The number of callbacks to complete an lnteMew wtth 
an eligible respondent ranged from 1 to 12. 

Sample Disposition and Response Rate 

To obtain a representative sample for the North Dakota survey, random selection of households 
and random selection of respondents within households (most recent birthday) were used during 
the data collection process. Geographically, North Dakota was divided Into four quadrants (NW, 
SW, NE, and SE), each combining two state planning areas (SPAs). A random sample of 10-dlgit 
telephone numbers was generated by SSRI for each quadrant utlllzlng Genesys Sampling 
Systems Random Digit Dlallng software. The 11st tr,m which the numbers were drawn included 
only actual North Dakota area codes and telephone banks (that ls, blocks of 1,000 consecutive 
numbers within North Dakota) that had been determined to contain a threshold number of active 
residential numbers. 

Overall, SSRI called 17,570 numbers to determine whether Jt was a working resldentlal number In 
contrast to a non-working number, a commercial/business line, a cell phone, data or fax llne1 or a· 
non-primary household telephone. SSRI classified 7,039 of these numbers as wor1<lng · 
resldenllal numbers ellglble for Interview and successfully Interviewed 5,002 of these households. 
Throughout the study, completed Interviews were monttored to determine whether the quadrant 
samples rnatched population estimates In terms of gender (male/female) and the age distribution 
of North Dakota respondents' age 1 e or older. Table 2 shows the dispositions for all of the 
numbers by quadrant. 

a • • 0 a o a ua ran amp• SPOS ons • T'. bl 2 N rth O I< t Q d t RDO S I DI ltl 
NO R~g1on Compltltd Non-Working Non-Prfmary Language RtlUSIII Household 

lnttrvltWI Numbtrs HOUHhOld earrttr Con11cttd Not 
lnltrvltwtd 

1 North WHt 904 2 316 217 23 242 147 
2 North EHi 1 OS7 2,250 274 19 308 244 
3 Soulh EHi I 74e 2 145 301 35 380 341 
4 South Wttt 1 295 2 821 29 .. 27 215 1e2 

-Tollll 5,002 9,3◄ 1 1,08e 10◄ ,. 1-43 tl9 .. 

Response rates for telephone surveys In ge,·.eral have decllned In recent years. These declines a1·e 
related to the proliferation of fax machines, answering machines, blocking devices and other 
teleeommunleatlons technology that make ~ more dlfflcult to Identify and reoruM ellglble Individuals. 
These decilnes are elso rel&ted to the amount of poll\lcat polling and mart(et research that Is 1,ow 
done by teleJ,'hone and to the higher likelihood that el!Qlble hOl.!Seholds wlll refuse to partlelpate In 
any surveys. 

One consequence has been that response rates for telephone surveys are now calculated In 
several different ways. Although all of these appro.iches ln'iOlvt dlvkflng the number of 
respondents by the number of contacts believed to be ellglble1 there are sometimes substantial 
differences In response rat8S that result from different ways of celeulttlng the denomln1tor1 1.e. the 
number of Individuals eligible to respond, The most liberal approach Is called the Upper eound 
method and takes Into account only those lndlvtduals who refuse to participate or who terminate an 
lnterww. This approach Is used by the federal govemment because of controversies about the 
ellglblltty of numbers that could not be reached. The Upper Sound melhod of calculatt,g the 
response rate for the North Dakota survey ylelds a response rate of 77%. 
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A mote conservattw approach Is the method adopted by tlie Councl of American Survey Research 
OrganlzatJons (CASRO). The CASRO method uses the known status of portions of the sample that 
are contacted to rnpute characteris1lcs of portions of the sample that were not reached. The 
CASRO method of calculating the response rate for the North Dakota survey ytelds a completion 
rate of 71 % If over.quota eligibles are assumed to qualify as •good numbers.• 

Characteristics of the Achieved Sample 

To determine whether the sample was representative of the population, the demographics of the 
sample were compared wkh the most recont lnfonnatlon from the Unked States Bureau ot the 
Census (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000). Ta~e 3 shows t-.!ly demographic characteristics of the 
achieved sample In North Dakota compar~ with estimates from the Bureau of the Census. 

Ti bl 3 a • : Com,:,a ng th• Ach eved Samp, • to th• Gen,ral Popu, ado n I I I n 
Achltved 1999 
Sample Population 

% "' Gender (N=5002) 
Male 48,6 49,2 
Female 51.4 50.8 

Age (N=4754) 
18 ... 24 13,3 14,5 
25--" 38,3 37.0 
45 ... e-1 29.5 29,0 -~ 
65+ 18.8 19.5 

··Eihnfclty -- {N=4850) 
White 89.8 92.7 ., ... --Natl'ie Amencan 3.9 4,8 -· Hfs,:,anlc 2.1 1.5 

,,.., .... , 

- ..... ,_ 
Other 1 3 1.0 

Table 3 demonstrates that the achieved sample was quite representative of the total adutt 
population In North Dakota, as estimated by the Bureau of the Census. The greatest difference 
between the two samples was In the proportion of Native Americans Included In the nnal sample. 
even this dlfferencet however, was less than 1 percent. 

Weighting and Imputation 

Onee data colleetlon was completed, the data were weighted to ensure that the results of the 
survey coukt bt generalized to tho adult population of North Oakota, Assistance In weighting the 
North 0Ikot1 sample was provided by Robert Johnson, Ph.O., a senior S1atlstlclln working at the 
National Opinion ~•search Center (seo Appendix B for a detalled discussion of the weighting and 
Imputation procedures), 

The two-phase sample used In the North Oakot1 survey required the construction of two sets of 
weights. The first set of weights (WT _SHOAT) treated the selectlon process for Phase One as 
an equal•probabMHy selection of eUglblt adults In North C1kot1, t)C0tpt that male and female 
adultS of different •o•• In each of the iour regions of North Oakota hid different probabMltles of 
comptetlng the screener, The second set of weights (VII" _LONQ) adjusted for both the 
dlfferentlal probabMHles of selection for the full Interview based on gambling frequency, for 
dlfftrentlat nt.1rwesponse by region, age, and gender at Phases One and Two, and for dlfferentlll 
non-responu by o•m~lnO frequency at Ph••• Two, 
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'NT _SHORT was used In all analyses of data from the screener. WT _LONG was used In all 
analyses of data from the full Interview. Since each weight was scaled to sum to the total 
number of respondents, the weights yield falny accurate standard errors for analytical statistics 
and confk1ence Intervals for estimated parameters. 

E.¢eptlons were the calculatlon of point estimates for problem gambling prevalence for the North 
Dakota population as a whole and the calculation of standard errors for problem gambling 
prevalence In specific sub-groups In the population. In determining point es1lmates of problem 
gambling prevalence for the entire sample, prevalence rates were first calculated for ,espondents 
_who completed the full Interview using WT _LONG. These estimates were then multlplled by an 
-adjustment factor that was obtained by dividing the number of respondents who ever gambled by 
the total number of respondents In the sample. Addttlonatly, standard errors for problem 

.. 

gambling prevalence among sub-groups In the population were adjusted by a factor of 1. 17 (the 
square root of the coefficient of variation In wr _LONG) to account for unequal weights due to 
unequal probabllttles of sample selection and dlfforentlal non-response. 

Stat/st/ca/ Analysis 

The data were analyzed using Statlstlcal Package for the Social Sciences, Version 10.0 (SPSS). 
Numerous analytical variables were constructed from the raw data, including generalized gambling 
participation levels, scores on the two problem gambling screons, le11els of alcohol and drug use, 
e;,cperlence of manic: episodes and major depression, and help.seeking for mental health problems, 
alcohol or drug abuse and gambling problems. In analyzing the results of the survey and In 
comparing the present survey wtth the 1992 survey, ch~square analysis and analyses of variance 
were used to test for statistical s~nlficance, 
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GAMBLING IN NORTH DAKOTA 

This chapter et>camlnes gambling participation In the general population In North Dakota. To 
assess the tun range of gambling activities available to North Dakota residents, the questionnaire 
for the survey collected Information about 14 different wagering actMttes. AJI respondents were 
asked tf they had ever played or bet money on the following activities: 

• charitable (Inc, raffles, casino nights, 
small stakes games) 

• live bingo 

• pulltabs 

• lottery games 

• gaming machines (Inc. slot machines, 
Video poker, VL Ts) 

• blackjack 

• poker 

Gambling In the General Population 

• casino table games (Inc. roulette. keno) 

• card games other than btackjack or poker 

• sports betting 

• betting on games of skill (Inc. own 
perlormance In games of darts, pool, 
bowling, or golf) 

• betting on horse, dog or mule races 

• telephone or computer wagering · 

• any other type of gambf Ing 

In every recent survey of gambling and problem gan,bllng, the majority of respondents 
acknowledgft participating In one or more gambling activities. Nationally, the proportion of the 
population that has ever gambled ranges from 81 % In the Southam statfts to 89% ln the 
Northeast (Gerstein et al, 1999). In 2000, 81 % of the North Dakota respondents acknowledged 
~art~lpatlng In one or more of the 14 acllvttles included In the questionnaire (see Comparing the 
1992 and 2CIOO SutVeys on P~ge 28 tor further discussion), 

Table• shows lifetime, past year, monthly and weekly partlclpatt,,n for all of the types of gambling 
Included In the 2000 surwy, Lifetime pa111clpaOon among North Dakota respondents Is highest for 
small-stake11 ¢harttable gamb'lng, such as raffles and sweepstakes, gaming machines, and pulltabs. 
Between one-half and twc,.thrds of the respondents acknowledge ha~ng participated In these 
actlvttles. Between one.quarter and two-nfths of the respondents have ever wagered on lottery 
games, live bingo, blackjaek and sports events. Between one-tenth and one-quarter of thf" 
respondents haw ever w~ered on card games other than blackjack or poker, horse or doy races, 
games of skMI, and poker. Lifetime partlelpatlon rates are below 10% for alt of the other types of 
gam~lnO lnc1udtd In tht surwy. 

The rank order of gambUno actMtles by past year participation Is slmffar to the rank order for lifetime 
participation with on• e>eeptlon. 'MiMe llfetlme participation In game1 of skll ls ranked tenth, past 
year participation In these 1ctlvttles Is ranked ninth. However, the top vlght actlvttles remain the 
same for both llfetme and past year participation. There are greater dltfertnces In rank order when 
we consider montNy gambling participation. Several aetliAtles mow up In rank when we consider 
monthly participation, Including pulltabs, lottery games, live bingo, and games of skll. Several other 
aetMtles mow down In rank when wt consider monthly participation, These Include Charitable 
gambHno and gaming m1cn1n1s, 
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a • 1'. bl 4 :Gam bll naP• rt/" Cfllltlon In N rth 0 D1kota 
Ufotlm• Pas1 Yt1r Monthly Weekly 

Partlclpation P artlcipatlon P artlclpation P art1c1patlon 
(5002) (5002) (5002) (5002) 
~ % "' % 

Charitable ee.e 47.S 3.1 0.8 
Gaming machlnts 55.6 36.4 2.3 0.4 
Pulltabs 4e.o 30.5 3.2 0.8 
LotteN oames 39.9 28.5 2.9 1.0 
Live blnao 39.4 21.6 2.9 1 2 
Blacklac::k 30.2 17.8 2.2 06 
Soorts 26.0 17.3 1.8 oa 
Card games ot~er than blackjack or 20.1 11.8 0,8 0.3 
poker 
Parl-mutuel line. horse, doo, mule) 15.9 3.9 0.2 0.1 
Games of skill 14.8 10.3 1.4 o.a 
Pok.er 11.e 5.8 0,3 0.2 
Casino tablt games (Inc. roulette, 9.7 s.o 0.3 0.1 
keno) 
tnternet 1 9 1.6 0.2 0.1 
Other aam1na activities ta 1.4 0, 1 00 

Total eo.e 69.8 11.0 4.3 ---
Patterns of Gambling Parl/clpatlon 

To understand patterns of gambling participation, It Is helpful to e)Q1mlne the demographics of 
respondents who wager at Increasing levels of frequency, To analyze levels of gambling 
participation, we divided respondents Into four groups: 

• non-gamblers who have never participated fn any type of gambling (190/o of the total 
sample); 

• lnf11quent g1mbl•rs who have partlclrateu In one or more types of gambling but not 
In the past year (11 % of the total sample); 

• past y11r 111mbl1rs who have participated In one or more types of gambling In the 
past year but not on a weekly basis (85% of the total sample); and 

• wtekly gamblers who participate In one or more types of gam~lng on a weekly basis 
(4'/t of the total sample). 

Table s on the following page shows thal there are numerous significant differences In the 
domographlC charaeterlStlcs of non-gamblers, lnfrt(luent gamblers, past-ye,., gamblers and weekly 
gam~ers In North Oakola as well as differences In the mean number of oambllng aetMtlts these 
groups have ever tried. 
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a • • emogra 01 cs 0 •m •rs n ' T, bl 6 D hi f G bl l N 
Non• Infrequent 

Gamblers Gamblers 
(962) (551) 

% % 

Gender- Malt 47.5 51.~ 
Female 52.5 48.6 

Age• .. 18 -24 11.2 12.4 
25 -29 5.4 6.7 
30 .. 34 5.4 5.5 
35 -54 30.2 35.4 
55 -64 10.1 11.5 
65 + 37.6 28.6 

Ethnicity•" Whrte 88.6 90.2 
Native American 3.4 4.0 
Hispanic 1.9 1.9 
Other t 6.0 3.9 

Marrtal Status- Married 56,4 59.4 
Widowed 19.5 13.0 
Olvoreed/Separated 6.9 10.'3 
Never Married 17.2 17.0 

Education .. • Eltmentarv / Some HS 16.1 11.0 
HS Grad 30.1 30.3 
Some ColleQt 30.4 32.9 
BA Deortt 15. 1 16.9 
Graduate Study a.2 8.8 

emolovment• .. Worklna Full Time 40.8 42.3 
Workina Part Time 10. 1 12. 1 
Keep1na Houu 9.0 11.3 
Going to School 5.4 b. 1 
Rttlred 31. 7 25.2 
Olubltd / Unemoloyed 3.0 4.0 

income .. • (502) (407) 
UD to $10,000 9.9 82 
$10 ooo- $19 999 14 4 16,9 
s· o ooo N s2◄,goo 15,5 14.8 

5.000 - S34 g99 1e 2 17. 3 
15 000 .. S49 999 20.8 1Q,8 

, ,, 0,000 .. $99,999 16.9 18.4 
.100.000 and hlahtr 82 4,9 

Realon"' North 1 IVHt 23.9 18.3 
North illt 17.8 22.7 
South !:Ht 29.Q -· 33.4 
South Wttt 28.4 25,8 

MHn # l.lftttlmt OtmbUna Act1Yltl11"• 0.0 2.8 
c.oo, Peatton Ch1,•Squttt • pc.os •• p◄ ,01 ... ,, 

ttncludH 911C)(, All•"· Ind Other II weN H Don't Know ltld FttfUltd, 
i1nc1uc111 C,hr1tt1,n Fund1m,Mt1llat1 and Mormon11L1tter 01v s11m1. 

G1mbllnO ind Probttm G1mbllnG In Nol1h 01kot• 

It Orth Da Ota 
Past Year Weekly 
Gambltrs Gamblers Total 

(3275) (214) (5002) 
% % % 

50.7 65. ◄ 50.8 
49.3 34.e 49.2 

15.6 13.5 14.3 
10.0 8.3 8.7 
9.5 12.2 8.4 

40.1 42.3 37 a 
12.0 11.3 11.5 
12.S 12.3 19, 3 

90.8 85.3 90.1 
4.0 7.4 4,0 
2.2 1.0 2.1 
3.0 6.4 3.9 

59.3 52.3 58.5 
6.7 8.2 9.9 
11.1 17.1 10.S 
22.9 22,4 21.2 

6.5 12.8 90 
28.6 24.8 28.9 
37.7 39.5 35.9 
20.1 17.6 18. 7 
7.2 5.3 75 

6:1. 0 63 0 56 5 
9·, {) 8.4 10.1 
5.0 2.4 e.3 
7.2 4.8 6.5 
12.7 16 0 17.8 
2.4 5.8 2.8 

(2833) 1189) (J812) 
5.7 3.5 e.s 
10.8 10. 5 12.0 
11.2 16.0 12, 5 
17.2 17. 1 17. 1 
22.e 20.4 ,, 1. g 
28.3 23.9 23.9 
e.2 8,7 e.1 

15 0 39.3 18.1 
21.Q 19.6 21.1 
37.0 29.0 34.9 
28.1 12.1 25.9 

5,0 6.2 3.8 
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Tabte 5 shows that. as In other jurisdictions, Infrequent gamblers and nofl-gamblers In North Dakota 
are sltJnlficantJy older, more llkefy to be wldoweJ, and more llkely to be retired or keeping house 
than more frequent gamblers. Wile Infrequent and non-gamblers are more likely than past year or 
weekly gamblers to have attended college, these respondents are less likely to have household 
Incomes over $25,000. Weekly gamblers In North Dakota are slgniflcantfy more likely than less 
frequent gambters to be male, between the ages of 30 and 5"4, Native American, divorced or 
separated and wor1dng full tine, Weekly gam~ers are less likely than other respondents to have 
attended college, Finally, the table shows that the average number of gambling activities ever tried 
Increases slgnlflcantly wHh the frequency of a respondent's current gambling. 

