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Major findings

 

Context

 

This report presents key findings of the 

 

Australian

 

 

 

National Survey of Gambler 
Precommitment Behaviour

 

 

 

2005

 

. The purpose of this research was to identify 
the types of precommitment strategies used by gamblers using a national CATI 
telephone survey methodology. This included conduct of a 45 minute quantitative 
telephone survey of N=482 regular gamblers (including 240 EGM players and 242 TAB 
punters), who each participated in either EGM play or TAB punting at a minimum of 
at least once per month.

 

Definitions

 

For the purpose of this report, precommitment is defined as any mechanism which 
may allow a consumer to set a limit around their gambling or help a consumer better 
control their gambling and avoid overspending their limit. EGM is used as an 
abbreviation for “Electronic Gaming Machines”. 

 

Reports

 

The relationship between the current report (

 

Report 3 - Quantitative Research

 

) 
and other reports produced in this consultancy is illustrated in the figure below. 

 

Broader project
context

 

This project marks the commencement of a 

 

two phase

 

 research study to investigate 
precommitment mechanisms in gamblers. This study falls within the Ministerial 
Council's second research priority area - 

 

“Feasibility and consequences of changes to 
gaming machine operations, such as pre-commitment of loss limits”

 

. The current 
quantitative report was developed as part of Phase I. Phase II objectives will be 
examined at a later date, as specified by Gambling Research Australia (GRA). 

The focus of Phase I includes an examination of different pre-commitment strategies 
gamblers might use and the identification of strategies that work best in given 
circumstances. 

Desktop scan 
REPORT I

- Literature review
- Scan of jurisdictional 
  practices

- National 
  survey

- Stakeholder consultations
- Gambler focus groups

Linkages between reports produced as part of the  
Analysis of Gamblers' Precommitment Behaviour

Qualitative  
research 

REPORT 2

Quantitative  
research 

REPORT 3

1 2 3
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Specific objectives of Phase I include the identification of:

 

••

 

(i) Different strategies gamblers use/might use to set limits to gambling time 
and expenditure

 

••

 

(ii) How gamblers might react to different pre-commitment strategies;

 

••

 

(iii) Where and when people pre-commit (i.e. what time and what place); 

 

••

 

(iv) What people pre-commit to (e.g. time, strategy of play, and/or money);

 

••

 

(v) How answers to (i) - (iv) can reveal consumer behaviour in terms of the 
gambling environment or, more specifically: 

• a. What are the levels of pre-commitment? 
• b. Which ones are working/not working and for whom, when, 

how, and why? 
• c. How can this knowledge be applied to improve harm minimisation 

measures in a gambling situation? 

 

Important note
to readers

 

The current study represents a 

 

first step

 

 to understanding precommitment issues on 
a national level. In this context, the study has potential to make a significant 
contribution to our early understanding of how gamblers precommit, gambler views on 
precommitment, control strategies used, along with the many conditions which may 
send gamblers “over the limit”.

However, as in all research studies, this project too naturally comes with some caveats 
to consider. In particular, as in all attitudinal (self-report) studies, it is possible that 
gamblers may find it difficult to report how they would respond in real-life situations. 
This is often referred to as a “disconnect” between attitudes and behaviours.

In this context, McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd and Gambling Research Australia 
acknowledge that this project alone may not answer all of our questions about 
precommitment. Moreover, it is similarly possible that some reported behaviours may 
not manifest in real life.

However, as little information on precommitment is currently available, we would 
strongly encourage readers to consider the opportunity presented by this important 

 

exploratory 

 

research. As the first national survey of gambler precommitment 
behaviours, information gathered represents a key opportunity to learn more about 
precommitment, while still acknowledging that further behavioural research may be 
necessary. 

The research team associated with the project, however, bring some prior 
understanding and insight from conduct of a real-life precommitment trial, which 
included both attitudinal and behavioural measures. From this perspective, this study 
importantly marks the start of the journey towards better understanding 
precommitment at a national level.
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Conceptual framework

 

Based on research insights achieved from the Desktop Scan (Report 1) and Qualitative 
Research (Report 2), a 

 

conceptual framework

 

 of measurement priorities was 
developed. This was to ensure that key measurement concepts were well-considered 
including any linkages and inter-relationships between measurement variables. 
However, as with all research studies, measurement priorities had to be set within the 
available project context and budget. Accordingly, this produced the measurement 
framework shown in Figure 1.

 

Figure 1. Conceptual framework of measurement priorities in the 
Australian National Survey of Gambler Precommitment Behaviour 2005

 

The rationale for exploring key measurement concepts is summarised briefly below:

 

••

 

1. How gamblers budget

 

 - as the “back end” of precommitment, it is important 
to understand how gamblers essentially figure out how much to spend on gambling 
(eg. how much they can afford and whether affordability is even considered etc.) 

 

••

 

2. Precommitment 

 

- qualitative research showed that various decisions can 
influence the degree to which people keep to or exceed limits. This can include the 
actual limit set for gambling (ie. how much for the given session), the type of 
gambling strategy used (where many gamblers were found to apply various 
“strategies” to try to influence the win rate) and goals set before/during the 
gambling session (ie. gamblers were often found to set “goals” before and during 
gambling, which can lead to continued play - eg. 

 

“I want to be $20 ahead before I 
leave”

 

). In this respect, precommitment appears to have three core subcomponents

 

••

 

3. Views on limit setting and future options 

 

- it was naturally important to 
examine gambler views on limit setting and views on potential precommitment 
options (ie. ways to help gamblers set or keep to/under limits). This was explored 
through both prompted and unprompted questioning. Card based gambling was 
also explored in depth, given that this was identified as a logical means of facilitating 
limit setting 

 

••

 

4. Control strategies 

 

- qualitative research showed that many gamblers will 
attempt to apply certain strategies to keep to or under their limits. These were 
explored as “control strategies” in the current survey

 

••

 

5. Triggers 

 

- gamblers will often report that certain events, situations and states of 
mind (eg. feeling sad) can influence whether they keep to limits. Accordingly, triggers 
for “going over the limit” were explored in the study

 

••

 

6. Behavioural intentions 

 

- as the study is based on self-reported behaviours, a 
measure was developed to examine the likelihood that gamblers would use 
precommitment. Measuring behavioural intentions is generally considered one 
method of bridging the potential disconnect between attitudes and behaviours. 

Conceptual Framework of Issues Explored in the National Survey  
of Gambler Precommitment Behaviour 2005

EGM players

TAB punters

- N=482 CATI surveys 
- 45 minutes in length
- Regular players who gamble
  at least once per month

- How are gambling budgets developed?
- Are budgets set in other areas of life?

How gamblers
budget

TRIGGERS

CONTROL 
STRATEGIES

- What types of limits are set?
- What is the basis of limits?
- When/where are limits set?
- How does this vary by activity?

- What helps gamblers keep to limits?

- Will gamblers adopt limit setting?
- What is the potential of different options?

- What sends gamblers over limits?

Limit setting Views on  
limit setting

Behavioural
intentions

Views on future 
PC options

Goal setting

Gambling 
strategy

PRECOMMITMENT

11

22

33

44

55

66
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It should also be noted that, due to the very limited prior research into 
precommitment, the approach to study design had to be largely based on a “back to 
basics” approach, combined with what was observed during qualitative research 
conducted during the project. However, specific studies which provided useful 
background information, which indirectly assisted with study design included:

 

••

 

Research by Dr Mark Dickerson

 

1

 

 which helped establish that many gamblers 
experience some degree of “euphoria” during EGM play and that impaired 
control in gambling can be linked to the occurrence of this emotion

 

••

 

Research by Locke and Latham pertaining to the theory of goal setting, which 

shows how human behaviour can be generally influenced by goals

 

2

 

 and;

 

••

 

Past research undertaken by McDonnell-Phillips (2005) for the Queensland Office 
of Gaming Regulation involving a behavioural and attitudinal Consumer 

Precommitment Trial (unpublished research report for Queensland Treasury)

 

3

 

For interested readers, key findings of the qualitative research phase and stakeholder 
consultations are respectively presented and summarised in Reports 1 and 2. 

 

Sampling 

 

In total, 482 surveys were conducted nationally including approximately 60 gamblers in 
each Australian state/territory jurisdiction (including roughly 30 EGM players and 30 
TAB punters in each state with the exception of WA, where only 15 EGM players were 
identified). A breakdown of the final sample is presented in Table 1. 

Confidence intervals show the extent to which sampling is likely to theoretically reflect 
the population of regular gamblers at both a state/territory and an overall national 
level. However, it should be seriously noted that non-response bias in every study 
makes it 

 

extremely difficult

 

 to assume that findings are 100% representative of the 
target population.

In this context, findings in this report should naturally be considered as 

 

indicative

 

 and 

 

exploratory

 

. As applicable to all studies, sample sizes and response rates should imply 
that extreme caution is exercised in generalising findings to all regular gamblers in 
Australia. This should be particularly a point of consideration where the study presents 
small samples and exploratory data analysis. 

As in all projects, the sample size for this project was selected within budgetary 
constraints and to ensure, at the very least, +/- 5% confidence at the national level. 
Confidence intervals of at least +/- 5% are generally considered to be in line with best 
practice. This means that the selected sample of 482 respondents would yield results 
within a range of +/-4.46% (eg. this implies that a national survey result of 80% of 
regular EGM players/TAB punters may in fact range between 75.54% and 84.46%). 
However, this once again should be understood in the context of the project caveats.

 

1. Readers may wish to refer to studies such as Dickerson, M.G. (2003a). Exploring the limits of “responsible 
gambling”: Harm minimization or consumer protection? Gambling Research - Journal of the National Associ-
ation for Gambling Studies Australia, 15, 29-44.
2. Readers may wish to refer to studies such as Locke, E. A. and Latham, G. P. (1990). A theory of goal-setting 
and task performance. Englewood Cliffs, NJ. Prentice Hall.
3. McDonnell-Phillips (2005). Queensland Consumer Precommitment Trial. Queensland Office of Gaming 
Regulation. Queensland Treasury. Queensland Government (unpublished study)
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Profile of survey
respondents

 

A profile of the basic demographics of the regular gamblers surveyed in the study 
(including for both EGM players and TAB punters) is presented on the following 
A3 page... 

It should be noted that this profile is merely a reflection of who participated in the 
study. As such, measures should not be taken as an indication of prevalence of problem 
gambling and the frequency of occurrence of other characteristics. 

While this study does not advocate perfection in sampling, it is pleasing to note that a 
wide range of gamblers of different demographic backgrounds took part in the study. 

 

Table 1. Sample characteristics, approaches and associated confidence intervals - 
NATIONAL SURVEY OF GAMBLER PRECOMMITMENT BEHAVIOUR (N=482, November 2005)

 

READERS SHOULD NOTE CAVEATS ABOUT SAMPLING 
WHEN REVIEWING THIS TABLE (refer “sampling” on page 54)

Jurisdiction

N (Number)

Sampling approach

 

a

 

Confidence 

intervals (%)

 

b

 

Total 
sample

EGM 
sample 

TAB 
sample

New South Wales

 

66 34 32 Random phone number dialling +/-12.06 

 

Victoria

 

64 34 30 Random phone number dialling +/- 12.25

 

Queensland

 

61 31 30 Random phone number dialling +/- 12.55

 

South Australia

 

61 31 30 Random phone number dialling +/- 12.55

 

Tasmania

 

61 31 30 Random phone number dialling +/- 12.55

 

Western Australia

 

47 15 32 93% of sample via 
random sampling (N=14/15)

+/-14.29

 

Australian 
Capital Territory

 

61 33 28 47% of TAB sample via 
random sampling, plus 

recruitment of balance of TAB 
punters at TAB outlets

(however, conducted by phone)

+/-12.55

 

Northern 
Territory

 

61 31 30 63% of TAB sample via 
random sampling, plus 

recruitment of balance of TAB 
punters at TAB outlets

(however, conducted by phone)

+/- 12.55

 

National totals N=482
(+/- 4.46%)

N=240
(+/- 6.33%)

N=242
(+/- 6.3%)

Mixture of methods, with 
95% of sample recruited 
through random number 

dialling

+/- 4.46%

 

a. Where TAB patrons were recruited through TAB outlets, this was essentially via self-selection. This was only used once it became evident that the 
quota could not be filled through random telephone interviewing. This approach was discussed and agreed to with the project team 
prior to implementation. 

b. Taken at a 95% confidence level. Calculated as Sample size = Z

 

2

 

*(p)*(1-p)/c

 

2

 

, where Z = Z value (e.g. 1.96 for 95% confidence level), p = 
percentage picking a choice, expressed as decimal and c = confidence interval, expressed as decimal 



National Survey of Gambler Precommitment Behaviour (2005)
Demographic profile of survey respondents (weighted population percents)

Whether plays alone
z Alone  - 32%  EGM, 47% TAB 
z With others - 44%  EGM, 26% TAB 

% participating in card based
loyalty program 
z 24% EGM, 15% TAB (21% overall)

Drinks per session
z Mean - EGM 1.9, TAB 3.0
z Median - EGM 0.0, TAB 2.0
z % drinking (while gambling) - 
    43% EGM, 62% TAB 

Demographics Reported gambling patterns

Family background

Motivation for gambling

Highest education level

Type of relationship

Gender
z Male - EGM 46%, 82% TAB
z Female - EGM 54%, 18% TAB

Dependent children
z EGM 30%, 28% TAB

Indigenous
z 2% EGM, 1% TAB (2% overall)

English not first  language   
z 16% EGM, 6% TAB (13% overall)

Household 
income ($)

Age

Main locations of EGM play - 
z 66% club, 23% hotel, 11% casino

Main locations of TAB punting - 
z On-course 13%, Off-course 65%

z Phone betting 7%, Internet betting (16%

Risk for problem gambling 
(Canadian PG Index) (%)

Key gambling activities (%)

Internet casino games

Other

Private betting

Club/hall bingo

Sports betting

Casino table games

Keno

Instant scratch-its

Lotteries

Horses/greyhounds/harness

Pokies

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% of EGM players/TAB punters (multiple response)

0 31
201
2 84

746
4 2512

9 2213
1516
16

202422
4947
49

26 10052
10048 82

EGM playersTAB puntersOverall

To put off doing something

You need money for something

Feeling down

To deal with stress

Boredom

Loneliness/social contact

You feel lucky

You want to win money

For entertainment/something to do

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
% of EGM players/TAB punters (multiple response)

62
4
5

34
7

0 5
62

5
2211

18
2114

18
16

25
19

40 53
45

8690
87

EGM playersTAB puntersOverall

Single venue

Two

Three-five

Five-ten

More than ten

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
% of EGM players/TAB punters

39
38

39

29
26

28

26
32

28

2
3

2

4
0

3

EGM playersTAB puntersOverall

18-24 yrs

25-34 yrs

35-49 yrs

50-64 yrs

65+ yrs

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
% of EGM players/TAB punters

15
10

13
12

16
13

27
31

28
26
26
26

20
17

19

EGM playersTAB puntersOverall

High school to grade 10 or less

High school to grade 12

 TAFE or trade qualification

University

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
% of EGM players/TAB punters

40
27

35
21

24
22

13
24

17
25
25

26

EGM playersTAB puntersOverall

Under $36399

36400-51999

52000-77999

78K+

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
% of EGM players/TAB punters

46
34

42
16
16
16
16

24
19

22
25

23

EGM playersTAB puntersOverall

Widowed

Separated/divorced

Single

Married/live with partner

0 10 20 30 40 50 60
% of EGM players/TAB punters

7
2

5

12
7

11

27
33

29

54
58

55

EGM playersTAB puntersOverall

Non-problem gambling

Low risk

Moderate risk

Problem gambling

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
% of EGM players/TAB punters (CPGI derived)

35
40

37
14

12
13

27
28
28

24
20

22

EGM playersTAB puntersOverall

Venues regularly visited

Problem gambling risk x age (%) Predicted mean gambling 
expenditure ($ pa)

z Non-problem - $1602
z Low risk - $3000
z Mod risk - $3548
z PG - $7662

Frequency of gambling per month (%)

CPGI risk classification

Frequency of gambling EGM players TAB punters Overall
Once a month (1x mth) 25 17 22
Once a fortnight (2x mth) 22 12 18
Once a week (3-4x mth) 33 35 33
Once-twice a week (5-8x mth) 14 11 13
More than twice a week (9x or + mth) 7 26 13

Age

Non-
problem 
gambling   risk

  Moder. 
risk

Probl. 
gambl. Overall

18-24 years 14 20 12 9 13
25-34 years 8 13 20 14 13
35-49 years 20 25 31 40 28
50-64 years 31 21 24 23 26
65+ years 27 20 13 14 19

Low 



 

PAGE 7 OF 391

!

McDonnell � Phillips

 

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

 

Major Findings...

 

Readers should note that only 

 

major 

 

findings are presented in this section. Key trends 
with very detailed interpretation are presented in the detailed section of the report.

 

1 .  H O W  B U D G E T S  A R E  S E T  F O R  G A M B L I N G

 

Key findings

 

As the “back end” to precommitment, setting a 

 

budget 

 

for gambling was identified in 
the current study as a critical precursor to setting a limit for gambling. In this context, 
while a gambler can set and keep to a limit, the selected limit may be set at a level 
which is neither affordable nor realistic. Accordingly, the budgeting practices of 
gamblers were examined in the study.

Findings of current research show that up to half (51%) of regular Australian gamblers 
admitted to not always calculating the 

 

affordability

 

 of their gambling. It is also evident 
that at least one in five regular gamblers (21%) tend “never” to do this (Figure 2).

The most popular strategies used nationally to raise money for gambling included:

 

••

 

paying bills/debts first and then gambling with the balance (65% reported using 
this strategy “always”)

 

••

 

paying bills/debts and then calculating what is affordable (49% reported “always”)

 

••

 

selecting an arbitrary amount which “feels right”, but is not based on a calculation
(32% reported “always”) - ie. using “gut feel”

 

Figure 2. Sources of money for gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)

 

a

 

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often do you do the following to work out how much to spend on the pokies/TAB 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results

I have borrowed from someone/somewhere to raise money for gambling

I have sold or hocked things to raise money for gambling

I have taken money from household expenses to spend on gambling

I save small amounts of money in a certain location
to build up money for gambling

(like coins in a piggy bank)

I select an amount which feels right, but it is not based on any calculation

I pay my bills and then calculate exactly what I can afford to gamble

I pay my bills/debts first and then gamble with whatever is left

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% regular EGM players/TAB punters

89% 6% 4%1%

96% 2%1%1%

82% 11% 5%2%

72% 8% 7% 5% 8%

14% 11% 23% 20% 32%

21% 7% 9% 14% 49%

18% 5% 4% 8% 65%

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

Sources of money for gambling - National trends
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Other notable trends (note that scale was 1=never, 5=always) included:

 

••

 

EGM players were significantly less likely (mean=3.8) to pay bills/debts first and 
gamble with the balance (TAB mean=4.2) and also were slightly more likely to have 
taken money from household expenses (mean=1.4) for gambling (TAB mean=1.2) 

 

••

 

TAB punters were more likely to use the “piggybank” strategy (ie. saving up small 
amounts) (mean=1.8), compared to EGM players (mean=1.6)

 

••

 

Casino based EGM players were the most likely to save up small amounts 
for gambling (mean=2.1) and hotel based EGM players (mean=1.2) were most 
likely to have hocked items to raise money for gambling

 

••

 

Problem gamblers were most likely to have both taken money from household 
expenses for gambling (mean=1.7), to have borrowed for gambling (mean=1.7) 
and to have sold/hocked items for gambling (mean=1.3) - In this context, they 
showed a much stronger tendency to use “active” cash creation strategies

 

••

 

There was also a positive correlation between the tendency to overspend in 
household matters and the tendency to overspend one’s gambling limit

 

••

 

Of all budgeting variables, calculating the

 

 affordability of gambling

 

 was the 
single variable most linked to the tendency to set a maximum gambling spend limit
- Further analysis also showed that people who calculated affordability were 
generally less likely to go over their gambling spend limit

 

When asked about an inclination to overspend budgets in other life areas, results also 
interestingly showed that regular EGM/TAB gamblers reported that they (Figure 3): 

 

••

 

went over their gambling spend limit 

 

about as frequently

 

 as they had their 
entertainment/leisure budget (each mean=2.2)

•• went over their gambling spend limit nearly as frequently as their alcohol/
cigarette budget (mean=2.1); 

•• but not quite as frequently as they overspent their household grocery budget 
(mean=2.7) (Figure 3).

Problem gamblers were significantly more likely to report overspending their alcohol/
cigarette budget and entertainment budget, compared to lower risk groups. 
Overspending alcohol/cigarette budgets was also more strongly linked to the problem 
gambling risk status than gender and other budgeting variables (ie. which could be 
linked to a tendency for addiction or otherwise due to higher dependency on such 
products). 

A review of predicted annual gambling expenditure also revealed that lower income 
households tended to spend a greater proportion of income on gambling, than 
higher income households (suggesting that affordability of the precommitted limit is not 
at all well-considered).

Together, key results suggest that “going over the limit” in other areas of life is as much 
a characteristic of general human behaviour, as it is in gambling. Moreover, there is 
emerging evidence to suggest that this tendency may be higher in problem gamblers 
and that affordability is not always considered in the decision to precommit. 

While financial status should obviously be considered as a possible explanation for 
results (ie. lower budgets are easier to overspend), key findings present some 
interesting trends for consideration. 
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Conclusions A review of key findings leads to the following conclusions/implications:

Figure 3. Tendency to exceed gambling budgets and other household budgets - 
weighted results - NATIONAL TRENDS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often do you do spend more than your limits?
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results

E

E

E

E

T

T

T

T

O

O

O

O

Basic groceries

Alcohol/cigarettes

Entertainment/leisure activities
(other than gambling such

as movies, hobbies, going out for dinner)

How often has gone over spending limit

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

Means (1=never, 5=always)

E EGM players T TAB punters O Overall

Tendency to exceed gambling budgets and other household budgets  -
Trends for EGM players/TAB punters

Conclusions Description Implications

1 .  H O W  B U D G E T S  A R E  S E T  F O R  G A M B L I N G

Conclusion 1a.

The affordability of gambling 
limits does not always receive 
sufficient consideration by 
many regular Australian 
gamblers.

Findings provide some evidence that 
Australian gamblers will struggle to 
make effective precommitment deci-
sions that reflect their true household 
budget situation. 

In particular, there is evidence that 
affordability of limits is not a main con-
sideration of at least 51% of regular 
gamblers. 

In addition, findings suggest that many 
regular gamblers who overspend in 
gambling also overspend in other 
areas of life.

Implication 1a.

Develop and implement an education 
program to better educate regular 
gamblers about how to arrive at an 
affordable limit for gambling. 

This should also consider the need to 
better educate regular gamblers about 
developing budgets in other areas of life 
(as the two behaviours appear 
to be linked).

This should also be considered as 
a critical component of any future 
precommitment strategy.

Implication 1b.

Undertake a behavioural study of how 
gamblers arrive at gambling budgets as 
part of a future precommitment trial.

Where possible, this should examine 
the decision making steps associated 
with arriving at a budget/spend limit for 
gambling and in other areas of life.
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2 .  B A S I S  A N D  N A T U R E  O F  P R E C O M M I T M E N T

Key findings The underlying decision making associated with precommitment behaviours of regular 
gamblers was an important aspect to the current study. In particular, it is important to 
understand the types of limits gamblers set, their basis (eg. weekly, daily etc.) and 
timing, whether longer term limits are set, the level of thought involved and the types 
of activities which gamblers find more difficult to keep to limits. 

Key findings of the current study provide strong and converging evidence to suggest 
that virtually all gamblers - whether problem or otherwise - typically have some 
monetary amount to which they attempt to self-regulate during gambling. In this sense, 
most gamblers have some sort of spend limit, although it may not always be applied.

However, findings showed that many gamblers did not initially relate well to the term 
limit. Indeed, while around a third of EGM players and a quarter of punters initially said 
that they “never” set any spend limit, many subsequently admitted that they did try to 
maintain a certain “general” expenditure level during gambling. 

Overall findings also showed that the most popular types of limits set (Figure 4) 
nationally for regular Australian gamblers strongly related to money. Indeed, only 16% 
(each) of EGM players and TAB punters reported that they “never” set a maximum 
spend limit for gambling. In contrast, limits based on alcohol and time spent gambling 
were relatively less important to gamblers.

While money was most important for EGM players and punters, other interesting 
trends also emerged. Specifically:

•• Punters (mean=3.4) were more likely to set a limit on bet size than EGM players 
(mean=3.0)

•• EGM players were slightly more likely to set gambling spend limits (mean=3.8) 
than punters (mean=3.5) (although not significant)

•• Punters (mean=2.3) were slightly more likely to set limits on alcohol 
consumed during gambling (EGM mean=2.1) (although not significant)

Figure 4. Types of limits set by regular gamblers - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you set yourself a limit on (prompted options)? 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results
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•• Casino EGM players (mean=4.2) and club players (mean=3.6) were significantly 
more likely to set a spend limit and hotel players were less likely (mean=3.3)

•• There was a slightly lower tendency for EGM players in the ACT to set a 
spending limit than the other states (possibly due to higher player incomes)

•• Problem gamblers (mean=2.7) and moderate risk gamblers (mean=2.5) were 
more likely to set time limits, compared to lower risk groups - a similar trend also 
emerged for limits around the number of gambling activities.

The basis of limits set by gamblers was also examined by asking respondents to state 
their current gambling limit and basis (eg. “My limit is $X per day/week/month” etc.). 
Findings interestingly showed that most regular Australian gamblers (70% in total) used 
either a session limit (43%) or weekly limit (27%) for their gambling (Figure 5) and 
there was a slightly stronger preference for weekly limits in punters (37% compared 
to 24% for EGM players).  

Findings similarly revealed that: 

•• non-problem gamblers have a slightly higher tendency to phrase their limits as 
monthly/quarterly/annually, compared to higher risk segments 
(22% v only 13% for problem gamblers) 

•• gamblers who stated a shorter basis for their current limit (eg. per session etc.) 
tended to have significantly more difficulty in keeping to spend limits 
(even after frequency of gambling was statistically controlled) 

•• however, based on a question asking about longer term use of limits, 
there was no observed correlation between reported setting of longer term 
limits and keeping to limits (after gambling frequency was controlled)

Accordingly, converging evidence suggests that most regular Australian gamblers do 
not tend to monitor their gambling expenditure over a longer period. Indeed, only 8% 
of regular EGM players set an additional upper monthly limit, as did only 2% of punters. 
In this context, findings strongly suggest that even regular gambling is a “point-in-time” 
activity which does not elicit longer term planning. 

Figure 5. Basis of limits set by regular gamblers - weighted results 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Interviewers listened to the basis used by gamblers when describing their regular spend limit. and recorded the basis
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results
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Findings relating to when gamblers set limits (Figure 6) also suggested that up to 32% 
of regular gamblers only set their limit after they arrived at the venue and this 
tendency was stronger in EGM players (37%), compared to punters (only 22%). 

Other trends relating to when limits were set included:

•• casino players set limits earlier, while hotel players did this later 

•• there was an overall tendency for higher risk groups to set limits later, with 
21% of problem gamblers admitting to setting limits only “at the venue” (Figure 7)

•• gamblers who set limits later in the piece (eg. during gambling etc.) were 
significantly more likely to exceed their monetary spend limit 
(even after gambling frequency had been statistically controlled)

•• while non-problem EGM players tended to actively process their limits more 
than punters, this relationship reversed for problem gamblers and EGM players 
showed a lesser tendency to process limits, compared to problem punters

Figure 6. When regular gamblers set limits - weighted results -
NATIONAL TRENDS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Did you typically set your spend limit amount...? (Base: Regular EGM 
players/TAB punters) Weighted results (Significant difference - F=8.1, p=.008)
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It was similarly evident that, while EGM players/TAB punters each found their preferred 
activity as the most difficult of all gambling activities to keep to limits (as reported by 
57% of EGM players and 35% of punters), there was an overall trend for the pokies 
to be considered the greatest challenge and this view was particularly strong amongst 
problem gamblers. In WA, however, there was some divergence from this trend, with 
casino table games emerging as the most challenging activity (27% compared to only 
20% for EGMs). 

Figure 7. When limits are set - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Did you typically set your spend limit amount...? (Base: Regular EMG players/TAB punters) Unweighted 
results (Significant difference - F=4.6, p=.003)
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Conclusions A review of key findings leads to the following conclusions/implications:

Conclusions Description Implications

2 . B A S I S  A N D  N A T U R E  O F  P R E C O M M I T M E N T

Conclusion 2a.

Most regular Australian 
gamblers do precommit - 
including problem and 
higher risk gamblers. 

Findings of research clearly highlight that 
limit setting is quite characteristic of 
virtually all types of regular gamblers. 
This even extends to problem gamblers 
and higher risk groups, who also often 
precommit more frequently than their 
lower risk counterparts. In this context, 
it is apparent that precommitment itself 
is not specific to any particular segment 
and alone cannot account for issues 
such as problem gambling (ie. precom-
mitment occurs even if not effective).

Implication 2ai.

Precommitment is characteristic of 
many regular gamblers - including 
problem gamblers and other 
higher risk groups.

Conclusion 2b.

Money is the most important 
criterion for the setting of limits 
by regular Australian gamblers 
and most limits are short, 
rather than longer term.

Findings showed that most regular Aus-
tralian gamblers precommit based on 
money and monetary related aspects 
of play. The setting of limits in this con-
text is generally short term for most and 
does not engender a high degree of 
cognitive processing. The basis of limits - 
as currently used by gamblers - also 
tends to reflect a session or weekly 
basis. Key limits included:

• EGM players - spending, cost of 
EGMs played and bet size 

• TAB punters - spending, bet size, 
then similar interest levels in 
bet type/activity/visit limits.

Implication 2bi.

Future precommitment mechanisms 
should be designed to assist EGM 
players and TAB punters to precommit 
in primarily monetary terms. 

While other options could be made 
available (eg. time), key priorities should 
be on spend and bet size limits. 

Conclusion 2c.

Limits set closer in time to 
gambling with a shorter basis 
tend to be associated with an 
overall tendency to exceed 
gambling spend limits.

Findings present some converging evi-
dence to suggest that a tendency to 
exceed a gambling spend limit may be 
associated with both a shorter 
reported limit basis and with the 
tendency to set limits later in the 
piece (including after arriving at a 
venue). 

The most frequently used current limit 
basis for all gamblers included:

• EGM players - session/visit limit 
(51%), weekly (24%)

• TAB punters - weekly (37%), 
session/visit limit (28%)

It was similarly apparent that problem 
gamblers set limits later (especially at 
the venue) than non-problem groups 
and there was a slight tendency for EGM 
players to also be more likely to set 
limits at venues (ie. later), compared 
to punters. This was also more charac-
teristic of EGM players who frequent 
hotels.

Implication 2ci.

Future education programs should be 
developed to raise gambler awareness 
of the need to precommit well before 
arriving at a venue and to monitor 
gambling expenditure over a longer 
period of time. 

Problem gamblers and particularly - 
EGM players, along with regular hotel 
based gamblers should also be key 
target groups of such education. 
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3 .  G A M B L E R  E X P E R I E N C E S  W I T H  
P R E C O M M I T M E N T

Key findings The frequency with which gamblers exceed their limits was a focal point of the current 
study. Understanding difficulties experienced may provide insight into how gambling 
can be better designed to further minimise unintended consequences of play. To this 
end, the study examined how often gamblers “go over their limit”, difficulties 
experienced - including any harm - and the ability of gamblers to self-correct.

Findings overall showed that only 29% of EGM players and 36% of TAB punters 
reported that they “never” went over their gambling spend limit in the past 12 months. 
Indeed, this suggests that exceeding limits is a fairly common experience of many 
regular gamblers. However, it was also apparent that most gamblers do not exceed 
limits to a significant degree. Compared to punters (Figure 8), EGM players were also 
more likely to exceed their :

•• maximum spend limit

•• time limit for a gambling session

•• bet size limit

•• limit on the times they go gambling each week.

In contrast, punters were more likely to exceed their alcohol limit during gambling.

Findings also showed that:

•• hotel frequenting EGM players tended to be more likely to exceed their cost of 
machine limit and alcohol limit (possibly as drinking is integral to visiting a hotel)

•• the tendency to exceed limits was somewhat higher in certain jurisdictions and it is 
possible that this trend may be linked to the gambling supply characteristics of 
different states (although there were only small samples in the study). 

Figure 8. Tendency to exceed gambling limits - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you gone over your limit in 
the last 12 months? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results
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In particular, in the case of EGM players (Figure 9): 

•• players in NSW were more likely to report exceeding session limits for EGM play - 
NT also followed as the jurisdiction second most likely to exceed gambling session 
time limits. EGM players in WA and Qld were less likely to exceed session limits

•• players in NSW and SA were more likely to exceed limits on the times they can go 
gambling each week, compared to other jurisdictions.
 

In the case of TAB punters, results showed that (Figure 10):

•• punters in Qld, NT, NSW and the ACT reported overspending their gambling 
spend limit more than players in other states

•• punters in Qld and the NT reported overspending their session time limit 
more than players in other states

•• punters in Qld reported overspending their bet size limit more than 
in Tasmania and SA

•• punters in SA, Tasmania and WA reported less overspending of their limit 
on gambling activities than in other states.

Figure 9. Frequency of going over gambling spend limits - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you gone over your limit in the past 12 months?
(Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results
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Findings unsurprisingly also showed that problem gamblers were significantly more 
likely to exceed ALL limits than lower risk groups. Results relating to the harm 
experienced from exceeding limits similarly showed that (Figure 11):

•• EGM players - reported most harm from exceeding their spend limit 
(and some from exceeding their time/bet size/cost of EGM limit)

•• TAB punters - reported most harm (and more harm than EGM players) as being 
linked to exceeding their alcohol limit while gambling and their bet size limit

Problem gamblers similarly reported more harm from exceeding limits than other 
groups and experienced harm was naturally greatest in the case of exceeding 
monetary limits. The high level of harm reported by higher risk gamblers in this 
study also suggests that the sample was quite aware of the impacts of their gambling. 

Figure 10. Frequency of going over gambling spend limits - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you gone over your limit in the past 12 months?
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results
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Findings also showed that the harm incurred from exceeding time limits increased with 
both the risk status of the gambler and the type of activity (Figure 12). In particular, 
harm to problem gamblers from EGMs was much higher than harm from punting.  

Figure 11. Harm reported from exceeding gambling limits - weighted results 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - What level of difficulties have resulted from you going over this limit?
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results
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Figure 12. Reported harm from exceeding time limits during gambling - 
unweighted results - INTERACTION BETWEEN HARM, 

RISK AND GAMBLING ACTIVITY(N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=none and 5=significant, what difficulties have resulted 
to you or your family from going over your gambling time limit? (Base: Regular EGM players/
TAB punters who set a time limit) Unweighted results 
(Significant interaction - F=6.7, p<.001)
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In terms of actions taken after exceeding limits, findings showed that (Figure 13):

•• while most gamblers showed a tendency to compensate for gambling over-
expenditure and reduce their spending, TAB punters were more likely than 
EGM players to increase their gambling expenditure after a win

•• most people were not very likely to reduce expenditure in other areas 
of life in the event they overspent during gambling

•• phone/internet punters were more likely to increase their spending following a win 
(possibly due to the use of betting accounts - ie. winnings are readily available)

•• while problem gamblers reported a higher tendency to decrease spending after 
exceeding limits, they were also more likely to increase their spending after 
a win (even after gambling frequency was statistically controlled) 

This may suggest that very severe problem gamblers - particularly those who gamble 
every day - react very strongly to a gambling win (Figure 14) (although this evidence is 
of course only preliminary, given the small sample).  