There Is one Interesting difference In gambling Involvement In North Oakota by region. 'Mlile 
respondents rrom the northwest (Nv\l) region of the State are m"S1 likely to gamble weekly, this 
region of the state also has the highest rate of non-gaml)lers in the state. In discussions with 
several North Dakota residents, It was suggested that the high rate of weekly gambling In the 
northwest of the State may be due to the large number of oil workers and mllttary personnel residing 
In this region. Given the distribution of gambling outlets In this region of the State, it Is po!islble that 
some of the gambllng reported by these respondents Is taking place In Montana or Canada where 
they may also be doing much of their shopping, Evidence from other Jurisdictions suggests that the 
bl-modal distribution of gambllng Involvement In the northwest regl(')n of North Dakota may also .be ·. 
related to the spar.~e population and severe economic condttlons In that part of the state, 

Gambling Preferences 

For several types of gambling, respondents who acknowledged participation In the past year and 
who completed th& full Interview were asked about their preferences for particular games.' 
These types of gambllng Included llve bingo, pulltabs, lottery, gaming machines, blackjack, poker 
and other card games, and gamet of sklll. 

Gaming M1chl11u1 ~espondents 1~: 10 acknowledged playing gaming machines once a month or 
mortt In the past year (N=89) were asked where they usually went to play these machines. 
Three-fifths of these respondents (61 %) Indicated that they usually played gaming machines in 
North Dakota while 30% indicated that they usually played gaming machines in Minnesota or 
South Dakota. The few remaining respondents Indicated that they usually played gaming 
machines somewhere else outside North Dakota, lncludlno Mississippi and Nevada. 

Respondents who played gaining machines once a month or more often were also asked about 
the type of establishment whert they usually played gaming machines, Three-quarters (72%) of 
these respondents Indicated that they usually played gam!no machines at a tribal casino etther In 
North Dakota or out-of-state, The remaining respondents were equally Hkely h.l Indicate that they 
usually played gaming machines at bars or taverns, at mini-casinos like those In Montana or at a 
commerclal CHI no, 

Pulltaba, Respondents who acknowledged playlng pulltabs bingo once a month er more In the 
past year (N•12C) were asked where they usually played pulltabs. The maJorHy of these 
respondents (!e%) Indicated that they usually played pulltabs at a bar or tavem. The remaining 
respondents were equally likely to Indicate that they usually played pulltabs at a bingo parlor, a 
hotel lounge or some other location, Including fraternal organizations and social clubs. 

Lottery 01me11 Respondents who acknowledged purchasing lottery tickets once a month or 
more In the past year (N•118) were asked where they usually made such purchases and what 
kinds of tickets they usually bought. The majority ot these respondents (890/o) lndlcahtd that they 

1 WT .I.ONO WH Ultd '°' lnllytH of g1mbtlng prtf trtncH btclUlt quut1on1 about lht 1pteltlct of gambling 
p1t11e1p1t1on were only Hktd of rHpond1nt1 who compltltd lht tull lnttrvltw, 
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usualty purchased lottery tickets In South Dakota or Minnesota and the remaining respondents 
Indicated that they usually purchased lottery tickets In other U .s, states. 

Three-quarters of these respondents (78%) purchased tickets for multi-state or out-of•state large 
jackpot, or Lotto-styte, games while 16% of these respondents preferred Instant or scratch-off 
tickets and 8% preferrec) daly Jotte,y games. 

Liv• 8111901 Respondents who acknowfedged playing live bingo once a month or more In the 
past year (N•93) were asked where they usually played live bingo. Just over half of these 
respondents (55%) Indicated that they usually played live bingo In a bar or ta vem while 31 % 
indicated that tt-,ey usualty played In a bingo par1or or commercial blngo establlshment. The 
remaining respondents (14%) Indicated that they usually played live bingo In other 
establishments, 11,cluding schools and social clubs. 

BlackJacla Respondents who acknowledged playing blackjack once a month or more In the past 
year (N=97) were asked where they usually played blackjack. The majority of these respondents 
(79%) Indicated that they usually played blackjack In a bar or tavern while 12°~ Indicated that they 
usually played blackjack at a tribal casino. The remaining respondents were most likely to 
Indicate that they usually played blackjack In a hotel lounge, 

Pok•rt Respondents who acknowledged playing poker once a month or more In the past year 
(N•15) were asked where they usually played poker. Just over half of thls small group or regular 
poker players (56%) Indicated that they usually played poker In private games at someone's 
home. Other places where respondents played poker Included at biars or tavems. at fraternal 
organizations or at tribal casinos, 

Other Card Game•a The majority of respondents who acknowledged ploying cards games other 
than blackjack or poker once a month or more In the past year (N•30) Indicated that they usually 
played such games In a private home. Small numbers of respondents Indicated that they usually 
played card games other than blackjack or poker at a bar or tavem or at social clubs and 
communtty centers. 

oamea of Skala Respondents who acknowledged playing games of skill once a month or more 
In the past year (N1145) were asked where they usually played such games. Just over half of 
these respondents (55%) Indicated that they usually wagered on games of skill at a bar or tavern 
and 39% of these respondents usually wagered on games of skill somewhere else, Including the 
golf course, pool halls and bowling alleys, Only three of these respondents usually wagered on 
games of ~kill at a tribal casino. 
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PROBLEM GAMBLING IN NORTH DAKOTA 

As noted In the sectJon Detrnlng Out 7'erms on Page 2, Individuals are classified as problem 
a.amblers or probable path~loglcal gamblm In prevalence surveys on the basis of their responses 
to Items Included In one r,r more problem gambling screens. Research on the perlormance of the 
most widely.used problem gambllng screen-the South Oaks Gambling Screen (SOGS)-has 
shown that the Ufetkmt screen Is very good at detecting pathological gambling among those who 
currently e>¢>erience the disorder (see Appendix A for a discussion of the performance of the 
SOGS), However, as e>cpected, the screen Identifies at-risk lndlviduals at the e)pense of 
generating a .substantial number of false positives. The current SOGS produces fewer false 

.. positives than th~ lifetime measure but more false negatives and thus provides a weaker screen for 
identifying pathologlcal g~mblers In the cllnlcal sense. However, tti.e greater efficiency of the 
current SOGS makes It a more useful tool for detecting rates of change In the prevalence of 
problem and pathologlcal gambllng over time . 

. Provalence Rates 

Prevalence rates are based on the proportion of tespondents who score on Increasing numbers 
of Hems that make up the lifetime and current (or past year) scale of the South Oaks Gambling_ 
Screen. Table 8 presents Information about the proportion of the total sample (N=5002) who . 
score on an Increasing number of Items on the llfetlme and current SOGS.2 For both the llfetlme 
and current (past year) SOGS, Individuals scoring 1 O points or higher have been grouped 
together becauoe of the smalt proportion of respondents In each of these groups, Table a also 
summarizes the prevalence of lifetime and current problem and probable pathologlcal gambllnQ 
based on establlshed criteria for discriminating between respondents without gambllng-rela',ed 
dlfflcultles and those with moderate to severe problems (Abbott & Volberg, 1998; Lesieur & 
Blume, 1987). 

Table 6: Scores on Lifetime and Past Year SOGS Items -· Number of Item• Lifetime Past Year 

Non.Oamblers (llfetlme) 19.2 19,2 
0 54.4 87.1 
1 15.2 9.2 
2 8.4 2.4 
Non Problem aamblert 77,0 78,7 
3 ,. 7 0.5 
4 0.3 0.2 
Problem 2,0 0,7 ,- 0.3 0.2 
e 0.3 0.3 
7 0.2 0.1 
8 0.2 0.1 
9 0.2 0.1 
10+ 0,7 o.e ..... 
Probable P1tholoalc1I 1.8 1,,4 

Combined Prcblem/ProbPath 3,8 2,1 ,., 

I Al nolt~ lbOVt In lht ttellon on w,,g~ MdlmputlNOft, prev1ltnet tttlmlltt ~.,. nr11 Cllcult\td to, reapondtnlt 
who compltttd lht tull lnttrvltw (N•1800) and thin idtWtd t4 khl 10111 ttmplt (N•50C2) In erdtr 10 P,OYNN p,av1ttnct 
rtttt tOt tht adult popul1tlon o, Notth Olk~tl, 

~~bl~la""".""'.'~p::--.-~~-:-.-------------------------O1m rnC, Ind f0bltm ~ In Nonh O1kol~ 



According to the most recent population estimates avaHable from the U.S. Bureau of the Census 
(2000), the populatJon ot North Dakota aged 18 and over In 1999 was 475,633.3 Based on these 
figures, we estimate that between 6/700 (1.4%) and 12,400 (2.6%) North Dakota residents aged 1 e 
and over can be ciasslfied as lifetine problem gamblers. In addition, we estimate that between 
5,700 (1.2%) and 11,400 (2.4%) North Dakota residents aged 18 and over can be classified as 
lifetime probable pathologieal gamblers. 

Based on current prevalence rates and confidence Intervals as well as censu~ Information. we 
estimate that between 1 i400 (0.3%) and 5,200 (1. 1 %) North D~kota reslde(1ts aged 18 and over 
can b& cJasslfled as current problem gamblers. In addttlon. we estimate thct between 4,300 (0.9%) 
and 9,000 (1.9%) North Dakota residents aged 18 and over can be classified as current probable 
pathological gamblers. 

Prevalence Among Demographic Groups 

As In other Jurisdictions, lifetime and current prevalence rates are significantly different among 
sub-groups In the population In North Dakota. Because the confidence Intervals around 
prevalence estimates for many of these sub-groups are large, most of the comparisons between 
groups must be considered with extreme caution. In presenting th~se data, we have suppressed 
all estimates where t.he confldence Interval for any cell e.>eeeds the prevalence estimate. · 

Table 7 presents Information about the size of each group In the screened sample as w~II as the 
confldence Interval for both lifetime and current prevalence rates. As In Table 6, the pre 11alence 
estimates In Table 7 were fits1 calculated for the sample of respondents who completed the full 
Interview and then adjusted to the total sample. A similar procedure was used to adjust the 
confidence Intervals for these prevalence estimates. Analys~s of prevalence rates among 
several demographic groups have been suppressed because confidence Intervals exceed 
prevalence estimates among these small groups of respondents. Alt results where the 
confldence Interval e)(Ceeds 50% of the prevalence estimate havo bqen nagged with an asterisk. 

Table : 0/ff,arenc~s In Prevalenc• by emograph c GroutJ - 7 C) I 
Group Lifetime Cont. Past Year Cont. 
Size Prevalence lnteNal Prevalence lnteNal 

(Full .sample) (3+) (3+) 

Gender Malt 2540 5,2 .t 1.S 2.9 :t 1.2 
Female 2483 2.3 :t 1.1 •1,4 .t0.8 

·---Aat 10 .. 24 718 •4.8 :t2.9 •4_4 :t2,8 
25 .. 34 854 5.5 t2.8 1 8 t1 6 
35 .. 54 188G 3,8 :tUS '2.3 i1 3 
55 + 1544 •2.2 t 1.4 • 1.0 :tO g 

EthnlcltY WhHt 4497 3.3 t.1.0 1.e to.-? 
Native Amtncen 200 '17.5 :t 10, 1 •1 e.1 :t9,5 --

Realon North Wt1t 904 •s. 1 t2.8 ~.9 :t2 0 
North Eett 1057 .... 1 :tl.2 •2.s :U' - 1748 3.2 :t 1, 5 •1 .• ~ 1.2 south e1tt -Seuth WNt 129S •3,4 t 1.e •1. S t1.2_ .. 

'Cont\dtnc• lntffial lllf. or tlCCUdl &()~ • Of me rtvlltMI .... """· 

-s Population ttUmatu art ·•db~ tht u,a, auruu M tt-1• cen1u1 at t1,1 tnd or Au;utt Th• 1 QH ~opul10or, 
tltlmltH Wtrt Ulld to f!ltlblllh lht umpon; fr1m1 for tht P,Htnl .aurvtv ll'ld ,., wt19hf tht -.. i"M 1 M NtlmllH, 
which w.tt Potttd lfttr dttl co"~"' WII undtrWIV, Wtft UUd to tttiniltt ttft l'U\~tf'I ~ ~ffl Md p1tholog1ca1 
;ambllll v, Nonh Oftk0II. AltftOU~ CtMUI 2000 lnf«mauon on tht tot II popullllll or~ OtktJtl hH bttn potttd. 
lh ... dltt ttt not .bM!tn dbWn by aQt group. 
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Table 7 shows that there are substantial differences In the prevalence of lifetime and curr,r.t 
problem gambtlng by gender, age and ethnlcHy. For e)(ample1 both lifetime and current 
prevalence rates are about two times higher among men In North Dakota than among women. 
'Mllle the lifetime prevalence of problem gambling Is highest among respondents aged 25 to 34, 
current problem gambling rates are highest among respondents aged 18 to 24. Although the 
confidence lnteMls around the ltt'etlme and eurr.ent prevalence rates for Native Americans In 
North Dakota are relatively large, these rates are nevertheless slgnlflcanUy higher than the 
problem gambling prevalence rates among whttes In North Dakota. 

Prevalence by Type of Gambling 

Another approach to understanding the relatlonshlp between gambling Involvement and 
gambllng .. relaterl problems Is to examine the prevalence of gambling problems among individuals 
who participate lu specific types of gambling. Table 8 shows the current prev~lence ot problem 
and probable pathological gambling for the total sample of respondents who have gambled, for 
respondents who have gambled In the past year and for respondents who have participated in 
different types of gambllng In the past year, Telephone or computer wagering and other gambling 

. activities ware not Included In this table because tho number of past year players was too small to 
yleld meanlngful results. Analyses of prevalence rates among past year players of games of skill · 
and J.)oker have been suppressed because the confidence lnterv~I e~eeds the prevalence · 
estimate among these small groups of respondents. All results where the confidence Interval 
exceeds 50% of the prevalence estimate have been nagged with an asterisk. 

t bl I P b T fG bll a e • reva enc• ,y ypeo am na • 
Group Past Year Cont, 

Past Year Activities Size F>revalence Interval 
(3+) 
% 

Total Gamblers 1809 2.e :t:0.9 
Past Year Gamblers 1387 2.6 :t: 1.0 
Weekly Gamblers 85 ·12.9 :t:8,4 --Charitable 977 2.4 :t: 1, 1 
Gamino machtnes 729 3.0 :t 1. 5 
Pulltabs 571 •3.e :t 1. 8 
l.otterv aames 551 •3,2 i1. 7 
l.lve blnao 378 •3.e .t2.2 
BlackJack 332 5.1 :t:2.8 
$l)Ortl 300 •3,a t2,8 
Card aamH other than blackJacl< or Doker 181 ·e.2 :t:4.1 
Casino table oamH (Inc, roulette, keno) 79 •11.7 :t:8,4 
Perl-mututl llno. horu doa. multl 59 •19,9 :t: 12, 1 

•cont'tdtnc1 In11rv11 1qu111 or lkCHdl 50~ of the prev111nc1 11Um111. 

Table 8 shows that the current prevalence of problem gambling among past year participants In 
charitable games Is nearty i<lentlcal to the prevalence of problem gambling among the entire group 
of gamblers. The prevalence of probl1m gambling Is nearly flve limes higher amono weekl~ 
gamblers than 1mono ht~$ trequont g4mblers. The current prevalence of problem garntilng a-m-~,r-·,nc,1111 

~oot year ptayers of blackjack Is two 1lm11 hloh•r than a mono the total &ampe ol ~. 
·Current prevalence rates among past year players of card games other than b&acf(Jadc er poker are 
more than t1.vei times higher than among the total sample of gambllts, The current prevalence rate 
among past year players tif Mn.card casino table games Is four Imes hlghef ~ among all 
gamblers and the current p,evaltnee rate amuno past ye1r· hora• "lea btttots II seven tiMS higher 
than among other gam~m. w,,,. h 1m1M size ut some grou~s of Qast .,.., m)W& suggests 

\. oauflni, In interpretino tt, ... nunIbera, !hit anafystS polnt.s t4 th• lmpc.1n1r,~ oft...., publlC 
...__J ' 
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educ.aUon and prewntlon efforts wi wnues where card and casino table game• are played and 
poaslbly ., off.track btttJno f 1ol1Ue1, 

Comparing North Dakota with Other State, 

The Jumdlctlons where probtem gambling SUMYI have been done In the UnMed States dfffor 
substantially In the typee of gambling avaUable, In levele of gam~lng parUcJpaUon and In the 
demographic characteristics of the general population. Figure 1 shows prevalence rates of flfetme 
problem and probable pathologlcal gambling In all of the UnMed States Jurisdk;tlons where surveys 
basod on the South Oaks Gambling Screen have been completed since 1992 and where 
prevalence rates haw been calculated In a comparable manner. In states where replication 
surveys have been completed, the most recent prevalence rates are shown. 