Figure 13. Tendency to adjust behaviour after exceeding limit v a gambling win - weighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you (prompted)?
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results
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Figure 14. Tendency to adjust behaviour after experiencing a gambling win - 
unweighted results - TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK 

AND FREQUENCY (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you increased your 
gambling spending after a gambling win (prompted)? (Base: Regular EGM players/
TAB punters) Unweighted results (Results for weekly, fortnightly and daily gamblers)
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Conclusions A review of key findings leads to the following conclusions/implications:

Conclusions Description Implications

3 . G A M B L E R  E X P E R I E N C E S  W I T H  P R E C O M M I T M E N T

Conclusion 3a.

Regular gamblers often report 
exceeding limits, although it is 
apparent that this is not 
reported to occur to a 
very extreme degree.

Findings demonstrate that many EGM 
players and punters exceed their gam-
bling spend limits, however, it is apparent 
this is not reported to occur to a very 
extreme degree. 

Compared to punters, EGM players 
were more likely to exceed their spend 
limit, gambling session/time limit, bet size 
limit and visit limit to venues. In contrast, 
punters were only more likely to exceed 
their alcohol limit. 

Together, findings suggest that exceeding 
limits is characteristic of both groups 
and particularly characteristic of EGM 
players. In terms of harm reported from 
exceeding limits, there is also evidence 
to suggest that most harm comes from 
exceeding monetary based limits. 

Given that punters reported higher 
harm from exceeding alcohol limits, this 
could be considered to be a vulnerabil-
ity of this group. Accordingly, findings 
point to the potential benefit of mone-
tary based precommitment mechanisms 
and also flag the further potential of 
alcohol limits during gambling.

Implication 3ai.

Future precommitment mechanisms 
should be targeted at EGM players as 
the key priority target population, as 
there is evidence to suggest that 
exceeding precommitted limits is 
more characteristic of this group. 

Implication 3aii.

Future research should investigate the 
market potential of an alcohol 
consumption limit as an optional type 
of limit to help people maintain control 
during gambling (particularly targeting 
punters, given that more harm is 
reported from punters in this regard).

Conclusion 3b.

Gamblers differed in their 
tendency to exceed gambling 
limits across different Australian 
jurisdictions. This may have 
implications for the future 
roll-out of precommitment 
across different states.

While only based on small samples, 
findings provide some preliminary 
evidence to suggest that the tendency 
to exceed spend limits may differ across 
Australian jurisdictions. 

While difficult to establish, it is apparent 
that differences may be due to the 
gambling supply characteristics in each 
state (along with the demographic 
profile of resident gamblers). 

In particular, the tendency for EGM play-
ers to exceed spend limits was highest 
in NSW and Victoria and lowest in WA 
(which may reflect some influence of 
EGM supply, however, the link is not 
quite so clear).

Implication 3bi.

Given the importance of monetary 
spend limits to regular gamblers, 
differences in the tendency to exceed 
monetary limits by jurisdiction could 
be used to support the cost-benefit of 
precommitment measures in 
different Australian states/territories.

Conclusion 3c.

Findings provide preliminary 
support for the notion that the 
influence of a “win” during 
gambling may be different for 
very severe problem gamblers.

Findings of current research provide 
some evidence to suggest that problem 
gamblers may react differently to wins, 
compared to lower risk groups (particu-
larly problem gamblers who play on a 
day-to-day basis). While further 
research would obviously be necessary 
to substantiate this, it presents an 
interesting area for future exploration.

Implication 3ci.

Future research should aim to clarify 
whether problem gamblers differ from 
lower risk groups in terms of their 
reactions to wins and losses during 
gambling. Where possible, this should be 
explored through a behavioural study 
in a real-life gambling environment.
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4 .  T R I G G E R S  F O R  E X C E E D I N G  L I M I T S

Key findings There are without doubt many factors or “triggers” which can send gamblers over their 
limits. This can include factors such as the influence of a win, alcohol and also false or 
distorted beliefs about the use of “strategy” in gambling. Qualitative research 
undertaken in the current study also suggested that many gamblers like to set “goals” 
around gambling (eg. I’ll play until I’m $20 ahead”) and that this can motivate continued 
play. To this end, the present study explored the influence of such triggers in sending 
regular gamblers over their limit.

Findings of current research clearly show that access to cash is a major trigger which 
sends regular Australian gamblers over their limit (Figure 15). However, it was apparent 
that triggers do differ somewhat depending on the type of gambler. 

Top triggers for groups included:  

A comparison of trends also showed that, compared to their counterparts:

•• TAB punters were more likely to be pushed over the limit after experiencing a 
large win, when they were feeling happy and during group gambling 

•• EGM players were more likely to be pushed over the limit when they were feeling 
bored/lonely, when they were feeling sad/depressed or had potential to win large 
or multiplied bonus points.

Top EGM player triggers Top TAB punter triggers

• access to cash on person

• access to ATM at venue

• had a small win ($20)

• alcohol

• play without any feature/free spin

• potential to win top payout or prize

• potential to win a large linked jackpot

• were feeling bored or lonely

• had a large win (eg. $100-200)

• access to an ATM at a venue

• potential to win top payout or prize

• betting for a while without any wins

• feeling happy before gambling

• alcohol

• had a small win (eg. $20)

• access to cash on person

• had a large win (eg. $100-200)
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A review of reasons for gambling also showed that reasons why EGM players gamble 
more often relate to factors such as boredom/loneliness, social contact and 
depression. In contrast, TAB punters are relatively more driven by the desire to win 
money (and feeling “lucky”) (Figure 16). Accordingly, it is apparent that EGM players 
may be more stimulated by EGM play, as they may be lonely and have less adequate 
social networks in the first place. Findings similarly showed that, compared to other 
groups:

•• club EGM players were less likely to exceed their limit when stressed 

•• internet punters were more likely to exceed their limit if they experienced a large 
win during gambling (probably as winnings are readily available)

•• off-course (ie. agency) and internet punters were more likely to exceed their limit 
if they had access to cash at a venue

•• internet punters were more likely to exceed their limit if they were feeling 
sad or depressed before gambling

Figure 15. Triggers which send regular gamblers over the limit - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - I’d now like you to indicate whether you go over your limit or keep to your limit in different situations. When I read them 
out, try to think about how you have actually behaved in the past 12 months (1=kept to my limit, 5=I spent way over my limit) 
(Gamblers were prompted with “Did you keep to or under your limit?”. If they state no, then were prompted with “how much more 
did you spend? A little, moderately, a lot more or way over?) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results
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Findings similarly showed that many triggers have a markedly greater influence on 
problem gamblers (Figure 17). Specifically:

•• non-problem gamblers and problem gamblers reacted most differently to the 
following triggers - Access to cash, boredom/loneliness, feeling stressed and playing for 
a while without a free spin or feature

•• a number of interactions suggested that female problem gamblers may react more 
to triggers than male problem gamblers, although the reverse can apply for non-
problem groups (ie. males react more to triggers) (although it is acknowledged that 
this may be explained by more female problem gamblers playing EGMs)

•• males were more likely to be triggered to overspend by alcohol compared to 
females and this was true for both non-problem and higher risk groups.

Figure 16. Reasons why people gamble - top three motivations - NATIONAL TRENDS 
FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS - MULTIPLE RESPONSES (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Which of the following best describe the top three reasons you gamble? (prompted)
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters)
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Apart from the influence of triggers, findings also showed that goal setting and 
gambling strategy can influence players to overspend. In particular :

•• EGM players

• 22% “always” played certain machines believing they would pay 
better and a further 22% did this “often”

• 20% of players kept gambling at least “often” sensing a win was “due”
• 12% of players “often” or “always” used maximum bets to influence their win rate
• 10% of players “often” or “always” set themselves a goal to get so many free spins 

or features before they stopped playing - a further 18% did this “sometimes”

•• TAB punters

• up to 24% will keep gambling at least “sometimes” out of a belief that a win is “due”
• up to 23% will set a goal at least “sometimes” to be so much ahead before stopping 
• up to 18% of punters will at least “sometimes” set a goal to move to a different 

gambling activity if they don’t get a win after a certain point

Figure 17. Triggers which send gamblers over the limit - unweighted results -
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=224-275, November 2005)a

a. Question - I’d now like you to indicate whether you go over your limit or keep to your limit in different situations. When I read 
them out, try to think about how you have actually behaved in the past 12 months (1=kept to my limit, 5=I spent way over my 
limit) (Gamblers were prompted with “Did you keep to or under your limit?”. If they stated no, then were prompted with “how 
much more did you spend? A little, moderately, a lot more or way over?) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) 
Unweighted results
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Group comparisons also (Figure 18) revealed that:

•• EGM players were more likely to gamble out of a sense that a win is “due”

•• TAB punters were more likely to use “strategy” to influence their win rate

•• casino players were more likely to set a goal to be “so many dollars ahead” 

•• hotel players were more likely to goal set around features or free spins 

•• casino/hotel players were more likely to play max. bets to influence their win rate

•• while problem gamblers were more likely to goal set and use strategies, the 
largest gaps between non-problem/problem groups were observed in relation to:

• continuing to gamble out of a sense that a win is due (gap of mean=1.7)
• setting a goal to be so much ahead before stopping gambling (gap of mean=1.3)
• the tendency to play certain machines as they “pay better” (gap of mean=1.0)
• goal setting to move to a different machine after not winning (gap of mean=1.0) 

Figure 18. Goal setting and strategy during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Some people have strategies for their gambling. Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often - if ever - you have done the following
over the past 12 months to influence your win rate when gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results
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In considering the relative influence of all triggers, findings similarly showed that the 
following three variables together explained a total of ~20% of the variance 
pertaining to why gamblers go over their limit (R=.44). This further supports the role 
of false beliefs and goal setting in driving gamblers over “precommitments”:

•• the tendency to reserve EGMs to avoid people accessing the next winning game

•• goal setting to attain a certain number of free spins/features before you leave

•• sensing that a win is “due”

While it is difficult to assume causality, this may provide some indirect evidence that 
changing false gambler beliefs will assist people to keep to precommitments. In this 
context, goal directed behaviour and distorted beliefs are problematic in driving people 
over their limit and particularly problematic for problem gamblers. 

Conclusions A review of key findings leads to the following conclusions/implications:

Conclusions Description Implications

4 . T R I G G E R S  F O R  E X C E E D I N G  L I M I T S

Conclusion 4a.

Findings suggest that there are 
many triggers which send gam-
blers over their limit, however, 
three priority triggers seem 
to best explain why people go 
over limits during gambling.

While many triggers influence continued 
gambling, research has isolated three 
critical factors which together explain 
~20% of the variance pertaining to why 
gamblers go over their spend limit. 
These were:

• sensing that a win is due

• reserving EGMs to avoid others 
accessing the next winning game

• goal setting to get so many free 
spins/features before leaving.

Results also showed that:

• casino EGM players were more 
likely to set a goal to be “so many 
dollars ahead” before stopping play 

• hotel players were more likely to 
goal set around features/free spins 

• casino and hotel players were more 
likely to play maximum bets to 
influence their win rate

Accordingly, this suggests that false 
beliefs in gambling and misdirected goal 
setting may be more responsible for 
pushing people over limits than many 
other triggers. In this context, it is likely 
that education may have great potential 
to assist gamblers to stay to 
precommitments. 

The tendency of gamblers to goal set 
around free spins/features also presents 
a critical area for future research and 
may have implications for the design of 
future EGM and wagering activities.

Implication 4ai.

Future education should aim to counter 
the common myths of gambling and 
gambler awareness should be raised 
about avoiding goal setting during play. 
Such education in turn has potential to 
help gamblers keep to precommitments.

Based on findings, hotel and casino 
based EGM players could also be 
considered as important targets 
for future education programs. 

Implication 4aii.

The role of goal setting in driving 
gamblers over limits should be further 
investigated in a behavioural study. In 
addition, the reinforcement schedule of 
free spins/features in the context of 
EGM play should also be examined.
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Conclusion 4b.

Findings show that many 
triggers are very different for 
different types of gambler, 
however, access to cash is 
problematic for both EGM 
players and TAB punters.

While access to cash is a key factor 
which can send both EGM players and 
punters over their limit, research shows 
that not all triggers have the same 
effect for all gamblers. 

In particular, EGM players are more 
influenced to overspend when they are 
bored/lonely or sad/depressed and this 
appears to be characteristic of why 
some players develop gambling issues. 

Such results support previous findings 
by Dr Mark Dickersona to suggest that 
EGM play may have a stimulus effect 
for players when they are down. 

In contrast, TAB punters seem to gamble 
for different reasons such as to win 
money or because they feel “lucky”. 

Other top triggers included:

Top EGM player triggers:

• access to cash on person

• access to ATM at venue

• had a small win ($20)

• alcohol

• play without any feature/free spin

• potential to win top payout or prize

• potential to win a linked jackpot

• were feeling bored or lonely

• had a large win (eg. $100-200)

Top TAB punter triggers:

• access to an ATM at a venue

• potential to win top payout or prize

• betting for a while without any wins

• feeling happy before gambling

• alcohol

• had a small win (eg. $20)

• access to cash on person

• had a large win (eg. $100-200)

Implication 4bi.

As access to cash emerged as a com-
mon trigger, future strategies to assist 
gamblers to keep to precommitments 
should examine ways to limit access 
to cash during gambling (eg. via keeping 
cash at home etc.).

Implication 4bii.

Given that some gamble for reasons 
other than for pure entertainment (eg. 
depression), there is potential to assist 
players to keep to precommitments 
through social welfare strategies 
(especially EGM players) 

(eg. Alternative social activities in venues, 
seminars to raise awareness that gambling 
can be linked to depression etc.) 

Implication 4biii.

Future research should investigate the 
role of gambling in players experiencing 
severe depression or social isolation. 
This should also investigate the factors 
which may help such gamblers 
keep to precommitted limits.

Conclusions Description Implications
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5 .  C O N T R O L  S T R A T E G I E S  U S E D  B Y  
G A M B L E R S  T O  K E E P  T O  L I M I T S

Key findings Understanding the types of strategies which help gamblers keep to their 
precommitments is a core objective of the current study. Just as triggers can send 
people over limits, it is apparent that other strategies can also help gamblers stop falling 
victim to overspending. 

Findings of research generally showed that, irrespective of their success rate, a fairly 
large proportion of regular Australian gamblers do tend to try to use various control 
strategies to keep to their precommitments (Figure 19). However, despite the 
common use of such strategies, less than three quarters of regular gamblers would 
typically use such strategies “always” or “often”. 

Conclusion 4c.

Findings revealed that the 
effects of certain triggers are 
notably larger for certain 
segments of regular gamblers.

Findings of research revealed some 
more unique effects of certain triggers 
in sending gamblers over their 
precommitted limits. 

Specifically:

• alcohol had a larger trigger effect for 
hotel based EGM players and males, 
compared to females

• while losing smaller/larger amounts 
had similar effects for both EGM 
players and TAB punters, punters 
were more affected by large wins 
and were more negatively affected 
by group gambling

• internet punters were more likely to 
be affected by a large win during 
gambling (possibly as winnings are 
readily available)

Implication 4ci.

Consumption of alcohol during gambling 
has a larger trigger effect for males and 
hotel based EGM players. This further 
points to the potential benefit of alcohol 
limits during gambling.

Implication 4cii.

Future research should investigate the 
effects of group gambling in terms of its 
potential to lead punters over their limit. 
In particular, it would be worth identify-
ing the situational variables associated 
with the tendency to exceed precom-
mitments (eg. Is alcohol involved? 
Size and type of group? etc.).

Implication 4ciii.

Internet punters may benefit from 
precommitment services which offer a 
“cooling-off period” in the case 
of larger dollar value wins.

a. Dickerson, M.G. (2003a). Exploring the limits of “responsible gambling”: Harm minimization or consumer protection? Gambling 
Research - Journal of the National Association for Gambling Studies Australia, 15, 29-44.

Conclusions Description Implications
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Key strategies used by regular Australian gamblers (1=never, 5=always) included:  

Top control strategies 
used by EGM players

(% shows people who used “often” or “always”)

Top control strategies 
used by TAB punters

(% shows people who used “often” or “always”)

• Using willpower (mean=3.7) (66%)

• Avoiding high/large bets (mean=3.2) (47%)

• Making yourself feel guilty (mean=2.7) (36%)

• Taking only what you plan to spend 
(mean=2.7) (38%)

• Avoiding using ATMs (mean=2.5) (34%)

• Doing another activity (mean=2.5) (25%)

• Making yourself read the form guide or 
research a bet (mean=3.8) (67%)

• Taking only what you plan to spend 
(mean=3.6) (64%)

• Using willpower (mean=3.5) (65%)

• Avoiding high/large bets (mean=3.0) (46%)

• Avoiding betting on hot tips (mean=2.9) (38%)

• Placing bets at a TAB and then leaving to watch 
race at home (mean=2.8) (37%)

• Placing bet in a TAB to avoid spending too much 
at the track (mean=2.6) (36%)

• Avoiding using ATMs (mean=2.6) (35%)

Figure 19. Use of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how often - if at all - have you used the following techniques to help keep to or under your preferred gambling spend 
limit? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results
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Findings also showed a number of interesting group trends:

•• Compared to punters, EGM players were more likely to: 

• make themselves feel guilty when they start to go over limits
• do another diversionary activity to avoid overspending
• plan another activity so they are forced to stop gambling (and leave the venue)
• verbally announce their limits to another person

•• Compared to EGM players, TAB punters were more likely to: 

• take only what they planned to spend
• gamble with a group of people, yet spend individually
• leave their ATM or credit card at home to avoid temptation
• pool money in a kitty and share winning and losses with others

•• casino EGM players were more likely to take what they spend, compared to other 
groups - this may also be due to the high temptation of many gambling activities 

•• hotel and casino EGM players were more likely to leave their ATM card at home 
and avoid using ATMs - this may also be due to the greater ease of cash access 

•• hotel EGM players were more likely to use group gambling as a control strategy - 
this may be linked because many males attend hotels to drink/gamble with friends

Despite struggling to stay to limits, findings also showed that problem gamblers 
reported higher attempted use of all but two precommitment strategies. The two 
key differences included:

• using willpower - this strategy was least frequently employed by problem 
gamblers and more often used by non-problem gamblers

• limiting alcoholic drinks - this was used to about the same degree by the low, 
moderate risk and problem gamblers, but used least by non-problem gamblers 
(arguably because they don’t perceive a need for it)

It was also clear that some control strategies were more and less effective than others: 

E
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ec

t  EGM players
(% shows people who rate item as “quite” 

or “very” effective)

 TAB punters
(% shows people who rate item as “quite” 

or “very” effective)
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• willpower (mean=3.8) (67%)

• avoiding high or large bets (mean=3.8) (67%)

• doing another activity (mean=3.6) (63%) 

• planning another activity/event to be forced to 
stop gambling (mean=3.6) (66%)

• making yourself feel guilty or bad (mean=3.6) (61%) 

• taking only what you plan to spend (mean=4.0) (76%)

• using willpower (mean=3.7) (77%)

• avoiding using ATMs (mean=3.7) (67%) 

• making yourself read the form guide or 
research a bet (mean=3.6) (59%)

• avoiding high or large bets (mean=3.6) (67%)

• placing bets at a TAB and then leaving to watch 
race at home (mean=3.5) (63%)

• leaving ATM/credit card at home (mean=3.5) (62%)
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• asking a person specifically not to back you 
if you go over your limit (least effective)

• asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold money

• the spouse applying a “guilt trip” 

• gambling with a group and spending individually

• pooling gambling money in a group kitty and 
sharing winnings and losses

• separating gambling money from other money 
such as in different pockets etc.

• asking a person specifically not to back you if you go 
over your limit (least effective)

• verbally announcing limits out aloud 

• gambling with another person who is better at 
self-control (but spending individually) 

• having the spouse apply the guilt trip 

• asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold money

• gambling with a group and spending individually
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Other trends relating to the effectiveness of control strategies included:

•• casino players found taking only what you planned to spend more effective 
than other EGM players and also rated leaving the ATM card at home and 
separating gambling money (eg. different pockets) as more effective

•• internet/on-course punters found willpower more effective than other punters

•• problem gamblers found most strategies less effective than lower risk groups, 
despite their tendency to often use such strategies more frequently in an 
attempt to control their gambling

•• while willpower and other cash control strategies emerged as important for 
non-problem gamblers, it is interesting that willpower was least effective of all 
strategies for problem gamblers. 

The more and less effective control strategies for problem gamblers included:

More effective control strategies 
for problem gamblers

Less effective control strategies 
for problem gamblers

More effective control strategies included:

• leaving the ATM or credit card at home 

• placing bets at the TAB and leaving to watch 
the race at home 

• TAB betting to avoid spending too much at track

• taking only what you plan to spend on gambling 
and leaving other cash at home

• avoiding high or large bets

• making yourself read form guide/research a bet

Less effective control strategies included:

• avoiding betting on hot tips

• asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your 
money/purse or wallet

• taking a break to cool-off when losing control

• gambling with another person who is better at 
self-control (but spending individually)

• using willpower
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Conclusions A review of key findings leads to the following conclusions/implications:

Conclusions Description Implications

5 .  C O N T R O L  S T R A T E G I E S  U S E D  T O  K E E P  T O  L I M I T S

Conclusion 5a.

Findings suggest that both cash 
restrictions and psychological 
“control strategies” tend to be 
quite effective for regular 
gamblers, however, strategies 
of a psychological nature (eg. 
willpower) are notably less 
effective as control strategies 
for problem gamblers.

While non-problem gamblers find both 
barrier-style strategies (eg. restriction to 
cash) and psychological strategies (eg. 
willpower) as quite effective in helping 
keep to precommitments, strategies of a 
psychological nature are generally less 
effective for problem gamblers. 

In particular, while willpower rated first 
for the non-problem group, it was least 
effective for problem gamblers. This fur-
ther suggests that problem gamblers may 
benefit most from the availability of 
mechanisms which allow them to 
self-restrict access to cash. 

Despite this, both groups may indeed still 
benefit from tips on how to leverage all 
types of control strategies. In particular, 
the value of willpower is evident, in that 
it was associated with a lesser likelihood 
to exceed limits (even in PGs). 

Further reflecting this, findings showed 
that, while problem gamblers used many 
control strategies at a higher rate than 
lower risk groups, they were less likely 
to try willpower. This may be because it is 
less effective, however, perhaps other 
factors are at play?

Implication 5ai.

Future precommitment mechanisms 
which allow gamblers to self-restrict 
access to cash would arguably be of most 
immediate benefit to problem gamblers. 
However, a range of strategies would 
be best for regular gamblers (ie. psycho-
logical and barrier based strategies). 

Implication 5aii.

Future research should investigate why 
problem gamblers often report greater 
utilisation of many control strategies, 
yet not in the case of willpower (ie. Is this 
simply because it does not work or are 
there other factors at play - eg. perhaps 
PGs don’t think of it or know how to 
apply willpower etc.).

Conclusion 5b.

While findings suggest that 
group based control strategies 
are less effective for gamblers, 
this area is worthy of further 
investigation.

While results tend to suggest that con-
trol strategies involving external parties 
(eg. group gambling) are less effective for 
all groups, this is probably also due to 
limited gambler experience with group 
based control strategies. 

In this context, group based strategies 
may still have potential to help gamblers 
keep to limits. For instance, mutual peer 
based coaching may be helpful in 
assisting people to change behaviours. 

Moreover, potential may also be implicit 
in the fact that EGM players sometimes 
gamble to address the issue of social 
isolation (ie. this in turn may suggest that 
group based strategies may not be as 
accessible for all groups, however, further 
research is really needed to investigate 
this in more detail).

Implication 5bi.

While findings appear to suggest that 
group based control strategies are not at 
all effective in helping gamblers keep to 
precommitments, this area is worthy of 
further research, given the limited 
gambler experience with such matters. 

In particular, it is possible that group 
based strategies may be quite effective 
if gamblers can be taught how to provide 
mutual peer support in a gambling 
environment (ie. mutual coaching).
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Conclusion 5c.

Findings highlight that, while 
cash restrictions are useful for 
both EGM players and TAB 
punters, some control 
strategies are more unique 
to different types of gambler.

Findings showed that, while both EGM 
players and TAB punters found a number 
of common control strategies to be 
effective, some interesting differences 
emerged for each group.

Some more unique strategies effective 
for EGM players, for instance, included 
use of diversionary tactics (eg. planning 
other activities so that you must leave or 
doing other activities at the venue to 
take a break) and self-guilt. 

In contrast, effective strategies unique to 
punters included leaving the TAB to 
watch a race at home and making your-
self research a bet before placing it 
(eg. reading the form guide). 

It is similarly interesting that punters 
reported more success with cash 
control strategies than EGM players. 

While it is difficult to pinpoint a clear 
rationale for this difference, it may be 
due to the fewer available cash access 
options to punters during gambling 
(however, could naturally also be due to 
the fact that overspending is easier in the 
case of EGM play).

Implication 5ci.

Future communication strategies 
designed to educate gamblers about 
precommitment should reflect the most 
useful strategies identified in the 
current research. 

Implication 5cii.

Future research should examine why TAB 
punters have relatively greater success 
with cash control strategies, compared 
to EGM players.

Conclusions Description Implications
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6 .  G A M B L E R  V I E W S  A B O U T  F U T U R E  O P T I O N S  
F O R  S E T T I N G  L I M I T S

Key findings As part of the national precommitment survey, gamblers were asked to provide views 
on different mechanisms to help gamblers keep to their precommitments. This involved 
both unprompted general ideas (ie. an open-ended question), along with ratings of 
prompted options. Understanding gambler views about the usefulness of different 
mechanisms is critical, as it provides an indication of the likely acceptance of future 
measures. Concurrently, it also helps to identify the types of options which gamblers 
may find most useful in helping keep to limits.

Based on unprompted questioning, the most common responses from regular 
Australian gamblers about how to help keep gamblers to limits included:

•• a belief that “you can’t do anything” - 19% (overall)

•• no ATMs in the venue - 17%

•• leave money at home/take only what you want to spend - 12%

•• a view that people should be able to do what they want - 9%

•• a limit on the maximum money which can be put into gambling - 8%

•• removal of EGMs - 7%

•• application of willpower/self-control - 6%

•• education/promotions about responsible gambling - 5%

•• limit amount of money which can be taken out of ATMs - 5%

•• limit alcohol consumption during gambling - 5%

Major unprompted ideas about how to assist gamblers to keep to limits included:  

UNPROMPTED IDEAS ABOUT HOW TO KEEP GAMBLERS TO LIMITS

 EGM players
(Mentioned by at least 5%)

 TAB punters
(Mentioned by at least 5%)

Problem gamblers
(Mentioned by at least 5%)

• Can’t do anything - 18%

• No ATMs in venue - 14%

• Leave money at home/
take only what you want 
to spend - 11%

• Up to individuals - 10%

• Limit on maximum money 
which can be put into 
gambling/machines - 10%

• Remove pokies/get rid of 
them - 9%

• Train staff on monitoring/
awareness of problem 
gambling - 5%

• No ATMs in venue - 23%

• Can’t do anything - 19%

• Leave money at home/take only 
what you want to spend - 13%

• Apply willpower/self-control - 10%

• Limit amount of money which can 
be taken out of ATMs - 9%

• Up to individual concerned - 7%

• Education/promotions about 
Responsible Gambling - 7%

• Signs/education/promotions on odds 
of winning - 7%

• Limit alcohol - 6%

• Education - budgeting/managing 
finances/paying bills education - 6%

• Limit on money which can be put 
into gambling/machines - 5%

• Education about setting a limit - 5%

• Leave money at home - 16%

• No ATMs in venue - 16%

• Can’t do anything - 13%

• Remove pokies - 10%

• Responsible Gambling 
education - 9%

• Limit on money which can be 
put into gambling/machines - 9%

• Limit alcohol - 8%

• Staff talk to patrons if suspect 
problem - 8%

• Up to individual concerned - 7%

• Better returns/more payouts - 7%

• Willpower - 6%

• Signs/education/promotions 
on odds - 6%

• Limit on gambling per session - 6%

• Pre-paid cards - 6%
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Gambler ratings of various prompted options also revealed a number of interesting 
priorities for assisting gamblers to keep to their precommitments (Figure 20).

Figure 20. Usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep to your limits during 
gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results
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The top prompted ideas about how to assist gamblers to keep to limits included:  

Findings also interestingly showed that: 

•• gambling expenditure statements were not very attractive to 
non-problem gamblers, who rated this item lower than other groups

•• casino based EGM players showed relatively higher support for the idea to be able 
to deposit money one way into their bank account, the idea of an expenditure 
statement, the idea of displaying warnings that pop-up during gambling, the idea of 
limits on loyalty points and the idea of being able to store money in a safe place 
at a venue (ie. to prevent limit over-runs)

•• off-course punters showed strongest support for unique ATM withdrawal limits 
and rated the idea of expenditure statements lowest of all groups

•• internet punters showed strongest support for being able to deposit gambling 
money into their bank one-way and were most against the idea of being 
limited in the number of times you can gamble

•• phone and internet punters showed strongest support for the idea 
of being able to set limits while gambling

•• off-course punters and phone punters showed strongest support 
for the idea of a gambling card which allows the setting of limits.

Major rated priorities in each Australian jurisdiction also showed mostly converging 
support for future precommitment options. Specifically:

•• In the case of EGM players, the one-way bank deposit concept was supported in 
seven (of eight jurisdictions), removal of ATMs by six jurisdictions and being able 
to set your own gambling limit by five jurisdictions 

•• In the case of TAB punters, in contrast, there was converging support for the 
one-way bank deposit (seven jurisdictions), being able to set your own limits (three 
jurisdictions) and detailed gambling expenditure statements (four jurisdictions). 

KEY PRIORITIES - PROMPTED IDEAS ABOUT HOW TO KEEP GAMBLERS TO LIMITS

 EGM players  TAB punters Problem gamblers

• Being able to deposit money 
from gambling directly into 
bank at the venue (one-way 
transfer)

• Removing ATMs 

• Being able to set your own 
limits when gambling

• Detailed gambling expendi-
ture statements 

• Players being given educa-
tion about how to set a 
budget and tips on how to 
keep to limit

• Gambling card where you 
can choose your own limit

• Being able to deposit money 
from gambling directly into 
bank at the venue (one-way 
transfer)

• Removing ATMs 

• Detailed gambling expendi-
ture statements 

• Being able to set your own 
limits when gambling 

• Players being given educa-
tion about how to set a 
budget and tips on how to 
keep to limits

• Having access to a service 
which helps put money 
aside for your bills

• Removing ATMs 

• Being able to choose own 
withdrawal limit for ATMs 

• Being able to store money 
in a safe place at the venue 

• Being able to deposit money 
from gambling directly into 
bank at venue (one-way 
transfer)

• Displaying warnings that 
pop-up during gambling 
(although moderate risk 
gamblers were actually 
higher than PGs)

• Gambling card where you 
can choose your own limit
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Problem gamblers also interestingly showed more support for the following 
measures compared to lower risk groups:

•• Removing ATMs from gambling venues

•• Being able to choose your own withdrawal limit for ATMs at gambling venues 

•• Being able to store gambling money in a safe place at the venue

•• Being able to deposit money from gambling into the bank (a one-way transfer)

•• Displaying warnings that pop-up during gambling 

•• Gambling card where you can choose your own limit

TOP THREE priorities based on prompted ratings (including some equal priorities) - EGM players

NSW ACT VIC TAS

• Being able to set your 
own limits 

• Being able to deposit 
money from gambling 
directly into bank

• Removing ATMs from 
gambling venues

• Being able to set your 
own limits 

• Removing ATMs from 
gambling venues

• Being able to choose 
your own withdrawal 
limit for ATMs at venues

• Being able to deposit 
money from gambling 
directly into bank

• Removing ATMs from 
gambling venues

• Being able to set your 
own limits 

• Being able to deposit 
money from gambling 
directly into bank 

• Removing ATMs from 
gambling venues

• Being able to set your 
own limits 

• Gambling card where can 
choose your own limit

QLD SA NT WA

• Being able to deposit 
money from gambling 
directly into bank

• Removing ATMs from 
gambling venues

• Gambling card where 
you can choose own limit

• Having access to detailed 
expenditure statements

• Being able to set your 
own limits 

• Being able to deposit 
money from gambling 
directly into bank 

• Removing ATMs from 
gambling venues

• Being able to deposit 
money from gambling 
directly into bank

• Having access to detailed 
expenditure statements 

• Being able to choose 
your own withdrawal 
limit for ATMs at venues

• Being able to deposit 
money from gambling 
directly into bank

• Players being given edu-
cation about how to set 
a budget and tips on how 
to keep to limits

• Having access to detailed 
expenditure statements

TOP THREE priorities based on prompted ratings (including some equal priorities) - TAB Punters

NSW ACT VIC TAS

• Being able to deposit 
money from gambling 
directly into bank

• Removing ATMs from 
gambling venues

• Having access to detailed 
expenditure statements 

• Being able to deposit 
money from gambling 
directly into bank

• Being able to set your 
own limits 

• Removing ATMs from 
gambling venues

• Removing ATMs from 
gambling venues

• Being able to deposit 
money from gambling 
directly into bank

• Having access to detailed 
expenditure statements 

• Being allowed to con-
vert money to cheques 
at amount you choose 

• Limits on loyalty points if 
played beyond limit

• Being able to store 
money in safe place 

• Being limited in number 
of times you can gamble 

QLD SA NT WA

• Being able to deposit 
money into bank

• Removing ATMs 

• Having access to detailed 
expenditure statements 

• Being able to choose 
ATM withdrawal limit 

• Being able to set limits 

• Being able to deposit 
money into bank 

• Being able to set your 
own limits 

• Removing ATMs from 
gambling venues

• Being able to deposit 
money into bank 

• Being able to choose 
your own withdrawal 
limit for ATMs 

• Having access to detailed 
expenditure statements

• Being able to deposit 
money into bank 

• Being able to set your 
own limits 

• Players being given edu-
cation about how to set 
a budget and tips on how 
to keep to limits
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Conclusions A review of key findings leads to the following conclusions/implications: 

Conclusions Description Implications

6 .  V I E W S  A B O U T  F U T U R E  O P T I O N S  F O R  L I M I T S

Conclusion 6a.

Unprompted and prompted 
responses highlight that ATM 
accessibility is seen by gamblers 
as contributing to the tendency 
to exceed gambling limits.

Findings of research highlight strong and 
converging support across most 
Australian jurisdictions to either remove 
ATMs from gambling venues or to 
reconsider the amount of money which 
can be withdrawn from ATMs at 
gambling venues. While ATM access at 
venues is no doubt important for patron 
service, the role of ATMs in sending 
some gamblers over their limit also 
needs consideration.

Implication 6ai.

Australian jurisdictions should examine 
the potential for ATMs and other points 
of access to cash (eg. EFTPOS) as poten-
tial avenues for the delivery of 
precommitment mechanisms.

Key options to explore could include:

• withdrawal or usage limits on ATMs, 
as selected by individual gamblers

• placement of ATMs further away 
from main gambling areas

• reduction of ATMs and cash access 
points in venues (although this would 
understandably need to be balanced 
with the need for access to cash)

Conclusion 6b.

Findings highlight strong 
preliminary consumer support 
for the concept of a device 
which allows gamblers to 
deposit money at venues 
directly into their bank account
(ie. as a one way transfer).

Findings showed high level support for 
the concept of being able to deposit 
money directly into your bank account at 
a venue (ie. a one-way transfer to help 
people to keep to limits). 

While only a concept which has not yet 
been tested, it could be further explored 
with additional research. In particular, 
given findings of the study, it would be 
important to ensure that such a device 
does not encourage further unrestricted 
reliance on ATMs by gamblers. However, 
“creative” options for delivery could well 
be considered.

Implication 6bi.

Examine potential design options which 
could be implemented to allow gamblers 
to deposit funds directly into their bank 
account following gambling.

While ATM integration should not be 
ruled out, caution should be observed to 
avoid further increasing gambler reliance 
on ATMs (eg. perhaps this device could 
be a separate device in the venue or 
integrated into EGMs?).

Conclusion 6c.

Unprompted responses 
from gamblers highlight strong 
interest in limits nationally, 
along with some implied 
themes about how gamblers 
could generally be assisted 
to keep to limits. 

A review of unprompted responses 
highlights that a high proportion of 
gamblers held an implied view that: 

• people should ultimately always self-
regulate in managing their expendi-
ture (ie. rather than be controlled)

• there needs to be more education 
of gamblers about keeping to limits, 
responsible gambling and on the 
odds of winning

• venues should play a more active 
role in identifying and assisting 
vulnerable patrons

Accordingly, such views highlight a 
number of potential future directions for 
industry and Government regulators.

Implication 6ci.

There is potential for all Australian 
national gambling stakeholders and 
Government regulators to work 
together to consider avenues to address 
gambler priorities, as identified in the 
current study.

This could involve consideration of joint 
educational and intervention strategies 
to assist both lower risk and higher risk 
gamblers to keep to limits (eg. education, 
early intervention strategies etc.)
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7 .  V I E W S  A B O U T  C A R D  B A S E D  G A M B L I N G

Key findings While precommitment options do not have to be necessarily linked to cards or any 
technology, card based gambling naturally presents one potential future option to 
consider. To this end, regular gamblers were asked about not only their views on card 
based gambling, but also their views on limits and potential design options. 

Key findings of research clearly illustrate that regular Australian gamblers are indeed 
moderately interested in the concept of card based gambling (Table 2). Indeed, only 
15% of gamblers saw “no reason” to offer it at all. However, there was a majority view 
that it should be voluntary (63% of gamblers) and that players should ultimately self-
determine limits (54% of gamblers). There was similarly an overwhelming view that, 
if applied, card based gambling should ideally be applied to EGMs as the first priority, 
(as mentioned by 91% of EGM players and 90% of TAB punters, although some 
jurisdictional differences were noted).

In this context, there is a strong theme that gamblers should not be forced to adopt 
limits, rather limits should be offered as part of the responsible service of gambling. 
There was similarly a general view that limits would not affect the enjoyment of 
gambling, if voluntary (60% of gamblers).

While there was moderately positive feedback about the concept of a gambling card, it 
was apparent that a fair proportion of gamblers held diverging views. These ranged 
from a view that limits should be made compulsory (22% of gamblers) to the view 
that limits should be set according to a person’s ability to pay (40% of gamblers). 
Around one third of regular gamblers also expressed privacy concerns and there was 
a view that “others” would probably dislike the concept. 

In terms of the likely future uptake of limit setting and pre-paid gambling cards, findings 
of current research also highlight reasonably strong interest. Indeed:

•• 47% of EGM players and 38% of punters indicated that they would 
try limit setting and use it in the long term

•• 30% of EGM players and 28% of punters indicated that they would use 
pre-paid cards for gambling in the long term and;

•• most interestingly, 51% and 38% of problem gamblers also respectively 
indicated that they would use limits and pre-paid cards in the long term.

Together, such findings clearly highlight that, while acceptance nor uptake would NOT 
be universal, it is apparent that both concepts present some intrinsic value to a fair 
proportion of regular Australian gamblers. It is also particularly noteworthy that there 
is high interest from problem gamblers, further indicating the possibility of some 
potential harm minimisation benefits.



PAGE 40 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

Table 2.Views about card based gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

Question Group % EGM players/TAB punters (weighted results)

Opinion of card based 
gambling
(!2=7.7, p=.02)

Be made compulsory Be available as a 
voluntary option 

No reason to offer card 
based gambling to anyone

Overall 22 63 15

EGM players 26 61 14

TAB punters 15 69 16

Limits on card 
should be...

Same limits for everyone Set according to ability to 
pay Players choose own limit

Overall 6 40 54

EGM players 7 40 53

TAB punters 5 40 55

 Effect of limit if on 
enjoyment of gambling 
- if voluntary
(!2=10.9, p=.004)

Would make less 
enjoyable Would have no effect Would make more 

enjoyable

Overall 14 60 26

EGM players 14 55 31

TAB punters 13 69 18

Effect of limit if on 
enjoyment of gambling 
- if compulsory

Would make less 
enjoyable Would have no effect Would make more 

enjoyable

Overall 32 52 16

EGM players 31 52 17

TAB punters 35 52 13

Views about how 
other players will react
(!2=16.6, p<.001)

Will like limits Will feel neutral Will dislike

Overall 17 24 59

EGM players 19 28 53

TAB punters 12 16 72

Likelihood of future 
use of limit setting
(!2=8.1, p=.02)

Would try for novelty value, 
but wouldn't use in long 

term
Would try limit setting and 

use in long term
Wouldn't want to try 

or use at all

Overall 25 44 31

EGM players 26 47 27

TAB punters 22 38 40

Likelihood of future 
use of prepaid gam-
bling cards
(!2=14.5, p=.001)

Would try for novelty value, 
but wouldn't use in long 

term
Would try and 

use in long term
Wouldn't want to try 

or use at all

Overall 35 29 36

EGM players 40 30 30

TAB punters 25 28 47

Privacy concerns about 
a gambling card

Wouldn't worry at all A little concerned, 
but wouldn't stop use

Extremely concerned - 
very worried about use

Overall 39 32 29

EGM players 38 35 27

TAB punters 41 28 32

a. Questions - Respondents were prompted with three options for each question (see yellow labels) - (a) Do you think card based gambling 
should be... (b) If available, do you think that limits on the card should be... (c) If entirely voluntary, would having a limit make your enjoyment of 
gambling... (d) If a limit was compulsory, would having a limit make your enjoyment of gambling... (e) Do you believe that other players in the 
community will... (f) Which of the following would describe your future likely use of limit setting if available today... (g) As another option, pre-paid 
gambling cards could be made available. These would not be linked to players, but could be purchased similar to mobile phone cards. How likely 
would you be to buy pre-paid cards for your (main gambling activity) if they were available today... (h) While player spend details would be con-
fidential under card based gaming, some people may be concerned about privacy. How concerned would you be about the privacy aspect of a 
gambling card? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) (Significant differences in blue) Weighted results
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While only based on small samples, jurisdictional results also revealed some interesting 
trends (Figure 21 and Figure 22). In particular :

•• views on card based gambling - TAB punters in WA, VIC and SA held the 
strongest views that it should be voluntary

•• how limits should be set - TAB punters in WA and NSW held the strongest 
views that limits should be set according to a player’s ability to pay

•• effect of limit on enjoyment if voluntary - TAB punters in WA and SA held 
the strongest view that it wouldn’t have an effect at all, while TAB punters in TAS 
and NSW were most convinced that it would make gambling more enjoyable

•• effect of limit on enjoyment if compulsory - TAB punters in QLD, NT and 
VIC held the strongest view that it would make gambling less enjoyable

•• how others will react - TAB punters in ACT, NSW and QLD held the strongest 
view that others would dislike limits

•• likely future use of limits - TAB punters in NSW/TAS/QLD held the strongest 
view that they would use limits in the long term - VIC punters were least likely

•• likely future use of pre-paid gambling cards - TAB punters in TAS, NSW and 
QLD held the strongest view that they would use pre-paid cards in the long term 
and there was lower apparent interest in VIC

•• privacy concerns - TAB punters in ACT held the strongest extreme privacy 
concerns about card based gambling.
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Figure 21. Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep to your limits during 
gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results
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Figure 22. Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep to your limits during 
gambling? (Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results
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In terms of future design options for card based gambling, findings also showed that

•• there was an overwhelming strong preference for monetary based limits, with 
82% of EGM players and 69% of punters nominating this as their first preference

•• while there was marginal interest in many other types of limits (eg. bet size, visit 
limits), converging research findings illustrate that money is ultimately the most 
important criterion for self-regulation for most gamblers (past research for the Qld 
Consumer Precommitment Trial also shows that multiple limits confuse gamblers)

•• most EGM players would prefer to set card based limits on either a weekly basis 
(nominated by 40% of players as first preference) or a monthly basis 
(nominated by 23% of players as first preference)

•• most TAB punters would prefer to set card based limits on a weekly basis (46% 
nominated as first preference) or a daily basis (22% nominated as first preference) 

•• there was strong support for the notion of a “cooling-off” period which may 
require card based gamblers to take a break before adjusting limits, although 
support was notably lower in the case of TAB punters (24% didn’t want one)

•• in terms of the preferred length of cooling-off periods, most regular gamblers 
would prefer a short cooling off period, with the 24hr option attracting the most 
interest from EGM players (nominated by 35%) and a shorter option of “less than 
24hrs” attracting most interest from punters (nominated by 20% of punters)

•• 30% of problem gamblers also opted for a 24hr cooling-off period
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Conclusions A review of key findings leads to the following conclusions/implications: 

Conclusions Description Implications

7 .  V I E W S  A B O U T  C A R D  B A S E D  G A M B L I N G

Conclusion 7a.

There is sufficient evidence 
from the current study to 
support a real-world trial 
of both a gambling card and 
a pre-paid gambling card with 
regular gamblers across
Australian jurisdictions.

Findings of research present evidence to 
support the benefit a real-world trial of 
card based precommitment technolo-
gies. This should ideally include both trial 
of a gambling card (which links to 
individuals), as well as a trial of a 
pre-paid card concept for gambling. 

Supporting the benefit of a trial, findings 
of current research showed that:

• 47% of EGM players and 38% of 
punters would use limits in the 
long term

• 30% of EGM players and 28% of 
punters would use pre-paid gam-
bling cards in the long term 

Qualitative research also showed that 
many regular gamblers were fairly posi-
tive about the notion of voluntary limits 
(and this was often also mentioned in 
focus groups without prompting).

Implication 7ai.

There is sufficient evidence from current 
research to support a real-world trial of 
limit setting (eg. using card based tech-
nologies) and pre-paid gambling cards. 

This should ideally be the first step 
prior to the NWP undertaking the sec-
ond project phase (examination of cost-
benefit of precommitment options). 

A trial is also useful in light of the com-
mon “disconnect” between attitudes and 
behaviours. From past experience with 
the Qld Consumer Precommitment Trial, 
it would be recommended that:

• the trial be conducted over a period 
of at least 12 months using a 
repeated measures sampling design 
with appropriate control groups 
(ie. so individuals are monitored 
across time and are compared to 
a control group as per good 
experimental design)

• regular gamblers be considered as 
priority target groups for the trial
(as opposed to occasional gamblers) 
with at least “a once a month” 
play requirement

• at least 2-3 different types of sites 
are involved in the trial (eg. a club, 
a hotel and a casino) 

• EGM players be considered the 
initial main target group, followed 
by TAB punters

• the trial also be conducted in two 
different regulatory environments

• tailored communication strategies 
are used as part of the trial to raise 
awareness of the benefits of card 
based gambling (and also to allow 
the real-world monitoring of uptake)

• participating venues are fully briefed 
in detail about what would be 
involved in such a trial (including any 
potential impacts) from the outset.
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Conclusion 7bi.

Precommitment will have the 
greatest impact if it is offered as 
a voluntary - rather than 
compulsory - service option 
to Australian gamblers.

Findings of many aspects of the current 
research strongly suggest that regular 
Australian gamblers would be most 
receptive to the notion of voluntary 
precommitment options. This is also 
reflected in many open-response 
comments by gamblers. 

In contrast, the notion of compulsory 
limits, while accepted in some segments 
(eg. problem gamblers) is generally seen 
to be contrary to the “Australian way”. 

In this context, it would arguably be bet-
ter to offer voluntary limits, in conjunc-
tion with very effective consumer 
support strategies (eg. actively facilitating/
assisting uptake and emphasising bene-
fits), rather than requiring all gamblers to 
precommit in the first instance. 

This is not to say that compulsory pre-
commitment should not be evaluated or 
considered downstream, however, find-
ings point to potential benefits of 
initially trialling voluntary mechanisms. 

This is also important to the extent that 
the current study has identified that 
many control strategies used during gam-
bling are of a psychological nature, imply-
ing that self-regulation around limits is 
equally effective as many barrier strate-
gies. Moreover, if gamblers are forced to 
uptake the concept, compulsory limits 
may yield negative reactions and possible 
rejection of the true benefits of 
precommitment from the outset.

Voluntary limits may also be effective for 
problem gamblers if combined with cool-
ing-off periods and a targeted communi-
cation and uptake strategy (ie. which 
encourages very heavy gamblers to try 
the concept and supports people in their 
initial trial of the concept - ie. a bit of 
“hand holding” and facilitation would 
be of great benefit).

Implication 7bi.

The most positive response to precom-
mitment would arguably be to initially 
offer voluntary precommitment 
services to gamblers, which are accom-
panied by high quality communication 
strategies (ie. to nurture uptake of the 
concept by high need segments). 

This implies that the introduction of 
precommitment options needs to be 
viewed in a way which is identical to the 
marketing of a new product. 

This means that, prior to any 
implementation, it will be critical to:

• design strategies to assist regular 
gamblers to effectively uptake pre-
commitment and learn how to use it 
effectively - ie. education about use 
of limit setting will have to be a 
MAJOR part of any introduction

• design strategies to inform gamblers 
about how to set appropriate and 
affordable limits, which consider their 
personal needs and financial context

• design and thoroughly market test 
any precommitment systems with 
actual consumers prior to roll-out - 
this should also include discrete 
usability testing to ensure that 
precommitment mechanisms 
are easy to use from an “average 
gambler” perspective

• design training and implemen-
tation procedures to ensure that 
staff and venues are able to effec-
tively facilitate uptake of precommit-
ment in a way which promotes 
strong consumer understanding and 
acceptance of the concept.

Conclusions Description Implications
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Conclusion 7ci.

While there is a reasonable 
level of consumer interest in 
both limits and pre-paid 
gambling cards, it is clear that 
the notion of limit setting will 
NOT appeal to all segments 
of regular gamblers. 

While research demonstrated reasona-
ble market interest in card based 
precommitment, it is clear from current 
research that the concept will not 
appeal to all gamblers. Reflecting this:

• 27% of EGM players and 40% of 
punters indicated no interest in the 
concept of limits

• 30% of EGM players and 47% of 
punters indicated no interest in the 
concept of pre-paid gambling cards

• 27% of EGM players and 32% of 
punters were very concerned about
the privacy aspect of a gambling card.

Despite this, findings also suggest that: 

• at least 26% of EGM players and 
22% of TAB punters would try limits 
for novelty value

• around 40% of EGM players and 
22% of punters would try pre-paid 
cards for novelty value 

Accordingly, this identifies a further 
segment that could potentially be 
“converted” to long term use with 
appropriate communication strategies. 

In particular, future strategies should aim 
to convince consumers of key benefits 
and address privacy concerns. 

Findings of a predictive tree analysis also 
suggested that gamblers who feel “guilty” 
about their gambling would be more 
motivated to uptake precommitment 
(suggesting that this could be somewhat 
of a strategic “leverage point” in future 
communication strategies). 

Implication 7ci. 
Future communication strategies 
designed to increase uptake of gambling 
cards should aim to overcome gambler 
concerns about privacy issues. 

Tree analysis findings relating to the 
higher uptake of limits by gamblers sensi-
tive to “self-guilt” about their gambling 
should also be considered (ie. This is not 
to say that people should be made to 
feel guilty, however, this could be used as 
some form of strategic leverage point - 
eg. in line with a responsible gambling or 
how gambling impacts on families theme 
- eg. Are you often thinking that you’re 
spending a little too much on gambling?). 

While sample sizes were too small to 
draw conclusive trends, findings suggest 
that privacy concerns may also be 
marginally higher in older gamblers and 
in casino frequenting EGM players 
(concerns were broadly the same for 
all categories of punters). 

Conclusions Description Implications
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Conclusion 7di.

Research has identified a 
number of potential design 
options to consider in future 
implementations of precommit-
ment or card based gambling.

Findings of current research highlight that 
most regular gamblers saw most benefit 
in monetary based limits with shorter 
term limits. 

In this context, there was not high 
support for longer basis limits, suggesting 
that regular gamblers may also have diffi-
culty monitoring limits over a longer 
period of time. 

The analogy to this is that most people 
monitor household budgets on a shorter 
basis (eg. weekly, monthly) and also 
rarely monitor on an annual basis. 

There was similarly support for a short 
cooling off period. Together, such findings 
have implications for the design of future 
precommitment mechanisms.

Implication 7di.

Future precommitment mechanisms 
should be designed in line with the 
following broad parameters:

• limit setting which encourages gam-
blers to monitor limits over both a 
short term basis and one increment 
higher (for instance, a gambler who 
selects a “session basis” limit could 
also be given a second option to 
monitor overall expenditure over a 
weekly or monthly basis) - this may 
help encourage gamblers to monitor 
expenditure over longer periods

• future basis of limits to include 
options for session (ie. per visit) limit, 
weekly, fortnightly, monthly and for 
those interested, annual limits

• options to set limits mainly on 
monetary aspects of play - This 
should include a spend limit and 
option for a bet size limit (while time 
and other limits could be offered, the 
conclusion of this research is that 
there would be marginal benefit)

• design of limits to promote ease of 
use - this implies that it would be 
optimal to have a single limit (eg. 
money only) for gamblers, as too 
many limits has been shown to be 
confusing (Based on findings of Qld 
Consumer Precommitment Trial)

• that gamblers be allowed to choose 
their own cooling-off period with 
a default option of 24 hours and 
other options ranging from 24-72hrs

Conclusions Description Implications
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S U M M A R Y  C O N C L U S I O N . . . .

The Australian National Survey of Gambler Precommitment Behaviour 2005 highlights 
many important issues and areas for consideration with respect to the future 
implementation and design of precommitment mechanisms. 

While the study is only attitudinal and largely exploratory in nature, it has 
uncovered some interesting themes relating to how regular gamblers are likely to 
precommit, the effectiveness of different control strategies, “triggers” which send 
gamblers over the limit and future likely acceptance of different precommitment 
options. 

To this end, while the current research does not answer all questions about 
precommitment, it marks the start of an important journey to better understanding 
exactly how gamblers set limits and the challenges they face. Indeed, as highlighted in 
this summary, many findings have potential future application to harm minimisation in 
gambling and pinpoint precommitment design options which may be more well-
accepted and beneficial to regular gamblers.

While the current study does present its own “limits” (eg. it is only attitudinal, rather 
than behavioural, samples are small and like all research, the survey is naturally subject 
to social desirability, non-response bias and sampling error), much knowledge gained 
from this project has potentially wide and significant application. 

From this perspective, many findings not only offer insight into precommitment 
attitudes and behaviours, but also clearly show how precommitment could be best 
designed and implemented to meet the needs and expectations of regular Australian 
gamblers. In this context, readers may wish to consider this exploratory study as a 
starting point for discussing and researching precommitment at a national level. 
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Introduction
Context This report presents key findings of the Australian National Survey of Gambler 

Precommitment Behaviour 2005. The purpose of this research was to identify 
the types of precommitment strategies used by gamblers using a national CATI 
telephone survey methodology. This included conduct of a 45 minute quantitative 
telephone survey of N=482 regular gamblers (including 240 EGM players and 242 TAB 
punters), who each participated in either EGM play or TAB punting at a minimum of at 
least once per month.

Definitions For the purpose of this report, precommitment is defined as any mechanism which 
may allow a consumer to set a limit around their gambling or help a consumer better 
control their gambling and avoid overspending their limit. EGM is used as an 
abbreviation for Electronic Gaming Machines. 

Reports The relationship between the current report (Report 3 - Quantitative Research) 
and other reports produced in this consultancy is illustrated in the figure below. It 
should also be noted that Major Findings are also available as a discrete separate 
document (the current detailed report presents all findings). 

Broader project
context

This project marks the commencement of a two phase research study to investigate 
precommitment mechanisms in gamblers. This study falls within the Ministerial 
Council's second research priority area - “Feasibility and consequences of changes to 
gaming machine operations, such as pre-commitment to loss limits”. The current 
quantitative report was developed as part of Phase I. Phase II objectives will be 
examined at a later date. 

The focus of Phase I includes an examination of different pre-commitment strategies 
gamblers might use and the identification of strategies that work best in given 
circumstances. 

Desktop scan 
REPORT I

- Literature review
- Scan of jurisdictional 
  practices

- National 
  survey

- Stakeholder consultations
- Gambler focus groups

Linkages between reports produced as part of the  
Analysis of Gamblers' Precommitment Behaviour

Qualitative  
research 

REPORT 2

Quantitative  
research 

REPORT 3

1 2 3
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Specific objectives of Phase I include the identification of:

•• (i) Different strategies gamblers use/might use to set limits to gambling time and 
expenditure

•• (ii) How gamblers might react to different precommitment strategies;

•• (iii) Where and when people precommit (i.e. what time and what place); 

•• (iv) What people precommit to (e.g. time, strategy of play and/or money);

•• (v) How answers to (i) - (iv) can reveal consumer behaviour in terms of the 
gambling environment or, more specifically: 

• a. What are the levels of precommitment? 
• b. Which ones are working/not working and for whom, when, 

how, and why? 
• c. How can this knowledge be applied to improve harm minimisation 

measures in a gambling situation? 

Important note
to readers

The current study represents a first step to understanding precommitment issues on 
a national level. In this context, the study has potential to make a significant 
contribution to our early understanding of how gamblers precommit, gambler views on 
precommitment, control strategies used, along with the many conditions which may 
send gamblers “over the limit”.

However, as in all research studies, this project too naturally comes with some caveats 
to consider. In particular, as in all attitudinal (self-report) studies, it is possible that 
gamblers may find it difficult to report how they would respond in real-life situations. 
This is often referred to as a “disconnect” between attitudes and behaviours.

In this context, McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd and Gambling Research Australia 
acknowledge that this project alone may not answer all of our questions about 
precommitment. Moreover, it is similarly possible that some reported behaviours may 
not manifest in real life.

However, as little information on precommitment is currently available, we would 
strongly encourage readers to consider the opportunity provided by this important 
exploratory research. As the first national survey of gambler precommitment 
behaviours, information gathered represents a key opportunity to learn more about 
precommitment, while still acknowledging that further behavioural research may be 
necessary (study design and data collection limitations should also be considered). 

The research team associated with the project, however, bring some prior 
understanding and insight from conduct of a real-life precommitment trial, which 
included both attitudinal and behavioural measures. From this perspective, this study 
importantly marks the start of the journey towards better understanding 
precommitment at a national level.
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Conceptual framework Based on research insights achieved from the Desktop Scan (Report 1) and Qualitative 
Research (Report 2), a conceptual framework of measurement priorities was 
developed. This was to ensure that key measurement concepts were well-considered 
including any linkages and inter-relationships between measurement variables. 
However, as with all research studies, measurement priorities had to be set within the 
available project context and budget. Accordingly, this produced the measurement 
framework shown in Figure 23.

Figure 23. Conceptual framework of measurement priorities in the 
Australian National Survey of Gambler Precommitment Behaviour 2005

The rationale for exploring key measurement concepts is summarised briefly below:

•• 1. How gamblers budget - as the “back end” of precommitment, it is important 
to understand how gamblers essentially figure out how much to spend on gambling 
(eg. how much they can afford and whether affordability is even considered etc.) 

•• 2. Precommitment - qualitative research showed that various decisions can 
influence the degree to which people keep to or exceed limits. This can include the 
actual limit set for gambling (ie. how much for the given session), the type of 
gambling strategy used (where many gamblers were found to apply various 
“strategies” to try to influence the win rate) and goals set before/during the 
gambling session (ie. gamblers were often found to set “goals” before and during 
gambling, which can lead to continued play - eg. “I want to be $20 ahead before I 
leave”). In this respect, precommitment appears to have three core subcomponents

•• 3. Views on limit setting and future options - it was naturally important to 
examine gambler views on limit setting and views on potential precommitment 
options (ie. ways to help gamblers set or keep to/under limits). This was explored 
through both prompted and unprompted questioning. Card based gambling was 
also explored in depth, given that this was identified as a logical means of facilitating 
limit setting 

•• 4. Control strategies - qualitative research showed that many gamblers will 
attempt to apply certain strategies to keep to or under their limits. These were 
explored as “control strategies” in the current survey

•• 5. Triggers - gamblers will often report that certain events, situations and states of 
mind (eg. feeling sad) can influence whether they keep to limits. Accordingly, triggers 
for “going over the limit” were explored in the study

Conceptual Framework of Issues Explored in the National Survey  
of Gambler Precommitment Behaviour 2005

EGM players
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•• 6. Behavioural intentions - as the study is based on self-reported behaviours, a 
measure was developed to examine the likelihood that gamblers would use 
precommitment. Measuring behavioural intentions is generally considered one 
method of bridging the potential disconnect between attitudes and behaviours
(which is of course one limitation of the current study). 

It should also be noted that, due to the limited prior research into precommitment, the 
approach to study design had to be largely based on a “back to basics” approach, 
combined with what was observed during qualitative research conducted during the 
current project. However, specific studies which provided interesting background 
information, which indirectly assisted with study design included:

•• Research by Dr Mark Dickerson1 which helped establish that many gamblers 
experience some degree of “euphoria” during EGM play and that impaired control 
can be linked to the occurrence of this emotion

•• Research by Locke and Latham pertaining to the theory of goal setting, which 

shows how human behaviour can be generally influenced by goals2 and;

•• Past research undertaken by McDonnell-Phillips (2005) for the Queensland Office 
of Gaming Regulation involving a behavioural and attitudinal Consumer 

Precommitment Trial (unpublished research report for Queensland Treasury)3

For interested readers, key findings of the qualitative research phase and stakeholder 
consultations are respectively presented and also summarised in Reports 1 and 2. 

1. For instance, readers may wish to refer to studies such as Dickerson, M.G. (2003a). Exploring the limits of 
“responsible gambling”: Harm minimization or consumer protection? Gambling Research - Journal of the 
National Association for Gambling Studies Australia, 15, 29-44.
2. For instance, readers may wish to refer to studies such as Locke, E. A. and Latham, G. P. (1990). A theory 
of goal-setting and task performance. Englewood Cliffs, NJ. Prentice Hall.
3. McDonnell-Phillips (2005). Queensland Consumer Precommitment Trial. Queensland Office of Gaming 
Regulation. Queensland Treasury. Queensland Government.
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Methodology

Respondents Electronic Gaming Machine (EGM) players and TAB punters were selected as key 
target populations for the survey, as these two key activities form the basis of most 
gambling across Australia (based on expenditure). Casino table game players were not 
included in the current study, however, are acknowledged as a potential target group 
for future precommitment research. As survey completion required some level of 
familiarity and experience with gambling, respondents were limited to only those 
people who played EGMs or punted on the TAB at least once a month (on average). In 
this context, “regular gamblers” (defined as those who played/punted at least once per 
month) were seen as the major target group likely to benefit from precommitment. 

Data collection Computer Aided Telephone Interviewing (CATI) was selected as the method used to 
survey gamblers. This was also selected as the most viable data collection method in a 
practical budgetary context. However, it is acknowledged that personal interviews may 
have also been a very effective and possibly more accurate method of surveying regular 
gamblers. 

As many complex issues were of interest, a longer survey (45 minutes) was also 
selected with a view to obtaining a more comprehensive understanding of issues in a 
moderate size sample (the project budget allowed for ~480 x 45 minute surveys). 

As the monthly play requirement significantly limited the number of gamblers in the 
target group, surveying was conducted over a period of approximately six weeks from 
early October to early-mid November 2005. The survey was also piloted to ensure 
good respondent comprehension during this period and minor changes were made to 
enhance the wording of questions. 

Data collection was generally conducted during both weekdays and on weekends and 
during both day time and evenings. It was generally found, however, that qualifying 
participants were easier to reach in the afternoons and evenings, rather than during the 
middle of the day. Where there were multiple qualifiers, the nearest birthday method 
was used to make the selection (ie. “To make it a random selection, may I please speak 
to the person who has had the most recent birthday?”). 

Other points to note about data collection include:

•• unlisted and mobile phone numbers were not included in the sampling

•• four call backs were made per household

•• only a single respondent was obtained per household

•• while no surveys were undertaken of non-qualifying households (outside the 
immediate project scope and budget), this is acknowledged as an issue for 
consideration in future research (particularly given that this can provide useful 
information about non-response and likely study participation rates)

Sampling In total, 482 surveys were conducted nationally including approximately 60 gamblers in 
each Australian state/territory jurisdiction (including roughly 30 EGM players and 30 
TAB punters in each state with the exception of WA, where only 15 EGM players were 
identified). 

A breakdown of the final sample is presented in Table 3. Confidence intervals show 
the extent to which sampling is likely to theoretically reflect the population of regular 
gamblers at both a state/territory and an overall national level. However, it should be 
seriously noted that non-response bias in every study makes it extremely difficult 
to assume that findings are 100% representative of the target population.



PAGE 55 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

In this context, findings in this report should naturally be considered as indicative and 
exploratory. As applicable to all studies, sample sizes and response rates should imply 
that extreme caution is exercised in generalising findings to all regular gamblers in 
Australia. This should be particularly a point of consideration where the study presents 
small samples and exploratory data analysis. Such information is presented for 
independent reader exploration and discussion and should not be taken as definitive.

The sample size for this project was selected within budgetary constraints and to 
ensure, at the very least, +/- 5% confidence at the national level. Confidence intervals 
of at least +/- 5% are generally considered to be in line with best practice.

While random sampling (using random number dialling) was largely used to identify 
potential survey respondents, a number of additional methods were necessary to help 
increase the incidence rate of identifying regular gamblers. Methods were only 
employed after extremely low incident rates were observed through random number 
dialling. This was also necessary in the context of the project time frame and budget.

A description of methods used to form the basis of sampling included:

•• state/territory regulators provided the Local Government Areas (LGAs) likely to 
have a higher proportion of gamblers and a random sample of numbers was 
selected from each area as part of random phone number selection. In addition, a 
range of other areas were randomly included in the call data base

•• after many difficulties identifying qualifying TAB punters in the ACT and NT, the 
balance of respondents were recruited to take part in the telephone survey 
through TAB outlets. A $20 Coles Myer voucher was offered as a participation 
incentive (thus, self-selection was in part a criteria for their inclusion)

•• after significant difficulties identifying potential EGM survey candidates in WA (ie. 
via random number selection only 15 surveys were achieved), the balance of EGM 
players was obtained from other jurisdictions following consultation with the 
Gambling Research Australia Secretariat. This was seen to be a more appropriate 
strategy, rather than pursuing a time consuming, very low yield search strategy. 

Table 3. Sample characteristics, approaches and associated confidence intervals - 
NATIONAL SURVEY OF GAMBLER PRECOMMITMENT BEHAVIOUR (N=482, November 2005)

READERS SHOULD NOTE CAVEATS ABOUT SAMPLING 
WHEN REVIEWING THIS TABLE (refer “sampling” on page 54)

Jurisdiction

N (Number)

Sampling approacha
Confidence 

intervals (%)bTotal 
sample

EGM 
sample 

TAB 
sample

New South Wales 66 34 32 Random phone number dialling +/-12.06 

Victoria 64 34 30 Random phone number dialling +/- 12.25

Queensland 61 31 30 Random phone number dialling +/- 12.55

South Australia 61 31 30 Random phone number dialling +/- 12.55

Tasmania 61 31 30 Random phone number dialling +/- 12.55

Western Australia 47 15 32 93% of sample via 
random sampling (N=14/15)

+/-14.29

Australian 
Capital Territory

61 33 28 47% of TAB sample via 
random sampling, plus 

recruitment of balance of TAB 
punters at TAB outlets

(however, conducted by phone)

+/-12.55
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Classification of risk
for problem gambling

The Canadian Problem Gambling Index (CPGI) was selected as the method for 
classifying respondent risk for problem gambling. This index is also becoming the more 
readily used method of classifying problem gambling risk internationally. A battery of 
items is used in the index to segment respondents into four risk categories 
including:

•• Non-problem gambling - CPGI score of 0

•• Low risk - CPGI score of 1-2

•• Moderate risk - CPGI score of 3-7

•• Problem gambling - CPGI score of 8-27

Given the length of the survey, five items from the CPGI were measured in the current 
study. Items were selected on their ability to discriminate between gamblers, based on 
results of a major unpublished household gambling survey of more than 30,000 people 
in Queensland (2004). Scale averages were then calculated from five CPGI items and 
then a total predicted risk score calculated. 

It should be noted by readers that the original survey draft had to be significantly 
reduced in length (by at least 20 minutes) to reach the 45 minute administration length. 
In this context, there were potentially many interesting issues and aspects to 
precommitment to explore (which influenced the decision to use five CPGI items).

While both McDonnell-Phillips and Gambling Research Australia would agree that 
inclusion of all CPGI items would have been ideal, this was mutually agreed as not 
feasible from both a response fatigue and survey length perspective. 

Accordingly, this would undoubtedly be an issue for consideration in future studies. 
However, providing some support for the direction taken, the Chronbach Alpha scale 
reliability value for the five selected CPGI items was very high (one indirect measure of 
the effectiveness of a measurement scale).

Northern 
Territory

61 31 30 63% of TAB sample via 
random sampling, plus 

recruitment of balance of TAB 
punters at TAB outlets

(however, conducted by phone)

+/- 12.55

National totals N=482
(+/- 4.46%)

N=240
(+/- 6.33%)

N=242
(+/- 6.3%)

Mixture of methods, with 
95% of sample recruited 
through random phone 

number dialling

+/- 4.46%

a. Where TAB patrons were recruited through TAB outlets, this was essentially via self-selection. This was only used once it became evident that the 
quota could not be filled through random telephone interviewing. This approach was discussed and agreed to with the GRA project team 
prior to implementation. A range of TAB outlets was selected for recruitment of patrons. Intercepts were used in the vicinity of TAB outlets, where 
potential candidates were first asked if they were a regular TAB punter and then asked if they would take part in the study for a voucher 
incentive (ie. a telephone interview).

b. Taken at a 95% confidence level. Calculated as Sample size = Z2*(p)*(1-p)/c2, where Z = Z value (e.g. 1.96 for 95% confidence level), p = 
percentage picking a choice, expressed as decimal and c = confidence interval, expressed as decimal 

Table 3. Sample characteristics, approaches and associated confidence intervals - 
NATIONAL SURVEY OF GAMBLER PRECOMMITMENT BEHAVIOUR (N=482, November 2005)

READERS SHOULD NOTE CAVEATS ABOUT SAMPLING 
WHEN REVIEWING THIS TABLE (refer “sampling” on page 54)

Jurisdiction

N (Number)

Sampling approacha
Confidence 

intervals (%)bTotal 
sample

EGM 
sample 

TAB 
sample
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Special statistical analyses conducted following the survey also showed that:

•• as reported in past studies, the CPGI risk measures were unidimensional and 
yielded a single factor (suggesting that CPGI items are measuring the same thing)

•• reliability analysis for the five measured CPGI items yielded an Alpha Scale Reliability 
Coefficient of 0.84 (ie. a Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient), suggesting that the 
items have formed a fairly reasonable scale for measurement of problem gambling 
(scores of roughly 0.7 or above are typically considered fairly good measures of the 
reliability of a measurement scale).

Call statistics Like all studies, the current study experienced a range of contact and sampling 
difficulties during the field research. Basic call statistics for the study are presented in 
Table 4. As shown, the “hit rate” of identifying a “regular gambler” (meeting the once a 
month criterion) was quite low. Survey refusal rates based on regular gamblers 
definitely known to qualify were approximately 26%. It should, however, be of course 
noted that non-response bias makes it very difficult to calculate a true response rate 
for the study. On a positive note, drop-outs from the survey (once it had started) were 
practically negligible and efforts were made to reschedule calls where timing was an 
issue for respondents. Accordingly, the issue of non-response and non-sampling bias 
should be carefully considered when readers are reviewing findings.