Flgur, 1: Lllttim• Prtval,nce Rat,a In tl1• United Statu (SOGS) 

i-[ _o_L_1,~_11m_,_: P_ro_0_1e_m ___ ■_L_Ir,_u_m,~ologlc11 

8% -r----------------------------
7% +------·---------- ---------
6% +-----------------------
5% +------
4% -+----
3% 

2% 

1% 

Figure 1 shows that the combined lifetime prevalence rate of problem and probable pathological 
gambling In North Dakota Is lower than lifetime rates In most other states. The two states whose 
llfetlme prevalence rates bracket that of North Dakota, Including South Dakota and Georgia, were 
both surveyed before 1995, It Is worth noting that although the combined lifetime pre\/alence rate 
In North Dakota Is lower than the combined rates In most other states, the lifetime prevalence of 
probable pathological gambllng In North Dakota (the black part of the bar) Is equivalent to several 
other states with higher overall prevalence rates, Including Colorado, Michigan and Oregon as 
well as Iowa and Te>ea!). 

Figure 2 on the following page shows prevalence rates of currtnt problem and nrobable 
pathological gambling in all of the UnMed States jurisd1Ctlon$ 1111~1~,~ S~M~~ ~Med on ttt. eouth 
Oaks Gamblllg Screen ha-.e been completed sirK.a 1992 and wm&re Jillflr, atance t'"dte$ na\1t beet> 
calculated In a~ manner. Agail. ii suas .., .. '~ suwtS •• belN, 
completed, the most recent pn,\18fen01 rates.,. ~- F°11lft ~ tlhoWS \'hat lie comWIM,d Cl.tA'eRC 
prevalence rate of problem and probobl• p(Jttro1og100I ~ambJing ,n Nfflh Oaltou Is lo•t th-an 
current prevalencD rates In most other statoe with the exception ot South Dakota. Ewn mo,e 
striking 1£ thd Clea,fy much hkJher current prevalence rate of prollau~• patno1o0M1ar gam~tnt, 1n 

North Oako&a (the bladl. part of the bar) than In many othe, states ~Ah h\gher pte\/alence rates. 
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Flgurt 2: current Prtv1/enc, Rates In the Unlttd Stat,, (SOGS) 

C O Current Pto~!~"" 

0% _ __, _ _,.._,_,_,__L-.,.._._-.....r-"-___,, __ .....,_..._...,_...._. __ ~__.--..,....J._._.,----.,,_.... .......... ~~ 

..._o,OJ"J ""I# .... ~ .._OJf .... ~"' .._OJt:I> .._o,OJ,,, .._(jJ°' "°'OJ~ ,# ,cf "" ... , ..._OJc/4 ... °>~ 
~ $ & & ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ $ ~ ~ ~ 

A recent meta-analysis of problem gambling prevalence surveys In North America presented 
prevalence rates for several different porn1latlon groups based on the South Oaks Gambling 
Screen (Shaffer, Hall & Vander Bllt 1997, ·, 999). Table 9 compares prevalence rates from the 
North Dakota survey wtth the North American prevalence rates In the meta-analysis. 

Tabfe 9: Comparln North Dakota Natlonalf 
Washington North 

State .tvnericat 
1998 

Lifetime Problem 2.0 3.4 
Lifetime ProbablePatholo lcal 1.8 1.7 
Current Problem 0. 7 2. 2 
Current Probable Patholo 1cal 1. 4 1. 1 

t From Shafftr, Hau a, Vandtr Bill (1997: ~8). lr.cJudu North Oakoll 1992. 

Table 9 shows that the lifetime and current prevalence rates of problem gambllng in North Dakota 
In 2000 are lower than problem gambllng rates averaged over approximately 30 studies in Nortn 
America between 1988 and 1996. The llfetlme and current prevalence rates of probable 
pathological qambUng In North Dakota In 2000 are equal to or higher than the llfetlme and current 
prevalence rates averaged over North America. 
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COMPARING NON•PROBLEM AND PROBLEM GAMBLERS 

In considering the refinement of polk:les and programs ror problem gamblent, k II Important to direct 
these efforts In •n effectMt and efficient way, The mol1 effective efforta at prevention, outreach and 
treatment ore targeted at lndlviduals who are at greatest risk or e,cptrienclng gambllng•related 
dlfffcultles. Since the purpose of this section Is to e><amlne Individuals at n.,k, our focus will be on 
dtfferences between lndl'lkJuals who gam~e, with and wHhout problem,, rather than on the entire 
North Dakota samplt, 

In addMlon to looking only at respondents who gamble, our analysl.1 In this section Is llmtted to 
differences between non-problem gamblers and ll(eUmt problem a11d probable pathologlcal 
gamblers. Both the lijetme and cuIrent South Oaks aambliig Screen measures are Important 
tools but they haw rather different uses (see Appendix A for an e~lanatlon of some of the 
methodological Issues related to the SOOS), For reasons related to different rates ot classiflcaUon 
errors by the llfetme and current SOGS, the llfetme measure Is better than the current measure at 
detecting pathological gambling among those who currenUy e>cperlence lhe disorder, 

Since the llfetlme South Oaks r:iambllng Screen Is the more accurate method for Identifying at-risk 
indlviduals In the general population, consideration of respondents who score as lffetlm§ oroblem 
and pathotogk:al gamblers Is most appropriate when evaluating the characteristics of lndlvtduals 
most In need of help wtth their gambllng-related dlfficuUles, Further, respondents who score as 
lifetime problem gamblers and those who score as llfetlme probable pathological gamblers are 
treated as a slngle group and are referred to as QCQbJem gamblers In this section. This approach Is 
based on discriminant analysls that has established a strong and slgnlflcant separation between 
non-problem gamblers and those who score as problem and probabfe pathologlcal garnblers 
(Abbott & Volberg, 2000; Volberg & Abbott, 1994). 

Demographics 

Table 1 o on the following page shows that, as In other Jurisdictions. problem gamblers In North 
Dakota 1,ie demographically distinct from non-problem gamblers In the sample, Problem gamblers 
in North Dakota are slgnlflcantly more likely than non-problem gamblers to be male, to be Native 
American, to be widowed, separated or divorced, and to be disabled or unemployed. Problem 
gamblers In North Dakota are slgniflcantly less likely than non-problem gamblers to have graduated 
from high school but are also significantly less likely to have annual household Incomes under 
$25,000. 

Gambling and Problem GamSlng in North 01kot1 
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----·--------------·---------------
' • ' tmOOfl1', c.so on-Problem ,nd Probl•m a,mblerr • T bl 10 0 hi fN 

Non•Probltm 01mbltr1 
(1534) 
~ 

-Otndtt M1f1 ~0.5 
Jltmalt 49 5 -· 

~a, s- ◄ 14.8 , .. 9. 1 
IO .. ~ Q.4 

3$- ~ 31U 
5! • 1-4' 12.15 ... ee ~ 149 

' Elhn1crtv WM• g() 9 -N1Uv• Amtrlc1n 3.1 
HtsrJ1nlO t 4 ~-- -0th.,• 46 --Merrlal StalUI Married 62.3 

\ 

Wldowtd 6.2 
01vorc:ed/S1i:,a,.ttd 98 
N1tvtr Married 21. 7 

Educa!.!.2n Elemantarv I Some HS 54 
HS Orad 29.0 
Some Coller1• 36.fJ 
BA OearH 20.3 -aradu1t1 Sludv 8,7 

Em01ovm,nt Workina Full Timt 60 8 -- Worklna Part Time 89 
Keeping Houtt 59 
Ooino to School 7 , 
Rthrtd 14 5 
Disabled / UntmDIOVtd 2.7 

!neome Up to $10,000 5 7 
$10,000 - $19 999 9.9 
$20,000 - $24,999 10.1 
$25,000 - $34 999 16 8 
$35,000 - $49 999 24 2 
$50.000 - l99,999 26.6 
St 00 000 rind hlaher 67 

RtQion North Witt 16.3 
North East 22.3 
south East 38.j 
South Wtsl 25.2 

Rellalon Protntanl 44.e 
Cathollc 32.5 
Fundamenl1llst•• 75 
Other 10 g 
None 4.S 

•includes Black, Asian, and Other as well II Don't Know and Rtfustd . 
.. lncludu Christian Fundamtntall111 and Mormonl/Latttr Oay S1#'111. 
Pearton Chl•Squart • pc.OS •• p<.01 ••• p<.001 

Proor,m G1mbltr1 
(75) 

-· ! 
89 3 
30,7 

17.3 
03 

11 .o 
31 . 7' 
1' .o 
e. 7 

80 0 
1'l.3 
0.0 
2.7 

~-3 
12,9 
22.9 
20.0 

- 14.3 
22.9 
40.0 
12.9 
10.0 

62.2 
8.1 
4.1 
8,1 
a 1 
95 

11.1 
11.1 
21.e 
14.8 
1e.1 
18.5 
0.0 

24,0 
24.0 
29.3 
22.7 

39.2 
27.0 
6.8 
23.0 
4.1 

Sig 

-or-. 1 

226 

000 

,OOQ 

016 

002 

001 

.291 

.036 

\/vl'IWe infonnatlon about the demographic: characteristics of problem gambler.; is usetur wi dtsQnfng 
prevention and treatm•n• •.onkac, it Is also helpful to understand diff«ences tn the pnbling 
betuaviar of non-problem and problem gamblers. Information about th• behavioral co~aes of 
problem gambling can help treatment profesck>rials effectively identify at-risk Individuals, pro't«ie 
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appropriate treatment measure, and establl$h accessible programs. This Information Is also useful 
to policymakers and gaming regulators In dei,ieloplng measures to mitigate the negative impacts of 
gambflng legallzatlon, 

<Jamb/Ing P1rtlclp1tlon 

Behavioral correlates of pro~em gambling Include regular gambling and lnYOlvement wHh 
cont1ou2u1 forms of gambHng (Dickerson, 1993a: Ladouceur, Oaboury. Dumont & Rochette. 19ea: 
Walker, 1992), QQC!IOUQYI forms of gambling are characterized by rapid cycles of play as well as 
the opportunity tor players to Immediately reinvest their winnings. Most of the legal forms of 
gambling In Nonh Dakota are continuous, Including pulltabs, llve bingo, gaming machines, card 
games Including blackjack and poker, other casino table games such as craps and roulette, and 
pari-mutuel wagering on horse and dog racea. 

Llfetlm•• Problem gamblers In North Oakota are slgnlflcantly more llkely than non-problem 
gamblers to have ever tried most of the different types of gambling Included In the survey. These 
include live bingo, pulltabs, blackjack, poker, other casino table games such as craps or roulette, 
card games other than poker or blackjack, sports betting, pari-•mutuel wagering on horse races, and 
betting on the Internet. Non.problem and pro~em gamhlers are equally likely to have ever· 
participated In small•stakes charitable gambllng and lottery games (all of which are out.of-state). 
Non-problem and problem gamblers are Just as likely to have ever wagered on gaming machines 
and games of skUt. 

Paat Y••n Table 11 shows differences In past year Involvement In different typtts of wagering by 
non-problem and problem gamblers In North Dakota. Only those types of gambling for which past 
year partlclpation among problem gamblers Is 10% (Ni:s7) or higher are shown. 

Ta bit 11: Past Year A ct Iv/ties of Non•Prublem and Problem Gamblers 

Past Year Actlvrtles 

Charitable 
Gaming machines 
Pulltebs 
Lottery games 
Blackjack 
Live bingo 
Soorts 
Card games other than blackjack or 
l)Ol(tr 

Casino table aames (Inc, roulette, keno) 
Pati-mutuel (lnc. horse, doa, mule) 
Poker 
Games of skill 

Average # of past year aetlvitits 
Chi-square • Flshtr'1 EQct Tflt 
Mt1n • ANOVA 

Non-Problem 
Gamblers 

( 1534) 
% 

80.5 
44.7 
34.6 
33.8 
19.8 
23.0 
18.4 
10.8 

4.2 
2.9 
4.4 
8.0 

2.7 

.. 
Problem 
Gamblers Sig. 

(75) 
% 

65.3 NS 
58.7 .012 
54.7 .000 
44.0 .048 
39.5 .000 
32.0 052 
22.7 NS 
20.0 .016 

20.0 .000 
17.3 .000 
16.0 .000 
10.7 NS 

4.1 000 

Table 11 shows that problem gamblers In North Dakota are s.gnificantl~ more fl(ety Ch~ nan
problem gamblers to have wagered In the past year on gaming machines. puUtabs, blackjack, 
poker, card games other than blackjack or poker, casino tao1e gcunes such H o.-aps or roulette, 
and on pan-mutuel events. All of the.a• ~lv,tles.are £M' :~ types of gambling that are tegelly 

avaUable In North Dakota. · • 
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MonthlY' Table 12 shows differences In monthly Involvement In different types of wagering by 
non-problem and problam gamt,lers In North Dakota. As wtth past year participation, only those 
types of gambling for which past year participation among problem gamblers Is 10% (N•7) or 
higher are shown. 

• • I on ,v am na o on,Pro ftman Problem Gambltrs I T bl 12 M th/ G bl/ f N bl d 
Non.Problem Problem 

Monthly Actlvrtl" Oambter, Gambler, Sig. 
( 1534) (7!) 

% % 

Slackiack 52 21.3 .ooo 
Pulltabs 7.1 20.0 000 
Gamino mach1nee 49 f7.3 000 
Chantablt 7.6 14.7 .031 
Live b1nao 7T 12.0 .026 
Spo11s 2.9 12.0 .Cqj_ -A ,ernae # of Monthly Activities 0.4 1.4 000 ...... . 

Ch1,1quart • Fisher's Ex1cl Teti 
Mun. ANOVA 

Table 12 ~hows that problem gamblers In North Dakota are slgniflcantly more likely than non
problem gamblers to wager on a monthly or more fmquent basis on blRckjack, pulltabs, gaming 
machines and sports. VVhlle the differences between nori-problem and problem gamblers In 
monthly participation In small-stakes charitable gambling and live bingo achieve statlstlcal 
slgnlficanca, the size of these groups suggests caution in interpreting these res,,11s. 

W••kt:,, In contrast to many other Jurisdictions and to the basellne survey In North Dakota (see 
comparing the 1992 and 2000 Surveys on Page 28)i problem gamblers in North Dakota In 2000 
participate In very few types of gambling on a weekly basis. Wille problem gamblers In North 
Dakota are slgniflcantly more llkely than non-problem gamblers to play pulltabs, blackjack, poker 
and bet on sports on a weekly or more frequent basis, the number of lndMcJuals Involved ls 
e>dremely small and the analysis subject to large confidence intervals. 

Other Significant Differences 

In addttlon to their demographic characteristl<".s and gambling Involvement, there are other 
significant differences between non-problem and problem gamblers In North Dakota. These include 
differences In respondents' perceptions of their gambllng careers and involvement, differences in 
their reasons for gambtlng, and differences in the impacts of their gambling on physical and mental 
health as well as on famiy, finances and communtty, 

Table 13 shows thatt In contrast to many other Jurisdictions, there is no significant difference in the 
age at which non-problem and problem gamblers started gambllng In North Dakota. This table 
shows that problem gamblers are slgnlflcantly more likely than non-problem gamblers In North 
Dakota to have felt nerwus about their gambllng and to believe that one or both parents has had a 
gambling problem. Table 13 also shows that there are significant differences between non-prob'em 
and problem gamblers In North Dakota In terms of the resources that they devote to garnbting. 
Problem gamblers are slgniflcanlly more likely than non-problem gamble,s to~ hawilg 
lost substantial amounts of money In a single day and In a single year. tt ls lnteresling to note that 
15% of the problem gamblers In North Dakr>ta deny having ewr lost money o\'et an entire year of 
gambling. 
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• • ' er,nc,, n ,m na ,,,,,. ,n • crp1ton f 

Non;J)robltm Probltm 
i bl 13 Olffi I G b/1 C d P rtl l , 

G1mbltrt Cl1mbltr1 Sig. 
( 1634) (78) 

% % 

Mean Ao, Started c ,ambllna 2e.o 23.3 NS 
Ever Felt Nervou, A bout Your OambUna 9.e 48.e 000 
Parent Evtr H1vt O~mbllna Problem 4,0 18. 7 000 

Usually Gambit With 
Alont 12.2 1e. 1 
Spouse/Partner 30.8 9.7 002 
Ocher Famll~ 14.3 18.1 
Friend•/ Co-workers 7 otliir" 42.e 56.6 

Largest Amount Lost In One Oav 
Less than S 100 82.3 37.7 000 .. 
$100 -$899 16.7 56.1 
$1,000 or more 0.9 7.2 --

LargeUAmount Lost in One Year 
Never lost money 7.1 14.9 
Len than $1,000 89.0 62.7 ,000 
s1,000 or more 3.9 22.4 

Chl•l(IUIJI • Pt1rton, 

Table 14 shows difference$ In the reasons that non-pi"oblem and problem gamblers In North Dakota 
endorse for gambling, Problem gamblers In North Dakota are slgniflcantly more likely than non• 
problem gamblers to say that e>«:ijement and challenge, winning money and entertainment are very 
important reasons for gambling, Problem gamblers are also slgniflcantly more likely than non• 
problem gamblers to say that soclallzlng wtth friends and famiy and being around other people are 
important or very Important reasons for gambling. Flnally problem gamblers are s~niflcantly more 
likely than non-problem gamblers to say that distraction from everyday problems ts an important or 
very Important reason to gamble. 

a e . erenc,s n easons or am ng . i bl 14 01/fi I R f G bl/ 
Non-Problem 

Gamblers 
(1534) 

% 

-Sociallzlna w/friends or f amllv • 44. 7 
To bt around other peocle • 30.6 
E:<cltement or challenge •• 7.4 
To win money •• 19.4 
For entertainment or fun •• 31.5 
Distraction from everydav 0foblem1 • 6,4 

'Proportion tndcnlng r11son 11 ·1mpor11nr or •very Important.• 
"Proportion tfl<lorsing rtason u •very Important• 
ChJ.sqlJltt • Pearson. 