Table 4.Call statistics for the National Survey of Gambler Precommitment Behaviour

Call statisticsa ACT NSW NT QLD SA TAS VIC WA Totals

Completed surveys 63 64 61 61 61 61 64 47 482

Business Number 120 126 99 76 68 66 94 190 839

No Answer 915 773 1063 775 431 475 614 1432 6478

Refused 1667 1907 1516 1366 1141 1308 1370 1767 12042

Telstra Message 1146 1357 1482 1016 662 633 838 1712 8846

Non-Qualifiers 2588 2789 1816 1563 1718 2172 1894 2755 17295

Away duration 22 52 17 21 17 19 12 28 188

No Pokie or TAB gambler 1562 1692 1281 992 1322 1662 1308 1738 11557

Gamble < 1/mth 844 544 401 501 240 398 243 795 3966

Deaf/Drunk/Senile 82 92 40 29 75 71 83 85 557

Language issue 78 409 77 20 64 22 248 109 1027

Grand Total Calls 6499 7016 6037 4857 4081 4715 4874 7903 45982
% completed surveys 
(relative to total calls)

1.0% 0.9% 1.0% 1.3% 1.5% 1.3% 1.3% 0.6% 1.0%

% regular gamblers 
refusing but known to 
qualify (relative to total 
calls)

26% 27% 25% 28% 28% 28% 28% 22% 26%

a. It should be noted that this included only listed numbers - unlisted numbers and mobiles were not picked up in the study.
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Weighting of data Data in the National Survey of Gambler Precommitment Behaviour was weighted to 
assist with its broader application to the national population of gamblers who play 
EGMs or the TAB at least once a month. In this context, regular gamblers were 
the most important reference population (ie. not just all gamblers). 

Given the limited availability of contemporary reference populations, weighting the 
data to reflect recent trends was not straightforward. Indeed, as a detailed population 
breakdown of “once a month” EGM players and TAB players by (each) jurisdiction was 
ideally required, the only suitable reference population was the Productivity 
Commission data obtained from the 1999 National Gambling Survey1. 

While this study reports a useful national breakdown of gamblers by jurisdiction, it was 
only presented as a distribution of all gamblers (who have played in the past 
12mths), rather than just regular gamblers who play at least once a month (ie. the 
current survey required TAB and EGM gamblers to play at least once per month). 

As this data was not felt to be suitable for a reference population, the full Productivity 
Commission data set was obtained and re-analysed to produce a more relevant 
reference population of just regular TAB and EGM gamblers (who gambled at least 
once a month). It should be noted that this project did not adopt the same definition 
of a “regular gambler” as applied by the Productivity Commission, implying that 
variables were recoded accordingly. This approach was extensively discussed and 
agreed to with the GRA Secretariat before its application2. 

Key assumptions based on discussions with the Productivity Commission about the 
meaning of variables in the data set (including a review of Productivity Commission 
technical report titled - “Documentation of the National Gambling Survey 1999”) 
included:

•• SAMPWT was selected as the weighting variable

•• GEOG was selected as the variable to define States

•• FRQEGM and FRQBET variables were used to represent total times gamblers 
played EGMs or the TAB per year 

Steps taken to produce a reference population from the PC data set (1999) included:

•• 1. Relevant variables were identified and sampwt was applied as a weighting variable

•• 2. FRQEGM and FRQBET were recoded using SPSS3 into broad categories showing 
how many times people participate each year (ie. Play EGMs and bet at the TAB)

•• 3. People undertaking EGM play or TAB punting less than once per month 
(minimum of 12 times per year) were excluded from the sample 

•• 4. A frequency distribution of gamblers playing at least once per month was 
developed by state/territory, based on weighted frequency counts from the 
PC study

A decision was made to produce two weights for each state/territory (ie. one each 
for EGM and TAB gamblers). In this context, as all questions in the study were 
specifically about one form of gambling (either TAB or EGM play), it was deemed 
appropriate and most pragmatic to allocate a single weight to each player based on 
their main gambling activity. 

1. Productivity Commission (1999). National Gambling Survey, 1999. AusInfo, Canberra. 
2. SAMPWT was selected as the weighting variable in the PC data set used to produce the reference popu-
lation of regular (once a month) TAB players and EGM players
3. A leading Statistical Package for the Social Sciences - for information, refer spss.com
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While this naturally presents some limitations (eg. in reality, gamblers will often play 
more than one activity), it was viewed as the most appropriate weighting strategy, given 
the need to clearly identify respondents as either an EGM or TAB player (as all 
questions were about a single form of play). 

While the prospect of more detailed weighting was examined (eg. by product x 
frequency of play x jurisdiction), cell sizes in the Productivity Commission data set were 
too small to produce a reliable reference population. 

It should also be noted that study weights were naturally not able to correct for 
non-sampling errors that would be apparent in the current study and this is 
acknowledged as an area for future attention. In this context, the applied weighting 
procedure was agreed as the most appropriate and pragmatic approach in the context 
of the study objectives and available project budget.

McDonnell-Phillips would also like to acknowledge the excellent support and assistance 
of Ralph Lattimore for his guidance in interpreting variables in the 1999 Productivity 
Commission data set. 

Profile of respondents A basic demographic profile of regular gamblers who took part in the current study is 
presented in the following A3 page... 

It should be noted that this profile is merely a reflection of who participated in the 
study. As such, measures should not be taken as an indication of prevalence of problem 
gambling and other characteristics. 

While this study does not advocate perfection in sampling, it is pleasing to note that a 
wide range of gamblers of different demographic backgrounds took part in the study. 



National Survey of Gambler Precommitment Behaviour (2005)
Demographic profile of survey respondents (weighted population percents)

Whether plays alone
z Alone  - 32%  EGM, 47% TAB 
z With others - 44%  EGM, 26% TAB 

% participating in card based
loyalty program 
z 24% EGM, 15% TAB (21% overall)

Drinks per session
z Mean - EGM 1.9, TAB 3.0
z Median - EGM 0.0, TAB 2.0
z % drinking (while gambling) - 
    43% EGM, 62% TAB 

Demographics Reported gambling patterns

Family background

Motivation for gambling

Highest education level

Type of relationship

Gender
z Male - EGM 46%, 82% TAB
z Female - EGM 54%, 18% TAB

Dependent children
z EGM 30%, 28% TAB

Indigenous
z 2% EGM, 1% TAB (2% overall)

English not first  language   
z 16% EGM, 6% TAB (13% overall)

Household 
income ($)

Age

Main locations of EGM play - 
z 66% club, 23% hotel, 11% casino

Main locations of TAB punting - 
z On-course 13%, Off-course 65%

z Phone betting 7%, Internet betting (16%

Risk for problem gambling 
(Canadian PG Index) (%)

Key gambling activities (%)

Internet casino games

Other

Private betting

Club/hall bingo

Sports betting

Casino table games

Keno

Instant scratch-its

Lotteries

Horses/greyhounds/harness

Pokies
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% of EGM players/TAB punters (multiple response)
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4 2512
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4947
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26 10052
10048 82

EGM playersTAB puntersOverall

To put off doing something

You need money for something

Feeling down

To deal with stress

Boredom

Loneliness/social contact

You feel lucky

You want to win money

For entertainment/something to do

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
% of EGM players/TAB punters (multiple response)

62
4
5

34
7

0 5
62

5
2211

18
2114

18
16

25
19

40 53
45

8690
87

EGM playersTAB puntersOverall

Single venue

Two

Three-five

Five-ten

More than ten
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% of EGM players/TAB punters

39
38

39

29
26

28

26
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EGM playersTAB puntersOverall

18-24 yrs

25-34 yrs

35-49 yrs

50-64 yrs

65+ yrs
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17
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EGM playersTAB puntersOverall

High school to grade 10 or less

High school to grade 12

 TAFE or trade qualification

University
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Under $36399

36400-51999

52000-77999

78K+
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Widowed

Separated/divorced

Single

Married/live with partner
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Non-problem gambling

Low risk

Moderate risk

Problem gambling
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% of EGM players/TAB punters (CPGI derived)
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Venues regularly visited

Problem gambling risk x age (%) Predicted mean gambling 
expenditure ($ pa)

z Non-problem - $1602
z Low risk - $3000
z Mod risk - $3548
z PG - $7662

Frequency of gambling per month (%)

CPGI risk classification

Frequency of gambling EGM players TAB punters Overall
Once a month (1x mth) 25 17 22
Once a fortnight (2x mth) 22 12 18
Once a week (3-4x mth) 33 35 33
Once-twice a week (5-8x mth) 14 11 13
More than twice a week (9x or + mth) 7 26 13

Age

Non-
problem 
gambling   risk

  Moder. 
risk

Probl. 
gambl. Overall

18-24 years 14 20 12 9 13
25-34 years 8 13 20 14 13
35-49 years 20 25 31 40 28
50-64 years 31 21 24 23 26
65+ years 27 20 13 14 19

Low 
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Technical issues relating to interpreting findings

Overview This report has been written with a non-technical/non-research audience in mind. 
However, some more technical issues may emerge from time to time in the context of 
the report. Where possible, these have been explained in non-technical language, as it 
is recognised that the readership of this report will be wide.

In many cases, the use of more advanced statistical techniques can add value to the 
interpretation of survey data. In this context, we would encourage readers who are 
less familiar with statistics to read the orientation information below. While many 
techniques are based on high-end scientific methods, most concepts are actually quite 
straightforward and do not require any detailed statistical knowledge. 

In this context, the report has been prepared to meet the diverse needs of a primarily 
non-research target audience. It also uses colour and other illustrations to assist 
readers. 

1. Statistical 
significance 
testing

Significance testing uses a range of statistical methods to identify what are termed 
“statistically significant” differences in data. This is a difference which is assumed to be 
real, rather than due to sampling error. Sampling error simply refers to the fact that 
when you select people to do surveys, it is often the case that you may not have 
sampled in a way which represents the real population of people you are looking at.

For instance, while a result of 80% for EGM players and 85% for TAB punters may look 
like a trend, it’s quite possible that this 5% difference is due to sampling error. This is 
where statistical significance testing can be quite useful.

By applying a range of statistical methods, we can test whether that 5% difference is 
statistically significant (or just due to sampling error). This produces a probability figure 
represented as “p”. A probability of any number less than 0.05 is typically used as an 
indication of statistical significance. This indicates that the theoretical chance of the 
result occurring by chance is less than 5%. 

As such, a result of p<.001 (implying that the probability figure was so small and the 
result is very unlikely as a result of chance) means that the difference is very statistically 
significant. Conversely, figures greater than a probability or “p” value of 0.05 are 
generally considered to be non-significant. While only a theoretical basis, it 
provides some indication of the likelihood that a trend is real.

It should be noted that the current report does not apply a strictly academic 
interpretation of statistical significance and in some cases, results are reported which 
are of potential value to readers (as seen as potentially important irrespective of actual 
statistical significance). 

The rationale for this approach is that small sample sizes generally decrease the 
likelihood of obtaining statistically significant results. As such, there are clear benefits of 
reporting possible trends in a small sample survey. In this sense, interpretation of any 
data set implies some consideration of both “art and science”. 
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Readers should also note that it was similarly requested that detailed Australian state/
territory trends are provided in the report, so that different jurisdictions have the 
ability to explore possible and actual trends. 

For this reason, all results are described. However, in all cases, significance information 
is provided to assist readers to interpret trends (including quoting of actual probability 
values where they are known and available).

Throughout the report, a range of figures are shown in blue italics to indicate statistical 
significance. This can include figures such as - F, t, !2, R and r. Readers less familiar with 
statistics should not be overly concerned about the technical meaning of such figures, 
however, may like remember that any p less than (ie. <) 0.05 means that the result is 
statistically significant (different figures are simply because different analyses are 
needed, depending on nature of the data being analysed).

In this context, it could simply be remembered that a result is more 
significant in a literal sense (or important) and may signify an interesting 
trend (ie. A result is significant - if p<.05 - the smaller the probability, the 
more likely it is not due to chance).

Significance testing
across groups

Due to the exploratory nature of the current research, significant differences in the 
report are analysed based on a range of different “group” variables. For instance, 
significant differences in the report have been investigated across different:

•• Types of gambler - examining two different gambling activities in the study (ie. 
EGM players and TAB punters) has enabled some comparison of the different 
behaviours and attitudes of each group. It is often by comparing quite different 
gamblers that insights can be obtained about both groups

•• Most frequented gambling location - while many samples are quite small, we 
have reported some preliminary data relating to different locations of EGM play (ie. 
club, hotel v casino based players) and different locations of punting (ie. on-course 
at the track, off-course at the TAB, phone and internet punting). Once again, while it 
is difficult to make firm conclusions with small samples, the opportunity to learn 
what we can from small samples is also important

•• Australian jurisdictions - due to the very different gambling regulatory 
environments across Australian states/territories, it is clearly important and 
interesting to explore any significant differences which may emerge due to the 
location of the gambler. In this context, where possible, the report attempts to offer 
some explanation about why there may be differences in observed attitudes and 
behaviours. In many cases, however, interpretation is naturally tentative, given that 
samples for each state are very small

•• Risk for problem gambling - one of many points of focus of the research was 
to identify whether precommitment strategies differ across gamblers according to 
their level of risk for problem gambling. As highlighted previously, the CPGI was 
used for risk segmentation and significant differences are explored according to a 
gambler’s risk status. In many cases, non-problem and problem gamblers are 
compared

•• Special community groups (results for people of an indigenous 
or CALD background) - while there is no doubt much potential to pursue 
more detailed research into the precommitment behaviours and attitudes of special 
community groups, the general population was largely the main focus of the current 
study. In this context, it also makes sense to undertake general population research 
(and learn something from this initially) before more specialised research. However, 
in recognition of the importance of future research into special community groups, 
some preliminary findings have been presented for both people of indigenous 
background and people whose first language is not english. For the purpose of the 
current study, having a first language other than English has been used as a broad 
indication of people having a Culturally and Linguistically Diverse (CALD) 
background (referred to as “CALD groups” in the current study)

Statistical significance if p<.05
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•• Demographic characteristics - where possible, differences in results have been 
examined based on a comparison of relevant demographic characteristics. This 
includes a range of variables such as number of regular venues, gender, whether 
people gamble alone or with others, marital status, income, education and the like. 
Key demographic variables measured in the survey can be mostly reviewed on the 
last page of the survey (See Appendix A - Quantitative survey).

Analytical 
techniques

A range of statistical methods have been used to analyse data in this project. This can 
range from Multiple regression, Categorisation tree type analyses, Correlations, Chi 
square tests (!2), Analysis of variance, Factor Analysis and the like. While it is not at all 
important for readers to understand the technical underpinning of analyses (or any for 
that matter), analytical methods have generally been selected in line with best practice 
in research and to also suit the type of data and analysis situation. 

For instance, the main reason for selecting certain analytical methods over others is 
typically linked to the structure of data being analysed (for instance, category based 
variables need different approaches from continuous “rating scale” variables). Analyses 
also include several “multivariate analytical methods” which attempt to assess inter-
relationships between multiple variables (eg. Regression, Analysis of Variance or 
ANOVA style analyses for assessing the predictive power of interactions etc.). 

For instance, the link between several precommitment measures and a single outcome 
measure such as “going over the limit” could be explored using multivariate analytical 
methods. In summary, readers do not need to understand the intricacies of analyses, as 
they are explained in the report (in terms of what results mean and their implications 
etc.), however, there is some technical information for those interested.

It should also be noted that analyses undertaken have been prioritised in line with the 
most significant and valuable potential information insights to the wider readership. 
While it is acknowledged that a significant number of additional analyses are 
undoubtedly possible, findings have had to be analysed in the context of the project 
scope, the information needs of Gambling Research Australia (ie. working party 
members) and of course, within the available project budget. 

Data weighting It should be noted that, due to the adverse influence of weights in small samples (recall 
that data has been weighted to a reference population of regular gamblers), results 
have only been weighted for OVERALL EGM/TAB results. 

Statistical significance testing has also been undertaken in line with the weighting 
procedure. That is:

•• where the data was weighted - significance testing was on weighted data

•• where the data wasn’t weighted - significance testing was on unweighted data



PAGE 63 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

The contextual background to the report

Background to the 
reporting approach

Quite clearly, there are many different and varied ways to approach any research study. 
While different approaches offer different benefits and limitations, there is undoubtedly 
no “perfect” research method, nor any single “correct” approach to a given research 
exercise. Accordingly, any research project will always be a reflection of methods used, 
sampling procedures, a project brief (and proposal), project time lines and naturally 
also, project budgets. 

It should be noted that the current report was written in quite a different style to a 
scholarly academic paper. In this respect, a style was selected to reflect the very wide 
readership of the study. It is also expected that many readers of the report may have 
no research background, nor knowledge of technical research issues.

It should similarly be noted that the current research is primarily exploratory in 
nature. The report presents no research hypotheses and has been designed to report 
on all information content gathered in the survey. This was also an important 
contractual obligation of the project as a research consultancy. However, a shorter 
report containing major research findings is also available as a separate document (This 
is roughly 50pp and summarises major findings, while the current detailed report is 
more suited to readers wishing to explore results in great detail).

The structure of the current report similarly reflects a range of important information 
needs identified during the project, including in discussions with the GRA Research 
Secretariat and during the stakeholder consultation phase. This also once again 
accounts for why the report is presented in a very different style to many scholarly 
journals. 

For instance:

•• Results by Australian states/territories are presented to allow stakeholders 
across jurisdictions (including GRA working party members) to independently 
explore their own results and interpret trends (even in spite of obvious sampling 
limitations, there was seen to be benefit in having access to such exploratory data)

•• Results are presented for people of Culturally and Linguistically Diverse 
(CALD) and indigenous backgrounds to allow representative and other 
interest groups to explore possible trends in these segments (even though sample 
sizes are small, results provide some interesting preliminary information) 

•• A range of additional exploratory analyses and information is presented to 
allow readers to explore potential trends in findings (eg. exploratory trees, 
interactions, correlations between demographics and survey questions etc.). This 
was also important, given that sample sizes are often small and also as many readers 
will not have access to expensive statistical software.
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Summary... Within this context, the most important point to note about the approach to 
reporting is that the current report will not be the “definitive answer” to all questions 
about precommitment. Indeed, as very little is still known about precommitment, it was 
seen as important to provide readers with an opportunity to independently explore 
and interpret data, rather than to only present findings which confirmed or did not 
confirm a set of research hypotheses.

Accordingly, this sets the context for the approach taken to reporting and also reflects 
what has been costed in the research proposal and agreed to during the research. 

While it is acknowledged that a large range of other analyses could naturally have been 
undertaken (eg. effect sizes etc.), the following priority information content was seen 
to be of most utility and benefit to the majority of readers. 

In this context, we would also strongly suggest to all readers to once 
again take due care in the interpretation of small samples, but also 
consider the exploratory value that small samples can sometimes offer...
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Detailed findings and interpretation

The current detailed report on key findings of the Quantitative Research 
(Report 3) is structured in line with the following major sections:

•• 1. How budgets are set for gambling

•• 2. Basis and nature of precommitment in gambling

•• 3. Gambler experiences with precommitment

•• 4. Triggers for exceeding limits

•• 5. Control strategies used to keep to limits

•• 6. Views about future options for setting limits 

•• 7. Views about card based gambling

•• Appendices

Note to reader Given that a 45 minute survey naturally implies vast quantities of available information, 
a report on Major Findings is also available as a separate document from current 
detailed results. 

In this context, the present report presents detailed tables and graphs in recognition of 
the fact that there are many diverse stakeholders of the project and many in turn 
expressed interest in being able to access detailed information relating to the groups 
and interests they represent (ie. as identified during qualitative consultations). 

Accordingly, to meet these needs, the current report presents detailed breakdown 
results including preliminary results relating to people of an indigenous and CALD 
background. In many cases, these are only based on small samples, however, often 
reveal interesting insights and trends (which could provide a starting point for future 
research).

Readers wishing to review only major report insights are also referred to the separate 
Major Findings report (a shorter version of the detailed report), which documents the 
most interesting overall results and insights. 
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1. How budgets are
set for gambling

The first section of the report explores the self-reported budgeting behaviours of 
regular gamblers. As the “back end” to precommitment, setting a budget for gambling is 
an important aspect to the activity and should also occur prior to precommitment. 
Indeed, gamblers should ideally first decide how much money they can spend on 
gambling, along with the affordability of that expenditure before they set and monitor 
a limit for a given gambling session. 

In this context, it is critical to understand the budgeting process as a precursor to 
precommitment including the source of gambling money (ie. how do gamblers build a 
budget for gambling and where does the money come from?). In particular, while a 
gambler can set and keep to a limit, it is possible that the limit may also be set at a level 
which is not affordable or realistic. Accordingly, appropriate budgeting is arguably just as 
important as keeping to the precommitment decision. 

The current section presents results relating to:

•• Sources of money used for gambling

•• Budgeting in other areas of life

•• Expenditure on gambling relative to household budgets
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Sources of money used for gambling

Overall trends by
type of gambler

As part of the national survey, gamblers were first asked about the sources of money 
they used to raise funds for gambling. This is an important issue to examine in a study 
of precommitment, as it explores the potential ability of gamblers to select an 
appropriate limit prior to gambling. In this sense, it is almost akin to the “back end” of a 
precommitment strategy.

Overall trends, based on all gamblers surveyed (ie. EGM players and TAB punters), are 
shown in Figure 24. Findings overall revealed that the most popular strategies used to 
raise money for gambling on a national level included:

•• paying bills/debts first and then gambling with the balance (65% reported using 
this strategy “always”)

•• paying bills/debts and then calculating what is affordable (49% reported “always”)

•• selecting an arbitrary amount which feels right, but is not based on a calculation
(32% reported “always”) (akin to using “gut feel”)

In this context, it is apparent that a fairly large proportion of gamblers do not use any 
specific calculation-based strategy to work out an appropriate level of expenditure. It is 
also interesting to note that 89% of gamblers said that they never borrowed money 
and 96% had not sold or hocked possessions for gambling. It was apparent, however, 
that up to 20% of gamblers reported saving up small amounts to some degree (8% 
always, 5% often, 7% sometimes). Accordingly, this is also sometimes used as a strategy 
to raise money for gambling. 

Figure 24. Sources of money for gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often do you do the following to work out how much to spend on the pokies/TAB 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results

I have borrowed from someone/somewhere to raise money for gambling

I have sold or hocked things to raise money for gambling

I have taken money from household expenses to spend on gambling

I save small amounts of money in a certain location
to build up money for gambling

(like coins in a piggy bank)

I select an amount which feels right, but it is not based on any calculation

I pay my bills and then calculate exactly what I can afford to gamble

I pay my bills/debts first and then gamble with whatever is left

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% regular EGM players/TAB punters

89% 6% 4%1%

96% 2%1%1%

82% 11% 5%2%

72% 8% 7% 5% 8%

14% 11% 23% 20% 32%

21% 7% 9% 14% 49%

18% 5% 4% 8% 65%

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

Sources of money for gambling - National trends
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Trends by type 
of gambler - 
EGM players/
TAB punters

Key trends by the type of main gambling activity are presented in Table 5. Significant 
differences in results are indicated by blue italics. Once again, these appear throughout 
the report and indicate that differences in groups are likely to be real, rather than due 
to sampling error. 

Three significant differences were apparent in results, depending on the type of 
gambling activity. Results showed that:

•• EGM players (mean=3.8) were less likely to pay bills/debts first and gamble with the 
balance, compared to TAB punters (mean=4.2)

•• TAB punters were slightly more likely to use the piggybank strategy (ie. saving up 
small amounts) (mean=1.8), compared to EGM players (mean=1.6)

•• EGM players (mean=1.4) were slightly more likely to have taken money from 
household expenses to spend on gambling, compared to TAB punters (mean=1.2) 

Table 5.Sources of money for gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS BY TYPE OF GAMBLER (N=482, November 2005)a

Source of money 
for gambling

Weighted means (1=never, 5=always)

EGM players
(N=315)

TAB punters
(N=167)

Overall
(N=482)

I pay my bills/debts first and then gamble with 
whatever is left [t=-2.5, p=.01]

3.8 4.2 4

I pay my bills and then calculate exactly what I 
can afford to gamble

3.6 3.7 3.6

I select an amount which feels right, but it is 
not based on any calculation

3.5 3.4 3.4

I save small amounts of money in a certain 
location to build up money for gambling (like 
coins in a piggy bank) [t=-1.8, p=.07]

1.6 1.8 1.7

I have taken money from household expenses 
to spend on gambling [t=1.9, p=.06]

1.4 1.2 1.3

I have borrowed from someone/somewhere 
to raise money for gambling

1.1 1.2 1.2

I have sold or hocked things to raise money 
for gambling

1.1 1.1 1.1

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often do you do the following to work out how much to 
spend on the pokies/TAB? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) (Significant differences in blue). 
Weighted results
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Trends by location of 
play - EGM players

Findings also showed that people who regularly played EGMs at the casino (mean=2.1) 
were significantly more likely to use the “piggybank” strategy (ie. saving small amounts) 
than EGM players who mostly frequented clubs and hotels (mean=1.6). This may be 
explained by casino based gambling being more of an “event based” type of EGM play 
(ie. going to the casino may be more like a planned event, rather than a spontaneous 
activity) or alternatively, may be due to the higher expenditure by casino based EGM 
players1 (ie. more planned saving is required). 

Findings similarly showed that gamblers who mostly played EGMs at hotels were more 
likely to have sold or hocked items to raise money for gambling than other groups. This 
is likely to be due to the slightly higher rate of high risk gambling/problem gambling in 
hotel based EGM players (47% of hotel based players were classified as either 
moderate risk or problem gamblers).

1. Predicted expenditure findings showed that casino based EGM players would spend around $2700 pa, 
which is higher than both club and hotel player expenditure.

Table 6.Sources of money for gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF EGM PLAY (N=240, November 2005)a

Source of money 
for gambling

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

Club 
(N=114)

Hotel
(N=70)

Casino
(N=56)

I select an amount which feels right, but it is 
not based on any calculation

3.3 3.5 3.5

I pay my bills/debts first and then gamble with 
whatever is left

3.8 3.6 3.9

I pay my bills and then calculate exactly what I 
can afford to gamble

3.5 3.3 3.7

I save small amounts of money in a certain 
location to build up money for gambling (like 
coins in a piggy bank) [F=3.0, p=.05]

1.6 1.6 2.1

I have sold or hocked things to raise money 
for gambling [F=2.9, p=.06]

1.0 1.2 1.0

I have taken money from household expenses 
to spend on gambling

1.3 1.4 1.3

I have borrowed from someone/somewhere 
to raise money for gambling

1.2 1.3 1.2

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often do you do the following to work out how 
much to spend on the pokies? (Base: Regular EGM players) (Significant differences in blue). Unweighted results
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Trends by location of play 
- TAB punters

There were no significant differences in results, however, for different types of TAB 
punters (Table 7). However, it did appear that there may be a slight trend for internet 
and phone punters (who presumably have access to a betting account) to be less likely 
to use “gut feel” in determining their expenditure. In this context, it is possible that a 
betting account may help to manage TAB expenditure. As such, while results were not 
statistically significant, such trends may increase in a larger sample of punters.

Table 7.Sources of money for gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING (N=242, November 2005)a

Source of money 
for gambling

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

On-
course
(N=35)

Off-
course 

(N=147)

Phone 
betting
(N=26)

Internet 
betting
(N=34)

I select an amount which feels right, but it is 
not based on any calculation

3.3 3.5 3.2 3.2

I pay my bills/debts first and then gamble 
with whatever is left

4.2 4.3 4.2 4.0

I pay my bills and then calculate exactly what 
I can afford to gamble

3.3 3.5 3.3 3.2

I save small amounts of money in a certain 
location to build up money for gambling 
(like coins in a piggy bank)

1.9 1.7 1.7 1.6

I have sold or hocked things to raise money 
for gambling

1.0 1.1 1.0 1.1

I have taken money from household 
expenses to spend on gambling

1.1 1.2 1.1 1.2

I have borrowed from someone/some-
where to raise money for gambling

1.1 1.2 1.2 1.3

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often do you do the following to work out how much to 
spend on the TAB? (Base: Regular TAB punters) (No significant differences). Unweighted results
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Trends by jurisdiction -
EGM players

Statistical significance testing also revealed no significant differences in mean 
(ie. average) results by state/territory jurisdiction for either EGM players or TAB 
punters. This suggests that common behavioural patterns relating to budgeting may be 
apparent across most states/territories in Australia. Tables showing a breakdown of 
results by state and activity, however, are provided for reference. 

Table 8 and Figure 25 present jurisdictional results for EGM players. While no 
differences were significant, it is interesting to note WA EGM players seem to report 
placing more thought into their budget for gambling (eg. pay bills first, calculating 
affordability etc.). This may be due to EGM location in a casino environment in WA (ie. 
EGMs are less accessible so more planning may be both necessary and typical). 
However, it is still evident that WA players still use a fair degree of “gut feel” in selecting 
a budget for their gambling (mean=3.6 for WA).

Table 8.Sources of money for gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

Sources of money
for gambling

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

NSW
(N=34)

ACT
(N=33)

VIC
(N=34)

TAS
(N=31)

QLD
(N=31)

SA
(N=31)

NT
(N=31)

WA
(N=15)

I select an amount which feels right, 
but it is not based on any calculation

3.3 2.8 3.8 3.7 3.5 3.4 3.1 3.6

I pay my bills/debts first and then 
gamble with whatever is left

3.8 3.3 4.0 3.3 3.5 3.8 3.8 4.5

I pay my bills and then calculate 
exactly what I can afford to gamble

3.6 3.0 3.4 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.5 4.3

I save small amounts of money in a 
certain location to build up money 
for gambling (like coins in a piggy 
bank)

1.5 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.4 1.7 1.7 2.3

I have sold or hocked things to raise 
money for gambling

1.2 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.0

I have taken money from household 
expenses to spend on gambling

1.5 1.5 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.4 1.4 1.1

I have borrowed from someone/
somewhere to raise money for gam-
bling

1.1 1.4 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.5 1.1

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often do you do the following to work out how much to spend on the pokies?
(Base: Regular EGM players) (No significant differences). Unweighted results
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Figure 25. Sources of money for gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often do you do the following to work out how much to spend on the pokies? 
(Base: Regular EGM players) (No significant differences) Unweighted results
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
TAB punters

Key results for TAB punters by jurisdiction are shown in Table 9 and Figure 26. Once 
again, while differences were not statistically significant, it is interesting to note that WA 
punters appeared to be slightly more likely to use a calculation strategy for working out 
their expenditure and it was also apparent that NT punters may have been slightly 
more likely to have taken money from household budgets. The latter result may be a 
reflection of the slightly higher rate of moderate risk gambling/problem gambling. 
However, given that results are not significant, findings should be observed as points of 
interest, rather than definitive trends.

Table 9.Sources of money for gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

Sources of money
for gambling

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

NSW
(N=32)

ACT
(N=28)

VIC
(N=30)

TAS
(N=30)

QLD
(N=30)

SA
(N=30)

NT
(N=30)

WA
(N=32)

I select an amount which feels right, but it 
is not based on any calculation

3.4 3.5 3.5 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.4 3.5

I pay my bills/debts first and then gamble 
with whatever is left

4.3 4.0 4.0 4.3 4.0 4.3 4.2 4.5

I pay my bills and then calculate exactly 
what I can afford to gamble

3.9 3.3 3.7 3.4 3.3 3.3 2.9 3.7

I save small amounts of money in a cer-
tain location to build up money for gam-
bling (like coins in a piggy bank)

2.1 1.7 1.5 1.7 1.5 1.8 1.6 1.8

I have sold or hocked things to raise 
money for gambling

1.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.1

I have taken money from household 
expenses to spend on gambling

1.2 1.2 1.3 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.4 1.2

I have borrowed from someone/some-
where to raise money for gambling

1.3 1.3 1.1 1.1 1.3 1.1 1.3 1.2

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often do you do the following to work out how much to spend on the TAB? 
(Base: Regular TAB punters). (No significant differences) Unweighted results
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Figure 26. Sources of money for gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often do you do the following to work out how much to spend on the TAB? 
(Base: Regular TAB punters) (No significant differences). Unweighted results
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Sources of money used for gambling -
Trends by jurisdiction for TAB punters
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Trends by risk for
problem gambling

As part of the study, a gambler’s risk status for problem gambling was examined using a 
sample of five items from the Canadian Problem Gambling Index (CPGI). As 
mentioned, a description of the method used to develop a measure of risk based on 
the CPGI is outlined in the Methodology on page 54. 

A comparison of the types of budgeting strategies used by different gambling risk 
segments revealed several significant trends. Overall results are shown in Table 10. 
Unsurprisingly, findings suggested that people with higher tendencies for problem 
gambling tended to be more likely than the lower risk groups to have sold or hocked 
items, to have taken money from household expenses and to have borrowed from 
someone to raise money for gambling. 

Overall themes also highlight that problem gamblers tend to adopt more “active” 
strategies for generating funds for gambling, compared to lower risk groups (eg. selling 
items, borrowing, using the “piggybank” strategy could all be considered more “active” 
cash creation strategies). 

Table 10.Sources of money for gambling - unweighted results -
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

Sources of money
for gambling

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

Non-
problem 
gambling
(N=197)

Low risk
(N=79)

Moderate 
risk

(N=117)

Problem 
gambling
(N=89)

I pay my bills/debts first and then gamble with what-
ever is left

4.0 3.8 4.0 4.0

I pay my bills and then calculate exactly what I can 
afford to gamble

3.6 3.1 3.5 3.6

I select an amount which feels right, but it is not based 
on any calculation

3.5 3.4 3.4 3.2

I save small amounts of money in a certain location to 
build up money for gambling (like coins in a piggy bank)

1.6 1.8 1.7 1.9

I have taken money from household expenses to 
spend on gambling [F=44.3, p<.001]

1.0 1.1 1.3 1.9

I have borrowed from someone/somewhere to raise 
money for gambling [F=30.7, p<.001]

1.0 1.1 1.2 1.7

I have sold or hocked things to raise money for gam-
bling [F=10.1, p<.001]

1.0 1.0 1.0 1.3

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often do you do the following to work out how much to spend on the 
the pokies/TAB? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) (Significant differences in blue). Unweighted results
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Trends by indigenous
background

While only 15 regular gamblers of indigenous background participated in the survey, 
the budgeting strategies (as relating to gambling) of indigenous people were seen as an 
interesting aspect to the project. Accordingly, key budgeting strategies for gambling 
used by people of an indigenous background are presented in Table 11. 

Findings overall reflected the many themes raised by indigenous representative groups 
during the qualitative consultations. In particular, findings showed that sharing of money 
and resources is much more common amongst indigenous peoples than in people of a 
non-indigenous background (note result relating to borrowing of money). 

Key results may also arguably reflect that many indigenous people have access to fewer 
financial resources than other groups in the general population. In particular, findings 
showed that, compared to people of a non-indigenous background, indigenous people 
were more likely to have:

•• borrowed money to spend on gambling

•• used household money to spend on gambling

•• sold/hocked items to raise money for gambling

Table 11.Sources of money for gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR PEOPLE OF INDIGENOUS BACKGROUND (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often do you do the following to work out 
how much to spend on the pokies/TAB? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results.
(Significant differences in blue)

Sources of money 
for gambling

Unweighted means 
(1=never, 5=always)

Indigenous
(N=15)

Non-
indigenous
(N=467)

I pay my bills/debts first and then gamble with what-
ever is left

4.3 4.0

I pay my bills and then calculate exactly what I can 
afford to gamble

3.9 3.5

I select an amount which feels right, but it is not based 
on any calculation

3.2 3.4

I save small amounts of money in a certain location to 
build up money for gambling (like coins in a piggy bank)

2.3 1.7

I have taken money from household expenses to 
spend on gambling [t=4.5, p<.001]

2.1 1.2

I have borrowed from someone/somewhere to raise 
money for gambling [t=3.7, p<.001]

1.8 1.2

I have sold or hocked things to raise money for gam-
bling [t=6.3, p<.001]

1.7 1.0
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Trends for CALD 
groups

The budgeting strategies used by people of Culturally and Linguistically Diverse 
(CALD) backgrounds present a further interesting aspect to the current study. Findings 
pertaining to the budgeting strategies of people whose first language was not english 
are shown in Table 12. 