Problem 
Gambler, Sig, 

(75) 
% 

59.5 .013 
60.8 000 
25.3 000 
50.0 000 
53.3 001 
31.1 OrJO 

Table 15 presents differences between non-problem and problem gamblers on several health
related dimensions. Table 15 shows that problem gl11\\iecS are signiftcanUy more likely than non
problem gamblers In North Dakota to Identify tnell' physical hfta!fh statU1 as PGO" "'•· (a&hef 
than as good or excellent. Problem gam~el'3 are also Si9nitlc::antly more mce)y fn~n non-pr,,bMlm 
gamblers in North Dakota to acknowledge tha, the~ are presently very trou~ by ther 
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-------------------------------
•emotions, nerves or mental health' and to acknowledge that they havt e>cperlenced symptoms of 
a manic episode or major depreHlon at some time In their llves, 

a • • erence.s n 1ys ca an •n • •• I T bl 15 Olff I Ph I I d M f I H Ith 
Non-Problem Problem 

Oambler1 Oamblera Sig. 
(1534) (75) 

% % 
Health Statut 
F>hy1ioal health ,tatus fair or poor 14.1 28 4 001-
Verv troubled bv emotions. nerve,, MH 1.1 e. t 000 
Man10 eolsode lever) e.1 14. 7 007 
Oeoreulon (ever) 25.7 45.3 000 

Alcohol / Drug U•• -
Dally tobacco uu 24 3 45 2 000 
Weekly alcohol UH 30 2 50.7 000 - --Monthly marijuana uu 22 13. 7 000 
Monthly cocaine use 0.7 6.8 001 
Illicit drug use (ever) 0.7 e.e 001, 

Problems due to alcohol In put year 96 40.0 000 
Problems due to drugs in past vear 04 8.0 000 -

-·· Heh>.S,teklno 
.. 

Help sought for MH problem In past year 9.2 22 7 001 
Help sought for alcohol or druot ( ever) 3.7 17.6 000 
Helo souaht for gambllnQ {ever) 0.3 18. 7 000 

Ch1-squart • Pearson, 

Table 15 also shows that problem g3mblers are slgnlficantly more likely than non-problem 
gambler& in North Dakota to use tobacco on a daily basis, to consume alcohol once a week or 
more often, to use marijuana and cocaine at least once a month, and to have ever used other 
illicit drugs. Problem gamblers are also slgnlflcantly more likely than non-problem gamblers In 
North Dakota to have experienced a variety of problems In the past year related to their 
consumption of alcohol and drugs. These difficulties include drinking or using drugs more onen 
or in larger amounts than Intended, spending Increasing amounts of time obtaining alcohol or 
drugs or getting over their effects, making Ineffective efforts to stop drinking or using, missing 
important personal and soclal obligations and experiencing emotional and health problems due to 
alcohol or drug consumption, 

Finally. Table 15 shows that problem gamblers are significantly more llkely than non-problem 
gamblers in North Dakota to have ever sought help for an alcohol or drug problem as well as for a 
gambling problem. · Problem gamblers are also significantly more llkely than non-problem 
gamblers In North Dakota to have sought help from a clinic or counselor for a mental health 
problem. Together. these data suggest that a substantial number of problem gamblers In Nonh 
Dakota have experienced mental health or substance abuse problems and have accessed the 
health care system In a variety of ways. 

Table 16 on the following page shows dlffer(·::1ces In the Impacts of gambling on family, finances 
and the criminal Justice system among non-µroblem and problem gambles In North Dakota. 
Problem gamblers are slgnlftcantly more likely than non-problem gamblers to haw argued w'lth 
someone In the past year about their own gambling and, Interestingly, to say that they have been 
troubled In the past year by the gambling ot someone with whom they llve. \MiYe the small 
number of respondftnts who acknowledge such sttuatlons makes It difficult \o test statistically. 
prot:>tem gamblers are most likely to Identify this person as a spouse: non-prob1em gamblers are 
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more likely to Identify lhts person •• a parent. chlld or some other person. Furthermore, of the 12 
lndlvidu1l1 who aeknowtedged that one or more of these arguments about gambllng became 
phyalcal, 1 scored u a problem gambler and 1 o scored as probable pathologlcal gamblen1, 
These data point to the neeu for research on the relatively unexplored relationship between 
problem gambling and domestlo violence.• 

• • I er,nc,, n ,mry, nanc, ,n r m nil Just c, mp1cts ' i bl 11 O/ff, I F II Pl I I dC I I I I 
Non,Probltm Problem 

Oambltrt C31mbltr1 Sig. 
( 1634) (7S) 

% % 

FamllY Impact, 
Argued about own gambling In p11t year 0.4 16.2 000 
Troubled by gambllna of s'ont R llves 'Mth 2.9 14. 7 000 

Flnancl1I lmDaot, 
ever filed for bankruptcv 4.1 18. 7 000 

(61) ( 14) 
~toy dut to aambUna 8.2 71.4 000 

"'"' ed o bankruptcy in past year 18.0 73.3 000 

Crlmlnal Justice lmeact1 
.. _ 

eve, arrested or detained 7.7 24.0 .000 
( 115) ( 18) 

Arrested due to Qambllna 1.8 se.e 000 
Ever incarcerated 50.4 72.:?. NS 
Incarcerated due to aamblina 35(5"') 815(13) 000 

Chl,square • Pearson. 

Problem gamblers are slgnlflcantly more likely than m,n-problem gamblers In North Uakota to 
acknowledge that they have flied for bankruptcy Jt some time In their lives. Again, although the 
numbers are too small to provide statlstlcally robust Information, It Is worth noting that §11 of the t 4 
bankruptcy filings among problem gamblers were for llquldatlon or consolidation of personal debt. 
In contrast. one.fifth of the 61 bankruptcy flllngs among non-problem gamblers were for business 
debt. tt Is also h,terestlng that nearly three-quarters of the problem gamblers who ever declared 
bankruptcy had oone so In the past year. compared to only one-fifth of tt,e non-problem gamblers. 

Flnally. Table 16 shows differences between non-proble1n and problem gamblers In North Dakota 
In their impacts on the criminal Justice system, Problem gamblers are slgnlflcantly more llkely 
than non-problem gamblers In North Dakota to have ever been arrested or incarcerated, It Is 
worth noting that 1 O of the 18 problem gamblers who acknowledged having been arrested felt 
that gambling had been a significant factor In their arrest. Although the numbers are again too 
small to provide statlstlcaUy robust Information, It Is Interesting that nearly three-quarters of the 
problem gamblers who had ever been arrested had been Incarcerated. compared to half of the 
non-problem gamblers, 

• A~hough l.'ery little rHt■rch h11 bttn done on the relatlonshlp between Pf'Ob4em gambling and domestic vlol~. a 
reetnt survey of problem g1mbltrS In Hlf-help and profeuh,nal lrt1tmtnt pc'O~MM 1n Montana fou,a tnal ~d d 
'tlrtrtm•• preibltm gamblers (lhost with ICOf'ff of 7• on tht Fisher Scrnn) rwportett g~itlMt'd ~ Wllenct 
(Potzln ti II, 1998), 
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_________________________ ., ____ _ 
COMPARING THE 1992 AND 2000 SURVEYS 

A critical purpose of reP'lcallon studies Is to determine whether gambllng parUolpatlon and problem 
gambling prevalence rates haw changed over time In a glv1n Jurlsdlctlon, Since 1993, a growing 
number of suMys that replicate baseline studies of gambling and problem gambling have been 
earned out In the Untted States. However, ~ Is dlf11cult to evaluate changes across these 
Junsdlctlons because of variations In the Intervals between studies, the sample sl.iea, the 

•· demographic characteristics of the population and the avallabllky of legal gambling In these 
Jurisdictions, 

In this section, we examine changes In gambling ln\lOl\/ement and gambling-related problems In 
• North Dakota to determine whether enough statl'itlcal evidence exists to conclude that gambling 
lnvol\/ement and gambling.related problems have changed s~nlncantly In North Dakota between 
1992 and 2000. In exttmlnlng the evidence, we employ a general procedure called b'iPQtbHW 
Wl!og, 

. ' 
. The tables In this section present several comparisons of tho data from the two gambling surveys In 

North Dakota, These Include comparisons of the samples, of gambling Involvement, ot problem 
.. gambllng prevalence rates and ot lifetime problem gamblers. In presenting these data, we have 
adopted the convention of presenting the descriptive data for each sample, then the direction of any· 
statistically slgniflcant change wtth the !UP.hi set relatively high at a 90% confldence Interval (rather 
than the more con\/entlonal 950/o confldence Interval) and then the speclflc results of a one-tail test 
of slgniflcance. 

Comparing the Surveys In North Dakota 

The baseline survey In North Dakota was carried out In November and December, 1992 by 
Gemini Research and Precision Marketing, Inc. (Volberg & Silver, 1993), In this section, we 
address several Important differences In how the two surveys were carried out, These include 
differences in the questionnaire, In \he sampling frama and design, and in the complellon rate for 
the two surveys. To summarize, the 2000 problem gambling survey In North Dakota Included a 
larger sample of respondents, achieved a better response rate, and provided a great deal more 
Information on the Impacts of problem gambling In North Dakota lhan the baseline survey in 
1992. 

Comparing the Questionnaires 
'• 

In the Methods section, we noted that the questionnaire for the 2000 survey consisted of a brief 
screening Interview for gambling Involvement and demographics, administered to 5,002 North 
Dakota adults, and a full lnteT\'iew, Including two problem gambling screens as well as sections on 
alcohol and drug us~, psychiatric disorders, soclal impacts of gambling, and help-seeking, 
administered to 1,6011 Infrequent, past year and weekly gamblors. In contrast. the 1992 survey In 
· North Dakota Included onfy three major sections- gambling in\lOlvement, the lifetime and current 
south Oaks Gambling Scroen and demographic questions-administered to 1,517 residents of 
North Dakota aged 18 and over, 

Particular care was taken In designing the 2000 questionnaire lo ensure that respondents' gambling 
participation could be compared wtth the earlier survey, However, there were several changes 
made to the types of gambling Included In lht' 1992 and 2000 surveys. Table 17 on the following 
page shows differences between the 1992 and 2000 surveys In the section of the quesUonnan 
about gambling Involvement. · 

In 1992, several types of gambllng, lncludlng lottery games, gaming machines and sports betting, 
were each assessed with two sets of questions, In 2000, these types of gambling were assessed 
wtth a single set of questions. Addltlonat detaU on geographic location and type of venue was. 
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obtained from monthly lottery and gamlrlg machine players. In addMkm, questions about 
speculative stock or commodity lnw11ments were dropped In the 2000 survey and questions about 
gan,bflng on games of skil for money and telephone or computer wagering on the Internet were 
added, 

I • • omp,r na ·ype, o ,m nan an I T bl 11 C J T f G bll I 1992 d 2000 
1992 2000 
R1fnt1, cnlno night, and other 1m1ll 1t1kH g1mt1 R1Hltt, CHIMO n1ght11nd Olhtr 1111111 lllkH g1mt1 
10on1ortd bv .choo11, club, or other org1nlntlon1 10on1ortd bv 1ehoo1,. club, or olhtr oro1niZ1tlon1 
\.1v1 b1nao \.lvt b1noo 
PulH1b1 Pulttab• 

ln1t1nl lol1ery g1mtt \.ot1t,y g1mH lnchJdlng in111nt "' tcr1tch Ucktll, daily 
numbtfl g1mn or ltrgt-11ckpol g1mH 

Olht, totttrv 01m11 

Vrdto lotttry such H bingo, poker or blackjack Slot m1chlnt1, poke, machintt and olht, gaming m1ch1n11 
that PIY out Uc:ket, or Cllh 

Slot m1chlnt1 1nd other gaming m1ohlntt not 
inc:ludlng video lolttry 
Blackitck $1ackltck 
Poker Poker 
Any 01rd Of' dlot g1mtt al OUt•Of•llllt OHlnot Oklt or othtt g1mtt played 111 cu/no, including c:r1p1, 

roulette or ktM 
Card g1m11 other than poker ptaved wrth fntndt or Card g1mn othtr thin bl1ekJ1ck or poker pl1ytd with fn1nd1 

,.. rtlalivn tot monev or rel1tlv11 f<>r money 

Oulcom11 of sports or other events wrth fritndt or Outcome of 1port1 or otht, ()~ttnlt with trlanda or eowork,rs, 
coworkers 1n formal sports pool• or with a bookmaktt 

Sport, With a booklt 
Any type of horH doa or mule racn Any lype of horu do9 or mule racn 

Oamtt of sklU for money, such II darts, pool, bowUng, or golf 

Placed wager, via computer on tht Internet and Worid Wide 
Wtb -Speeulativt inveatmtnlt includlng the ,toekmarktt and 

commodillH ·-Arw olhtr oamlno actlvltlH Anv other qam1no actlv1lles ·-
Two changes were made to the demo(Jraphlc section of the questionnaire for the 2000 su,vey. One 
change was to use slightly different categories for Income. The other change had to do wtth the 
way In which ethnicity was determined. In the mld-1990s, the federal government lnstttuted 
changes In the way In which data on race and ethnicity are collected. Prior to this change, a 
single question was used to determine whether an !ndlvidual was White, Black. Hlspanlo, 
American Indian or Asian. Survey researchers now use two questlons1 one to determine whether 
an indlvktual 15 Hispanic or non-Hispanic and a second to determine whether the Individual Is 
1/\otllte, Black, American Indian or Asian. In the 1992 North Dakota survey, only one question was 
used to assess respondents' ethnicity, In 2000, two qu~~tlons were used, one to assess 
•Hlspanlclty" and the other to assess •racial background." This change was made to conform with 
the re\oised federal s1andards. 

Comparing the Samples 

In 1992, based on lnfonnatlon from the 1990 census, we estimated that the population aged 18 and 
over In North Dakota was 463,048. The most recent estimate from the Buresu of the Census 
shows an Increase In the adult p()pulatlon tJf appro>dmately 10,000 lndlvfduals In North Dakota. In 
comparing the resutts of the two surveys In North Dakota, It Is first helpful to consider differences in 
data collectlon and response rates, In 19921 data collection was carried out by Precisk>n 
Marketing, Inc .. a Fargo-based private survey research organization. Although the response rate 
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ror the 1992 survey wae an acceptable es%. It Is unclear which method was used to calculate this 
response rate. In 2000, data collectlon was carried out by the Social Science Research Institute, 
a branch of the Unlverstty of North Dakota based In Grand Forks. Depending on which ot the two 
standard methods Is used, the response rate for the 2000 survey was 710/o or 77%. 

Table 18 comp~res the demographic characteristics of the 1892 sample and tho weighted 2000 
samples. In 1882, we noted dlfferencas greater than 5% between the populallon and the 
achieved sample for gender and age. There was no attempt to welgh1 the 1992 Nor1h Oakota 
sample: Instead readers were cau11oned that the prevalence estimates presented In lhe report 
were llkely to be conservative because of the under.representation of young males (Volberg & 
Sllwr, 1893). In 2000, while there were some differences between the achieved sample and the 
population, none of these were largtr than 3% and all of these differences were adjusted through 
the use of post-stratification weights (see Weighting and Imputation on Page 9 as well as 
Appendix B). 

Ta • I om,:,ar ng amp es n an 200 I bl 18 C I S I I 1992 d 0 
1992 2000 Direction p-value 

( 1517) (6002) (ps.10) ( 1-tall) 
% % 

' 
Gender Male 40.9 50.8 ♦ 000. 

Female 58 1 4g,2 . .000 ·-
~ge 18 .. 24 6,6 14.3 ♦ .000 - 26-29 8.3 8.7 .325 

30-34 11. 3 8.4 . 000 
35 - 54 38.0 37.8 .429 
55 -64 12.1 11.5 289 
65 + 23.7 19, 3 ·-. 000 

Ethnicrtv White 98.6 90, 1 . 000 
Native American 2.2 4.0 + 001 

- Hispanic 0.1 2.1 + .000 
1. 1 3.9 000 Other• + ----· 'Includes Black, Asian and Other II well II Don't Know and Refused. 