Findings overall revealed a number of significant differences between CALD and non-
CALD groups. While sample sizes were too small for detailed analysis, some interesting 
possible themes were apparent. In particular, findings showed that, compared to the 
balance of the population, CALD groups emerged as reporting that they were 
significantly more likely to: 

•• calculate the affordability of their gambling

•• save up small amounts to build up money for gambling

•• have sold or hocked things to raise money for gambling

•• have taken money from household expenses for gambling

•• have borrowed from someone to raise money for gambling.

This is probably an indication of the high level of involvement of CALD groups in 
gambling, given that the rate of problem gambling was higher for CALD groups than 
that for the balance of the sample. 

Table 12.Sources of money for gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR CALD GROUPS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often do you do the following to work out 
how much to spend on the pokies/TAB? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results.
(Significant differences in blue)

Sources of money
for gambling

Unweighted means 
(1=never, 5=always)

English not 
first language

(N=45)

English as first 
language
(N=437)

I pay my bills/debts first and then gamble with what-
ever is left

3.9 4.0

I pay my bills and then calculate exactly what I can 
afford to gamble [t=1.9, p=.05]

3.9 3.4

I select an amount which feels right, but it is not based 
on any calculation

3.2 3.4

I save small amounts of money in a certain location to 
build up money for gambling (like coins in a piggy bank)
[t=4.1, p<.001]

2.4 1.6

I have taken money from household expenses to 
spend on gambling [t=2.9, p=.004]

1.6 1.2

I have borrowed from someone/somewhere to raise 
money for gambling [t=3.6, p<.001]

1.5 1.2

I have sold or hocked things to raise money for 
gambling [t=2.1, p=.03]

1.2 1.0
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Minor trends A range of other exploratory analyses were undertaken to examine the potential for 
other interesting differences and trends. Key insights are summarised in Table 13. Minor 
trends are examined in this section, given the importance of budgeting in the context 
of precommitment. 

Table 13.Differences relating to the source of money for gambling - 
SIGNIFICANT TRENDSa

Type of trend Significant trends

Age • older gamblers were more likely to use gut feel (ie. selecting an 
amount which feels right), compared to younger gamblers
(r=.12, p=.007)

• younger gamblers were more likely to borrow money for 
gambling, than older gamblers (r=-.16, p<.001)

Gender • females (mean=3.5) were slightly more likely to use gut feel as a 
budgeting strategy, compared to males (mean=3.3) 
[t=-1.7, p=.09]

• females (mean=3.8) were more likely to calculate affordability, 
compared to males (mean=3.3) [t=-3.5, p<.001]

• females (mean=1.9) were more likely to use the “piggybank” 
savings strategy, compared to males (mean=1.6)
[t=-2.3, p=.02]

• males (mean=1.2) were slightly more likely to borrow money for 
gambling, compared to females (mean=1.1) [t=1.7, p=.09]

Frequency of gambling • more frequent gamblers were more likely to have sold or 
hocked items to raise money for gambling, compared to less 
frequent gamblers (r=.11, p=.01)

• more frequent gamblers were more likely to have taken money 
from household expenses, compared to less frequent gamblers 
(r=.17, p<.001)

• more regular gamblers were more likely to borrow money for 
gambling, than less frequent gamblers (r=.11, p=.01)

Highest completed 
education level

• gamblers with higher education levels were less likely to calculate 
affordability of gambling, than gamblers of a lower education 
level (r=-.12, p=.01)

• gamblers with higher education levels were less likely to use the 
piggybank savings strategy, than gamblers of a lower education 
level (r=-.12, p=.008)

Dependent children • gamblers with dependent children (mean=1.1) were slightly 
more likely to have sold or hocked items for gambling money, 
than gamblers without dependent children (mean=1.0)
(F=3.4, p=.07)

Number of venues 
regularly attended

• gamblers who attended a higher number of regular venues were 
less likely to pay bills/debts first and gamble with the balance, 
than those who frequented fewer venues (r=-.09, p=.05)

• gamblers who attended a higher number of regular venues were 
less likely to calculate affordability of their gambling, than those 
who frequented fewer venues (r=-.10, p=.03)

• gamblers who attended a higher number of regular venues were 
more likely to have taken money from the household for gam-
bling, than those who frequented fewer venues (r=.11, p=.02)

• gamblers who attended a higher number of regular venues were 
more likely to have borrowed money for gambling, than those 
who frequented fewer venues (r=.13, p=.004)
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Household income • gamblers with a higher household income were less likely to pay 
bills first and gamble with the balance, compared to lower 
income groups (r=-.09, p=.05)

• gamblers with a higher household income were less likely to 
calculate the affordability of gambling, compared to lower 
income groups (r=-.10, p=.03)

• gamblers with a lower household income were more likely to 
have taken money from the household for gambling, compared 
to lower income groups (r=.11, p=.02)

• gamblers with a lower household income were more likely to 
have borrowed money for gambling, compared to lower income 
groups (r=.13, p=.004)

Marital status • separated/divorced gamblers (mean=1.4) and single gamblers 
(mean=1.4) were more likely than gamblers with a relationship 
partner (mean=1.2) or widowed gamblers (mean=1.1) to have 
taken money from the household budget for gambling
(F=2.8, p=.04)

• separated/divorced gamblers (mean=1.3) and single gamblers 
(mean=1.4) were more likely than gamblers with a relationship 
partner (mean=1.1) or widowed gamblers (mean=1.0) to have 
borrowed money for gambling (F=5.4, p=.001)

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often do you do the following to work out how 
much to spend on pokies/TAB? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results 
(Significant differences in blue)

Table 13.Differences relating to the source of money for gambling - 
SIGNIFICANT TRENDSa

Type of trend Significant trends



PAGE 80 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

Predictive analyses Findings of a multiple regression analysis also showed that, of all the budgeting 
behaviour variables, calculating the affordability of gambling was most 
significantly related to the tendency to set a gambling spend limit (or “precommit”). 

This may suggest that people who were more likely to calculate affordability of their 
gambling were also more likely to set a spend limit. This may thus be an indication of 
how general life behaviours can also carry over to gambling.

However, a number of segments of gamblers who showed different budgeting 
tendencies were also identified through exploratory tree analyses (Figure 27). These 
should not necessarily be considered 100% definitive given the small sample, however, 
are presented for interest value.

Figure 27. How budgeting variables predict the tendency to set a gambling spend limita - 
EXPLORATORY DATA ANALYSIS SHOWING RESULTS OF A TREE STYLE ANALYSIS (N=482, November 2005)

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often do you do set a gambling spend limit? Green shows the mean of each segment on the ten-
dency to set a gambling spend limit (1=never, 5=always set a maximum spend limit) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters)

Frequency of setting  
a maximum  

spending limit

Use of gut feel to set
gambling spending,

not based on any calculation

Gut feel used 
less often

Mean=3.6

Mean=3.3 Mean=4.0

Mean=4.0

Mean=2.0 Mean=2.8

Less likely to 
calculate  

affordability

Sometimes 
calculate  

affordability

Often/always 
calculate  

affordability

Non-problem
gamblers

7% of gamblers

Higher risk
gamblers

9% of gamblers

15% of gamblers

46% of gamblers

Gut feel used 
more often

I pay my bills and then calculate exactly w hat I can af ford to gamble 
P-value=0.0000, F=19.4

P-value=0.0000, F=22.2

Risk for PG (CPGI)
P-value=0.0154, F=6.1

Male

16% of gamblers

Female

7% of gamblers

Gender
P-value=0.0084, F=7.2

Blue shows significant predictor variables

How budgeting behaviour links to setting of gambling spend limits - 
Exploratory gambler segments

**Based on tree analysis(Very low  
tendency to set limits)

(Low tendency  
to set limits)

(High  
tendency to set limits)

(Moderate  
tendency to set limits)

(Very high  
tendency to set limits)

(Very high  
tendency to set limits)
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Key segments identified based on budgeting behaviours included:

•• Three groups which were less likely to calculate affordability of their gambling 
(31% of regular gamblers) - This also segmented into three sub-groups:

• Mostly non-problem gamblers who were less likely to use gut feel to set a limit (7%) - 
these people also showed a very low tendency to set limits

• Mostly higher risk gamblers who were less likely to use gut feel to set a limit (9%) - these 
people also showed a fairly low tendency to set limits

• Mostly gamblers who were more likely to use gut feel to set a limit (15%) - these 
people also showed a fairly high tendency to set limits

•• One group which was moderately likely to calculate affordability 
(23% of regular gamblers) - This group also segmented into two sub-groups, 
based on gender:

• Mostly males who were fairly likely to calculate affordability (16%) - these 
people also showed a fairly high tendency to set limits

• Most females who were fairly likely to calculate affordability (7%) - these 
people also showed a very high tendency to set limits

•• One group which was always likely to calculate affordability 
(46% of regular gamblers)

Accordingly, this shows some interesting gender and risk based sub-segments. While 
results should only be considered indicative, it does highlight the importance of 
calculating the affordability of gambling in determining how regular gamblers set limits.
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Budgeting in other areas of life

Trends by type 
of gambler - 
EGM players/
TAB punters

As part of the survey, gamblers were asked about their budgeting and limit setting 
practices in other more general areas of life. This included budgeting practices 
pertaining to the purchase of groceries, alcohol/cigarettes and entertainment/leisure 
activities (ie. apart from gambling). Gamblers were prompted to indicate whether they:

•• “buy as they go” - ie. don’t really follow a budget

•• “set a limit or follow a budget” or ;

•• have “no involvement” in the activity.

In addition, gamblers were also asked how often they overspent their grocery, 
alcohol/cigarette or entertainment budget. Key results are shown in Table 14. 

As evident, it is interesting to note that only 30% of regular gamblers followed a budget 
for groceries, only 16% followed a budget for alcohol/cigarette purchases and 23% 
followed a budget for entertainment (ie. most regular gamblers don’t budget!). It is 
similarly interesting to note that there seems to be stronger tendency to “buy as you 
go” in TAB punters for all activities combined, compared to EGM players. This may be 
due to the gender difference between groups, where 82% of TAB punters are male 
(females were slightly more likely to set budgets). 

It should also be noted males also generally showed a higher tendency to “buy as you 
go” (compared to females) for all budget categories, apart from the purchase of 
groceries (where female TAB punters interestingly showed a higher tendency to buy as 
you go, compared to male TAB punters).

The slightly higher tendency for regular gamblers to overspend their grocery budget - 
compared to alcohol/cigarette and entertainment budgets is also worth noting. This 
may because grocery purchasing is more difficult to track across time (ie. given the 
quantity of groceries consumed and the 7 day shopping environment). 

Findings also showed that significantly more TAB punters were involved in alcohol/
cigarette purchases, compared to EGM players. This may once again be due to most 
TAB punters being male and males consuming considerably more alcohol than females. 
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Table 14.Budgeting and keeping to budgets - weighted results 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

Group Budgeting area

% EGM players/TAB punters 

(weighted results)b

Weighted 
means 

(1=never, 

5=always)c

Buy as 
you go

Set a limit/
follow a 
budget

No 
involvement

How often 
gambler spends 
more than set 

limit

Overall Basic groceries 58 30 11 2.7

Alcohol/cigarettes 62 16 22 2.1

Entertainment/leisure 
activities (other than gam-
bling such as movies, hob-
bies, going out for dinner)

71 23 6 2.2

EGM 
players

Basic groceries 58 32 10 2.7

Alcohol/cigarettes 57 17 26 2.2

Entertainment/leisure 
activities (other than gam-
bling such as movies, hob-
bies, going out for dinner)

70 24 6 2.2

TAB 
punters

Basic groceries 60 26 14 2.6

Alcohol/cigarettes 70 14 15 2.1

Entertainment/leisure 
activities (other than gam-
bling such as movies, hob-
bies, going out for dinner)

74 21 6 2.1

a. Question - Do you generally buy as you go or set a limit or budget? If 1=never and 5=always, how often do you spend more than your 
limit? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results 

b. Significant difference between EGM players and TAB punters in relation to alcohol/cigarette budgeting practices (!2=8.5, p=.02)

c. No significant differences in means. 
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
EGM players

While there were no statistically significant differences by jurisdiction for EGM players, 
key findings are summarised in Table 15. Interesting to note is that overall budgeting 
practices appear to be lower in Victoria, the ACT and the Northern Territory and 
higher in South Australia, WA and NSW (and mid range in Tasmania and Queensland). 
This may be a reflection of the different demographic and income profiles of the 
community in different jurisdictions. However, it should also be noted that cell sample 
sizes are very small in these results (ie. only around 30 people per state) and that there 
was some fair level of variation, depending on the activity.

Table 15.Budgeting and keeping to budgets - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

State Type of budget

% EGM players
(unweighted results)

Unweighted 
means 

(1=never, 
5=always)

Buy as 
you go

Set a limit/
follow a 
budget

No 
involvement

How often 
gambler spends 
more than set 

limit

NSW Basic groceries 53 32 15 2.6

Alcohol/cigarettes 53 24 24 2.3

Entertainment/leisure activ-
ities (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner) 

68 29 3 2.3

ACT Basic groceries 58 36 6 2.4

Alcohol/cigarettes 64 18 18 1.9

Entertainment/leisure activ-
ities (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)

79 6 15 1.8

VIC Basic groceries 68 26 6 2.6

Alcohol/cigarettes 65 3 32 2.1

Entertainment/leisure activ-
ities (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)

71 21 9 2.2

TAS Basic groceries 68 26 6 2.8

Alcohol/cigarettes 58 23 19 2.1

Entertainment/leisure activ-
ities (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)

68 23 10 1.9

QLD Basic groceries 55 42 3 2.7

Alcohol/cigarettes 55 19 26 2.1

Entertainment/leisure activ-
ities (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)

84 13 3 2.1
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SA Basic groceries 52 35 13 3.1

Alcohol/cigarettes 61 23 16 2.1

Entertainment/leisure activ-
ities (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)

55 32 13 1.8

NT Basic groceries 58 29 13 2.6

Alcohol/cigarettes 58 16 26 1.8

Entertainment/leisure activ-
ities (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)

71 16 13 1.7

WA Basic groceries 47 47 7 3.3

Alcohol/cigarettes 47 20 33 1.9

Entertainment/leisure activ-
ities (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)

80 20  0 2.5

a. Question - Do you generally buy as you go or set a limit or budget? If 1=never and 5=always, how often do you spend more 
than your limit? (Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (No significant differences)

Table 15.Budgeting and keeping to budgets - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

State Type of budget

% EGM players
(unweighted results)

Unweighted 
means 

(1=never, 
5=always)

Buy as 
you go

Set a limit/
follow a 
budget

No 
involvement

How often 
gambler spends 
more than set 

limit
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
TAB punters

Key trends by jurisdiction for TAB punters are shown in Table 16. Findings also revealed 
a significant difference in means relating to the tendency to overspend the alcohol/
cigarette and entertainment budget. This suggested that gamblers in Tasmania were less 
likely to report overspending their alcohol/cigarette and entertainment budgets 
compared to other states, while gamblers in the Northern Territory appeared more 
likely to overspend in these areas. Once again, this is probably explained by the higher 
household incomes in Northern Territory sample.

Table 16.Budgeting and keeping to budgets - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

State Type of budget

% TAB punters

(unweighted results)b

Unweighted 
means 

(1=never, 
5=always)

Buy as 
you go

Set a limit/
follow a 
budget

No 
involvement

How often 
gambler 

spends more 
than set 

limitc

NSW Basic groceries 59 25 16 2.6

Alcohol/cigarettes 81 16 3 2.3

Entertainment/leisure activi-
ties (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)

78 19 3 2.1

ACT Basic groceries 54 36 11 3

Alcohol/cigarettes 64 21 14 2.2

Entertainment/leisure activi-
ties (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)

68 14 18 2.1

VIC Basic groceries 67 20 13 2.7

Alcohol/cigarettes 60 10 30 1.8

Entertainment/leisure activi-
ties (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)

70 23 7 2.5

TAS Basic groceries 67 23 10 2

Alcohol/cigarettes 63 10 27 1.7

Entertainment/leisure activi-
ties (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)

67 17 17 1.4

QLD Basic groceries 60 27 13 2.5

Alcohol/cigarettes 70 17 13 2

Entertainment/leisure activi-
ties (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)

77 20 3 2
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SA Basic groceries 47 43 10 2.5

Alcohol/cigarettes 57 23 20 1.9

Entertainment/leisure activi-
ties (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)

70 23 7 1.7

NT Basic groceries 37 53 10 3.1

Alcohol/cigarettes 73 13 13 2.7

Entertainment/leisure activi-
ties (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)

73 17 10 2.4

WA Basic groceries 47 38 16 2.8

Alcohol/cigarettes 59 16 25 1.9

Entertainment/leisure activi-
ties (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)

63 22 16 1.7

a. Question - Do you generally buy as you go or set a limit or budget? If 1=never and 5=always, how often do you spend more than your 
limit? (Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results 

b. No significant differences

c. Significant difference between states on frequency of overspending alcohol/cigarette budget (F=1.8, p<.08) and 
entertainment/leisure budget (F=3.3, p=.007)

Table 16.Budgeting and keeping to budgets - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

State Type of budget

% TAB punters

(unweighted results)b

Unweighted 
means 

(1=never, 
5=always)

Buy as 
you go

Set a limit/
follow a 
budget

No 
involvement

How often 
gambler 

spends more 
than set 

limitc
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Trends by risk for
problem gambling

Some interesting differences also emerged in the tendency of gamblers to overspend 
general budgets based on their risk status for problem gambling. Results are in 
Table 17. Findings showed that problem gamblers were more likely to overspend their 
alcohol/cigarette budget and entertainment budget, compared to lower risk groups. 

To test whether this result was simply due to more problem gamblers being male, the 
ability of gender and overspending of budgets to independently predict gambling risk 
was examined. Results interestingly suggested that overspending alcohol/cigarette 
budgets was more strongly linked to the problem gambling risk status than gender and 
other budgeting variables. 

This may suggest that “going over the limit” in other areas of life is as much a 
characteristic of problem gamblers, as it is in gambling. An alternative explanation may 
of course also be that problem gamblers are more likely to overspend the budgets 
simply because their budgets are already very limited (ie. due to extensive gambling). 
However, findings present some interesting scenarios for consideration.

Table 17.Budgeting and keeping to budgets - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

Risk category 
for problem 

gambling
 Type of budget

% EGM players/TAB punters
(unweighted results)

Unweighted 
means 

(1=never, 
5=always)

Buy as 
you go

Set a limit/
follow a 
budget

No 
involveme

nt

How often 
gambler spends 
more than set 

limitb

Non-problem 
gambling

Basic groceries 51 35 14 2.5

Alcohol/cigarettes 60 16 24 1.7

Entertainment/leisure activi-
ties (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)

71 21 8 1.8

Low risk Basic groceries 71 24 5 2.6

Alcohol/cigarettes 70 11 19 2.2

Entertainment/leisure activi-
ties (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)

76 14 10 1.9

Moderate risk Basic groceries 60 32 9 2.7

Alcohol/cigarettes 66 18 16 2.1

Entertainment/leisure activi-
ties (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)

74 18 9 2

Problem 
gambling

Basic groceries 49 40 10 3

Alcohol/cigarettes 56 21 22 2.7

Entertainment/leisure activi-
ties (other than gambling 
such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)

63 25 12 2.3

a. Question - Do you generally buy as you go or set a limit or budget? If 1=never and 5=always, how often do you spend more than 
your limit? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results 

b. Significant difference between risk categories in relation to frequency of going over limit for alcohol/cigarette budget 
(F=7.0, p<.001) and tending towards significance for entertainment/leisure budget (F=2.1, p=.10)
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Trends by indigenous
background

Key trends for people of indigenous versus non-indigenous background are shown in 
Table 18. While most differences were not significant, one trend suggested that there 
may be an increased tendency for people of an indigenous background to overspend 
their grocery budget, compared to people of a non-indigenous background. 

This may have emerged as quite significant in a larger sample and may reflect that many 
indigenous people live on a very low household income (implying that it is likely that 
they would tend to overspend, as most of their resources would be used for living). 

It is also interesting that indigenous people appear to report a higher tendency to set 
limits/follow a budget for groceries and alcohol/cigarettes, yet less so for entertainment. 
This is a further issue that it is difficult to interpret with a small sample, yet presents an 
interesting area for future more detailed investigation.

Table 18.Budgeting and keeping to budgets - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY INDIGENOUS BACKGROUND (N=482, November 2005)a

Background  Type of budget

% EGM players/TAB punters
(unweighted results)

Unweighted means 
(1=never, 5=always)

Buy as you 
go

Set a limit/
follow a 
budget

No 
involveme

nt

How often gambler 
spends more than set 

limitb

Indigenous Basic groceries 33 47 20 3.2

Alcohol/cigarettes 67 20 13 2.5

Entertainment/leisure 
activities (other than 
gambling such as movies, 
hobbies, going out for 
dinner)

80 13 7 2.1

Non-
indigenous

Basic groceries 57 33 10 2.7

Alcohol/cigarettes 62 17 21 2

Entertainment/leisure 
activities (other than 
gambling such as movies, 
hobbies, going out for 
dinner)

71 20 9 2

a. Question - Do you generally buy as you go or set a limit or budget? If 1=never and 5=always, how often do you spend more than 
your limit? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results 

b. Difference tending towards significance for exceeding budget for groceries (F=2.6, p=.11)
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Trends for 
CALD groups

Key trends for people of non-english speaking background are shown in Table 19. 
Findings overall showed that people of a non-english speaking background were more 
likely to set a budget for entertainment/leisure than their english speaking counterparts. 
This may be due to lower income levels of CALD groups (ie. less discretionary income 
is available for entertainment). There was also a statistically significant tendency of 
CALD groups to report overspending in all budgeting areas (once again, probably 
income related).

Table 19.Budgeting and keeping to budgets - unweighted results 
TRENDS FOR CALD GROUPS (N=482, November 2005)a

Background  Type of budget

% EGM players/TAB punters

(unweighted results)b

Unweighted 
means 

(1=never, 
5=always)

Buy as 
you go

Set a 
limit/

follow a 
budget

No 
involvem

ent

How often 
gambler spends 
more than set 

limitc

English not 
the first 
language

Basic groceries 44 40 16 3.2

Alcohol/cigarettes 56 16 29 2.4

Entertainment/leisure activities 
(other than gambling such as mov-
ies, hobbies, going out for dinner)

58 31 11 2.3

English 
as first 
language

Basic groceries 57 32 10 2.6

Alcohol/cigarettes 63 17 20 2

Entertainment/leisure activities 
(other than gambling such as mov-
ies, hobbies, going out for dinner)

72 19 9 2

a. Question - Do you generally buy as you go or set a limit or budget? If 1=never and 5=always, how often do you spend more 
than your limit? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results 

b. Significant difference for entertainment/leisure budgeting patterns (!2=6.5, p=.04)

c. Significant difference tending for overspending in relation to groceries (F=2.9, p=.09) and alcohol/cigarettes (F=3.4, p=.07) and
significant difference for entertainment/leisure overspending (F=4.8, p=.03)
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Expenditure on gambling relative to 
household budgets

Overall trends The average expenditure of regular gamblers, expressed as a percentage of their total 
household budget is shown in Table 20. While only predicted gambling expenditure 
was available for this analysis (which has limitations given that people stated their limits 
and often over-run them), findings showed that different household income brackets 
seemed to spend markedly different amounts of their total household income on 
gambling. 

While only ranges of percents were able to be calculated (ie. as ranges of household 
income were provided in the survey), it is interesting to note that lower household 
income gamblers spend a higher proportion of the household budget, compared to 
higher household income gamblers. In this sense, it is apparent that there is not a 
tendency for people to lower their expenditure on gambling to suit their household 
budget situation.

Table 20.Expenditure on gambling as percent of household income - unweighted results 
OVERALL TRENDS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Gamblers were asked the basis and amount of their limit and this was converted to 
an annual basis. Results are presented as percents against household income (bracket) estimates. 
It should be noted that this only represents an estimate of gambling expenditure and that gam-
blers are not typically good at recalling their expenditure (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB 
punters) Unweighted results 

Household
income bracket

Total mean expenditure 
on gambling 

(predicted) ($pa)

% predicted 
household income 

expressed as a range

Under $15,599 $1769 0-11%

$15,600 to $20,799 $2106 10-14%

$20,800 to $25,999 $4927 19-24%

$26,000 to $31,199 $3008 10-12%

$31,200 to $36,399 $2454 7-8%

$36,400 to $41,599 $3740 9-10%

$41,600 to $51,999 $2366 5-6%

$52,000 to $62,399 $1675 3%

$62,400 to $77,999 $4421 6-7%

$78,000 to $103,999 $4330 4-6%

$104,000 or more $6715 At least 6%
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While cell sizes were unfortunately too small to enable this sort of analysis by problem 
gambling status, it did appear that problem gamblers were more likely to spend a larger 
percentage of their household income than non-problem groups. Table 21 shows 
indicative trends. Accordingly, problem gamblers, along with many other people in the 
general population appear to have very different ideas about the amount of money 
they should spend on gambling. 

In particular, it is apparent that spend limits set by many people may not always reflect 
what they can actually afford to spend on gambling. As the “back end” of 
precommitment, this may suggest that regular gamblers would benefit from some 
education about how to work out an appropriate level of expenditure on gambling (on 
which to base a realistic limit), along with information on how to keep to 
precommitted limits during gambling. 

This also reflects an important overall theme relating to the need to distinguish 
between setting a maximum budget for gambling and setting and keeping to a limit 
for a given gambling session. Indeed, while a gambler may be able to set and keep to a 
limit, it is quite possible that this limit may not be realistically affordable, given their 
financial situation. From this perspective, results to date would probably support this 
interpretation.

Table 21.Expenditure on gambling as percent of household income - 
unweighted results - OVERALL TRENDS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Gamblers were asked the basis and amount of their expendi-
ture and this was converted to an annual basis. Results are presented as 
percents against household income estimates. It should be noted that this 
only represents an estimate of gambling expenditure and that gamblers are 
not typically good at recalling their expenditure (Base: Regular EGM players/
TAB punters) Unweighted results 

Problem 
gambling 
risk status

Household 
income range

($)

Mean expenditure 
on gambling 

(predicted) pa

Non-problem 
gambling

Under $26K $1323

$26-52K $1557

$52K+ $1769

Low risk Under $26K $2304

$26-52K $2051

$52K+ $4005

Moderate risk Under $26K $2230

$26-52K $3358

$52K+ $4439

Problem 
gambling

Under $26K $6278

$26-52K $4962

$52K+ $11437
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2. Basis and nature 
of precommitment 

in gambling

This section of the report explores the underpinning decision making associated with 
precommitment behaviours of regular gamblers. This includes examination of the types 
of limits set, their basis (eg. weekly, daily etc.) and timing, whether longer term limits are 
set, the level of mental processing associated with precommitment and the types of 
gambling activities which gamblers find more difficult to keep to limits. In this context, 
understanding the basis and nature of precommitment is a core aspect of the current 
study and it is the first study of its kind to explore the precommitment behaviours of 
gamblers at an Australian national level.

Accordingly, this section presents key findings relating to:

•• Types of limits set by regular gamblers

•• Basis of limits set by gamblers

•• Setting of longer term monetary limits

•• When limits are set for gambling

•• Nature of decision making about limits

•• Challenge of keeping to limits for different gambling activities
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Types of limits set by regular gamblers

Trends by type of gambler
- EGM players

Findings relating to the full range of limits set by regular EGM players are shown in 
Figure 28. They are presented separately from TAB results, given the different questions 
and types of limits explored for each group. Presented as weighted national trends, 
findings suggest that setting a maximum monetary limit was the most commonly 
applied limit for EGM players (51% reported “always”), followed by setting a limit on 
the:

•• maximum cost of machines played (eg. 1c only) - 46% reported doing this “always”

•• maximum bet size placed during gambling - 35% reported always

•• maximum number of gambling activities played - 30% reported always

•• maximum times the player can go gambling each week - 27% reported always

In contrast, it is interesting to note that substantially fewer EGM players placed limits 
around the alcoholic drinks they consumed during gambling or the maximum time they 
would spend on a single gambling session. 

This also reflects qualitative findings, which showed that while many gamblers initially 
mentioned the idea of setting “time limits”, most believed that this would be good for 
“others” rather than for their own situation. In this context, it is quite apparent that 
money and monetary based limits are far more important to EGM players, than 
are time limits around play. 

It is also interesting to note that around a third of all EGM players nationally initially 
replied that they “never” set a limit on the maximum money they would spend on 
EGM play. Following this they were then prompted in the survey with - “Is there just 
a general amount which you try to not spend over?”. 

In this context, as identified in previous research by McDonnell-Phillips (2005)1, 
findings suggest that a proportion of EGM players do not relate well to the term 
“limit”. This may also reflect the human tendency to reject the notion that one is 
“constrained” and thus, may also represent a type of social desirability effect (ie. which 
means that people simply want to portray themselves in a positive light). 

However, when prompted, it is apparent that most people do indeed have some 
“general amount” which they try not to spend over. Accordingly, findings suggest that 
most people have a general limit - even if it is not a term they initially relate to. 

1. Study for the Queensland Office of Gaming Regulation - Queensland Consumer Precommitment Trial 
(2005) (unpublished report)
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Figure 28. Types of limits set by regular gamblers - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=282-315, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you set yourself a limit on (prompted options)? 
(Base: Regular EGM players) Weighted results

Maximum time on a single gambling session

The maximum number of alcoholic drinks while gambling

The maximum number of times you can go gambling each week

The number of gambling activities you allow yourself take part in

Maximum bet size you can place during gambling

Maximum cost of machines you allow yourself to play (eg. only 1c or 2c EGMs)

Maximum spending limit

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% regular EGM players

53% 8% 13% 9% 17%

65% 6%5%4% 20%

46% 10% 10% 7% 27%

47% 10% 9% 4% 30%

32% 13% 14% 6% 35%

26% 4% 11% 13% 46%

16% 8% 12% 13% 51%

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

Types of limits set by regular EGM players -
National trends
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Trends by type of gambler
- TAB punters

Key national trends relating to the types of limits set by regular TAB punters are shown 
in Figure 29. Interestingly, findings showed that bet size was an important reference 
point for TAB punters (44% reported “always” setting a bet size limit), along with a 
spending limit (36% always). It is similarly interesting to note that types of bets placed 
were important (27% always), as was the number of times punters allowed themselves 
to gamble each week (26% always). 

In contrast, time was substantially less important, as were limits on the consumption 
of alcohol during gambling. In this context, it is evident that different types of limits may 
apply to both TAB punters and EGM players. However, there is converging evidence 
that money is much more important than time for both groups.

Similar to EGM players, there was a trend for around one quarter of punters nationally 
to initially state that they “never” set a limit (However, on prompting people typically 
responded to the notion of having a “general” amount which they endeavoured to not 
spend over). Once again, this suggests that most people have a “latent” limit, which 
they endeavour to not spend over during gambling, even if it is not “top-of-mind”.

Figure 29. Types of limits set by regular gamblers - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=154-167, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you set yourself a limit on (prompted options).? 
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Weighted results

The maximum number of alcoholic drinks while gambling

Maximum time on a single gambling session

The number of gambling activities you allow yourself take part in

The maximum number of times you can go gambling each week

Types of bets you allow yourself to place
(such as picking a single horse, rather than betting each way)

Maximum spending limit

Maximum bet size you can place during gambling

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% regular TAB punters

58% 5%4% 11% 22%

50% 6%8% 13% 23%

44% 6% 14% 13% 23%

44% 10% 8% 12% 26%

39% 17% 10% 7% 27%

16% 7% 20% 21% 36%

23% 10% 13% 10% 44%

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

Types of limits set by regular TAB punters -
National trends
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Trends by location of 
play - EGM players 

Key trends for different locations of EGM play in relation to limits set during gambling 
are shown in Table 22. Only one significant difference was apparent and this revealed 
that regular casino EGM players (mean=4.2) tended to be more likely to set a 
maximum spend limit compared to other groups. It is also interesting to note that club 
players are slightly higher in this tendency than hotel players. This may be attributed to 
casino based EGM play being a planned event or possibly because there are more 
gambling activities to “tempt” the regular gambler (hence the need for more control). 

Table 22.Types of limits set by regular gamblers - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF EGM PLAY (N=240, November 2005)a

Types of limits 
set by regular EGM players

Unweighted means 
(1=never, 5=always)

Club 
(N=114)

Hotel
(N=70)

Casino
(N=56)

Frequency of setting a maximum spending limit [t=4.7, p=.01] 3.6 3.3 4.2

Maximum time you can spend gambling during a single gambling 
session (eg. limit of 1, 2 or however many hrs)

2.2 2.1 2.3

Maximum bet size you can place during gambling 3.0 3.0 3.1

Maximum cost of machines you allow yourself to play (such as limit-
ing yourself to only 1c or 2c machines)

3.5 3.0 3.4

The maximum number of times you can go gambling each week 
(such as limiting yourself to so many times a week)

2.7 2.4 3.1

The maximum number of alcoholic drinks you allow yourself to 
drink while gambling

2.3 1.9 2.3

The number of gambling activities you allow yourself take part in (eg. 
allowing yourself only pokies or only take part in certain races)

2.8 2.7 3.0

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you set yourself a limit on (prompted options)? 
(Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)
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Trends by location
of play - TAB punters

Key trends for different locations of TAB punting are shown in Table 23. While no 
significant trends were apparent, it is interesting to note that setting maximum spend 
limits seemed to be more popular with punters who have a phone or internet betting 
account than other groups. This may indicate that accounts could provide some 
advantage in assisting punters to set limits (ie. expenditure is also typically contingent 
on the money regularly transferred into accounts). However, this should only be noted 
as a minor trend, given the non-significant result.

Table 23. Types of limits set by regular gamblers - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING (N=242, November 2005)a

Types of limits 
set by regular TAB punters

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

On-course
(N=35)

Off-course 
(N=147)

Phone 
betting
(N=26)

Internet 
betting
(N=34)

Frequency of setting a maximum spending limit 3.5 3.4 3.8 3.6

Maximum time you can spend gambling during a 
single gambling session (eg. limit of 1, 2 or how-
ever many hrs)

1.9 2.3 2.0 2.3

Maximum bet size you can place during gambling 3.1 3.4 3.8 3.3

Types of bets you allow yourself to place (such as 
picking a single horse, rather than betting each 
way)

2.9 2.5 3.0 2.9

The maximum number of times you can go gam-
bling each week (such as limiting yourself to so 
many times a week)

2.4 2.8 2.4 2.6

The maximum number of alcoholic drinks you 
allow yourself to drink while gambling

2.2 1.9 2.3 2.0

The number of gambling activities you allow your-
self take part in (eg. allowing yourself only pokies 
or only take part in certain races)

2.7 2.5 2.3 2.6

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you set yourself a limit on (prompted options)? 
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results (No significant differences)
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
EGM players 

The differences in limits set by EGM players in different jurisdictions are shown in 
Table 24. Further analysis revealed one significant difference between jurisdictions in 
relation to the tendency to set a monetary spend limit. 

In particular, findings showed that this tendency was significantly lower in the ACT 
(mean=2.8) compared to other states/territories such as WA (mean=4.1), QLD/TAS 
(each mean=4.0), NSW (mean=3.9) and the NT (mean=3.7). This may be a reflection 
of higher household incomes in the ACT due to the strong public service employment 
base of residents (ie. higher incomes may imply a lesser perceived need to set a 
monetary spend limit). 

Figure 30 presents a graphic display of jurisdictional trends. While only one significant 
difference emerged, it is also interesting to anecdotally observe that:

•• Victorians seem to be less likely to set limits around the number of gambling 
activities they take part in

•• Northern Territorians seem to be more inclined than other jurisdictions to set limits 
based on time spent gambling

•• NSW and QLD gamblers seem to be more likely to set limits around the types of 
EGM machines they play compared to other jurisdictions (eg. 1c, 2c etc.)

Table 24.Types of limits set by regular gamblers - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

Types of limits 
set by regular EGM players

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

NSW
(N=34)

ACT
(N=33)

VIC
(N=34)

TAS
(N=31)

QLD
(N=31)

SA
(N=31)

NT
(N=31)

WA
(N=15)

Maximum spending limit you can 
spend while gambling [F=2.4, p=.02]

3.9 2.8 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.4 3.7 4.1

Maximum time you can spend gam-
bling during a single gambling session 
(eg. limit of 1, 2 or however many hrs)

2.4 1.8 2.3 1.7 2.1 2.1 2.7 2.4

Maximum bet size you can place dur-
ing gambling

3.0 3.2 3.0 3.1 2.9 2.9 3.1 2.9

Maximum cost of machines you allow 
yourself to play (such as limiting your-
self to only 1c or 2c machines)

3.8 3.5 3.2 3.1 3.7 2.8 3.4 3.1

Maximum number of times you can go 
gambling each week (such as limiting 
yourself to so many times a week)

2.6 3.0 2.5 2.5 2.7 2.5 2.7 3.3

Maximum number of alcoholic drinks 
you allow yourself to drink while gam-
bling

2.1 2.4 2.0 1.9 2.1 2.3 2.4 2.4

The number of gambling activities you 
allow yourself take part in (eg. allow-
ing yourself only pokies or only take 
part in certain races)

2.7 3.1 2.2 2.7 2.8 3.0 3.0 3.0

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you set yourself a limit on (prompted options)? 
(Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)
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Figure 30. Types of limits set by regular gamblers - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you set yourself a limit on (prompted options)? 
(Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results
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Trends by jurisdiction
- TAB punters

Differences across jurisdictions relating to the types of limits set by regular TAB punters 
are shown in Table 25. Once again, a graphical display of trends is in Figure 31. While 
there were no statistically significant trends, it is interesting to note that:

•• NT punters seem to be less likely to limit their alcohol during gambling and the 
number of gambling activities they can take part in

•• WA punters seem more likely to set limits around the types of bets they place

•• Victorian and WA punters seem more likely to set a maximum spend limit

•• SA punters seem slightly more likely to set a maximum around the number of times 
they can go gambling each week

Table 25.Types of limits set by regular gamblers - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

Types of limits 
set by regular TAB punters

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

NSW
(N=32)

ACT
(N=28)

VIC
(N=30)

TAS
(N=30)

QLD
(N=30)

SA
(N=30)

NT
(N=30)

WA
(N=32)

Frequency of setting a maximum spending 
limit

3.3 3.1 3.8 3.3 3.5 3.6 3.5 3.9

Maximum time you can spend gambling 
during a single gambling session (eg. limit of 
1, 2 or however many hrs)

2.8 2.1 2.5 2.3 2.5 1.8 2.0 1.8

Maximum bet size placed during gambling 3.4 3.4 3.3 2.8 3.5 3.5 3.3 3.6

Types of bets you allow yourself to place 
(such as picking a single horse, rather than 
betting each way)

2.5 2.2 2.6 2.9 2.9 2.6 2.4 3.2

The maximum number of times you can go 
gambling each week (such as limiting your-
self to so many times a week)

2.9 2.8 2.3 2.9 2.5 3.0 2.4 2.7

The maximum number of alcoholic drinks 
you allow yourself to drink while gambling

2.5 1.7 2.4 1.9 2.0 1.9 1.5 2.2

The number of gambling activities you allow 
yourself take part in (eg. allowing yourself 
only pokies or only take part in certain 
races)

2.8 2.5 2.7 2.8 2.2 2.4 2.1 2.8

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you set yourself a limit on (prompted options)? 
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results
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Figure 31. Types of limits set by regular gamblers - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you set yourself a limit on (prompted options)? 
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results
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Trends by risk for
problem gambling 

Overall trends in results based on the problem gambling risk status of respondents are 
shown in Table 26. Only two significant trends were apparent. Findings suggested that 
moderate risk gamblers (mean=2.5) and problem gamblers (mean=2.7) were more 
likely to report setting time limits around their gambling, compared to lower risk 
groups. 

To investigate whether this trend was simply explained by the frequency of gambling 
(ie. problem gamblers play more frequently), further predictive analyses were 
undertaken. This revealed that, while frequency of play was strongly related to problem 
gambling, the reported tendency to set limits on time also added uniquely to the 
prediction, suggesting that setting limits on time may be characteristic of this group. 

Moreover, problem gamblers were also more likely to set limits around the maximum 
number of gambling activities they could play. This latter trend is probably associated 
with the common theme for people with gambling problems to take part in a wider 
range of different gambling activities (hence implying that the group may be cognisant 
of the need to set limits around activities, irrespective of their success in keeping to 
limits). 

Indirectly, results also highlight that problem gamblers do indeed set limits all the time 
like other gamblers, however, it is more to do with the difficulties they have in keeping 
to limits, which is more unique to the group.

Table 26. Types of limits set by regular gamblers - 
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

Types of limits 
set by regular EGM players/

TAB punters

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

Non-
problem 
gambling
(N=197)

Low risk
(N=79)

Moderate 
risk

(N=117)

Problem 
gambling
(N=89)

Frequency of setting a maximum spending limit 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.3

Maximum bet size you can place during gambling 3.0 3.5 3.4 3.1

Maximum cost of machines you allow yourself to 
play (such as limiting yourself to only 1c or 2c 
machines)

3.1 3.9 3.2 3.5

The maximum number of times you can go gam-
bling each week (such as limiting yourself to so 
many times a week)

2.5 2.9 2.8 2.9

Types of bets you allow yourself to place (such as 
picking a single horse, rather than betting each 
way)

2.7 2.8 2.7 2.4

Maximum time you can spend gambling during a 
single gambling session (eg. limit of 1, 2 or however 
many hrs) [F=8.2, p<.001]

1.9 2.0 2.5 2.7

The number of gambling activities you allow your-
self take part in (eg. allowing yourself only pokies 
or only take part in certain races)
[F=5.0, p=.002]

2.4 2.8 2.5 3.3

The maximum number of alcoholic drinks you 
allow yourself to drink while gambling

1.9 2.4 2.2 2.1

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you set yourself a limit on (prompted options)? 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)
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Trends by indigenous
background

Key trends for people of an indigenous background in relation to limits set during 
gambling are shown in Table 27. Detailed results are presented as this was considered 
an interesting aspect to the current study. While results are only based on a small 
sample of indigenous people (N=15), findings revealed some significant trends. In 
particular, results suggested that, compared to the non-indigenous population, people 
of an indigenous background may be less likely to:

•• set a maximum spend limit during gambling (mean=2.7 v 3.6)

•• set a limit on alcohol consumed during gambling (mean=1.4 v 2.1)

Table 27. Types of limits set by regular gamblers - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY INDIGENOUS BACKGROUND (N=15, November 2005)a

Types of limits 
set by regular EGM players/

TAB punters

Unweighted means 
(1=never, 5=always)

Indigenous
(N=15)

Non-
indigenous
(N=467)

Maximum cost of machines you allow yourself to play (such as 
limiting yourself to only 1c or 2c machines)

3.9 3.3

Maximum bet size you can place during gambling 3.6 3.2

Types of bets you allow yourself to place (such as picking a single 
horse, rather than betting each way) (N=8)

3.0 2.7

The maximum number of times you can go gambling each week 
(such as limiting yourself to so many times a week)

3.0 2.7

The number of gambling activities you allow yourself take part in 
(eg. allowing yourself only pokies or only take part in certain 
races)

3.0 2.7

Frequency of setting a maximum spending limit [t=-2.3, p=.02] 2.7 3.6

Maximum time you can spend gambling during a single gambling 
session (eg. limit of 1, 2 or however many hrs)

2.7 2.2

The maximum number of alcoholic drinks you allow yourself to 
drink while gambling [t=-1.7, p=.08]

1.4 2.1

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you set yourself a limit on (prompted 
options)? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)
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Trends for
CALD groups

Key trends relating to the limits set by CALD groups are shown in Table 28. While 
there were no statistically significant differences, it is interesting to note that there was 
a slight difference in the frequency of setting a maximum spend limit, where spend 
limits seemed to be less frequently set by CALD groups (who also have a greater 
proportion of problem gamblers). There was also a slight trend for time to be more 
important to people of a CALD background.

Table 28. Types of limits set by regular gamblers - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR CALD GROUPS (N=482, November 2005)a

Types of limits 
set by regular EGM players/

TAB punters

Unweighted means 
(1=never, 5=always)

English not 
first language

(N=45)

English as first 
language
(N=437)

Maximum cost of machines you allow yourself to play 
(such as limiting yourself to only 1c or 2c machines)

3.4 3.3

Frequency of setting a maximum spending limit 3.3 3.6

Maximum bet size you can place during gambling 2.8 3.2

Types of bets you allow yourself to place (such as picking a 
single horse, rather than betting each way)

2.8 2.7

The number of gambling activities you allow yourself take 
part in (eg. allowing yourself only pokies or only take part 
in certain races)

2.6 2.7

The maximum number of times you can go gambling each 
week (such as limiting yourself to so many times a week)

2.5 2.7

Maximum time you can spend gambling during a single 
gambling session (eg. limit of 1, 2 or however many hrs)

2.4 2.2

The maximum number of alcoholic drinks you allow your-
self to drink while gambling

2.2 2.1

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you set yourself a limit on (prompted 
options)? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)
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Minor trends A range of other exploratory analyses were undertaken to examine the potential for 
any other interesting significant differences. While all minor trends are not examined in 
detail in each section of the report, they were seen as useful to examine in this section 
given the importance of understanding limit setting behaviours. Findings are in Table 29.

Predictive analyses Findings of predictive analyses interestingly showed that there was no statistically 
significant relationship between setting of any types of limits (eg. time/money/bet size 
etc.) and going over gambling spend limits. This is probably because results showed that 
most gamblers precommit, despite the fact that many do not have great success in 
keeping to limits (ie. there was not much variation in this behaviour). 

Table 29.Differences relating to the types of limits set during gambling - 
SIGNIFICANT TRENDSa

Type of trend Significant trends

Age • older people were more likely to limit themselves to certain 
value EGMs than younger people (r=.2, p=.002)

• older people were more likely to limit themselves to certain bet 
types than younger people (r=.16, p=.02)

• older people were more likely to limit themselves on the num-
ber of gambling activities than younger people (r=.16, p=.02)

Gender • females were more likely to set a limit on the maximum amount 
they can spend, compared to males (t=-3.6, p<.001)

• females were more likely to set a limit on the maximum cost of 
EGMs they played, compared to males (t=-2.8, p=.005)

Frequency of gambling • people who gambled more often were more likely to set a time 
limit around their gambling (r=.11, p=.02)

Highest completed 
education level

• higher educated people were more likely to set themselves a 
maximum spend limit (r=.1, p=.04)

• higher educated people were more likely to set themselves a 
maximum bet size limit (r=.1, p=.03)

• higher educated people were more likely to set themselves a 
limit on the alcohol consumed during gambling (r=.1, p=.04)

Dependent children • people with dependent children were more likely to set them-
selves a time limit (for gambling sessions) than those without 
dependent children (t=3.5, p<.001)

Number of venues 
regularly attended

• gamblers regularly attending a higher number of venues were 
less likely to set a maximum spend limit (r=-.11, p=.02)

• gamblers regularly attending a higher number of venues were 
less likely to set a limit on the types of bets placed 
(r=-.17, p=.01)

• gamblers regularly attending a higher number of venues were 
less likely to set a limit on the times they can gambler per week
(r=-.1, p=.03)

Household income • gamblers with a lower household income were more likely to set 
themselves a limit on the number of gambling activities 
(r=-.12, p=.01)

• however, interestingly, lower income households were NOT 
significantly more likely to set spend limits

Marital status • divorced/separated gamblers were more likely to set limits on 
the number of gambling activities played (mean=3.3), compared 
to married/partnered (mean=2.7) and single (mean=2.4) gam-
blers (F=2.8, p=.04)

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you set yourself a limit on (prompted 
options)? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)
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Basis of limits set by gamblers

Trends by type 
of gambler - 
EGM players/
TAB punters

As part of the study, gamblers were asked about the spend limit amount they set for 
gambling. In this context, one key point of interest related to not just the limit per se, 
but how gamblers phrased their limit basis (ie. per day, per session, per week etc. - eg. 
“I spend $50 per month”). 

Key trends for EGM players and TAB punters on a national level - including overall results 
- are shown in Figure 32. As shown, findings suggest that a per session/visit spend 
limit was the most common reference point for EGM players (51%), followed by a 
weekly limit (24%). In contrast, for TAB punters, there was a marginally stronger 
preference for a weekly limit (37%), followed by a gambling session limit (28%). As 
such, most gamblers within Australia generally identify with limits being either on a 
session basis or weekly basis. Such findings may also have implications for the design of 
future precommitment mechanisms.

Figure 32. Basis of limits set by regular gamblers - weighted results 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Interviewers listened to the basis used by gamblers when describing their regular spend limit. and recorded the basis (Base: Regular 
EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results

Basis of limits set by regular gamblers - National trends
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Trends by location of 
play - EGM players

Analysis of results by the location of EGM play interestingly showed a practically 
identical profile across all frequent casino, hotel and club based EGM players 
(Figure 33). Indeed, there was a very strong preference for session/visit limits (ie. preferred by 
around half of each group). 

Figure 33. Basis of limits set by regular gamblers - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF EGM PLAY (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - Interviewers listened to the basis used by gamblers when describing their regular spend limit. and recorded the basis 
(Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (No significant difference)
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Trends by location of 
play - TAB punters

However, it was interesting to observe that a range of very noticable differences were 
apparent for different types of TAB punter. Key results are presented in Figure 34. As 
apparent, interesting trends included:

•• weekly betting limits were more strongly preferred by phone (46%) and internet 
punters (41%), than on-course punters (23%) and agency/off-course punters (37%)

•• on-course punters had a very strong preference for per session limits (43%) and 
were also the group to show a strongest preference for a quarterly limit (9%)

•• internet punters were the group to show the strongest preference for a yearly limit 
(6%) (possibly given that an internet TAB account can help people to manage their 
funds over a longer period)

Figure 34. Basis of limits set by regular gamblers - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Interviewers listened to the basis used by gamblers when describing their regular spend limit. and recorded the basis 
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results

Basis of limits set by regular gamblers - Trends by most
frequented location of TAB punting
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
EGM players

Key trends by jurisdiction are shown in Figure 35. While there were no statistically 
significant differences, findings anecdotally suggest that:

•• there may be a stronger preference for session limits in Queensland (62%) 
and in Victoria (62%), compared to other states 

•• NSW EGM players showed the strongest preference for a weekly limit (32%)

•• WA EGM players showed the strongest preference for a monthly limit (33%)

Once again, however, it should be noted that cell sizes were quite small for this analysis.

Figure 35. Basis of limits set by regular gamblers - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - Interviewers listened to the basis used by gamblers when describing their regular spend limit. and recorded the basis (Base: Regular 
EGM players) Unweighted results (No significant differences)

Basis of limits set by regular gamblers -
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
TAB punters

Key trends relating to the basis of gambler limits by jurisdiction are shown in Figure 36. 
While no differences between jurisdictions were statistically significant, it was once 
again apparent that the NT and QLD had a very strong preference for a session limit, 
compared to other states. Results should once again be interpreted with caution, 
however, due to the small sample sizes. 

 

Figure 36. Basis of limits set by regular gamblers - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Interviewers listened to the basis used by gamblers when describing their regular spend limit. and recorded the basis 
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results (No significant differences)
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Trends by risk for 
problem gambling

The basis of limits used by gamblers of a different risk status for problem gambling is 
shown in Figure 37. While differences were not significant, they are presented for wider 
interest, given the small sample sizes in the study. Interestingly, there were not any 
major differences in trends across the different groups, which may suggest that there 
are common behavioural patterns for the different risk segments. In other words, it 
may be likely that problem gamblers conceptualise their limit in the same way as lower 
risk groups. 

However, at the same time, it is nevertheless interesting to note the very slight trend 
for the non-problem group to base their limits on a monthly/quarterly or annual basis 
(22% of the non-problem gamblers). In this respect, non-problem gamblers may display 
a tendency for longer term monitoring of limits.

Predictive analyses Findings of predictive analysis showed that gamblers who selected a shorter basis for 
their limit (eg. session/visit based etc.) tended to have more difficulty in keeping to their 
spend limit overall. Given that frequency of gambling can confound this interpretation 
(ie. people who gamble more frequently may set shorter limits anyway), further 
analyses were conducted to see whether basis of a person’s limit added to the 
prediction of the tendency to exceed spend limits (ie. when frequency of gambling was 
controlled for). Findings then showed that the basis of a limit still significantly predicted 
the tendency to exceed spending limits (p=.06), suggesting that it may have some 
influence over gamblers keeping to their precommitments.

Figure 37. Basis of limits set by regular gamblers - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Interviewers listened to the basis used by gamblers when describing their regular spend limit and recorded the basis 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (No significant differences)
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Setting of longer term monetary limits

Trends by type 
of gambler - 
EGM players/
TAB punters

As part of the national precommitment survey, gamblers were also asked whether they 
set a longer term spend amount over and above their standard limit basis. For 
instance, while an EGM player may have a session spend limit, they may also have a 
further reference limit such as a weekly or monthly limit, which they also endeavour 
not to spend over. 

Accordingly, overall national trends for the setting of longer term monetary limits are 
shown in Figure 38. As shown, it is quite clear that longer term limits are not a strategy 
employed by most EGM players or TAB punters (ie. most said “no” when asked 
whether they set limits over a longer period of time). 

Figure 38. Whether regular gamblers set a longer term limit - weighted results 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Did you also set yourself a spend limit/spend amount over a longer period than just (basis selected by 
respondent) (eg. monthly or yearly?) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results 
(No significant differences)
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Trends by location 
of play - EGM 
players

Key trends by the location of EGM play are shown in Figure 39. While trends were 
once again not significant, it is interesting to note that EGM players who most often 
frequented clubs appeared more likely to set a longer term limit than other groups 
(ie. only 83% said “no”, rather than 88-89%). 

Figure 39. Whether regular gamblers set a longer term limit - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF EGM PLAY (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - Did you also set yourself a spend limit/spend amount over a longer period than just (basis 
selected by respondent) (eg. monthly or yearly?) (Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results 
(No significant differences)
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Trends by location 
of play - TAB punters

Results for TAB punters are shown in Figure 40. While trends were also non-significant, 
it is interesting to note the slight tendency for internet TAB punters to not set a longer 
term limit (91% said “no”), yet 9% also set an annual limit. This may be an indication 
that internet betting accounts present a useful means of helping punters keep to limits 
(ie. a longer term limit may not be necessary, as finances can be easily tracked with the 
account).

 

Figure 40. Whether regular gamblers set a longer term limit - unweighted results -
TRENDS FOR MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Did you also set yourself a spend limit/spend amount over a longer period than just (basis selected by 
respondent) (eg. monthly or yearly?) (Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results (No significant differences)

On-course

Off-course

Phone betting

Internet betting

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% regular TAB punters

89% 2%
3% 6%

90% 1%
2%

3%
3%1%

84% 8% 4% 4%

91% 9%

No Daily Weekly Fortnightly Monthly Annually

Whether regular gamblers set a longer term limit as well as a general
limit (eg. annual, monthly limit etc.) - Trends by most frequented

location of TAB punting



PAGE 116 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

Trends by jurisdiction - 
EGM players

Key trends by jurisdiction are shown in Figure 41. While not significant, there was a 
slight trend for EGM players in WA to be more likely to set a longer term limit. This 
may in turn be related to EGMs being in a casino venue, which may imply that gambling 
is a more planned event or possibly also related to the fact that good control is 
required at casinos due to the temptation of other gambling activities. The ACT trend 
(97% don’t set a limit) may also be explained by the higher reported household 
income of ACT gamblers.

 

Figure 41. Whether regular gamblers set a longer term limit - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - Did you also set yourself a spend limit/spend amount over a longer period than just (basis selected by 
respondent) (eg. monthly or yearly?) (Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (No significant differences)
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
TAB punters

Findings for TAB punters are shown in Figure 42. Results revealed a significant 
difference between jurisdictions in the setting of longer term limits. In particular, the 
trend for SA TAB punters to set a longer term spend limit was stronger than in other 
states (only 77% responded “no”). Annual and monthly limits were also relatively more 
popular in SA than in other locations. 

 

Figure 42. Whether regular gamblers set a longer term limit - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Did you also set yourself a spend limit/spend amount over a longer period than just (basis selected by respondent) 
(eg. monthly or yearly?) (Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results 
(Significant difference - F=2.4, p=.02)
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Trends by risk for
problem gambling

Trends relating to the risk status of gamblers for problem gambling are shown in 
Figure 43. While the difference was not statistically significant, results appeared to 
suggest that problem gamblers may be more likely to report setting a longer term 
spend limit than other groups. This may imply that many are actively thinking about 
limits, irrespective of the success they have in keeping to limits set.

Figure 43. Whether regular gamblers set a longer term limit - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Did you also set yourself a spend limit/spend amount over a longer period than just (basis selected by respondent) (eg. 
monthly or yearly?) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results 
(Non-significant difference, but tending at F=2.1, p=.1)
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When limits are set for gambling

Trends by type of gambler - 
EGM players/TAB punters

Understanding when gamblers set their limits for gambling is an important aspect of 
understanding the precommitment process. To this end, one question explored the 
timing of when limits are set. Weighted national results are presented in 
Figure 44. As shown, findings suggest that 25% of EGM players and 37% of TAB punters 
set their limit at least a day or more before gambling and a further 30% and 29% on 
the same day before they go to gamble. It is also interesting to note that 7% of EGM 
players and 10% of punters report setting their limit “on the way to the venue”. 

Accordingly, a total of roughly 55-66% of players (depending on the group) set a limit 
before they leave home. This has clear implications for the ability of players to keep to 
precommitted limits at venues, given that some control strategies may require decision 
making to occur before attending the venue (eg. leaving a credit card or ATM card at 
home or taking only what you plan to spend). For this reason, such results provide 
useful insights into the underlying basis of gambler precommitment behaviour.

It is also interesting that there was a significant difference between EGM players and 
TAB punters with respect to the timing of limit setting. There was an overall trend for 
EGM players to be more likely to set limits on-site at the venue, compared to TAB 
punters, suggesting that decision making processes may be different for the two groups 
(in turn this may explain why EGM players have more difficulty in keeping to limits).

 

Figure 44. When regular gamblers set limits - weighted results -
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Did you typically set your spend limit amount...? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) 
Weighted results (Significant difference - F=8.1, p=.008)
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Predictive analyses Interestingly, findings of predictive analyses did not suggest any significant relationship 
between reported setting of longer term limits and keeping to spend limits, once 
frequency of gambling was statistically controlled (This is also interesting in that people 
who stated a longer term limit basis tended to have less difficulty in keeping to their 
spend limit - ie. when they were asked to state their limit basis in the survey).

Trends by location 
of play - EGM players

Key trends by the most frequented location of EGM play are shown in Figure 45. 
Findings revealed one statistically significant difference. This revealed a tendency for 
casino based EGM players to set limits earlier (eg. well prior to gambling), while hotel 
based players showed an increased tendency to set limits later in time and more often 
at the venue.

 

Figure 45. When regular gamblers set limits - unweighted results -
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF EGM PLAY (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - Did you typically set your spend limit amount...? (Base: Regular EGM players) 
Unweighted results. (Significant difference - F=3.9, p=.02)
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Trends by location 
of play - TAB punters

While no such differences were significant for TAB punters, results are presented in 
Figure 46 for exploration value. Overall trends interestingly depict a possible tendency 
for punters with access to an internet betting account to be more likely to set limits 
well prior to gambling. Similarly, it is also interesting to note that on-course (ie. track) 
punters still seem to report setting limits prior to going to the track, despite the fact 
that track based punting is often associated with a degree of spontaneity (eg. punters 
wait to hear about scratchings and track conditions before betting). This may suggest 
that punters tend to mostly plan their attendance and bets at track events.
 

Figure 46. When regular gamblers set limits - unweighted results -
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Did you typically set your spend limit amount...? (Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results 
(No significant differences)
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0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% regular TAB punters

35% 29% 11% 11% 11% 3%

42% 22% 12% 8% 14% 1%1%

35% 23% 8% 15% 15% 4%

44% 29% 6% 15% 3%3%

One or more days before gambling

On same day - before you go to gamble

On the way to the venue

At the venue before you start gambling

During gambling at the venue

Other

Never set a limit

When regular gamblers set limits - Trends by most frequented location of TAB punting
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Trends by jurisdiction -
EGM players

Jurisdictional trends relating to when gamblers set limits are shown in Figure 47. While 
technically not a significant difference (although it was tending towards significance), 
results seem to show a stronger tendency for EGM players in WA to set limits one or 
more days prior to gambling, compared to other states. This is arguably once again 
related to EGMs being only in casino environments (possibly implying that more 
planning is required given that they are only accessible at a single location).

There is similarly a trend for there to be later setting of limits in NSW, Victoria, the 
ACT and in the NT and interestingly, the tendency to set limits during gambling at the 
venue was highest in Victoria, NSW and Queensland. While the rationale for all trends 
is somewhat difficult to pinpoint with small samples, EGM supply and access differences 
across jurisdictions may potentially explain results. 

Figure 47. When regular gamblers set limits - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - Did you typically set your spend limit amount...? (Base: Regular EMG players) Unweighted results. 
(No significant difference, but F=1.7, p=.11)
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Trends by jurisdiction -
TAB punters

Jurisdictional trends relating to the timing of limit setting for TAB punters are shown in 
Figure 48. While observed differences were not statistically significant, there is once 
again an interesting slight trend for there to be more people who plan one or more 
days prior to gambling in Tasmania, WA and SA compared to other jurisdictions. This 
may once again be possibly due to TAB supply and access opportunities, given the 
relatively more decentralised nature of these states.

Figure 48. When limits are set - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Did you typically set your spend limit amount...? (Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results 
(No significant difference)
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Trends by risk for
problem gambling

The notion of when problem gamblers set limits is an important aspect to the current 
study. Figure 49 presents trends according to the problem gambling risk status of 
respondents. Unsurprisingly, results revealed a significant difference between groups. As 
evident, findings suggest that problem gamblers are more likely to set limits during 
gambling at the venue compared to all lower risk groups. 

Despite this, it is interesting to observe that 25% of problem gamblers still report 
setting limits one or more days before gambling and a further 28% before they go to 
the venue. This may thus suggest that the timing of limit setting is only one of many 
characteristics of the play patterns of problem gamblers that makes it difficult to keep 
to limits (as would be expected).

Figure 49. When limits are set - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Did you typically set your spend limit amount...? (Base: Regular EMG players/TAB punters) Unweighted results 
(Significant difference - F=4.6, p=.003)
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Findings also showed a significant interaction between the risk status of the gambler, 
gambling activity and when gambling limits were set. Key findings are shown in 
Figure 50. Means have been used for comparisons to simplify interpretation. 

As evident, results suggest that non-problem EGM players and TAB punters set limits 
very early, however, this gets increasingly later with the risk status of the gambler. It is 
also interesting to note that EGM players at higher risk levels appear to set limits later 
than higher risk TAB punters (although there is obvious convergence at the point 
where a person becomes a problem gambler). This may suggest that late setting of 
limits is quite characteristic of higher risk EGM players and TAB punters.

Predictive analyses Predictive analyses showed that gamblers who set limits later in the piece (eg. during 
gambling etc.) were more likely to exceed their monetary spend limit. This 
relationship also held even when frequency of gambling was statistically controlled 
(t=4.7, p<.001). 

Figure 50. When limits are set - unweighted results - INTERACTION BETWEEN RISK, 
ACTIVITY AND WHEN LIMITS ARE SET (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Did you typically set your spend limit amount...? (1=one or more days before gambling, 
2=on same day before gambling, 3=on way to venue, 5=at venue before you start gambling, 5=during 
gambling at the venue) (Base: Regular EMG players/TAB punters) Unweighted results 
(Significant three way interaction - F=4.2, p=.006)
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Nature of decision making about limits

Trends by type of gambler - 
EGM players/TAB punters

While many gamblers may set monetary limits for their gambling, some may engage in 
a higher level of thought about limits. In this context, a further aspect to the current 
study involved examining the level of thought gamblers put into their monetary spend 
limit. While only based on self-report, it may provide some indication of how involved 
gamblers are in their limit setting.

Overall results relating to the level of thought behind monetary limits are shown in 
Figure 51. Findings showed that only 43% of EGM players and 34% of TAB punters 
actively processed their limit. In contrast, around 28% of EGM players and 15% of 
punters set a limit, but didn’t actively think about it in detail. 

While differences between groups were not statistically significant, findings seem to 
indicate that punters are less likely to actively process limits, compared to EGM players. 
However, possibly supporting the existence of different sub-groups, a larger proportion 
of EGM players also report not thinking deeply about limits (28%). It is also interesting 
to note that the observed processing difference by activity could not be explained by 
gender differences.

 

Figure 51. Whether the decision about the gambling spend limit is actively processed - weighted 
results - NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Is your decision about your gambling spend limit something that... (prompted options).? 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results (No significant difference)
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Trends by location 
of play - EGM players

The level of processing of limits by the most frequent location of EGM play is shown in 
Figure 52. While not significant, there appeared to be a slight tendency for casino 
frequenting EGM players to show a lower tendency to actively think about limits 
compared to other groups. This may be once again because casino visits are more well-
planned events (possibly suggesting that limits are more habitual in nature).

Figure 52. Whether the decision about the gambling spend limit is actively processed - unweighted 
results - TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF EGM PLAY (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - Is your decision about your gambling spend limit something that... (prompted options).? 
(Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (No significant difference)
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Trends by location 
of play - TAB punters

Trends for TAB punters based on different locations of play are shown in Figure 53. 
Once again, key differences were not statistically significant. Interesting to note, 
however, is the high degree of active thought about limits in the case of internet 
punters (50% actively thought about limits). This may suggest that internet betting 
accounts encourage punters to actively process limits. 

 

Figure 53. Whether the decision about the gambling spend limit is actively processed - 
unweighted results - TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED 

LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Is your decision about your gambling spend limit something that... (prompted options).? (Base: Regular 
TAB punters) Unweighted results (No significant difference)
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Trends by jurisdiction -
EGM players

Key trends by jurisdiction are shown in Figure 54. Interesting to note is that there 
appeared to be more active processing of limits in SA EGM players, even though the 
overall trend was non-significant. It is similarly interesting to note the lower levels of 
active processing of limits by Western Australian and Tasmanian EGM players. 

Figure 54. Whether the decision about the gambling spend limit is actively processed -
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - Is your decision about your gambling spend limit something that... (prompted options).? 
(Base: Regular EMG players) Unweighted results (No significant difference)
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Trends by jurisdiction -
TAB punters

Trends for TAB punters are in Figure 55. While non-significant, findings once again point 
to a possible minor trend for active processing to be higher in the Northern Territory 
(53%), WA (41%) and NSW (also 41%) and quite low in the ACT (18%). 

Figure 55. Whether the decision about the gambling spend limit is actively processed -
unweighted results - TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Is your decision about your gambling spend limit something that... (prompted options).? 
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results (No significant difference)
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Trends by risk for
problem gambling

The level of thought put into limits by problem gamblers is an interesting point for 
analysis. Accordingly, results by the risk status of respondents is shown in Figure 56. As 
observed differences were not significant, findings may indeed suggest that problem 
gamblers put a similar level of thought into limits as other lower risk groups, yet 
perhaps it is more about the timing of when limits are set (as observed in the previous 
results) which may explain difficulties experienced in keeping to limits. Indeed, 43% of 
problem gamblers reported actively thinking about limits, 33% reported having a 
“general idea” and 19% reporting setting limits without really thinking in-depth about it. 
In this context, the pattern is very similar to other lower risk groups.

Figure 56. Whether the decision about the gambling spend limit is actively processed - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Is your decision about your gambling spend limit something that... (prompted options).? 
(Base: Regular EMG players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (No significant difference)
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Challenge of keeping to limits for different 
gambling activities 

Trends by type of gambler - 
EGM players/TAB punters

Understanding the types of gambling activities which gamblers find most difficult to 
keep to limits was an important aspect to the current study. To this end, one question 
explored gambler views on the gambling activities which are more difficult to keep to 
limits. Overall national results by the type of gambler are shown in Table 30. 
Overwhelming and unsurprisingly, overall findings suggested that the pokies are seen to 
be the game which is most difficult to keep to limits overall. 

A breakdown of results by type of gambler, however, also shows that TAB punters rate 
the TAB as the most difficult (35%), while EGM players rate the pokies as most difficult 
(57%). It is similarly interesting to note that at least one third of both groups made 
comment that no gambling activities are really difficult at all to keep to limits. While the 
difficulty of keeping to limits in the pokies is recognised by both EGM players and TAB 
punters, it is interesting that EGM players generally do not hold the same view about 
TAB activities. Accordingly, while there is not identical results for both groups, there 
appears to be an overall trend for pokies to be quite difficult to keep to limits (based 
on the weighted national sample).

Table 30.Activities which regular gamblers find the most difficult to keep to their gambling 
spend limit - weighted results - NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS 

(N=482, November 2005)a

Gambling activities which are
most difficult to keep to limits

Weighted% 
Regular EGM players/TAB punters

EGM 
players

(N=315)

TAB 
punters
(N=167)

Overall
(N=482)

Pokies 57 18 43

None are difficult 35 34 34

Horses/greyhounds/harness 1 35 13

Casino table games 3 6 4

Lotteries 1 3 2

Sports betting (eg football) 2 2 2

Instant scratch-its 1 0 1

Keno 1 1 1

Internet casino games  0 0 0

Private betting (eg mahjong, bridge, poker, card games)  0 0 0

Club/hall bingo 0  0 0

a. Question - Out of all the gambling activities you take part in, which do you find the most difficult to keep to your 
gambling spend limit? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results (No significant difference)
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Trends by location 
of play - EGM players

Key trends for different EGM play locations are shown in Table 31. Findings generally 
depict a very similar pattern of overall results for all groups. However, interesting to 
note is that there is a slight - though non-significant - tendency for hotel frequenting 
EGM players to be more likely to mention the pokies as the most difficult activity, 
compared to other groups.

Table 31. Activities which regular gamblers find the most difficult to keep to their gambling spend 
limit - TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF EGM PLAY (N=240, November 2005)a

Gambling activities which are
most difficult to keep to limits

Unweighted% 
Regular EGM players

Club 
(N=114)

Hotel
(N=70)

Casino
(N=56)

Pokies 56 61 52

Horses/greyhounds/harness 1 1 4

Keno 1 1 0

Lotteries 1 1 5

Instant scratch-its 1 3 0

Casino table games 5 1 11

Club/hall bingo  0 1 0

Sports betting (eg football) 1 1 0

None are difficult 34 27 29

a. Question - Out of all the gambling activities you take part in, which do you find the most difficult to keep to your 
gambling spend limit? (Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (No significant difference)



PAGE 134 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

Trends by location 
of play - TAB punters

Trends for different locations of punting are shown in Table 32. Findings revealed one 
statistically significant difference. TAB agency (ie. off-course) punters tended to be 
more likely to rate the horses/greyhounds/harness racing as most difficult of all 
activities to keep to limits (33% overall), compared to other groups. It is similarly 
interesting to observe that 51% of track punters and 47% of internet punters believed 
that no activities present much of a challenge as far as keeping to limits is concerned.