Table 1 a shows that, as expected, the weigh led 2000 sample Includes slgnlficantly more males 
and young adults than the 1992 sample. The weighted 2000 sample also Includes slgniflcantly 
more Native Americans and persons from non-Caucasian groups. \Nhlle not µresented In the 
table, there are several addttlonal differences In the demographic characteristics of the 1992 
sample and weighted 2000 sample. The weighted 2000 sample Includes slgnlflcantly more 
respondents who are divorced, separated or never married compared to the 1992 sanwle. The 
weighted 2000 sample also Includes significantly more respondents attending school compared 
to the 1992 sample. These differences are predictable given the greater proportion of young 
adults in the 2000 sample, There ar-. alSQ significantly more respondents with coll~,ge degrees 
and significantly more respondents with annual household Incomes over $35,000 In the Wl11ghted 
2000 sample compared to the 1992 sample. These differences are at least partly explained by 
Improvements In economic condtllons nationally between 1992 and 2000. 
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Chang•• In Gambling Part/clpaUon 

There have been subs1antlal changes In gambling participation In North Oakota between 1992 
and 2000, Table 19 provides an overview of these changes and clearty shows a significant 
Increase In the proportion of respondents who hal/8 not gambled In the past year or do not gambled 
on a weekly basis, There Is a concomHant and significant decrease In the proportion of 
respondents who acknowtedge gambling on one or more activities once a week or more often. 

1992 lrtction p-valut 
( 11517) (5002) (p.S.10) ( Mall) 

% % 

•OoH not Include p1r11e1p1ijon In apt::uJ1tlve 1nv11tmtnt1 fo, lht 1992 nmplt, 

This pattern of substantial declines In gambling participation has been noted In several othe.r 
Jurisdictions, In New Zealand, for example, the proportion of the population participating weekly In 
continuous forms of gambling fell from 18% to 10% between 1981 and 1999 although there was no 
change In the proportion of the population that gambled weekly on a~n-cqntlnuous forms of 
gambling (Abbott & Volberg, 2000). In Washlngton State, weekly gambling pQrtlclpatlon fell from 
27% to 20% between 1982 and 1998 (Volberg & Moore, 1999a), In Louisiana, weekly gambling 
participation declined from 37% to 20% between 1995 and 1998 (Volberg & Moore, 1999b), 

There are several posslble e>cplanallons for the substantial drop In weekly gambllng partlclpallon in 
North Dakota between 1992 and 2000, Since different individuals were Interviewed in the two 
surveys and given the differences In the demographic characteristics of the achieved samples, part 
of the difference Is likely due to sampllng errors Inherent In all survey research. It Is also possible 
that respondents may have been differentially affectt"Jd in 1992 and 2000 by the soclal stigma or 
deslrabUHy associated wHh different gambling activities (Sudman1 Bradburn & Schwarz 1996), 

Another llkely e>cplanation Is that the marxet for legal gambling In North Dakota, as In the Untted 
States more generally and even Internationally, has matured and that the public appettte for many 
types of commercial gambling Is satisfied (Christiansen, 1999), The baseline survey In North 
Dakota was carried out In 1892, some years after llve bingo, pulltabs, blackjack and poker and par~ 
mutuel wagerlng were legalized for charitable purposes but prior to the beginning of tribal casino 
operations In North Dakota. It is likely that some of the decline In gambling lnwlvement In North 
Dakota between 1992 and 2000 reflects earty experimentation with new types of gambling followed 
by decllnlng Interest and participation, Since many North Dakota residents llkely participated In 
these activities only a few times, responses In the 2000 survey may also reflect a common type of 
response bias known as "recall decay,~ or a decline In the abiltty to recall an Infrequent event as tt 
recedes In time (Johnson, Gerstein & Rasinski, 1998). 

Table 20 on the following page provides a more detailed picture of how gambling lnwlvement has 
changed In North Dakota between 1992 and 2000. Table 20 shows changes In llfetlme participation 
for all of the types of gambling Included In the two surveys, Table 20 shows that lifetime 
participation has ir1creased slgnlflcantly for two activities but has decreased slgnlflcantly for six 
activities, Actlvttles that have seen an Increase In lifetime participation Include lottttry games and 
gaming machines. Activities that have seen a decrease in lifetime participation Include small
stakes charltable gambling. llve bingo, poker, card games other than blackjack or poker, and 
betting on sports and par .. mutuel events. There Is no comparison possible for betting on games 
of skill or for telephone and computer wagering since these activities were not l'\cluded ln the 
baseline survey In 1992. 
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______________ , _______________ , __ _ 
T1blt ZOr Chen U In l.lfttlmt G1mbll ,,a ,nd zooo 

lrtctlon p.v1lut 
(1617) (6002) (p$.10) (1•t11I) 

0~ ~ 

• 
• 

+ .. + 

._ ____________ ...,_ __ -6---~---·---
roulette, keno) 
lackjack or poker 

Sport, 
Parl-mutuei(lnc. horse, doq, mule) 
Ot er 

. 

• , 11 

16.' .004 --+----+---__. 1.6 .321 

Table 21 shows changos In past year p1utlclpatlon for all of the types of gambling Included In the 
two surveys, There have been slgnltlcant Increases In past year participation In lottery games, 
gaming machine~ and casino table games, Including roulette and keno. There have been 
declines In past y...,ar i:,artlclpatlon In small-stakes charitable gambling and pulltabs as well as 
sports betting although only the nrst of these meets the 5% hypothesis test. 

a f I anglJs n ast earGam na Pan c1,:,at on, 992 and 200 ' T bl 21 Ch I p y bl/ I I I 1 0 
1992 2000 Direction p-value 

(1517) (5002) (p~. 10) ( 1 •tail) 
% % 

Charitable 52,3 47.5 . .000 

Live bingo 22.7 21.e . '187 

Pulltabs 32.5 30.5 - .065 

Lottery games 23.7 28.5 + .000 
Gaming machine, . 25.8 38.5 + .000 

Blackjack 16.5 17.8 .123 

Poker 6.1 5.8 ,338 

Casino table games (Inc. roulette, keno) 2.2 5,5 + .000 

Card games othef than blackjack or poker 11.8 11.8 .485 

Sports 18.8 17.3 .. .097 
Pari-mutuel (Ina. horse, dog1 mule) 4.5 3.9 .147 

Other 0.9 1,4 ,082 

It Is Interesting that the proportion of the North Dakota adult populatlcn that has wagered In the 
past year on llve bingo, blackjack, poker and other card games, and on par~mutuel events did not 
change between 1992 and 2000. This suggests that there are small but loyal groups of players 
who engage In these activities on a regular basis. 

Wrth the exception of games of skill and telephone and computer wagering which were not 
assessed In 1992, there have been significant declines In weekly gambling across the board for 
every type of gambling Included In the 1992 and 2000 surveys. VVlth the exception of charitable 
gambling and blackjack, all of these declines meet the 1 % hypothesis test. However, the base 
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rates for all of these activities in both 1992 and 2000 are a>dremely low and these results should 
be Interpreted with caution. 

Changes In Problem Gambllng Prevalence 

Table 22 shows that the combined lifetime and current prevalence rates of problem and probable 
pathological gambling in North Dakota remained s1able between 1992 and 2000. 'Mlile there 
were declines In the lifetime and current prevalence C'f problem gambling. there were significant 
Increases In the lifetlme and current prevalence of probable pathological gambling. One possible 
explanation for the decline In problem gambling rates emerges from recent longitudinal research 
conducted In New Zealand. The New Zealand data suggest that lndlvlduals with less severe 
gambling-related difficulties may "transtt!On.• or move Into and out of prciblem gambllng status, 
quHe rapidly. In contrast, Individuals whose gambling drfficultk!s are severe are less likely to 
overcome their problems wtth the passage of time (Abbott. Williams & Volberg, 1999), 

a e ' ange5 n ro em am ng reva enc•, 92 an 2 ' T bl 22 Ch I P bl G bll P I 19 d 000 
1992 2000 

Prevalence Prevalence Dlrectlon p-vaJue 
( 1517) (5002) (pS.10) ( 1 •tall) 

¾ OA, 

Lifetime Problem 2.5 2.0 . .096 
Lifetime Pr-obable Pattiologieal 1.0 1. a + .014 
Lifetime Combined 3.5 3.a .318 

Current Problem t 3 0,7 . 019 
Current Probable Pathological 0.7 1.4 + .019 
Current Combined 2.0 2,1 .385 

The Increase fn current probable pathological gambling In North Dakota is of particular concern 
for two reasons. Ffrst. this cr.ange suggests that problem gamblers In North Dakota are 
e>cperlenclnq more severe difficullfes related to their gambling, Second, lndlvlduals at the more 
severe end 01 the problem gambllng -continuum· are less ltkely to be able to transition out of their 
dlfflcultles on their own and are more llkely to require professional treatment to overcome their 
gambling problems. 

For reasons e"Plalned above and in Appendix A, It Is lmportant to focus on changes in current 
prevalence when considering lhe 1,umber of Individuals In the population who are affected by 
gambling-related dlfflcultles. Table 23 on the following page presents Information on changes In 
the current prevalence of problem and probable pathological gambling by gender. age and 
ethnicity. Table 23 shows that the prevalence of current problem and probable pathological 
gambling has Increased among men and among lndlvlduals aged 35 to 5_., The prevalence of 
current iJt0blem gambling has decreased among women. None of these changes meets either 
the 10/o or 50/o hypothesls test for statistically significant change, 
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a • • anges n u"ent Preva ence ty D•mOf.•raphlc Group • i bl 23 Ch I C I b 
1992 2000 

Prevalence Prevalence Dlrtctfon p-value 
(1517) (5002) (p~ 10) ( 1-tail) 

% % . 
Gender Malt 1.8 2.9 ♦ .064 

Female 2.1 1.4 . 068 

Age 18 -24 7.1 4.4 .121 
25-34 2.4 1.8 .256 -35-54 1,4 2.3 ♦ .097 
55 + 1.3 1.0 263 

Ethnicity White 1 8 1 6 3'32 
Native American 11.8 15. 1 320 

Changes In Problem Gamblers 

As noted several tlmes in this report, research on the performance of the south Oaks Gambling· 
Screen has shown that the lifetime screen is most useful when considering the characteristics of 
indlviduals in the population who are currently e,cperlencing severe difficulties related to their 
gambling while the current screen is a more useful tool for detecting changes in the prevalence of 
problem gambling over time. 

Table 24 shows changes ln the demographlc characteristics of individuals wtth lifetime gambling 
problems in Nor1h Dakota between 1992 and 2000. Problem gamblers In North Dakota In 2000 
are slgniflr.:antly more llkely than problem gamblers in 1992 to be male, Native American and 
widowed. Problem gamblers in 2000 are significantly less likely to be female, \/v'hite or married 
than problem gamblers in 1992. All of these changes meet the 5% hypothesis test for statistically 
significant change, 

a e . anges n ro em am ers, an . T bl 24 Ch I P bl G bl 1992 d 2000 
1992 2000 
Total Total Dirnctlon p-value 
(53) (75) (p!>. 10) ( 1 •tatl) 
% % --- --Gender Male 54.7 69,3 + 046 

Female 45,3 30, 7 . .048 

Age 18 .. 24 15. 7 17.3 404 
25 .. 34 27,5 25.3 395 
35-54 33.3 38.7 .271 
55 + 23,5 18, 7 .254 

Ethnl¢,ty Whitt 92.5 80,0 . ,026 
NatlVt American 7.5 17 3 ♦ ,054 
Oth•r 0.0 2.7 .115 

Marrtal Status Married 84.2 44,3 . .014 
Widowed 0.0 12,g + .003 
OIYoreedJS•&:>artttd 18,9 22.9 .296 
Never Married 17.0 20.0 .335 
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The change In the proportion of male and female problem gamblers In North Dakota between 
1992 and 2000 Is partlcular1y Interesting. WhDe a slmRar change was Identified recerjtJy In 
Washr,gton State (Volberg & Moore, 1999a), other replication S1udles have generally ldentlfled a 
growth In the proportion of problem gamblers who are women (Polzin et al, 1999; Volberg & 
Moore 1999b). We can speculate that changes In the gender and ethnicity of problem gamblers 
In different Jurisdictions are related to changes In the types of gambling that are available and 
popular. Without further research, however, this remains an untested hypothesis. 
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COMPARlt~G THE SOGS AND THE NODS IN NORTH DAKOTA 

In the North Da~ota repUcatlon survey, a new problem gambling screen based on the most recent 
criteria for pathologk:al gambling w&s used in addi11on to the South Oaks Gambling Screen (SOGS
R). The SOGS.R was used in order to obtain prevalence data comparable to the baseline survey 
In North Dakota In 19~2. The SOGS-R was also used In order to permtt comparisons of the North 
Dakota study wtth surveys in numerous other jurisdictions intemationally. The NORC DSM:IY 
Screen for Problem Gambling <NODS) was Included in the replication survey in North Dakota in 
order to assess pathological gambllng using the most current psychiatric criteria. The NODS was 
also used to permit comparisons of the North Dakota study with the recent U.S. national survey of 
gambllng behavior and impacts (Gerstein et al., 1999). 1/vhile the analysis presented here does 
not answer questions about the validtty and reliabiltty of the NODS in relatlon to clinical 
assessments, we now have an important opportun~y to understand how two different methods to 
Identify problem and pathological gamblers in the general populatlon operate in relation to one 
another. 

The NORC DSM-IV Screen for Problem Gambling (NODS) 

The NODS Is based on the most recent diagnostic criteria for pathological gambling (American 
Psychiatric Association, 1994). The NODS is composod of 17 items. compared to the 20 Items 
that moke up the South Oaks Gambling Screen. The maximum score on lhe NODS is 10 
compared to 20 for the South Oaks Gambling Screen. Although there are fewer items in the 
NODS, and the maxJmum score is lower, the NODS Is actually more restrictive in assessing 
problematic behaviors than the SOGS. A dlscussion of the development of the NODS is 
presented in Appendix A of this report. 

Table 25 presents information about the proportion of the total North Dakota samQle (N=S,002) 
who score on an increasing number of items on the lifetime and past year NOOS.5 

Table 25: Scores on Lifetime and Past Year NODS Items 
Number of Items Lifetime Past Year 

Non-Oamblers 19,2 19.2 
Non Problem 74.1 76.7 -· 1 3.9 2.2 
2 1.3 0.7 
At Risk S.2 2,9 
3 0.4 0.2 
4 0.3 0.3 
Problem 0.7 0.5 
5 0.1 00 
6 0.1 0.1 
7 0.0 0 t 
8 0.2 0.2 
g 0.1 0.1 -- 0.4 0.3 10 
P atholoc:tlcal 0.8 0,7 

Comblntd Problem/Path 1.5 1.2 

1 In lht um• WIY 11,11 SOOS•bHtd prtv111nct rllH wtrt celculaltd (ltl dllCUUIOn of Probltm o,mtMfl~ '" North 
Oll<ot, on Page 18), NOOS•bHtd pt1v111nc1 rllH Witt nrat CIICUlaltd for rupondtnll whO cornpltltd lhl run inltMtw 
(N•1809) and then ldjutttd to,,,. total umplt (N•S002) In Otdtf to p,ovldt NOOS l)IIVlltnct ,., .. fo, tht adult 
popu1111on of North Dakota, 
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One Important difference between the NODS data from North Dakota and the U.S. national 
survey lnwlved the use of an additional selection criterion In the national survey. In the U.S. 
national survey, the NODS was onl~• administered to respondents who lndlc.ated (In a separate 
section of questions) that they had lost $100 or more in a single day or over the course of a single 
year (Gerstein et al, 1999). There Is a small but interesting group of respondents in the North 
Dakota survey who scored e.ldremely high (8+) on the lifetime and/or past year NODS but who 
claimed never to have lost $100 or more in one day or year. Further research Is planned to 
examine the demographic characterlstk!s1 gambUng involvement and gambling careers of these 
individuals. 

Table 26 compares NODS.based preval~nce rates of at-risk, problem and pathological gambling 
in North Dakota with those from the U.S. national survey (Gerstein et al, 1999). To permH this 
comparison, the North Dakota prevalence rates have been adjusted to reflect the use of the same 
niter for gambling expenditures used In the natlonal survey. 

a e . om1Jar na ate$ or Ort a ota an nlte Statu • t bl 28 C I NOOS R fi N hDk dU d 
North Dakota Untted States -Lifetime Past Year Lifetime Past Year . --

Al Risk (1 - 2) 3.7 2.3 7,7 2.9 
Problem (3 ... 4) 0.5 0.4 1.5 0.7 
Patholoalcal (5+) 0.4 0.3 1.2 o.e 

Stat/st/ca/ Properties of the NODS 

Information about the psychometric properties of the NODS among the Nortt1 Dakota 
respondents who have ever gambled Is important in assessing the relationship between the two 
different methods used to Identify problem and pathological gamblers used in the survey. These 
analyses were carried out using only the sample of respondents who had ew,r gambled 
(N=1,809) because the problem gambling screens were only administered to these respondents. 