Table 32.Activities which regular gamblers find the most difficult to keep to their gambling 
spend limit - unweighted results - TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED 

LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING (N=242, November 2005)a

Gambling activities which are
most difficult to keep to limits

Unweighted% 
Regular TAB punters

On-
course 
(N=35)

Off-
course 

(N=147)

Phone 
betting
(N=26)

Internet 
betting
(N=34)

Pokies 11 23 23 18

Horses/greyhounds/harness 26 33 23 24

Keno  0 1  0  0

Lotteries 3 1 8  0

Instant scratch-its  0 1  0  0

Casino table games 3 4 15 6

Sports betting (eg football) 6  0  0 3

Internet casino games  0  0  0 3

Private betting (eg mahjong, bridge, poker, card games)  0 1  0  0

None are difficult 51 35 31 47

a. Question - Out of all the gambling activities you take part in, which do you find the most difficult to keep to your gambling 
spend limit? (Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results (Significant difference tending - F=2.2, p=.09)
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Trends by jurisdiction -
EGM players

Key trends for EGM players by jurisdiction are in Table 33. Findings revealed a 
significant difference in the pattern of results by jurisdiction. In particular, while all 
jurisdictions saw EGMs as the most difficult activity to keep to limits, a very different 
pattern of results was apparent for WA. In WA, only 20% saw EGMs as the priority 
activity, while 27% believed that casino table games were most difficult. This is of course 
naturally due to the very different gambling environment in Western Australia (where 
EGMs are only in the Casino). It is similarly interesting to note that casino table games 
were also rated by 13% of players in the Northern Territory as the priority activity. 
Accordingly, jurisdictional differences in the regulation of gambling (and supply of 
EGMs) may explain the observed differences in results. 

Table 33.Activities which regular gamblers find the most difficult to keep to their gambling spend limit -
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

Gambling activities 
which are most difficult 

to keep to limits

Unweighted% 
Regular EGM players

NSW
(N=34)

ACT
(N=33)

VIC
(N=34)

TAS
(N=31)

QLD
(N=31)

SA
(N=31)

NT
(N=31)

WA
(N=15)

Pokies 50 76 74 61 48 52 52 20

Horses/greyhounds/harness  0  0  0 3 3 3  0 7

Keno  0  0  0 3 3  0  0  0

Lotteries  0  0 3 3  0 3 3 7

Instant scratch-its  0  0  0 3 3 3  0  0

Casino table games 6 6  0  0  0 3 13 27

Club/hall bingo  0  0  0  0  0 3  0  0

Sports betting (eg football) 3  0  0  0  0 3  0  0

None are difficult 41 18 24 26 42 29 32 40

a. Question - Out of all the gambling activities you take part in, which do you find the most difficult to keep to your gambling spend limit? 
(Base: Regular EMG players) Unweighted results (Significant difference tending - F=1.7, p=.10)
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Trends by jurisdiction -
TAB punters

While differences for TAB punters by jurisdiction were not significant, they are 
presented for jurisdictional reference in Table 34. Findings interestingly suggest a slight 
trend for TAB activities in WA and Victoria to be viewed as more challenging than in 
other states. It is once again very interesting to observe that TAB punters in all 
jurisdictions are quite cognisant of the challenge of keeping to limits in the play of 
EGMs. Moreover, it is also worth noting the trend for up to 50% of regular gamblers in 
South Australia and Tasmania to believe that “no gambling activity” at all presents much 
of a challenge in keeping to limits. In this context, such results may once again be 
explained by the relatively lower supply of gambling activities in these states.

Table 34.Activities which regular gamblers find the most difficult to keep to their gambling spend limit - 
unweighted results - TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

Gambling activities 
which are most difficult 

to keep to limits

Unweighted% 
Regular TAB punters

NSW
(N=32)

ACT
(N=28)

VIC
(N=30)

TAS
(N=30)

QLD
(N=30)

SA
(N=30)

NT
(N=30)

WA
(N=32)

Pokies 19 36 17 20 23 20 23 9

Horses/greyhounds/harness 34 18 40 20 37 20 27 41

Keno 3  0  0 3  0  0  0  0

Lotteries 3  0  0 3 7  0  0 3

Instant scratch-its  0  0  0  0  0 3  0  0

Casino table games 6 4 3 3 13 7 7  0

Sports betting (eg football) 3  0 3  0  0  0  0 3

Internet casino games  0  0  0  0  0  0 3  0

Private betting (eg mahjong, bridge, 
poker, card games)

 0  0  0  0  0  0  0 3

None are difficult 31 43 37 50 20 50 40 41

a. Question - Out of all the gambling activities you take part in, which do you find the most difficult to keep to your gambling spend limit? 
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results (No significant difference)
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Trends by risk for
problem gambling

The types of activities which problem gamblers find most difficult to keep to limits 
poses an interesting question for the current study. Accordingly, results are presented in 
Table 35, in line with the risk status of players. Unsurprisingly, results showed a 
statistically significant difference between the opinions of gamblers depending on their 
CPGI risk category. 

In particular, it is apparent that problem gamblers were more likely to view the pokies 
(63%) as the key gambling activity which presents the greatest challenge to keep to 
limits, followed by the horses/greyhounds/harness racing (21%). While a similar pattern 
of results is evident for other risk groups (ie. EGMs first, followed by TAB), it is quite 
apparent that there is a strong trend for problem gamblers to overwhelmingly select 
EGMs as the most problematic activity. This same trend applies to moderate risk 
gamblers. This also broadly converges with other research which has shown that rates 
of problem gambling are highest in EGM players.

Table 35.Activities which regular gamblers find the most difficult to keep to their gambling spend limit - 
unweighted results - TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

Gambling activities 
which are most difficult 

to keep to limits

Unweighted% 
Regular EGM players/TAB punters

Non-
problem 
gambling
(N=197)

Low risk
(N=79)

Moderate 
risk

(N=117)

Problem 
gambling
(N=89)

Pokies 23 38 47 63

Horses/greyhounds/harness 14 16 14 21

Keno 1 1  0 1

Lotteries 3 1 3 1

Instant scratch-its 1 1 2 0 

Casino table games 4 4 8 7

Club/hall bingo 0 0 0 1

Sports betting (eg. football) 0 1 3 1

Internet casino games 0 0 0 1

Private betting (eg. mahjong, bridge, 
poker, card games)

1 0 0 0 

None are difficult 54 37 25 3

a. Question - Out of all the gambling activities you take part in, which do you find the most difficult to keep to your gambling spend 
limit? (Base: Regular EMG players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (Significant difference - F=29.0, p<.001)
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3. Gambler experiences
with precommitment

The frequency with which gamblers may regularly exceed their limits is a focal point of 
the current study. Understanding the difficulties experienced by gamblers in keeping to 
limits may in turn provide guidance about how gambling activities can be better 
designed to further minimise any unintended consequences of play. To this end, the 
next section of the report explores a number of aspects of the gambler experience 
with precommitment. 

This includes examination of how often gamblers “go over the limit”, difficulties 
experienced - including any reported harm from exceeding limits - and the ability of 
gamblers to self-correct and take action (eg. reduce expenditure) when their limits are 
exceeded. While all insights are based on self-report measures, such information 
provides a good indirect indication of the overall potential need for future 
precommitment mechanisms in gambling.

Accordingly, this section presents key findings as follows:

•• How often regular gamblers exceed limits

•• Harm from exceeding limits during gambling

•• Actions taken when gambling limits are exceeded
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How often regular gamblers exceed limits

Trends by type of gambler
- EGM players

As part of the current survey, gamblers were asked about how often they typically 
exceeded their limits during gambling. In this context, players were prompted with the 
full range of relevant limits - including not just how often they exceeded their maximum 
spend limit, but also how often they exceeded other limits such as time limits, bet size 
limits and the like. 

Overall trends at a national level for EGM players are presented in Figure 57. Results 
are presented separately for TAB punters, given the very different nature of punting as 
a gambling activity. Key findings interestingly suggest that EGM players report most 
frequently exceeding their time limit for a single gambling session (15% reported 
“always” or “often”) and the second most common limit exceeded related to the 
spend limit (12% reported “always” or “often”). 

In contrast, it is apparent that EGM players had relatively less difficulty keeping to their 
machine cost limit (eg. restricting yourself to 1c machines) and their total gambling 
activity limit (eg. restricting yourself to only take part in a certain number of gambling 
activities). However, exceeding alcohol and bet size limits were relatively more 
common for EGM players and these rated third and fourth overall. 

As exceeding limits in the case of EGM players is a commonly reported theme in 
research, it is interesting to note that only around 29% of EGM players reported 
“never” exceeding their time limit in gambling. 

Figure 57. Frequency of going over gambling spend limits - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=285-314, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you gone over your limit in the past 12 months?
(Base: Regular EGM players who indicated that they set relevant limits) Weighted results. 

Frequency of going over gambling spend limits -
National trends for EGM players
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Limit on maximum cost of machines allowed to play (eg. only 1c EGMs)

Limit on maximum number of times you can go gambling each week

Maximum bet size limit

Maximum number of alcoholic drinks you
allow yourself to drink while gambling
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Time limit for a single gambling session
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While exceeding limits in gambling may seem to be a common theme (particularly as it 
has been reported in other past studies), it is important to understand whether 
gamblers also exceed limits in other areas of life. Indeed, humans are well-known for 
over-indulging in many aspects of life and most people will admit that they over-indulge 
in some areas of life. In this context, it is interesting to be able to contrast overspending 
in gambling with exceeding limits in other life areas. Accordingly, Figure 58 contrasts the 
tendency of regular gamblers to exceed limits in gambling versus in other aspects of 
life. 

As shown, findings suggest that exceeding limits in EGM play (mean=2.3) does not 
occur to the same degree as in the purchase of basic groceries (mean=2.7), however, it 
occurs at about the same overall rate as exceeding limits in the purchase of alcohol/
cigarettes (mean=2.2) and in entertainment/leisure spending (mean=2.2). 

While this is NOT to imply that consumer protection measures should not be offered 
to consumers to assist with the control of gambling expenditure, it presents an 
interesting point of comparison in the current study. Indirectly, it also illustrates that 
“going over the limit” may be somewhat of a characteristic of regular gamblers in many 
areas of life (although it should also be noted that most ratings were still at the low end 
of the scale).

Figure 58. Frequency of exceeding spend limits in gambling v other aspects of life - 
weighted results - NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=285-314, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you gone over your limit in the past 12 months?
(Base: Regular EGM players who indicated that they set relevant limits) Weighted results. 
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Trends by type of gambler
- TAB punters

Key trends for TAB punters are presented in Figure 59. As shown, findings suggest that 
punters were more likely to report going over their alcohol drink limit (while gambling) 
and their spend limit more than other types of limits. This is arguably due to the higher 
proportion of males in the TAB punter sample and the general tendency of the sample 
to drink while gambling.

Figure 59. Frequency of going over gambling spend limits - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=154-167, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you gone over your limit in the past 12 months?
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Weighted results

Limit on maximum number of times
you can go gambling each week

Maximum bet size limit

Number of gambling activities you allow yourself take part in

Types of bets you allow yourself to place (such as picking a
single horse, rather than betting each way)

Time limit for a single gambling session

Spend limit

Maximum number of alcoholic drinks
you allow yourself to drink while gambling

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% regular TAB punters

65% 25% 8% 2%

55% 27% 16% 2%

64% 17% 16% 3%

58% 27% 11% 4%

56% 23% 16% 4%1%

36% 33% 26% 3%2%

66% 14% 10% 4% 6%

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

Frequency of going over gambling spend limits -
National trends for TAB punters
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Table 36 also presents differences in tendencies to exceed limits for both TAB punters 
and EGM players. As is apparent, a number of significant differences emerged. In 
particular, comparative results show that EGM players were significantly more likely to 
exceed the following types of limits during gambling, when compared to TAB punters:

•• maximum spending limit

•• time limit for a single gambling session

•• bet size limit

•• times for going gambling each week

In contrast, punters were only slightly more likely than EGM players to exceed their 
alcohol drink limit during gambling. This latter result is once again likely to be due to the 
larger proportion of males in the TAB sample (who also appear to be bigger drinkers, 
based on self-report of alcohol consumption during gambling).

Table 36.Frequency of going over gambling spend limits - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

Types of gambling limits set 
by regular EGM players

Weighted means
(1=never, 5=always)

EGM players
(N=315)

TAB punters
(N=167)

How often has gone over maximum spending limit [t=3.0, p=.003] 2.3 2.0

Maximum time you can spend gambling during a single gambling 
session (eg. limit of 1, 2 or however many hrs) [t=3.9, p<.001]

2.1 1.7

Maximum bet size you can place during gambling [t=2.4, p=.015] 1.9 1.7

Maximum cost of machines you allow yourself to play (such as lim-
iting yourself to only 1c or 2c machines) 

1.8 n/a

Types of bets you allow yourself to place (such as picking a single 
horse, rather than betting each way)

n/a 1.6

The maximum number of times you can go gambling each week 
(such as limiting yourself to so many times a week) [t=2.8, p=.005]

1.7 1.5

The maximum number of alcoholic drinks you allow yourself to 
drink while gambling [t=-1.7, p=.098]

1.5 1.7

The number of gambling activities you allow yourself take part in 
(eg. allowing yourself only pokies or only take part in certain races)

1.6 1.6

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you gone over your limit in the past 12 months? 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results (Significant differences in blue)
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As explored for EGM players, a comparison of limit setting in TAB punting versus other 
aspects of life was also examined. Comparative results are shown in Figure 38. As 
shown, findings once again suggest that TAB punters don’t exceed their gambling spend 
limit (mean=2.0), as much as they do their grocery limit (mean=2.6), however, they 
seem to exceed their limit to the same degree as they do for alcohol/cigarettes 
(mean=2.1) and entertainment/leisure purchases (mean=2.1). In this context, a similar 
pattern of results has emerged for both types of gambler, however, there is still an 
overall tendency for EGM players to exceed limits more frequently than TAB punters. 

A review of previous results (See “Budgeting in other areas of life” on page 82) also 
shows that EGM players and TAB punters are both likely to exceed limits for groceries 
and entertainment to about the same degree, yet when it comes to gambling, EGM 
players clearly report an overall higher tendency to exceed limits. Accordingly, this may 
provide some indirect evidence that there may be some design aspect of EGM play 
which does tend to make it more likely for players to exceed limits during gambling 
(previous researchers such as Dickerson1 have also linked this to the continuous nature 
of EGM play). 

1. Dickerson, M.G. (2003a). Exploring the limits of “responsible gambling”: Harm minimization or consumer 
protection? Gambling Research - Journal of the National Association for Gambling Studies Australia, 15, 
29-44.

Figure 60. Frequency of exceeding spend limits in gambling v other aspects of life - 
weighted results - NATIONAL TRENDS FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=154-167, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you gone over your limit in the past 12 months?
(Base: Regular TAB punters who indicated that they set relevant limits) Weighted results. 
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Trends by location of 
play - EGM players

The tendency for EGM players to exceed limits across different locations of play was 
also explored. Results are shown in Table 37. Findings overall revealed two statistically 
significant differences. Specifically, hotel frequenting EGM players were significantly 
more likely to exceed their limit relating to: 

•• the maximum cost of machines they could play

•• the maximum number of alcoholic drinks consumed during gambling

This may be explained by hotel frequenting EGM players being more likely to attend 
hotels to both drink and gamble. In contrast, this tendency for club based EGM players 
was much lower, which may similarly indicate different motivations for attendance.

Table 37.Frequency of going over gambling spend limits - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF EGM PLAY (N=240, November 2005)a

Types of gambling limits set 
by regular EGM players

Unweighted means
(1=never, 5=always)

Club 
(N=114)

Hotel
(N=70)

Casino
(N=56)

Maximum spending limit 2.1 2.4 2.1

Maximum time you can spend gambling during a single 
gambling session (eg. limit of 1, 2 or however many hrs)

1.9 1.9 2.0

Maximum bet size you can place during gambling 1.8 1.9 1.7

Maximum cost of machines you allow yourself to play (such 
as limiting yourself to only 1c or 2c machines) 
[F=2.4, p=.095]

1.6 1.9 1.7

The maximum number of times you can go gambling each 
week (such as limiting yourself to so many times a week)

1.5 1.8 1.6

The maximum number of alcoholic drinks you allow your-
self to drink while gambling [F=3.1, p=.05]

1.3 1.7 1.4

The number of gambling activities you allow yourself take 
part in (eg. allowing yourself only pokies or only take part 
in certain races)

1.4 1.6 1.4

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you gone over your limit in the past 12 months?
(Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)
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Trends by location
of play - TAB punters

While results for different locations of TAB punting were not statistically significant, they 
are presented in Table 38 for interest and reference. Anecdotally, it is interesting to 
note that, while results are not significant, there does appear to be a slight tendency for 
internet punters to be marginally more likely to report exceeding spend limits and less 
likely to exceed alcohol limits. 

While a lesser tendency to exceed alcohol limits is best explained by not having access 
to alcohol (ie. people bet at home), the slightly increased tendency to exceed spending 
limits is more difficult to explain. Indeed, this could not really be clearly explained by 
frequency of gambling or the risk status of internet punters and may thus be an area for 
future exploration. One possible explanation, however, is that internet punters are 
simply more avid gamblers (hence why they have an internet betting account).

Table 38.Frequency of going over gambling spend limits - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING (N=242, November 2005)a

Types of gambling limits set 
by regular TAB punters

Unweighted means
(1=never, 5=always)

On-course 
(N=25)

Off-course 
(N=147)

Phone 
betting
(N=26)

Internet 
betting
(N=34)

How often has gone over spending limit 1.7 2.0 1.8 2.1

Maximum time you can spend gambling during a 
single gambling session (eg. limit of 1, 2 or how-
ever many hrs)

1.4 1.7 1.7 1.6

Maximum bet size you can place during gambling 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.5

Types of bets you allow yourself to place (such 
as picking a single horse, rather than betting 
each way)

1.6 1.5 1.6 1.5

The maximum number of times you can go 
gambling each week (such as limiting yourself to 
so many times a week)

1.3 1.5 1.3 1.5

The maximum number of alcoholic drinks you 
allow yourself to drink while gambling

1.6 1.7 1.5 1.2

The number of gambling activities you allow 
yourself take part in (eg. allowing yourself only 
pokies or only take part in certain races)

1.2 1.5 1.4 1.5

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you gone over your limit in the past 12 months?
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results (No significant differences)
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
EGM players 

Key trends by jurisdiction for EGM players are shown in Table 39 and Figure 61. Two 
significant differences were apparent. Findings showed that:

•• players in NSW were more likely to report exceeding session limits for EGM play - 
NT also followed as the jurisdiction second most likely to exceed gambling session 
time limits (and was also higher than other states). In contrast, EGM players in WA 
and Queensland were less likely to exceed session time limits

•• players in NSW, SA and the ACT were significantly more likely to exceed limits on 
the times they can go gambling each week, compared to other jurisdictions.

Table 39.Frequency of going over gambling spend limits - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

Types of gambling limits set 
by regular EGM players

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

NSW
(N=34)

ACT
(N=33)

VIC
(N=34)

TAS
(N=31)

QLD
(N=31)

SA
(N=31)

NT
(N=31)

WA
(N=15)

Maximum spending limit 2.5 2.2 2.3 2.1 2.0 2.2 2.2 1.7

Maximum time you can spend gam-
bling during a single gambling session 
(eg. limit of 1, 2 or however many hrs)
[F=2.4, p=.02]

2.5 1.7 2.1 1.8 1.6 1.8 2.2 1.5

Maximum bet size you can place during 
gambling

2.0 1.9 1.9 1.6 1.7 1.8 2.0 1.4

Maximum cost of machines you allow 
yourself to play (such as limiting your-
self to only 1c or 2c machines)

2.0 1.6 1.5 1.6 1.6 2.0 1.9 1.3

The maximum number of times you 
can go gambling each week (such as 
limiting yourself to so many times a 
week) [F=1.8, p=.09]

2.0 1.8 1.5 1.4 1.3 1.9 1.7 1.5

The maximum number of alcoholic 
drinks you allow yourself to drink while 
gambling

1.7 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.5 1.3 1.6 1.3

The number of gambling activities you 
allow yourself take part in (eg. allowing 
yourself only pokies or only take part 
in certain races)

1.8 1.3 1.4 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.4 1.4

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you gone over your limit in the past 12 months?
(Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)
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Figure 61. Frequency of going over gambling spend limits - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you gone over your limit in the past 12 months? 
(Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results
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Trends by jurisdiction
- TAB punters

Key trends for punters by jurisdiction are shown in Table 40 and Figure 62. Once again, 
it is interesting to note the following significant differences:

•• TAB punters in Qld, NT, NSW and the ACT reported overspending their gambling 
spend limit more than players in other states

•• TAB punters in Qld and the NT reported overspending their gambling session time 
limit more than players in other states

•• TAB punters in Qld reported overspending their bet size limit more than in 
Tasmania and SA

•• TAB punters in SA, Tasmania and WA reported less overspending of their limit 
on gambling activities than in other states.

Table 40.Frequency of going over gambling spend limits - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

Types of gambling limits 
set by regular TAB punters

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

NSW
(N=32)

ACT
(N=28)

VIC
(N=30)

TAS
(N=30)

QLD
(N=30)

SA
(N=30)

NT
(N=30)

WA
(N=32)

Maximum spending limit [F=2.3, p=.03] 2.1 2.0 1.8 1.8 2.5 1.7 2.1 1.8

Maximum time you can spend gambling 
during a single gambling session (eg. limit 
of 1, 2 or however many hrs) [F=2.3, 
p=.03]

1.8 1.7 1.5 1.6 2.1 1.3 1.9 1.4

Maximum bet size you can place during 
gambling [F=2.1, p=.04]

1.6 1.7 1.7 1.3 2.0 1.3 1.6 1.6

Types of bets you allow yourself to place 
(such as picking a single horse, rather than 
betting each way)

1.7 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.7 1.4 1.8 1.5

The maximum number of times you can 
go gambling each week (such as limiting 
yourself to so many times a week)

1.4 1.7 1.5 1.3 1.5 1.3 1.8 1.4

The maximum number of alcoholic drinks 
you allow yourself to drink while gambling

1.7 1.7 1.7 1.3 2.0 1.4 1.7 1.3

The number of gambling activities you 
allow yourself take part in (eg. allowing 
yourself only pokies or only take part in 
certain races) [F=2.3, p=.03]

1.6 1.6 1.7 1.2 1.7 1.1 1.7 1.3

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you gone over your limit in the past 12 months?
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)
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Figure 62. Frequency of going over gambling spend limits - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you gone over your limit in the past 12 months?
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results
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Trends by risk for
problem gambling

The tendency of problem gamblers to overspend certain limits, relative to their lower 
risk counterparts, presents an interesting point for analysis. Accordingly, key trends are 
shown in Table 41. As evident, findings highlight that problem gamblers are significantly 
more likely than lower risk groups to exceed the following types of gambling limits:

•• spending limits

•• session time limit

•• bet size limit

•• cost of EGMs limit (eg. 1c only)

•• limits on the types of bets placed

•• times gambled per week

•• alcoholic drinks consumed during gambling

•• total gambling activities people take part in.

A review of past results (See “Budgeting in other areas of life” on page 82) also showed 
that problem gamblers were also more likely to exceed alcohol/cigarette purchase 
budgets and also displayed a slightly higher tendency to exceed entertainment/leisure 
budgets, compared to lower risk groups. Accordingly, this may be explained by the 
financial situation of problem gamblers (ie. it’s easy to overspend when budgets are 
limited), or alternatively, may indicate that problem gamblers show a tendency to 
“overindulge” in many areas of life. In this context, it is possible that problem gamblers 
may have certain traits which predispose them to overindulgence (eg. this would also 
be predicted by some addiction theories). It should also be considered in this context 
that problem gamblers also generally set higher limits for gambling than other groups.

Table 41.Frequency of going over gambling spend limits - 
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

Types of gambling limits set 
by regular EGM players/TAB punters

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

Non-
problem 
gambling
(N=197)

Low risk
(N=79)

Moderate 
risk

(N=117)

Problem 
gambling
(N=89)

Gone over maximum spending limit [F=61.3, p<.001] 1.6 2.0 2.3 3.0

Maximum time you can spend gambling during a single 
gambling session (eg. limit of 1, 2 or however many 
hrs) [F=53.7, p<.001]

1.2 1.7 2.1 2.7

Maximum bet size you can place during gambling
[F=43.6, p<.001]

1.2 1.6 2.0 2.4

Maximum cost of machines you allow yourself to play 
(such as limiting yourself to only 1c or 2c machines)
[F=38.0, p<.001]

1.2 1.7 1.7 2.7

Types of bets you allow yourself to place (such as pick-
ing a single horse, rather than betting each way)
[F=12.2, p<.001]

1.3 1.6 1.7 2.2

The maximum number of times you can go gambling 
each week (such as limiting yourself to so many times a 
week) [F=45.3, p<.001]

1.2 1.3 1.7 2.4

The maximum number of alcoholic drinks you allow 
yourself to drink while gambling [F=12.8, p<.001]

1.3 1.5 1.5 2.1

The number of gambling activities you allow yourself 
take part in (eg. allowing yourself only pokies or only 
take part in certain races) [F=33.3, p<.001]

1.2 1.3 1.5 2.1

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you gone over your limit in the past 12 months?
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)
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Trends by indigenous
background

While results are only based on a small sample, findings for indigenous people are 
presented in Table 42. This suggests that indigenous people were significantly more 
likely to report exceeding the following types of limits:

•• gambling spending limits

•• gambling session time limits

•• number of times they can go gambling each week

•• alcoholic drinks consumed while gambling

•• limits on the number of gambling activities they take part in.

Table 42.Frequency of going over gambling spend limits - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY INDIGENOUS BACKGROUND (N=482, November 2005)a

Types of limits set by regular 
EGM players/TAB punters

Unweighted means
(1=never, 5=always)

Indigenous
(N=15)

Non-
indigenous
(N=467)

Maximum time you can spend gambling during a single gam-
bling session (eg. limit of 1, 2 or however many hrs)
[t=5.3, p<.001]

3.2 1.7

How often has gone over maximum spending limit
[t=3.1, p=.002]

2.9 2.1

Maximum cost of machines you allow yourself to play (such 
as limiting yourself to only 1c or 2c machines)

2.1 1.7

The maximum number of times you can go gambling each 
week (such as limiting yourself to so many times a week)
[t=2.5, p=.01]

2.1 1.5

Maximum bet size you can place during gambling 2.0 1.7

The maximum number of alcoholic drinks you allow yourself 
to drink while gambling [t=1.8, p=.07]

2.0 1.5

The number of gambling activities you allow yourself take 
part in (eg. allowing yourself only pokies or only take part in 
certain races) [t=2.5, p=.01]

2.0 1.4

Types of bets you allow yourself to place (such as picking a 
single horse, rather than betting each way)

1.9 1.5

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you gone over your limit in the past 12 
months? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)
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Trends for
CALD groups

Key trends for CALD groups are shown in Table 43. Once again, a similar pattern of 
results emerged, with CALD groups being significantly more likely to report exceeding: 

•• gambling spend limits

•• session time limits 

•• bet size limits

•• limits on cost of EGMs

•• limits on the times they can go gambling each week

•• alcohol consumption limits during gambling

•• number of gambling activities they can take part in.

Findings also showed that average limits set by CALD groups for gambling were 
generally higher than people of an english speaking background. As such, this may 
suggest that CALD groups too have some difficulty with self-regulation during 
gambling. In this context, it is interesting that CALD groups report boredom more 
frequently as one of the three key reasons to explain why they gamble (along with a 
higher rate of feeling “lucky” as a key reason for their gambling). 

Table 43.Frequency of going over gambling spend limits - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR CALD GROUPS (N=482, November 2005)a

Types of limits 
set by regular EGM players/

TAB punters

Unweighted means 
(1=never, 5=always)

English not 
first language

(N=45)

English as first 
language
(N=437)

How often has gone over maximum spending limit [t=1.6, p=.11] 2.3 2.1

Maximum time you can spend gambling during a single gambling 
session (eg. limit of 1, 2 or however many hrs) [t=3.8, p<.001]

2.4 1.7

Maximum bet size you can place during gambling [t=2.8, p=.005] 2.1 1.7

Maximum cost of machines you allow yourself to play (such as 
limiting yourself to only 1c or 2c machines) [t=3.5, p=.001]

2.3 1.6

Types of bets you allow yourself to place (such as picking a single 
horse, rather than betting each way) 

1.6 1.6

The maximum number of times you can go gambling each week 
(such as limiting yourself to so many times a week) [t=4.6, p<.001]

2.1 1.5

 The maximum number of alcoholic drinks you allow yourself to 
drink while gambling [t=2.4, p=.02]

1.9 1.5

The number of gambling activities you allow yourself take part in 
(eg. allowing yourself only pokies or only take part in certain 
races) [t=3.7, p<.001]

1.9 1.4

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you gone over your limit in the past 12 
months? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)
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Minor trends A range of other exploratory analyses were undertaken to pinpoint factors which 
were correlated with the tendency to overspend limits. Findings are in Table 44.

Table 44.Differences relating to the frequency of going over gambling spend limits - 
SIGNIFICANT TRENDSa

Type of trend Significant trends

Age • young gamblers were more likely to exceed their spend limit, 
than older gamblers (r=-.14, p=.002)

• young gamblers were more likely to exceed their time per 
session limit, than older gamblers (r=-.14, p=.003)

• young gamblers were more likely to exceed their maximum bet 
size limit, than older gamblers (r=-.12, p=.01)

• young gamblers were more likely to exceed their limit on alcohol 
consumed during gambling, than older gamblers (r=-.25, p<.001)

• young gamblers were more likely to exceed their limit on the 
number of gambling activities, than older gamblers 
(r=-.15, p=.002)

Gender • females (mean=1.9) were more likely to exceed their gambling 
session time limit, than males (mean=1.7) (t=-2.5, p=.01)

• males (mean=1.6) were more likely to exceed their alcohol 
consumption limit during gambling, than females (mean=1.4) 
(t=2.7, p=.008)

Frequency of gambling • there was a strong positive relationship between the frequency 
of gambling and exceeding virtually all limits including the spend 
limit (r=.19, p<.001), session time limit (r=.16, p=.001), bet size 
limit (r=.18, p<.001), limit on cost of EGMs played 
(r=.35, p<.001), types of bets placed (r=.18, p=.006), limit on 
the number of times a week person went gambling (r=.26, 
p<.001) and on the number of gambling activities the gambler 
took part in (r=.19, p<.001)

Highest completed 
education level

• gamblers with a lower education level were more likely to 
exceed their spend limit, than gamblers with a higher level of 
education (r=-.12, p=.006)

• gamblers with a lower education level were more likely to 
exceed their time per session limit, than gamblers with a higher 
level of education (r=-.13, p=.007)

• gamblers with a lower education level were more likely to 
exceed their limit on the number of gambling activities, 
than gamblers with a higher level of education (r=-.11, p=.02)

Dependent children • gamblers with dependent children (mean=2.2) were more likely 
to exceed their gambling session time limit, than those without 
dependent children (mean=2.0) (t=4.0, p<.001)

• gamblers with dependent children (mean=1.9) were more likely 
to exceed their bet size limit, than those without dependent chil-
dren (mean=1.6) (t=3.1, p=.002)

• gamblers with dependent children (mean=1.8) were more likely 
to exceed their limit on the types of bets placed, than those 
without dependent children (mean=1.5) (t=3.0, p=.003)

• gamblers with dependent children (mean=1.7) were more likely 
to exceed their limit on the types of times gambled per week, 
than those without dependent children (mean=1.4) 
(t=2.8, p=.005)

• gamblers with dependent children (mean=1.9) were more likely 
to exceed their alcohol consumption limit during gambling, than 
those without dependent children (mean=1.7) (t=1.9, p=.06)

• gamblers with dependent children (mean=1.6) were more likely 
to exceed their limit on the total number of gambling activities, 
than those without dependent children (mean=1.4) 
(t=2.4, p=.02)
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Number of venues 
regularly attended

• gamblers attending a higher number of regular venues were 
more likely to exceed their spend limit, than gamblers who 
attended a lower regular number of venues (r=.20, p<.001)

• gamblers attending a higher number of regular venues were 
more likely to exceed their maximum bet size, than gamblers 
who attended a lower regular number of venues (r=.16, p=.001)

• gamblers attending a higher number of regular venues were 
more likely to exceed their limit on the cost of EGMs played, 
than gamblers who attended a lower regular number of venues 
(r=.21, p=.001)

• gamblers attending a higher number of regular venues were 
more likely to exceed their limit on the times played per week, 
than gamblers who attended a lower regular number of venues 
(r=.13, p=.007)

• gamblers attending a higher number of regular venues were 
more likely to exceed their limit on alcohol consumed during 
gambling, than gamblers who attended a lower regular number 
of venues (r=.15, p=.002)

• gamblers attending a higher number of regular venues were 
more likely to exceed their limit on the types of bets they placed, 
than gamblers who attended a lower regular number of venues 
(r=.11, p=.02)

Household income • household income was interestingly not significantly related to 
the tendency to exceed limits

Marital status • gamblers who were separated/divorced (mean=2.3) and single 
(mean=2.2) were more likely to exceed spend limits than gam-
blers who were married (mean=2.0) or widowed (mean=1.7) 
(F=3.8, p=.01)

• gamblers who were separated/divorced (mean=1.9) were more 
likely to exceed their limit on the number of times they gambled 
a week, compared to other groups (eg. married - mean=1.5)
(F=2.6, p=.05)

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you gone over your limit in the past 12 
months? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)

Table 44.Differences relating to the frequency of going over gambling spend limits - 
SIGNIFICANT TRENDSa

Type of trend Significant trends
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Harm from exceeding limits during gambling 

Trends by type of gambler
- EGM players

While some people may consider exceeding limits as part of the fun of gambling (ie. 
many people take pleasure in some overindulgence from time to time), regular 
gamblers may be adversely affected by a tendency to continually exceed limits. In some 
cases, the harm incurred may also be quite significant and affect not just the gambler, 
but also his/her family and associates. In this context, the next section explores the level 
of harm experienced by regular gamblers from exceeding limits during gambling. 

While it is clear that many do not perceive harm from excessive gambling, it is 
nevertheless interesting to document the degree to which harm is perceived by the 
regular gambler. Recognition of harm in turn may also have important downstream 
implications for the way strategies are implemented to assist gamblers to not only keep 
to limits, but to also recognise when they are going “overboard”.

Overall national trends for EGM players are shown in Figure 63. Findings overall 
illustrate that up to 5% of EGM players reported significant harm from 
overspending their gambling spend limit. It is also interesting to note that harm was 
generally reported more often for monetary based limits (ie. spend limit, machine limit, 
bet size limits), suggesting that monetary loss is really the ultimate measure of harm to 
a regular player. With the higher proportion of female EGM players, it is also worth 
noting that harm from exceeding the session time limit rates an important third in the 
harm continuum.

Figure 63. Reported harm from exceeding limits during gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, what difficulties have resulted to you or your family from going over this limit?
(Base: Regular EGM players) Weighted results. 