The accuracy of any Instrument Is measured by looking at the rellabllHy and valldHy of the 
lnstrument (Litwin 1995). The reliability of an instrument refers to the ablllty to reproduce the 
results of the application of the test. The·· ~!Id~ of an Instrument refers to the abUtty of the 
Instrument to measure what It is Intended to measure. In examining the psychometric properties 
of the NOOS, we assess tts rellabilHy by examining the Internal conslstenoy of the screen and 
then analyze the Individual Hems to determine the abilfty of the screen to discriminate effectively 
between non-problem and problem gamblers. We then examine several forms of valldlty for the 
NODS. 

Reliability 

The most widely accepted test of rellabilHy Is a measure if the Internal consistency of an 
Instrument. The rellabNlty of both the life time and past year NODS (N• 17 each) In the North 
Dakota sample of gamblers Is e>ccellent with Cronbach's alpha at .92 and .94 respectively. These 
alphas are substantially higher than the . 70 that Is generally accepted :as representing good 
rellablllty, The rellabHtty of the more llmHed set of Items that are scored for the NOOS (N•10 
each) Is "nly slightly lower than the full scale, wtth Cronbach's alpha at .88 for the llfetlme screen 
and .92 for the past year screen. 
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Reliability of the lifetime and past year SOGS items (N=20 each) In the North Dakota sample of 
gamblers ls also high, at .86 and .91 respectively. These r,gures are quite similar to the rellabiltty 
estimates tor th¢ scored ttems of the NODS noted above. 

In addition to testing the internal consistency of the NODS, we carried out a factor analysis of the 
lifetime screen to assess how the Individual Items clus1er together. Facior analysis shows that 
53% of the variance for the lifetime NODS was accounted for by one factor (eigenvalue = 5 .32) 
among North Dakota respondents who gambled. Only one other factor with an eigenvalue over 
1.0 was identified, accounting for an addttlonal 10% of the total variance among North Dakota 
respondents who gambled. Table 27 presents information about how each of the scored NODS 
items loads on these two factors. 

Table 27: Lifetime NODS Rotated Component Matrix 
Factor 1 Loading Factor 2 Loading 

NODS Scored Items {Eigenvalue 5.32) (Elgenvalu• 1.02) 

Preoccupation 21 .74 
Tolerance 26 .77 
Wrthdrawal .70 .40 
Loss of Control .77 .40 
Escape .54 .35 
Chasinr1 .:'4 ,74 -- 12 L~ing .41 
Illegal Acts .72 25 
Risked Significant Relations~ .81 .14 
Sarlout .84 .13 

Item Analysis 

Endorsement of the lifetime NODS Items among North Dakota gamblers ranged frorn a high of 
3.6% (Chasing) to a low of 0.9% (Loss of Control), It Is instructive to compare positive responses 
to specific items by problem gamble,-s and non.problem gamblets lo see how well the different 
items discriminate between these groups. For this analysis, we used the lifetime SOOS 
classification of non-problem and problem gamblers to prevent confusion between the method of 
classifying respondents and the items by which they were classified. v\lhile this analysis was 
completert for both the lifetime and current screens, only the lifetime results are presented here. 

•, 

a e • omparng 0 on• ro eman ro em am ers • T bl 28 C / S GS N P bl d P bl G bl 
Non-Problem Problem 

NOOS Scored Items Gamblers Gamblers p-value• 
( 1534) (75) 

% % -
Preoceur,atlon 1. 2 28,0 000 
Tolerance 1.0 28.0 000 
Withdrawal 0,3 20.0 .000 
Loss or Control 0.1 18. 7 .000 
eseao• 1. 3 32.0 .000 
Chaslna 2.0 38.0 .000 
Lvlna 0.1 24.0 .000 
lllea11 Acts 0,4 16,0 .000 
Risked Slaniflcant Re1-,ttonshlo 0,8 25.3 .000 
Bailout 0.3 21.3 .000 

Mean NODS Scott .07 2.49 000 . 

---~--~-------·----·-------------....... ~u .... •l\'4 Pr11ht,u,, OambllnQ In North Oakot1 38 



Table 28 shows that all of the NOOS items discriminate effectively between SOGS.defined 
problem and non-problem gamblers in North Dakota. The most effective discriminator among the 
NODS items Is Chasing with 36% of the SOGS lifetime problem gamblers scoring a posttive 
respons" In contrast to only 2% of the non.problem gamblers. The ne:id best discriminator is 
gambling to Escape, with 32% of the SOGS lifetime problem gamblers scoring a positive 
response compared to 1.3% of the non.problem gam~ers. Table 29 also shows that there Is a 
significant difference In mean scores on the lifetime NODS items for non.problem and problem 
gamblers, supporting the notion that the lifetime NODS measures something similar to the lifetime 
SOGS, 

Validity 

There are several different types of valldiW that can be measured to assess the performance of 
an instrument. These Include content, criterion, congruent and construct valldtty, Content valk:1ity 
is a subjective measure of how appropriate the Items seem to a set of reviewers who have some 
knowledge of the subject matter, Since the NOOS is so closely based on the DSM-IV criteria, 
and since these criterlH have been shown to have good content valldlty, tt is llkely that the NO.OS 
also has good content valldlty (Lesieur & Rosenthal, 1991}, 

Criterion Validity 

Criterion validlty requires that the Instrument be Judged against some other method that is 
acknowledged as a standard for assesslng the same phenomenon. As a first step, we calculated 
the correlation coefficient between the lifetime NODS and the llfetime South Oaks Gambling 
Screen. The result of this analysis was statlstlcally significant at the .01 level (Pearson 
correlation coefficient=, 77). 

To better understand how the SOGS and the NODS operate In relation to one another, II is useful 
to examine how respondents scored on each of these Instruments In more detail. Table 29 
shows the number of respondents who scored at different levels on the lifetime SOGS and the 
lifetime MODS, 

Ta 29 C ble . omparng cores on t e an t • ' I S h SOGS d h NODS 
NODS 

SOOS 0 1 • 2 3.4 5+ Total 

-
0 1060 23 1083 
1 • 2 J86 60 2 1 449 
3.4 26 11 2 39 
5+ 5 9 8 14 36 

Total 1477 103 12 15 1807 

Table 29 shows that the llfetlme NOOS operates quite well In relation to the Ufetlme SOOS In 
North Dakota. Respondents who score low on the NODS also tend to score low on the SOGS 
and 890/o of the respondents who score three or more on the NODS also score three or more on 
the SOGS. In co:Hrast, only 32% of respondents who score three or more on the lifetime SOOS 
also score at this level or above on the llfetlme NOOS. 
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Congruent Validity 

S1nce several of the items on the SOGS and NODS are similar, it Is possible to check whether 
respondents answered similar questions differently. Table 30 shows how respondents who 
gambled answered several similar questions from the lifetime SOGS and the lifetime NODS. 

a • ' ompa ng cores on mar an ems I T bl 30 C rl s SI II SOGS d NODS ft - Pos,t,ve 
SOGS or NOOS Item Score 

( 1609) 
% 

CHASING Oo back another day lo win money you losl (chasing) (SOOS) 0 S 
Often return another day to get even (ehasir,~) {NOOS) 3 6 

'• 

LYING Cliimed to Win whtn in faet lost (SOOS) 3 2 
Lied thru or more times to family/others aboU1 gambling (NODS) 1 j 

·-TOLERANCE Spend mott time or money gambling than 1nlendtd (SOOS) 18 0 ·--- Need 10 gamble wrth 1ncreu1n9 amounls to gel ume oertemenl (NOOS) 2.3 

LOSS OF Would hkl lo stop gambling but couldn't (SOOS) 24 
CONTROL Made 3+ a11emp1s to slop, cut down or eontrot gambling (NODS) 09 

Table 30 shows that, for the most part, respondents are less likely to give an answer lirnt scores 
as a positive response on the li1e(lme NODS questions than on the llfetlme SOGS items. This is 
particularly the case for the ttems 1issesslng Tolerance. Respondents are more likely to give a 
positive answer to the NODS ques!lon as:;essing Chasing than to the SOGS item assessing the 
same behavior. This analysis suggests that further research is needed on the cognitive 
properties of all of the problem gambling screens presently in use. 

Comparing SOGS and NODS Problem Gamblers 

The llfetime prevalence of problem gambling In North Dakota. measured by the NODS, is lower 
than the lifetlme prevalence of problem gembllng identified with the South Oaks Gambling 
Screen. 'Mlile only 0.7% ot the total .sample of gamblers (N=1,609) scored 3 or 4 points on the 
llfetlme NODS, 2.4% of the total sample scored 3 or 4 points on the lifetime SOGS. 'vVnile 0.9% 
of the total sample scored 5 or more points on the lifetime NODS, 2.2¾ of the total sample scored 
5 or more pnints on the llfetlme SOGS, 

Table 31 on the following page compares the deriographlc characteristics of llfetlme problem 
gamblers as defined by the NODS with lifetime problem gamblers as defined by the SOOS. 
Since both the soas and the NODS groups are relatively small, and since most of the NODS 
problem group are part of the SOOS problem group as well, no effort has been made to test the 
differences for statistical significance. Table 31 shows that problem gamblers k:Jer,tlfled using the 
liletlme NOOS are more likely than problem gamblers identified using the llfetlme SOOS to be 
under the age of 30 and Native American and !3ss likely to be married. The small s12,, of the 
group of NODS problem gamblers precludes further analysis of differences between NODS• and 
SOGS•ldentlfled problem gamblers. 
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Tabl 31 • rl D : Campa ng hi emograp, cs of SOG S d an NODS Probltm Gam bltrs 
SOOS NODS 

Problem Problem 
Gamblers Gamblers 

(75) (27) 
% % 

Gender Male 69.3 72.4 
Female 30.7 21.e 

·-AQe 18 -29 26.7 44 8 .. 
30 - 54 54.7 37.9 
55+ 18. 7 17.2 

Ethnicity White 80.0 54.3 --Native American 17.3 35 7 
Hispanic - -
Other t 2.7 -

Marital Status Married 44.3 29.2 
Widowed ~2.9 20.a 
Divorced/Separated 22.9 29.2 
Never MarrietJ 20.0 20.8 

Educatlon Elementary/ S01'ne HS 14.3 14.8 
HS Grad 22.9 29.6 
Some College 40.0 33.3 
BA Dearee 12.9 22.2 
Graduate Study 10.0 -
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

The main purpose of this s1udy was to examine changes in the prevalence of gambling-related 
problems !n the adult population ln North Dakota between 1992 and 2000. An addit!onal purpose 
of this study was to compare prevalence ratos of problem gambling in North Dakota wtth 
prevalence rates from other Jurisdictions. A third. and final. purpose of this study was to identify 
the types of gambling causing the greatest difficulties for the citizens of North Dakota. The 
results of this study will be useful In documenting the impacts of legal gambling on the cttlzens of 
North Dakota and in refining the services available to individuals in North Dakota with gambling• 
related difficultles. 

Summary 

The types of gambling that North Dakolans are most llkely to have tried are charitable games, 
gaming machines. pulltabs, lottery games and live bingo. The favortte types of gambling, among 
those who have ever gambled, are gambling machines, charrtable gambling, blackjack and live 
bingo. Non-gamblers In North Dakota are more likely than gamblers to be over the age of 65, 
widowed, and retired. Non..gamblers in North Dakota are also more likely to have annuat 
household incomes under $25,000. Regular, weekly gamblers In North Dakota are more likely 
than less frequent gamblers to be male, aged 35 to 54, Native American, and to reside in the 
northwest (NI/I/) region of the State. Weekly gamblers In North Dakota are also more likely to be 
divorced or separated, to be either working fulltime or to be disabled or unemployed, and to have 
annual household Incomes between $20,000 and $25,000. 

The combined lifetime prevalence of problem and pathological gambling in North Dakota is 3.8% 
and the combined past year prevalence is 2.1 %. Past year prevalence rates are highest among 
adults aged 18 to 24 and among Native Americans. Past year prevalence rates are highest 
among indlvlduals who gamble weekly or more often and among past year horse race bettors, 
among past year players of casino table games such as roulette or keno. and among blackjack 
and other card game players. 

Further analysfs shows that llfetlme problem gamblers in North Dakota (those most llkely to be in 
need of services) are slgnlflcantly more likely than non-problem gamblers to be male, aged 30 to 
34, Native American. widowed, divorced or separated, to have less than a high school education, 
10 be disabled or unemployed. and to have annual household Incomes between $20,000 and 
$25.000. Problem gamblers In North Dakota are significantly more likely than non-problem 
gamblers to have gambled on blackjack, pulltabs and gaming machines on a monthly basis. 

Problem gamblers In North Dakota are signlflcantly more likely than non-problem gamblers to 
have been troubled in the past year by the gambling of sorneone they live with. to have engaged 
In physical argumer1ts about tnelr own or another's gambling, to have filed for bankruptcy in the 
past year. and to have been arrested, Prublem gamblers in North Dakota are significantly more 
likely than non-problem gamblers to smoke dally, to drink alcohol regularly, and to have used 
marijuana or cocaine. Problem gamblers In North Dakota are slgniflcanlly more llkely than non
problem gambleNJ to report e>q,~rlenclng problems due to their use of alcohol and drugs and to 
have sought help for an emotional or substance abuse problem. Flnally, problem gamblers In 
North Oakota are slgnlflcantly more llkely than non-problem gamblers to ha\le ever e,q:,enaw,ced 
an ep,sode of mania or depression. 

In spite of th• 1no1uo1cm of more .,~ur19 niale8 <tradfflonall'>' the heavfest gamb4efl In the general 
population) In the survey samP,e, gamb\\Mg partlclpauon has uruppau e1,:inlflcant1y n North OakOta 
between 1992 and 2000. The proportk>n of the adult population In North Ca"c:>'• that gambles 
onoe a weok or more otten decllned from ,2% k> 4%. \Wt gambling partlelpatlun '" oen,ral has 
d~cllned, llfellma participation rates have, lncreasll!d fM ;~ machrnes and lottery produ~,a. 
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Similarly, past year participation rates have increased for gaming machines, lottery products and 
casino table games such as roulette and keno. 

The combined prevalence of problem and pathologlcal gambling did not change slgntflcantly in 
North Dakota between 1992 and 2000. However, the prevalence of both lifetime and past year 
pathological gambling (the most severe category) has increased significantly. This suggests that 
problem gamblers In North Dakota are e:icperlenclng more severe problems and may be in greater 
need of services. Problem gamblers In North Dakota in 2000 are significantly more likely than 
those In 1992 to be male, to be Native American and to b e widowed. Problem gamblers in North 
Dakota in 2000 are significantly less likely than those In 1992 to be married. 

Directions for the Future 

The impacts of gambling-related problems can be high, not only for Individuals but for families and 
communttles. F'athological gamblers e,cperience physical and psychologlcal stress and e>d1ibit 
substantial rates of depression, alcohol and drug dependence and sulcidal Ideation. The ram~les of 
pathologlcal gamblers e>cperlence physical and psychological abuse as well as harassment and 
threats from bill collectors and creditors. Other significant impacts Include costs to employers, 
creditors, Insurance companies, social service agencies and the civil and cri'ninal justice systems 
(Lesieur, 1998). · 

How Many To Plan For? 

One important purpose of a prevalence survey Is to Identify the number of Individuals in a 
Jurisdiction who may need treatment services for gambling-related difficulties at a given point in 
time. Experience In many jurisdictions suggests that not all of the Individuals In need of treatment 
for a physical or psychological problem will seek out such treatment. From a policy perspective, the 
question Is: How many lndlvk1uals should we plan to provide for1 

RecenUy, resea i:.h indicating that approximately 3% of Individuals with severe alcohol-related 
dlfficultles actua:ly seek lreatment In any one year (Smtth, 1993) was successfully replicated In 
predicting the number of problem gamblers who would seek treatment In two Australian states 
(Dickerson, 1997). This approach was further tested In Oregon, one of only a few jurt,dlctlons 
where treatment services for problem gamblers are widely available. The results of the prevalence 
survey In Oregon suggested that between 500 and 1400 Individuals would seek treatment per year. 
In fact, the problem gambling lreatment programs in Oregon have an average annual enrollment of 
610 problem gamblers and family members per year (Volberg. 1997), 

In calculating the number of problem and pathological gamblers who might seek treatment in 
North Dakota, we focus on the group of Individuals who scora as current probable pathological 
gamblers (e.g. the 4,300 to 9,000 Individuals represented by the confidence Interval around the 
point estimate for current probable pathologlcal gambling In North Oakota). Based on this 
approach, we estimate that North Dakota should plan to provide problem gambling treatment 
services to between 130 and 270 lndMduals per year. 

R eeommendatlon s 

Given the Increase In the prevalence of probable pa\ho\ogacal ~bl.v,g and fhe d~arth of efledr.te 
services for problem gamb(ers, there are seVfl!ral ~ that state legislators and other concerned 
parties may wish to consider lmP'emenung .ir, Notth Dakota. m ,,-u,1dno .flH:'t1 dacislons, 
consideration could be oiv..rt te- do-.~1cpa1w tho fellowing serv1ees and. ldNmes: 

• working with lnSAJranc• ~ om,:,.,14',.1 lo ,o'ti81-~\1er&Q& for traat.r'Mnt urvfe,s for lndfvkt 
Wl\h ga,nbllng•,ol•kNJ JtrfNwlHM: 
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• refinement of pub/le education and prevention services targeted toward particular at•risk 
groups (e.g. youth, NaUw Americans) as well as venues where problem gamblers are most 
likely to be found. These Include tribal casinos and bars, tavems, restaurants and lounges 
where charitable gambling, such as pulltabs and blackjack, takes place; 

• support of Industry policies and programs to mlnirnize gambling-related difficultles among 
pattons;9 

• development of specific government-Industry lnltlatlves to address problem gambling 
Issues In North Dakota; 

• expanding training opportunJtles to educate more mental health, alcohol and substance 
abuse treatment professionals in how to screen for gambllng problems and pathology as well 
as when and where to refer such individuals for appropriate treatment; 

• establlshment of a gambling counselor certlflcatlon program to ensure that individuals 
seeking help for gambling-related difficulties receive appropriate and effective services; 

• an lncruase In funding to support education, prevention and treatment of problem gambllng 
through the Department of Human Services; 

• evaluatlon of existing services as well as those established In the future: and 

• continued monitoring of gambling ond problem gambling prevalence to assess the impacts of 
legal gambling on the residents of North Dakota. 

- ·-----•,n waahlngton s,,,., for elt1mp1,, •" 1Mdu1try working group, rtpruenllng 111 of th• dlfttrtfi l'j~lt of g•m~ 1~ 11 
tn the 1t1tt, rn•~t• on a quantttv t,,,11 ·,o tddrtu p,oaltm 01mbt1ng 111ut1. 
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'Mien gambling is legalized. the operation and oversight of these activities become part of the 
routine processes of govemment. Gambling commissions are established, revenues are 
distributed, and constituencies of customers, wori<ars and organizations develop. Govemments 
become dependent on revenues from legal gambling to fund essentlal se~ices. Many non
gambling occupations and businesses also become dependent on revenues from legal gambling 
to continue to operate profitably, including convenience stores, retall operators, restaurants, 
hotels, social clubs and charitable organizations. Ancillary services, lncludlng legal, accounting, 
arcMectural. public relations and advertising, security and financial organizations, expand their 
activities to provide for the needs of gambling operations (Volberg, 1998). 

A critical element in the growing legHlmacy of gambling has been the -medlcalization· of gambling 
problems and the professionalizatlan of gambling treatment (Abt & McGurrin, 1991: Rosecrance. 
1985), in other words, the acceptance of gambling problems as suitable subjects for disciplines 
such as psychiatry, clinical psychology, and epidemiology. A constituency of well-educated 
lreatment professionals has emerged whose livelihoods come from providing ser\'ices to 
governments and gaming operators. Organizations that provide services to these helping 
professions-hospitals, clinics, govemment health agencies, universities and colleges, the 
insurance industry-have growing interests in the development of legal gambling, These 
organizations are investing increasing though still relatively modest resources in training and 
certifying lreatment professionals, in educating students, and in covering treatment far 
pathological gambling, 

The Social Construction of Psychiatric Measures 

The tools used to generate numbers are always a reflection of the work that researchers and 
others are doing to identify and describe the phenomena in which they ar,g interested (Becker, 
1960; Dean, 1979; Gerson, 1983). Hlstorlcally, standardized measures and Indices have often 
emerged in situations where there Is, simultaneously, intense distrust and a perceived need for 
public action (Porter, 1995), Examples include the emergence of measures of "public utility" in 
France in the mid• t 800s and the development of cost•benertt analysis in the Unrted Slates in the 
mid-1900s. ' 

There have been three "generations* of psychiatric research since the tum of the century. The 
third, and latest. generation of studies began around 1980 and coincided, as did the first two 
generations, with dramatic changes In psychiatric nomenclature (Oohrenwend, 1998). The 
publication ot the third edttlon of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual (DSM-II~ (American 
Psychiatric Association, 1980), with its systematic approach to psychiatric diagnoses, led directly 
to the development of semi-structured interviews and rating examinations for use by clinicians. 
These tools were quickly adopted for epidemiological research despite the relative lack of 
research on the validity of these case Identification procedures wrth general population samples 
(Dohrenwend, 199S). 

Measuring Gambling Problems,• A Case Study 

Wrth the rapid e>q'.)anslon of legal gambling in the 1980s, state governments began to establlsh 
services for Individuals with gambtlng problems. In establishing these services. policy maker, and 
program planners quickly sought answers to questions about the number of "pathologlcal gamblers· 
in the general populatlon who might seek help for their difflculUes. These questions required 
epldemlologlcal research to Identify the number (or ·cases; of pathologlcal gamblers. ascertain the 
demographic characteristics of these Individuals, and detemiine the llkellhood that they woukj utMl.ie 
treatment ser,Aces If these became available. 

Following the Inclusion of the diagnosis of pathological gambling tn the OSM-111 fOf tnt first \lme'" 
1980 (American Psychiatric Association. 1980), a few researchers from • varitty of wenUf.c 
dlsclpllnes, Including psychiatry. esycnology, and soelology. began to lnwsUgatt g,mbllng. 
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related difficulties using vark>us methods from psychiatric epidemiology. At this time, few tools 
existed to measure gambling-related difficulties. The only tool that had been rjgorously 
de'v1!Ioped and tested for Its performance was the South Oaks Gambling Screen (SOGS), 

The SOGS, closely based on the new diagnostic crtteria for pathological gambling, was originally 
developed to screen for gambling problems in clinical populations (Lesieur & Blume, 1987). The 
20 weighted ttems on the SOGS include hiding e\1dence of gambling, spending more tme or 
money gambling than Intended, arguing wrth family members over gambling and borrowing money 
from a variety of :sources to gamble or to pay gambling debts. In developing the SOGS, specific 
rtems as well as the entire screen were tested for rellabilrty and valldrty wrth a variety of groups, 
including hosprtal warl<ers, unlversrty students, prison inmates and inpatients in al~hol and 
substance abuse treatment programs (Lesieur & Blume, 1987; Lesieur, Blume & Zappa 1986; 
Lesieur & Klein 1985). 

Adopting the South Oaks Gambling Screen in Population Research 

Like other tools in psychiatric research, the SOGS was quickly adopted In clinical settings as well 
as in epidemlol,,g/cal research. The SOGS was first used in a prevalence survey in New York 
State (Volberg & Steadman, 1988). Sy 1998, the SOGS had been used in population-based 
research in mora than 45 jurisdictions in the United Stales, Canada, Asia and Europe (Abbott & 
Volberg, 2000; Bondolfl, Oslek & Ferrero, 2000; Gerstoln et al, 1999; Productivity Commission, 
1999; Ronnberg et al, 1999; ShaHer, Hall & Vander Bilt, 1999; Sproston, Erens & Orford, 2000). 
This widespread use of the SOGS came at least partly from the great advantage of comparability 
within and across jurisdictions that came with use of a standard tool (Walker & Dickerson, 1996). 
Although there were increasingly well-focused grounds for concern about the performance of lhe 
SOGS in non-clinical environments, this tool remained the de facto standard in the field until the 
mld-1990s, when the new DSM-IV crtteria were published (American Psychiatric Assoc,ation, 
1994; Volberg & Sanks, 1990). 

Like au lools to detect physical and psychological maladies, screens to detect gambling problerns 
can be expected to generate some errors in classification. However, misclassification has very 
different consequences in different settings. Mlsclass1ficat1on can occur when an Individual wrthout 
the malady In question Is misdiagnosed as having the malady. This lype of classificatlon error is 
called a false posttl'y!. Misclassification can also occur when an Individual wtth the malady Is 
misdiagnosed as not having the malady. This type of classification error ls called a fal~e negatJY§ 
(see table below). \tvtille most screens to detect psychiatric disorders work well in clinical settings 
where the prevalence of the disorders under Investigation ts predictably high, the accuracy of many 
psychlalric screens declines when they are used among populat!ons where prevalence IS much 
lower, such as the general populallon (Dohrenwend, 1995). 

-
c lanlflcatlon Condition 

Pathological Non-Pathologleal 

. ' Pathologlctl True Positive False Positive 

Non-Pathological False Negative True Negative 

Clinlolans are concerned with the Issue of false positives because the cost of treating someone 
who does not need treatment Is extremely high. Cllnlclans are also concemed wtth raise negatives 
because of the enormous Impact associated wffh fallure to correcUy diagnose an lndMdual with a 
disorder. In population research, where the primary concern Is accorately Identifying the numbar 

-:""."""~~"'."':"'~~~----·--------------------G1mbllng 1nd Problem 01mbllllQ In North 01kotI ••2 



of people with and without the disorder, both types of classiflcatlon error are also Important, but 
for different reasons, In populatlon research, each type of classification error has an independent 
impact on the overall efficfency of the screen. Indeed, the rare of false negatives may be of 
principal concem In population research since even a very low rate of false negatives can have a 
large effect on the overall efficiency of a screen (I.e. the total proportion of individuals who are 
correctly classified). 

Let us take as an e>aimple a group of 1,000 individuals of whom 5% are classified as pathological 
and 95% are classifled as non-pathological. Let us assume that the rate of false positives is 50% 
so that 25 of the 50 pathologlcal gamblers are mlsdassifled. Even if the rate of false negatives 
were much lower, say 5%, 47 of the 950 non-pathological gamblers would be misclassified. Thus, 
even a very low rate of false negatives will generate a group that Is nearly twice as larg13 as the 
group of false positives (see table below). 

Pathological Non-Pathological Total 

Pathological 25 25 50 

--
Non-P atholog1cal 47 903 950 

Total n. 928 1,000 

Validating the South Oaks Gambling Screen 

A national study in New Zealand in the early 1990s furnished an opportunrty to examine the 
perfomiance of the South Oi;ks Gambling Scteen in the general population (Abbott & Vol bug, 
1992, 1900), This opportunity arose from the two-phase research design employed In the New 
Zealand study. This design allowed lhe researchers to identify !rue pathological gambler§ among 
particular groups of respondents. In the New Zealand study, true pathological gamblers were 
identified ln each of four groups included In the survey: ( 1) probable palhologlcal gamblers, (2) 
problem gamblers, (3) regular conI1nuous gamblers and (4) regular non-continuous gamblers. No 
error rate was determined for respondents In the New Zealand study who did not acknowledge 
gambling on a regular basis. Prevalence rates were corrected using the Mefflciency approach" 
which involved calculating the rate of true pathological gamblers in each group and dividing this 
number by the total number of respondents In the sample, The efficiency approach resulted in a 
revised current prevalence estimate In New Zealand that was 0.1 % higher than the uncorrected 
current prevalence rate, 

This reviSed estimate In New Zealand res1ed on the conservative assumption that there were no 
false negatives among Individuals who did not gamble regularly. \Nhlle the error rates In each uf the 
four groups have an Impact on the overall prevalence rate, the size or the error rate for each group 
has a different Impact because of the dlffere1,t sizes of these groups In the populatlon. even If the 
number of false negatives In the non-pathological group or among respondents who do not gamble 
regularly were e>dremely small, the relatively large size of these groups contributes to a notlceabfy 
higher overall prevalence rate. For example, If the large proportion of the populaUon that gambles 
on a less than weekly basis 19 assumed to Include a very small number of pathologlcal gamblers 
(1%), the prevalence estimate Increases by 0.7%, 
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The New Zealand researchers concluded that the lifetimg South Oaks Gambling screen lS very 
good at detecting pathological gambling among those who currendy e)J)erience the d!sorder. 
However, as expected, the screen identifies at-risk individuals at the expense of generating a 
substantial number of false posnives. The current South Oaks Gambling Screen produces fewer 
r alse positives than the lifetime measure but more false negatives and thus provides a weaker 
screen for identifying pathological gamblers in the clinical sense. However, the greater efficiency of 
the current South Oaks Gambllng Screen makes rt a more useful tool for detecting rates of change 
in the prevalence of problem and pathological gambling over hme (Abbott & Volberg, 1996). 

Although there are questions about the validity of applying results from research in New Zealand to 
studies in the United States, the New Zealand research does suggest that estimates of the lifetime 
prevalence of problem and probable pathological gambling over-state the actual prevalence of 
pathological gambling. However, since the lifetime South Oaks Gambling Screen does a good job 
of identifying pathological gamblers in the general population, information about the characteristics 
of these respondents is valuable in planning the implementation and development of services for 
pathologieal gamblers in the community. The New Zealand research further suggests 1hat 
estimates of the current prevalAnce of problem and probable pathological gambling are qurte 
accurate. 

A recent study in Minnesota supports the New Zealand work on the performance of the SOGS 
(Stinchfield, 1997), In the Minnesota research, the SOGS and a nineteen-item version of the 
DS~IV criteria (the DlGS-Oiagnostlc Interview for Gambling Severity) were administered to 
three samples, including a general population sample, a sample of callers to a gambling hotline 
anu a sample of individuals entering treatment for a gambling problem. As in New Zealand, 
Stinchfield found that the accuracy of the SOGS was high among individuals who called a 
gambling hotline or were entering treatment but that tile instrument did not perform as well in the 
general population. Stinchneld concluded that the SOGS had satisfactory reliabiltty and validity in 
all three samples. However, he argued that the SOGS Is best suited for identifying individuals at 
risk while the DIGS Is more useful it the goal of a study Is to estimate the prevalence of 
pathological gambling in the general populallon. 

Growing Concerns with the South Oaks Gambling Screen 

Beginning In the early 1990s, a variety of methodological questions were raised about SOGS-based 
research ln the general populatlon (Culleton, 1989; Dickerson, 1993b: Lesieur, 1994; Volberg, 
1994; Walker, 1992). Some of these Issues, such as respondent denial and rtslllg refusal rates, 
were common to all survey research. Other questions were related to the issue of how to best 
study gambllng•related difflcultles. These included reservations about the rellabiltty and validity of 
lhe SOGS as well as challenges to assumptions about the nature of gambling problems that were 
built Into the original version of this instrument. 

\Nhat led to the growing dissatisfaction with the South Oaks Gambling Screen? One important 
change was the rapid e>q)ansion of legal gambling Itself. This ez.cpanslon led many people who 
had never before gambled to try these activities, As legal gambling e><;:>anded Into new markets 
and as new types of gambllng were marketed to new groups, the Individuals seeking help for 
garnbllng difflcultles became lncreaslngly heterogeneous. Representatives of the gambling 
industries also played a role In challenging the supremacy of the South Oaks Gambling Screen 
through their efforts to discredit what they !law as unacceptably high prevalence rates. 

Prevalence surveys In the earty 1990s suggested that growing numbers of women and middle• 
class Individuals were developing gambling problems (Volbergl 1992, 1998; Volberg & SR\18r1 
1993). Several of the specific Items Included In the SOGS made little sense to these new Qroups 
or to the treatment proresslonals working wtth them. Questions about borrowing from loansharkS. 
for ex.ample1 or cashing In stocks and bonds to get money to gamble or pay gambllng debts were 
more relevant to the middle-aged, mlddle•elass men most likely to seek help for gambllng 
problems In the 1970s and early 1980s than to the young adults and middle-aged women who 
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began to e>q:>erience gambllng problems In the 1990s, Questions about others cr~lclzlng one's 
gambling and feeling guilty about one's gambling were more likely to receive a posttlve response 
from low•income and minorKy respondents than others in the population (Volberg & Steadman, 
1992). Questions about borrowing from the "household. to get money to gamble would be 
interpreted differently by Individuals from ethnic groups where "household• may be defined as the 
entire e>dended family. 

There were also multiplylng needs for tools In different settings, Starting In the early 1990s, 
growing govemment resources became available for services for problem gamblers, In 1985, 
only three states funded ser\l'ices for problem gamblers. In 1998, 21 states funded an array or 
services for problem gamblers, including education, prevention, and referral; an increase of 600 
percent In ten years (Cox et al, 1997). Along with these resources came new demands for 
accountability and perlormance. These demands drew further attention to the defteiencies of the 
South Oaks Gambling Screen and Increased dissatisfaction with its performance ln general 
population studies. 

Emergence of New Problem Gambling Screens 

In 1994, the fourth edition of the Diagnostic and Statistic al Manual (DSM-IV) adopted a new set.of 
criteria for the diagnosis of pathologlcal gambling. The changes made to the psychiatric criteria 
for pa tho logical gambllng Incorporated emplrlcal research that linked pathological gambling to 
other addictive disorders like alcohol and drug dependence (American Psychiatric Association, 
1994). In developing the DSM-IV criteria, 222 self-identified pathological gamblers and 104 
substance abusers who gambled socially tested the lndlvidual Items (Lesieur & Rosenthal, 1991 ). 
Discriminant analysis was used to k1entlfy the items that best differentiated between pathologlcat 
and non-pathological gamblers. Wlile the results from this sample Indicated that a cutoff of 4 
points was appropriate, the American Psychiatric Assoclat!on established a diagnostic cutoff of 5 
points. Pathological gambling is now defined as persistent and recurrent maladaptlve gambling 
br.!havior as indicated by five or more of ten criteria (llsted In Table 1 on Page 3 of this report), 
wi11l the reservf.1tion that the behavior is not better accounted for by manic episodes-a 
reservation added somewhat as an afterthought, as it was not part of the underlying research on 
which the DSM-IV crHerla were based. 

Most researchers conducting gambllng studies and treatment professionals working with 
indivlduals with gambling problems have e>q:>ressed satisfaction with the new DSM-IV crtterla, 
Internationally, numerous researchers and treatment professionals have adopted the DSM•IV 
criteria in their work and these criteria are, now the measure against which the performance of 
other Instruments must be demonstrated. 

There Is a growing community of researchers and treatment professionals active In the gambling 
nerd and a growing number of tool~ to measure gambllng problems for different purposes. Until 
1990. only three screens e>dsted to Identify Individuals with gambllng problems, Including the ISR 
screen used In the last national study; the CCSM: and the SOGS (Culleton, 1989; Kalllck et al, 
·1976; Lesieur & Blume, 1987), Slnee 1990, nine screens for adults and three screens for 
adolescents have been developed, Including two based on the SOOS end at least four based on 
the OSM•IV cr~erta. Oesptte this proliferation, the psychometric properties of most of these new 
tools remain unexamined. even more slgniflcantly, few of these new screens haw been tested 
for their dlfferentlal oerformanctt In cllnleal settings, population research, and program evaluallon. 
Another concern I· ,ow to calibrate the performance of these new screens with the results of 
more than a deep ) of SOGS-based research. 
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The 1998 N atlonal Survey 1 

In 1998, the National Gambling Impact Study Commission contracted with the National Opinion 
Research Center to collect data from a nationally representative sample of households about 
gambling behavior and gambling-related problems. Thls was the firs1 national survey of 
gambling behavior conducted since 1975. Tt1e questionnaire for the national survey 
supplemented demographic and geographic information with economic and family indicators. 
Respondents were asked highly detailed quesUons about their gambling behavior and about 
adverse consequences related to gambling. Respondents were also asked questions about their 
physical and mental health, about alcohol and substance use and dependence and about criminal 
records. 

The guidelines of the National Gambling Impact Study Commission specified that the DSM-IV 
criteria be used to identify respondents with gambling-related difficulties in the general population. 
This meant that the study team could not use the South Oaks Gambling Screen since this is 
based on the DSM-Ill crtterla. lnsteadt the study team developed a series or questions designed 
to match the DSM-IV criteria for diagnosing pathological gambling. This series of questions Is 
referred to us the NOD$ (the t:latlonal Qplnlon Research Center QSM .§creen for Gambling 
Problems). 

Development of the NODS 

The NODS Is composed of 17 lifetime tter,,s and 17 past year ijems, compared to the 20 lifetime 
items and 20 past year items that make up the South Oaks Gambling Screen. The ma>dmum 
score on the NODS Is 1 O compared to 20 for the South Oaks Gambllng Screen. Although there 
are fewer Items In the NODS, and the ma:idmum score is lower, the NODS Is actually more 
restrictive in assessing problematic behaviors than the SOt::lS or any other screen based on the 
DS~IV crtterla. 

For exarnple, several of the DSM-IV crtterla are difficult to establish with a single questlon In 
assessing these criteria (Preoccupation, Escape, Risking a Significant Relationship), two or three 
questions were used with respondents receiving a sing le point if they give a positive response to 
any of the questions assessing that criterion. Another compllcatlon in constructing the NODS Is 
that two of the DSM-IV criteria (W~hdrawal, Loss of Control) assume that the questioner already 
knows that the Individual has tried to ~stop, cut down, or control• her or his gambling. ihese 
criteria were assessed with the NODS by first determining whether the respondl!nt had tried to 
control her or his gambling before assessing whether the respondent had felt restless or Irritable 
during these times (Withdraws!) and, then, assessing whether the respondent had succeeded In 
doing so (Loss of Control). 

Another decision In developing the NOOS was to place definite limits on several of the criteria, in 
keeping with the approach taken In alcohol and drug abuse research. For example, In assessing 
Preoccupation, the NODS asks If the periods when respondents spent a lot of time thinking about 
gambling or about getting money to gamble have lasted 2 weeks or longer. Similarly, the NODS 
asks If respondents have tried, but not succeeded, In controlllng their gambling three or more 
times (Loss of Control). Respondents are also asked if they have lied to others about their 
gambling three or more times (Lying). Only a positive response to these latter Items are Included 
In the flnal score for the NODS. 

1 Thll ltetlon II !>Hid on tht flnll rtport to tht N1Uon11 Olmbllng lmptci Study eommltalon (Otflltln ti II, 1909), 
2 fht N1llon11 Opinion Atturch Ctnttr fo,mtd a ,tudy tum that lncludtd Otmlnl A1111reh, Ltd., tht Lewin Oroup and 

ChrI11t11n1tlVCummln;• Auocl1tH, Inc, In 1ddttlon 10 tht 1urvty or 240e ldUIII, rH11rch ll'lltf1llvt1 lneludtd I n1Uon11 
IUr\'tV of 534 youth• •o•d 1 ff and 11, lnttrc,pt lnltr\'ltWI wtth 530 ldU~ patrons of gaming flCIIHIH, I longltUdlnll dl\1 
but ( t 980 to t *) of tocltl and toonomkl lndlcatort 1nd ut1m1ttd g1mbllng rtvtnutt tn • random n1tlon11 umplt 
of 100 commut1ltltt end c111 studltt In to communltlH r1g1rdlng th• tfttct1 of 11,gt•tetlt cnlnoa optnti,g In c1011 
proximity. 
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In the national survey, NORC chose to administer the NODS only to those respondents who 
acknowledged ever losing $100 or more in a single day of gambllng and/or those who 
acknowledged that they had been behind at least $100 across an entire year of gambling at some 
point In their lives. This decision was made after pretesting indicated that non-gamblers and 
infrequent gamblers grew impatient wtth repeated ques1lons about g~mb/lng problems and after a 
review of other problem gambling surveys showed that perscns who had never e:q,erienced 
significant losses were unlikely to report problems related to gambllng. Further research is 
needed to determine whether the use of these filters in other problem gambling studies is 
warranted. 

Validity and Rellabillty of the NODS 

In the study of clinical disorders, pathologlcal gambling counts as a chronic rather than as an 
acute disorder. Once fully developed, chronic disorders leave a lifelong vulnerabilHy. This 
vulnerabllHy may be effectively treated and kept in check. However, periods when an individual is 
relatively free of symptoms do not mean that the person is free of the disorder. From the 
perspective of measuring prevalence, the strongest emphasis belongs on the determination of 
whether pathological gambling has developed rather than on whether its symptoms are rec_ent or 
current. This is clearly reflected !n the DSM•IV criteria, which focus on the accumulation of 
dlscretP. symptoms through the present and do not require that specific symptoms be clustered 
tightly together in time. 

As noted above, research on the performance of the SOOS has shown that lhe llle/ime screen Is 
very good al detecting pathological gambling among those who currently e,q,erlence the disorder. 
However, the lifetime SOGS accurately Identifies at-risk individuals at the expense of generating 
higher numbers of false posttives. Based on the constr\Jctlon of the NODS as well as the results 
from the national survey, the research team believes that the specificity of the NODS will be very 
good, reducing the rate of false positives among those classifled with the lifetime screen; and in 
this respect, contrasting with the performance of the SOGS. 

One lmpor1ant step In developing the NODS was a neld test with a nation al cllnlcal sample of 40 
individuals In outpatient problem gambling tretttment programs. Based on the field test, the 
research team concluded that the NODS had strong Internal consistency, retest rellabillty and 
good validity. The field test demonstrated that the sensltivttv of the llfetlme NODS In a cllnlcal 
population was higher than the past yeai· NODS. This Is what one would expect !f pathologlcal 
gambling Is approprlotely conceptualized·as a chronic disorder. 

In the future, tt will be important to examine whether the lifetime NOOS, wtth Its focus on the 
accumul'411on of symptoms over time, works better than the past year NODS, with Its focus on the 
clustering of symptoms In time. It wlll also be Important to calibrate the lifetime NODS with the 
south Oaks Gambling Screent both lifetime and past year. 

Assessing Problem Gambling In the Future 

The assumption under1ylng all of the e>dstlng gambling research Is that gambling-related difficulties 
are a robust phenomenon and that gambllng problems e>dst In the community and can be 
measured, Despite agreement among researchers and treatment professionals at this fundamental 
level. there Is disagreement about the concepts and measurement of oambHng-related difficulties. 
W,Ye the ascription of ~conceptual and methodologlcal chaos• to the field (Shaffer, Hall & Vander 
Bllt1 1997: 8) may be an oYerstatemerit of the situation among Its e,cpertenced researchers, the 
presence of competing concepts and methods Is not uncommon among emerging and even mature 
sclentlflo flelds, NeYertheless disputes among O>c;)erts have led to some degree of publ~ confuslOn 
and uncertainty about the Impacts of legal gambllng on society, 
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In the late 1990s, the Issues surrounding legal gambling have become far more complex. Polley 
makers. government agencies, garnbllng regulators and gaming operators are concerned about the 
likely Impacts of changing mbces of legal gambUiig on the gambling behav,or of hroad segments of 
the populaUon as well as on the prevalence of gambling-related difficulties. Public health 
researchers and social sclentlsts are concerned wtth minimizing the risks of legal gambling to 
partk:ular subgroups In the population. Economists, flnanclal Institutions and law enforcement 
professionals are concerned about the relationship between legal gambling and bankruptcies, 
gambllng and crime, and the reliance of the gaming industries on problem gamblers for revenues, 
Treatment professionals, government agencies and not-for-prof~ organizations are concerned 
about how to allocate scarce resources for the prevention and treatment of gambling problems 
(Volberg, 1998). Finally, groups opposed to the e>cpanslon of legal gambling have started worxlng 
to prevent the further e,cpanslon of legal gambling or repeal existing actlvttles. 

Like much of science, measurement is a negotiable process. lns1rumentatlon Is always a 
renectlon of the work that researchers are doing to Identify and describe the phenomena 1n which 
they are interested. As research on problem gambling continues, our systems for classifying 
problem gamblers must change. The South Oaks Gambling Screen represents a culturally And 
historically situated consensus about the nature of problem gambllng. As research continues and 
as the definitions of problem gambling change, new Instruments and new methods for estimating . 
prevalence in the general population and for testing models of gambling behavior will continue to 
emerge. These emergl11g methods must be tested against each other and against the South · 
Oaks Gambling Screen In order to advance the field of problem gambling research In an orderly 
manner, ensuring the relevance of our past work as well as our work In the future, 
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1, Sampl• and wtlghtlng overvl,w. The eamplt II • 'two-phut probabUy sample' (Kish, 1 &e&, 
Chap. 12), 1110 callt<>a 11double 11mplt' (Cochran, 1ee3, Chap. 12), of adutt members of 
household• with telephones located In North Cakot1, The first phase Involved the seleotlon of 
resld,ntlal households wKh telephones In North Oakota and the sele01lon of one ellglble adult 
aged 1 e or older from each selected household to respond to the screener or •short form'. The 
phase 1 or short form weights (•'NT _SHORr) treat the flrit ph11e selection as an equaf. 
probablltty selection of eligible adults In North Dakota, except that malt and female adults of 
different ages In each of four •regions• of North Dakota may haw different probabllklee of 
completlng the screener, The second phase sample Involved a straUfled random seleetlon of 
phase•1 respondents tor th& full-length Interview (11 long form'): 2e 01t of short-form respondents 
who said they were llfetlme gamblers, 250/o of those who said they were past.year gamblers, 
100% of those who said they were past•week gamblers, and 0°/t of those who said they had 
never gambled were selected to receive the full•length Interview. (An exception Is Region 1, 
where much higher percentages of lifetime and past.year gamblers were asked to complete the 
long form.) The phase 2 or long form weights (1 WT _LONGj adJust tor both the differential 
probabilities of selectlon fc,r the long form based on gambling frequency, for dlfferentlaf 
nonresponse b)· region, age, and gender at phases 1 and 2 , and for differential nonresponse by 
gambling frequency at ph~se 2. 

The following sections give details of the weights for the short and long forms, provide descrip\lve · 
statistics tor both weights, and discuss the lmplementatlon of the weights In analyses of the North 
Dakota gambling dataset. 

2. Phase• 1 welQhts ("WT_SHORr'). Separately within each or 48 phase,.1 weighting 
subclasses, we calculated the phase--1 weight by (a) dividing the number of lndlvk:Juals who 
completed the short form by the corresponding number of adults In the same subclass of the 
North Dakota population, (b) taking the reciprocal (Inverse) of the resulting ratio. and (c) 
standardizing the reciprocals of the ratios so that their sum across all short-form respondents 
equals the number of short-respondents. I.e .. 11 • 5002. The quantity calculated in (a) estlm3tes 
the ~phase-1 Inclusion probablltty, • the probability of being selected for and completing the 
screener, The phase-1 weight Is proportional to the reciprocal of the phase-1 Inclusion probabUtty 
(Cochran, 1983), 

The 48 subclasses that were used In the phase-1 weighting resulted from cross-classlfylng three 
varlables: age (coded 18-24, 25-29, 30-34, 35-54, 55-64, and es and older), gender (males and 
females), and region (coded 1, 2, 3, and 4), A small number of missing screener responses on 
age• about 5%- were Imputed at the mode: A printout accompanying this memorandum 
(Mndlmpute.lst") shows the distribution of short-rorm respondents by phase .. 1 weighting subclass. 

3. Phase-2 weights ("WT_LONG'7, The long-form weights are the product of two factors: (a) the 
phase-1 weight c•wr_sHORTj and (b) the 11 phase-2 fector." a factor which adjusts for the 
unequal probabllttles of selecting short form respondents for the long form and for the unequal 
long-form completion rates of Individuals of different regions, lige,s, genders, and gambling 
frequencies. Separately within each of 44 phase-2 weighting subclasses, the phase.,2 factor was 
computed by (a) dividing the number of long-form respondents by the number of short-form 
respondents In the same weighting subclass and (b) taking the reclprocal Inverse. The phase-2 
weights (NWT _LONG;-computed by multlplylng the phase-1 weight by thet phase-2 factor
were standardized so that they sum, when added up ovor all long-form respondents, to the 
number of long-fom, respondents, n = 1609. (Note that the long.form weights are not defined
take on missing data values- for lndlvlduals who did not complete the long fonn.) The quantity 
calculated In (a) estimates the "phase•2 Inclusion probablllty/' the condltlonal probability of being 
selected for and completing the long form, given completion of the short form. The long-form 
weight Is proportional to the reclprocal of the product of the phase•1 and phase•2 lncluslon 
probabllHles (Cochran, 1963), 
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The subelal'si,s ustd In the phast•2 weighting ln~lally resulted from 0ron-c1a,, 
variables: age (coded 18•3•, 3&.64, ea and older), gender (malea and fem.tit 
2, 3, and 4), and gambling frequency (never, lifetime, past-year, and past-week): ► 
necessary to collapse across some welghtln~ subclasses to produce nnal weighting St... 
wHh suffiolent numbers of cases-a minimum of 35 cases per subciass--to estimate theµ,,. 
factor: (a) we collspsed aero Rs age for all gambling subcl3sses, e>Cept past-year gamblers, in· 
region 1; (b) we collapsed regions 2, 3, and 4 for nongamblers and lifetime gamblers: {c) we 
collapsed both age and region for past-week gambllers In regions 2, 3, and -4. A printout 
accompanying this memorandum ('ndlmpute.lst') shows the distribution of short-form 
respondents by phase-2 weighting subclHS, 

4. D1Jscrlptlv1 statistic,. A printout accompanying this memorandum (1'ndwelght.lst, presents 
descriptive statistics for the two weights: wr _SHORT and wr _l.ONG. each weight Is only 
mlldly poettlvely skew (skewness • 1.29 ror WT _SHORT and s!L.ewness • o. 70 for wr ... l.ONG) 
and th~ coefficient of variation (standard deYlatlon dlYlded by mean) or eaoh weight Is moderate 
In magnttude. These statistics suggest that the use of each weight In analysis should occasion 
only a modest reduction In statlstlcal precision relative to a self-weighting sample of the same 
size. 

5. Implementation of fhe weights In analysis, 'WT _SHORT should be used In analyses of the 
short• form data. WT _LONG should be used In analyses of the long.form data. Each weight is 
scaled to sum to the total number of respondents. so these weights should yleld fairly accurate 
standard erroro of analytical statistics and confldence Intervals for estimated parameters, when 
applied using the ~IGHT subcommands of programs like SPSS or SAS, except lhat these 
programs make no adjustment for the clusterlng of phone numbers with banks (assuming that a 
clustered sample of phone numbers was selected In phase 1). Most analytical purposes will be 
well served by using these weights. Exceptions would be Inferences about the total number or 
Nnrth Dakota adults wijh specified attributes or about the total numbEtr of North Dakota gamblers 
wllh specified attributes. For the lattur kinds of uses, WT _SHORT should be rescaled to sum to 
the number of North Dakota adults, and wr _LONG should be rescaled to sum to the number of 
gamblers In North Dakota (or best avaUable estimate thereof), 
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