Reported harm from exceeding limits during gambling -
National trends for EGM players
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Harm from going over limit -
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Harm from going over limit -
The maximum number of times you can go gambling each week

Harm from going over limit -
Maximum bet size

Harm from going over limit -
Maximum time you can spend gambling during a single gambling session

(eg. limit of 1, 2 or however many hrs)

Harm from going over limit -
Maximum cost of machines you allow yourself to play
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Trends by type of gambler
- TAB punters

Key trends for TAB punters is shown in Figure 64. As shown, TAB punters report the 
most harm coming from exceeding alcohol limits during gambling and from going over 
their maximum bet size limit. In contrast, exceeding time limits is generally rated much 
lower on the harm continuum, possibly suggesting that it is less important to punters.

Figure 64. Reported harm from exceeding limits during gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, what difficulties have resulted to you or your family from going over this limit?
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Weighted results
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Reported harm from exceeding limits during gambling -
National trends for TAB punters
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A statistical comparison of the level of reported harm for both types of gambler is 
shown in Table 45. As evident, findings revealed that EGM players reported significantly 
more harm from exceeding their gambling spend limit, gambling activity limit and the 
session time limit, while TAB punters reported greater harm from exceeding their 
alcohol limit during gambling. This may reflect the different behavioural patterns and 
priorities of each group.

Table 45.Reported harm from exceeding limits during gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

Harm from exceeding 
different types of limits

Weighted means
(1=none, 5=significant)

EGM players
(N=315)

TAB punters
(N=167)

Overall
(N=482)

Harm from spending over the limit ($) [t=2.9, p=.004] 1.5 1.2 1.4

Harm from going over limit - Maximum time you can 
spend gambling during a single gambling session 
(eg. limit of 1, 2 or however many hrs) [t=2.4, p=.02]

1.4 1.2 1.4

Harm from going over limit - Maximum bet size 1.4 1.3 1.4

Harm from going over limit - Maximum cost of 
machines you allow yourself to play

1.4 n/a 1.4

Harm from going over the limit - Types of bets you 
allow yourself to place

n/a 1.2 1.2

Harm from going over limit - The maximum number of 
times you can go gambling each week [t=1.7, p=.08]

1.2 1.1 1.2

Harm from going over limit - The maximum number of 
alcoholic drinks you allow yourself to drink while gam-
bling [F=-1.9, p=.06]

1.1 1.3 1.2

Harm from going over limit - The number of gambling 
activities you allow yourself take part in

1.2 1.2 1.2

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, what difficulties have resulted to you or your family from going 
over this limit? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results (Significant differences in blue)
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Trends by location of 
play - EGM players

While there were no statistically significant differences for EGM players according to 
their preferred location of play, results are presented in Table 46 for interest value. 
Results seem to suggest that hotel based EGM players report a higher degree of harm 
from exceeding bet size limits than casino frequenting EGM players. This interpretation 
would also be consistent with previous hotel player trends.

It is possible that this may be explained by an increased tendency of hotel based players 
to consume alcohol and exceed their bet size limit (as documented in previous results). 
This was also interestingly a tendency associated with alcohol consumption reported 
by some EGM players in the qualitative research (ie. when people drink, they become 
more risk-oriented and tend to place higher bets).

Table 46.Reported harm from exceeding limits during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF EGM PLAY (N=240, November 2005)a

Harm from exceeding 
different types of limits

Unweighted means 
(1=none, 5=significant)

Club 
(N=114)

Hotel
(N=70)

Casino
(N=56)

Harm from spending over the limit ($) 1.4 1.5 1.4

Harm from going over limit - Maximum time you can spend gam-
bling during a single gambling session (eg. limit of 1, 2 or however 
many hrs) 

1.4 1.3 1.3

Harm from going over limit - Maximum bet size 1.3 1.4 1.2

Harm from going over limit - Maximum cost of machines you 
allow yourself to play

1.3 1.3 1.3

Harm from going over limit - The maximum number of times you 
can go gambling each week

1.2 1.4 1.3

Harm from going over limit - The maximum number of alcoholic 
drinks you allow yourself to drink while gambling

1.1 1.2 1.1

Harm from going over limit - The number of gambling activities 
you allow yourself take part in

1.1 1.2 1.2

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, what difficulties have resulted to you or your family from going over this 
limit? (Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (No significant differences)
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Trends by location
of play - TAB punters

Key trends for TAB punters are shown in Table 47. While there were no statistically 
significant trends, it is interesting to note that on-course punters appear to report 
more harm from exceeding alcohol limits than other groups (particularly compared to 
internet punters who obviously don’t have the temptation of alcohol). Accordingly, 
access to alcohol does appear to be one factor which may predispose punters to a 
tendency to both exceed limits and report harm from exceeding limits.

Table 47.Reported harm from exceeding limits during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING (N=242, November 2005)a

Harm from exceeding 
different types of limits

Unweighted means (1=none, 5=significant)

On-course 
(N=25)

Off-course 
(N=147)

Phone 
betting
(N=26)

Internet 
betting
(N=34)

Harm from spending over the limit ($) 1.1 1.2 1.4 1.2

Harm from going over limit - Maximum time you can 
spend gambling during a single gambling session (eg. 
limit of 1, 2 or however many hrs)

1.1 1.2 1.4 1.3

Harm from going over limit - Maximum bet size 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.3

Harm from going over the limit - Types of bets you 
allow yourself to place

1.2 1.2 1.3 1.3

Harm from going over limit - The maximum number of 
times you can go gambling each week

1 1.2 1.3 1.2

Harm from going over limit - The maximum number of 
alcoholic drinks you allow yourself to drink while gam-
bling

1.3 1.2 1.2 1.1

Harm from going over limit - The number of gambling 
activities you allow yourself take part in

1.1 1.2 1.3 1.3

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, what difficulties have resulted to you or your family from going over this limit?
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results (No significant differences)
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
EGM players

Jurisdictional trends for EGM players relating to the harm experienced from exceeding 
limits are shown in Table 48 and Figure 65. One significant difference was apparent and 
one difference was tending towards significance. Specifically:

•• EGM players in NSW and in the NT seemed to report more harm from exceeding 
the session time limit than players in other states

•• EGM players in NSW and to some degree in the ACT and NT seem to report 
slightly more harm from exceeding bet size limits than players in the other states.

Findings may also reflect the different regulatory environments in different states.

Table 48.Reported harm from exceeding limits during gambling - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

Harm from exceeding 
different types of limits

Unweighted means (1=none, 5=significant)

NSW
(N=34)

ACT
(N=33)

VIC
(N=34)

TAS
(N=31)

QLD
(N=31)

SA
(N=31)

NT
(N=31)

WA
(N=15)

Harm from spending over the limit ($) 1.7 1.5 1.4 1.3 1.1 1.3 1.7 1.0

Harm from going over limit - Maximum 
time you can spend gambling during a sin-
gle gambling session (eg. limit of 1, 2 or 
however many hrs) [F=2.7, p=.01]

1.8 1.4 1.1 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.6 1.0

Harm from going over limit - Maximum 
bet size [F=1.7, p=.10]

1.6 1.4 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.5 1.0

Harm from going over limit - Maximum 
cost of machines you allow yourself to 
play

1.6 1.4 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.5 1.0

Harm from going over limit - The maxi-
mum number of times you can go gam-
bling each week

1.4 1.4 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.5 1.0

Harm from going over limit - The maxi-
mum number of alcoholic drinks you 
allow yourself to drink while gambling

1.2 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.0

Harm from going over limit - The number 
of gambling activities you allow yourself 
take part in

1.3 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.3 1.0

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, what difficulties have resulted to you or your family from going over this limit?
(Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue) Note that all 15 respondents rated “1” for WA (hence mean=1)
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Figure 65. Reported harm from exceeding limits during gambling - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, what difficulties have resulted to you or your family from going over this limit?
(Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (No significant differences)
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Trends by jurisdiction
- TAB punters

The harm reported by TAB punters by jurisdiction is shown in Table 49 and Figure 66. 
While differences were not statistically significant, there does appear to be a slight 
trend for punters in SA to report less harm from exceeding a range of limits including 
the gambling spend limit, the activity limit, the bet size and type limit, along with the 
gambling session time limit. Similarly, players in the NT seem to report slightly more 
harm from exceeding the session time limit and bet type limit and Queensland based 
TAB punters report more harm from exceeding the bet size limit. However, such 
results should be interpreted with due care, given the non-significant trends.

Table 49.Reported harm from exceeding limits during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

Harm from exceeding 
different types of limits

Unweighted means (1=none, 5=significant)

NSW
(N=32)

ACT
(N=28)

VIC
(N=30)

TAS
(N=30)

QLD
(N=30)

SA
(N=30)

NT
(N=30)

WA
(N=32)

Harm from spending over the limit ($) 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.1 1.3 1.2

Harm from going over limit - Maxi-
mum time you can spend gambling 
during a single gambling session (eg. 
limit of 1, 2 or however many hrs)

1.3 1 1.2 1.2 1.4 1 1.5 1.3

Harm from going over limit - Maxi-
mum bet size 

1.3 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.5 1.1 1.4 1.3

Harm from going over the limit - Types 
of bets you allow yourself to place

1.3 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.1 1.4 1.3

Harm from going over limit - The max-
imum number of times you can go 
gambling each week

1.1 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.1 1.3 1.1

Harm from going over limit - The max-
imum number of alcoholic drinks you 
allow yourself to drink while gambling

1.4 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.3

Harm from going over limit - The 
number of gambling activities you allow 
yourself take part in

1.1 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.0 1.4 1.4

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, what difficulties have resulted to you or your family from going over this limit?
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results (No significant differences)
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Figure 66. Reported harm from exceeding limits during gambling - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, what difficulties have resulted to you or your family from going over this limit?
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results (No significant differences)
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Trends by risk for
problem gambling

The harm reported by problem gamblers from exceeding limits presents an interesting 
aspect to the current survey. Results are also of interest, given that many problem 
gamblers are reported to not always acknowledge the harm caused by their gambling. 

Overall trends by problem gambling risk status are shown in Table 50. It is quite worth 
noting that problem gamblers reported more harm from exceeding all types of 
limits, compared to the lower risk groups. Moreover, a higher degree of harm was 
linked to exceeding the spend limit (greatest harm), followed then by exceeding the 
session time limit, bet size limit and cost of machine limit. It could be argued that the 
result pertaining to the session time limit is probably a recognition of the effect of time 
on expenditure, rather than harm caused to the family by not being at home (etc.).

In contrast, the harm from exceeding alcoholic drink consumption limits was relatively 
much lower down in the harm continuum, as was exceeding the gambling activity limit. 
Accordingly, such results suggest that problem gamblers in the current sample were 
quite cognisant of the harm caused by their gambling.

Table 50.Reported harm from exceeding limits during gambling - 
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

Harm from exceeding 
different types of limits

Unweighted means (1=none, 5=significant)

Non-
problem 
gambling
(N=197)

Low risk
(N=79)

Moderate 
risk

(N=117)

Problem 
gambling
(N=89)

Harm from spending over the limit ($) [F=58.8, p<.001] 1 1.1 1.3 2.2

Harm from going over limit - Maximum time you can 
spend gambling during a single gambling session 
(eg. limit of 1, 2 or however many hrs) [F=48.2, p<.001]

1 1 1.3 2.1

Harm from going over limit - Maximum bet size 
[F=62.9, p<.001]

1 1 1.2 2.1

Harm from going over limit - Maximum cost of 
machines you allow yourself to play [F=34.0, p<.001]

1 1 1.2 2.1

Harm from going over the limit - Types of bets you 
allow yourself to place [F=19.2, p<.001]

1.1 1 1.2 1.9

Harm from going over limit - The maximum number of 
times you can go gambling each week [F=43.0, p<.001]

1 1.1 1.2 1.9

Harm from going over limit - The maximum number of 
alcoholic drinks you allow yourself to drink while gam-
bling [F=17.4, p<.001]

1.1 1.1 1.1 1.6

Harm from going over limit - The number of gambling 
activities you allow yourself take part in [F=38.4, p<.001]

1 1 1.1 1.7

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, what difficulties have resulted to you or your family from going over this limit?
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)
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Further analysis also showed a significant interaction between the harm incurred from 
exceeding the time limit while gambling and risk status and gambling activity. Key 
results are shown in Figure 67. 

Once again, this seems to show that the harm incurred from exceeding time limits 
tends to increase with both the risk status of the gambler and the type of gambling 
activity. In particular, harm from EGMs in the case of problem gamblers is much higher 
than that from TAB punting.

Figure 67. Reported harm from exceeding time limits during gambling - 
unweighted results - INTERACTION BETWEEN HARM, 

RISK AND GAMBLING ACTIVITY(N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=none and 5=significant, what difficulties have resulted to you or your 
family from going over your gambling time limit? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters who set a time 
limit) Unweighted results (Significant interaction - F=6.7, p<.001)
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Trends by indigenous
background

The reported harm of indigenous people from exceeding gambling limits is shown in 
Table 51. Once again, it is interesting to note that indigenous people were significantly 
more likely to report harm from exceeding limits compared to non-indigenous people. 

Table 51.Reported harm from exceeding limits during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY INDIGENOUS BACKGROUND (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, what difficulties have resulted to you or your fam-
ily from going over this limit? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results 
(Significant differences in blue)

Harm from exceeding 
different types of limits

Unweighted means 
(1=none, 5=significant)

Indigenous
(N=15)

Non-
indigenous
(N=467)

Harm from spending over the limit ($) [t=2.2, p=.02] 1.8 1.3

Harm from going over limit - Maximum time you can 
spend gambling during a single gambling session (eg. 
limit of 1, 2 or however many hrs) [t=4.6, p<.001]

2.2 1.3

Harm from going over limit - Maximum bet size 
[t=4.0, p<.001]

2.1 1.3

Harm from going over limit - Maximum cost of 
machines you allow yourself to play [t=1.9, p=.06]

1.9 1.3

Harm from going over the limit - Types of bets you 
allow yourself to place [t=1.7, p=.08]

1.6 1.2

Harm from going over limit - The maximum number of 
times you can go gambling each week [t=3.3, p=.001]

1.8 1.2

Harm from going over limit - The maximum number of 
alcoholic drinks you allow yourself to drink while gam-
bling 

1.4 1.2

Harm from going over limit - The number of gambling 
activities you allow yourself take part in [t=5.4, p<.001]

2 1.1
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Trends for
CALD groups

Results for people of a non-english speaking background are shown in Table 52. Similar 
to the overall trend for indigenous people, it is quite apparent that CALD groups were 
significantly more likely to report harm from exceeding many types of gambling limits. 
Exceeding the spending limit, session limit and bet size limit were also key trends, 
similar to previous results. Accordingly, there is some evidence that both CALD groups 
and people of an indigenous background are more likely to experience harm from 
exceeding gambling limits than other groups in the community.

Table 52.Reported harm from exceeding limits during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR CALD GROUPS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, what difficulties have resulted to you or your 
family from going over this limit? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results 
(Significant differences in blue)

Harm from exceeding 
different types of limits

Unweighted means 
(1=none, 5=significant)

English not 
first language

(N=45)

English as first 
language
(N=437)

Harm from spending over the limit ($) [t=3.1, p=.002] 1.7 1.3

Harm from going over limit - Maximum time you can 
spend gambling during a single gambling session (eg. 
limit of 1, 2 or however many hrs) [t=3.6, p<.001]

1.7 1.2

Harm from going over limit - Maximum bet size 
[t=3.3, p<.001]

1.6 1.2

Harm from going over limit - Maximum cost of 
machines you allow yourself to play [t=3.1, p<.001]

1.7 1.2

Harm from going over the limit - Types of bets you 
allow yourself to place

1.4 1.2

Harm from going over limit - The maximum number of 
times you can go gambling each week [t=2.7, p=.007]

1.5 1.2

Harm from going over limit - The maximum number of 
alcoholic drinks you allow yourself to drink while gam-
bling

1.3 1.2

Harm from going over limit - The number of gambling 
activities you allow yourself take part in [t=3.6, p<.001]

1.5 1.1
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Minor trends A range of other exploratory analyses were undertaken to identify factors which may 
be linked to the level of reported harm from exceeding limits. Findings are in Table 53. 

Table 53.Differences relating to the harm from exceeding gambling limits - 
SIGNIFICANT TRENDSa

Type of trend Significant trends

Age • young gamblers were more likely to report harm from exceed-
ing their alcohol limit during gambling, than older gamblers 
(r=-.15, p=.001)

• young gamblers were more likely to report harm from exceed-
ing their limit on the total number of gambling activities, than 
older gamblers (r=-.11, p=.01)

Gender • no significant differences

Frequency of gambling • there was a strong positive relationship between the frequency 
of gambling and the level of harm experience for virtually all lim-
its including the spend limit (r=.23, p<.001), session time limit 
(r=.20, p<.001), bet size limit (r=.20, p<.001), limit on cost of 
EGMs played (r=.31, p<.001), types of bets placed (r=.13, 
p=.04), limit on the number of times a week person went gam-
bling (r=.25, p<.001) and on the number of gambling activities 
the gambler took part in (r=.15, p=.001)

Highest completed 
education level

• no significant differences

Dependent children • gamblers with dependent children (mean=1.4) were more likely 
to report harm from exceeding their session time limit, than 
those without dependent children (mean=1.2) (t=2.4, p=.02)

• gamblers with dependent children (mean=1.4) were more likely 
to report harm from exceeding their bet size limit, than those 
without dependent children (mean=1.2) (t=1.9, p=.06)

• gamblers with dependent children (mean=1.3) were more likely 
to report harm from exceeding their alcohol limit, than those 
without dependent children (mean=1.1) (t=2.4, p=.02)

• gamblers with dependent children (mean=1.2) were more likely 
to report harm from exceeding their limit on the number of 
gambling activities they can take part in, than those without 
dependent children (mean=1.1) (t=1.5, p=.13)

Number of venues 
regularly attended

• gamblers attending a higher number of regular venues were 
more likely to report harm from exceeding their spend limit, 
than gamblers who attended a lower regular number of venues 
(r=.16, p<.001)

• gamblers attending a higher number of regular venues were 
more likely to report harm from exceeding their session time 
limit, than gamblers who attended a lower regular number of 
venues (r=.09, p=.04)

• gamblers attending a higher number of regular venues were 
more likely to report harm from exceeding their bet size limit, 
than gamblers who attended a lower regular number of venues 
(r=.12, p=.01)

• gamblers attending a higher number of regular venues were 
more likely to report harm from exceeding their limit on the 
number of gambling activities they can take part in each week, 
than those attending a lower number of regular venues 
(r=.11, p=.02)

• gamblers attending a higher number of regular venues were 
more likely to report harm from exceeding their alcohol limit, 
than those attending a lower number of regular venues 
(r=.16, p<.001)

• gamblers attending a higher number of regular venues were 
more likely to report harm from exceeding their limit on the 
number of gambling activities they can take part in, than those 
attending a lower number of regular venues (r=.11, p=.02)
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Household income • no significant differences

Marital status • gamblers who were single (mean=1.3) were more likely to 
report harm from exceeding alcohol limits than gamblers who 
were separated/divorced (mean=1.1) or widowed (mean=1.0) 
(F=2.4, p=.07)

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you gone over your limit in the past 12 
months? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)

Table 53.Differences relating to the harm from exceeding gambling limits - 
SIGNIFICANT TRENDSa

Type of trend Significant trends
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Actions taken when gambling limits are 
exceeded

Trends by type 
of gambler - 
EGM players

While over-indulgence can be a frequent occurrence of daily life, most people learn to 
correct for this behaviour. In many cases, this can involve eating less once you have 
over-eaten, not drinking alcohol for a week after a “big night” on the town and reducing 
expenditure after an expensive shopping excursion. 

In this context, understanding the ability of regular gamblers to self-correct and reduce 
their gambling after over-expenditure presents an interesting case point for analysis. To 
this end, the current survey asked regular gamblers to indicate how they typically 
responded if they had exceeded their gambling spend limit - including whether they 
were likely to adjust their limit upwards in the case of “win”.

Key results for EGM players are in Figure 68. Findings suggest that only 28% of regular 
EGM players reported “always” or “often” decreasing their gambling spending after 
they had lost more than their limit. In contrast, 46% of players reported “never” doing 
this at all and 59% reported “never” decreasing their spending in other areas of life (ie. 
to make up for the overexpenditure in gambling). It is similarly interesting that 14% of 
players reported “often” or “always” increasing their gambling spending after a “win”.

This seems to reiterate a finding identified in previous research by McDonnell-Phillips 
(2005) that many gamblers have a tendency to adopt their original limit, even in spite 
of going over the limit. In this sense, it appears to suggest a human tendency to “wipe 
the slate” clean and start again in spite of going overboard. 

Figure 68. Actions taken as a result of exceeding limit v winning - weighted results 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=never and 5=always, over the past 12 months, how often have you (prompted options)? 
(Base: Regular EGM players) Weighted results 

Actions taken as a result of exceeding limit v winning during gambling -
National trends for EGM players

Decreased spending in other areas of life after having lost more than your gambling spend limit

Increased your gambling spending after you experienced a win during gambling

Had difficulties keeping to or under spend limit
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Trends by type 
of gambler - 
TAB punters

Trends for TAB punters are shown in Figure 69. It is interesting to note that one in five 
punters would “often” or “always” increase their spending after a win and 18% would 
decrease gambling spending after exceeding limits. Moreover, only 5% reported “often” 
or “always” decreasing spending in other areas of life. 

A comparison of groups (Table 54) also shows that EGM players were significantly 
more likely than punters to have difficulties keeping to the limit and to decrease their 
gambling expenditure and other expenditure after exceeding limits. However, TAB 
punters, in stark contrast, were more likely to increase spending after a win. 

 

Figure 69. Actions taken as a result of exceeding limit v winning - weighted results 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=never and 5=always, over the past 12 months, how often have you (prompted options)? 
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Weighted results 

Had difficulties keeping to or under spend limit

Decreased spending in other areas of life after
having lost more than your gambling spend limit

Decreased your gambling spending after you
have lost more than your gambling limit

Increased your gambling spending after you
experienced a win during gambling

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% regular TAB punters

48% 30% 15% 4%3%

70% 16% 9% 1%
4%

55% 10% 17% 9% 9%

40% 19% 21% 10% 10%

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

Actions taken as a result of exceeding limit v winning during gambling -
National trends for TAB punters

Table 54.Actions taken as a result of exceeding limit v winning - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

Actions

Weighted means
(1=never, 5=always)

EGM 
players

(N=315)

TAB 
punters
(N=167)

Overall
(N=482)

Decreased your gambling spending after you have lost 
more than your gambling limit [t=2.1, p=.03]

2.4 2.1 2.3

Had difficulties keeping to or under spend limit
[t=4.8, p<.001]

2.4 1.8 2.2

Increased your gambling spending after you experi-
enced a win during gambling [t=-1.8, p=.07]

2.1 2.3 2.2

Decreased spending in other areas of life after having 
lost more than your gambling spend limit 
[t=3.2, p=.001]

1.9 1.5 1.7

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you (prompted options)? 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results (Significant differences in blue)
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Further more specialised analyses suggested that: 

•• there was a strong effect for the tendency to increase spending after a win for the 
gambling activity (ie. punters tended to be more likely to do this than EGM players)

•• there was a very small (yet non-significant) effect for gender (where males seemed 
slightly more likely to increase spending after a win, compared to females)

•• there was a significant interaction effect for gender and risk status (see Figure 70) 

The interaction effect is somewhat difficult to interpret with only small numbers of 
females in the TAB sample, however, it may suggest that males and females may react 
differently to a win after gambling, depending on their problem gambling risk status. The 
result may also be because there were slightly more females in the EGM sample (ie. 
EGMs are often associated with higher rates of problem gambling).

Figure 70. Tendency to increase gambling spending after a win - unweighted results 
INTERACTION BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK AND GENDER (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=never and 5=always, over the past 12 months, how often have you increased your gambling spending after a win? 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (Significant result - F=2.6, p=.05)
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Trends by location 
of play - EGM 
players

Findings for different locations of EGM play are shown in Table 55. While trends were 
not significant, it is interesting to once again observe a couple of points of interest. In 
particular, there is a slightly trend for hotel based EGM players to report a slightly 
higher tendency to have difficulties in keeping to EGM spend limits while gambling, 
along with the lower tendency of club based players to increase expenditure after a 
win. The hotel result may in turn be in part due to the increased inclination of the 
group to consume alcohol while gambling. Indeed, it is often a very popular activity for 
hotel patrons in conjunction with gambling.

Trends by location 
of play - TAB punters

Trends by location for punters interestingly revealed one significant trend. This showed 
that people who tended to bet on-course at the track were less likely than other 
groups to increase their spending after a win. It should also be noted that the tendency 
to increase spending was particularly strong in phone/internet punters, who had access 
to a betting account. The on-course tendency is also interesting in view of some on-
course punters suggesting that track based punting can be more “spontaneous” than 
TAB betting.

Table 55.Actions taken as a result of exceeding limit v winning - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF EGM PLAY (N=240, November 2005)a

Actions

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

Club 
(N=114)

Hotel
(N=70)

Casino
(N=56)

Had difficulties keeping to or under spend limit 2.0 2.3 2.2

Decreased your gambling spending after you have lost 
more than your gambling limit

2.1 2.4 2.1

Decreased spending in other areas of life after having 
lost more than your gambling spend limit

1.8 1.9 1.6

Increased your gambling spending after you experi-
enced a win during gambling

1.9 2.1 2.1

a. Question - If 1=never and 5=always, over the past 12 months, how often have you (prompted options)? 
(Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (No significant differences)

Table 56.Actions taken as a result of exceeding limit v winning - unweighted results -
TRENDS FOR MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING (N=242, November 2005)a

Actions taken

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

On-
course 
(N=25)

Off-
course 

(N=147)

Phone 
betting
(N=26)

Internet 
betting
(N=34)

Had difficulties keeping to or under spend limit 1.7 1.8 1.8 1.8

Decreased your gambling spending after you have 
lost more than your gambling limit

1.9 2.0 2.4 1.9

Decreased spending in other areas of life after 
having lost more than your gambling spend limit

1.2 1.5 1.5 1.3

Increased your gambling spending after you 
experienced a win during gambling
[t=3.8, p=.01]

1.5 2.2 2.3 2.5

a. Question - If 1=never and 5=always, over the past 12 months, how often have you (prompted options)?
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results (Significant difference in blue)
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
EGM players

Jurisdictional trends for EGM players showing gambler reactions after exceeding limits 
are shown in Table 57. There were no significant differences across the various states, 
however, it is interesting once again to observe that players in NSW and Victoria 
appeared to report more difficulty keeping to limits than in other states. This may 
reflect an increased supply of accessible EGMs.

 

Table 57.Actions taken as a result of exceeding limit v winning - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

Actions

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

NSW
(N=34)

ACT
(N=33)

VIC
(N=34)

TAS
(N=31)

QLD
(N=31)

SA
(N=31)

NT
(N=31)

WA
(N=15)

Had difficulties keeping to or under 
spend limit

2.7 2.1 2.4 2.0 1.9 1.9 2.1 1.9

Decreased your gambling spending 
after you have lost more than your 
gambling limit

2.5 2.4 2.4 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.9

Decreased spending in other areas 
of life after having lost more than 
your gambling spend limit

2.1 1.9 1.6 1.6 1.8 1.7 1.9 1.4

Increased your gambling spending 
after you experienced a win during 
gambling

2.2 2.1 2.1 1.9 1.9 2.0 2.2 1.9

a. Question - If 1=never and 5=always, over the past 12 months, how often have you (prompted options)? 
(Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (No significant differences)

Figure 71. Actions taken as a result of exceeding limit v winning - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=never and 5=always, over the past 12 months, how often have you (prompted options)? 
(Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (No significant differences)
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
TAB punters

Results for punters are shown in Table 58. While results were not significant, punters in 
the NT, NSW and Queensland appeared to show a slightly increased tendency to 
experience difficulties in keeping to TAB punting limits.

Table 58.Actions taken as a result of exceeding limit v winning - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

Actions

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

NSW
(N=32)

ACT
(N=28)

VIC
(N=30)

TAS
(N=30)

QLD
(N=30)

SA
(N=30)

NT
(N=30)

WA
(N=32)

Had difficulties keeping to or under spend limit 2.0 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.9 1.5 2.2 1.7

Decreased your gambling spending after you 
have lost more than your gambling limit

2.2 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.3 1.6 2.1 1.8

Decreased spending in other areas of life after 
having lost more than your gambling spend limit

1.6 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.9 1.2 1.6 1.3

Increased your gambling spending after you expe-
rienced a win during gambling

2.5 2.1 2.3 1.7 2.4 1.7 2.4 2.2

a. Question - If 1=never and 5=always, over the past 12 months, how often have you (prompted options)? (Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results 
((No significant differences)

Figure 72. Actions taken as a result of exceeding limit v winning - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=never and 5=always, over the past 12 months, how often have you (prompted options)?
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results (No significant differences)

N

N

N

N

A

A

A

A

V

V

V

V

T

T

T

T

Q

Q

Q

Q

S

S

S

S

n

n

n

n

W

W

W

W

Had difficulties keeping to or under spend limit

Decreased your gambling spending after you have lost more than your gambling limit

Decreased spending in other areas of life after having lost more than your gambling spend limit

Increased your gambling spending after you experienced a win during gambling

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

Means (1=never, 5=always)

N NSW

A ACT

V VIC

T TAS

Q QLD

S SA

n NT W WA

Actions taken as a result of exceeding limit v winning during gambling -
Trends by jurisdiction for TAB punters



PAGE 176 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

Trends by risk for
problem gambling

A comparison of actions taken for gamblers of a different risk status is shown in 
Table 59. All differences were statistically significant trends and it is quite apparent that 
problem gamblers showed an increased tendency to adopt the behaviours measured 
in all questions. Of particular interest once again is that, while problem gamblers were 
more likely to decrease spending on gambling and in general life after exceeding their 
limit, they were also more likely to increase their gambling expenditure than other 
groups after a “win” in gambling. Once again, the previously described interaction effect 
should also be examined in conjunction with these results.

Table 59.Actions taken as a result of exceeding limit v winning - unweighted results 
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

Actions

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

Non-
problem 
gambling
(N=197)

Low risk
(N=79)

Moderate 
risk

(N=117)

Problem 
gambling
(N=89)

Had difficulties keeping to or under 
spend limit [F=64.2, p<.001]

1.4 1.8 2.2 3.1

Decreased your gambling spending after 
you have lost more than your gambling 
limit [F=46.4, p<.001]

1.4 2.2 2.5 3.1

Increased your gambling spending after 
you experienced a win during gambling
[F=31.5, p<.001]

1.6 1.9 2.4 3.0

Decreased spending in other areas of life 
after having lost more than your gambling 
spend limit [F=58.5, p<.001]

1.1 1.3 1.9 2.7

a. Question - If 1=never and 5=always, over the past 12 months, how often have you (prompted options)? 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)
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Trends by indigenous
background

How indigenous people adapt their gambling behaviour presents an interesting point to 
consider in the current study. Findings showing general trends for indigenous people 
versus non-indigenous people are presented in Table 60. Interestingly, two significant 
differences emerged and showed that indigenous people reported more difficulty 
keeping to limits and were also more likely to decrease their spending on gambling 
after they had lost more than their limit. 

Trends for 
CALD groups

Similar trends for CALD groups are shown in Table 61. Once again, CALD groups 
emerged as experiencing significantly more difficulties in keeping to limits and were 
also more likely to adjust their expenditure after going over their limit. Also interesting 
is the result that CALD groups were more likely to increase their spending after a win 
in gambling. This is probably related to the greater number of higher risk gamblers 
amongst CALD groups, compared to the balance of the community.

Table 60.Actions taken as a result of exceeding limit v winning - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY INDIGENOUS BACKGROUND (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=never and 5=always, over the past 12 months, how often have you (prompted options)? 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results 

Actions

Unweighted means
(1=never, 5=always)

Indigenous
(N=15)

Non-
indigenous
(N=467)

Decreased your gambling spending after you have lost 
more than your gambling limit [t=3.6, p<.001]

3.3 2.1

Had difficulties keeping to or under spend limit
[t=2.8, p=.005]

2.8 1.9

Increased your gambling spending after you experi-
enced a win during gambling

2.5 2.1

Decreased spending in other areas of life after having 
lost more than your gambling spend limit

2.0 1.6

Table 61.Actions taken as a result of exceeding limit v winning - unweighted results 
TRENDS FOR CALD GROUPS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=never and 5=always, over the past 12 months, how often have you (prompted options)? 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results 

Actions

Unweighted means 
(1=none, 5=significant)

English not 
first language

(N=45)

English as first 
language
(N=437)

Had difficulties keeping to or under spend limit
[t=2.8, p=.006]

2.4 1.9

Decreased your gambling spending after you have lost 
more than your gambling limit [t=1.7, p=.10]

2.4 2.1

Decreased spending in other areas of life after having 
lost more than your gambling spend limit 
[t=3.0, p=.003]

2.1 1.6

Increased your gambling spending after you experi-
enced a win during gambling [t=1.8, p=.07]

2.4 2.1
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Minor trends A number of minor trends are summarised in Table 62. The effects for age and 
frequency of gambling are particularly worth noting.

Table 62.Differences relating to the source of money for gambling - 
SIGNIFICANT TRENDSa

Type of trend Significant trends

Age • younger gamblers were more likely to have difficulties keeping 
their spend limit, compared to older gamblers
(r=-.12, p=.01)

• younger gamblers were more likely to decrease their spending 
on gambling after losing more than their limit, compared to older 
gamblers (r=-.13, p=.005)

• younger gamblers were more likely to decrease their spending in 
other areas of life after losing more than their limit, compared to 
older gamblers (r=-.18, p<.001)

• younger gamblers were more likely to increase their spending on 
gambling after a win, compared to older gamblers
(r=-.13, p=.003)

Frequency of gambling • more frequent gamblers were more likely to have difficulties 
keeping their spend limit, compared to less frequent gamblers
(r=.19, p<.001)

• more frequent gamblers were more likely to decrease their 
spending on gambling after losing more than their limit, 
compared to less frequent gamblers (r=.20, p<.001)

• more frequent gamblers were more likely to decrease their 
spending in other areas of life after losing more than their limit, 
compared to less frequent gamblers (r=.20, p<.001)

• more frequent gamblers were more likely to increase their 
spending on gambling after a win, compared to less frequent 
gamblers (r=.30, p<.001)

Highest completed 
education level

• no significant differences

Dependent children • gamblers with dependent children (mean=2.3) were more likely 
than gamblers without dependent children (mean=2.0) to have 
decreased their spending on gambling after losing more than 
their limit (F=2.4, p=.02)

• gamblers with dependent children (mean=1.8) were more likely 
than gamblers without dependent children (mean=1.5) to have 
decreased their spending in other areas of life after losing more 
than their limit (F=2.2, p=.03)

• gamblers with dependent children (mean=2.3) were more likely 
than gamblers without dependent children (mean=2.0) to have 
increased their spending on gambling after experiencing a win 
(F=2.7, p=.007)

Number of venues 
regularly attended

• gamblers attending more regular venues were more likely to 
have difficulties keeping their spend limit, compared to those 
attending fewer venues (r=.16, p<.001)

• gamblers attending more regular venues were more likely to 
decrease their spending in other areas of life after losing more 
than their limit, compared to those attending fewer venues 
(r=.16, p=.001)

• gamblers attending more regular venues were more likely to 
increase their spending on gambling after a win, compared to 
those attending fewer venues (r=.12, p=.008)

Household income • no significant differences
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Marital status • separated/divorced gamblers (mean=2.1) and singles 
(mean=2.1) were more likely than gamblers with a relationship 
partner (mean=1.9) or widowed gamblers (mean=1.9) to have 
difficulties keeping to their gambling spend limit (F=2.2, p=.09)

• separated/divorced gamblers (mean=1.7) and singles 
(mean=1.8) were more likely than gamblers with a relationship 
partner (mean=1.5) or widowed gamblers (mean=1.2) to have 
decreased their spending in other areas of life after losing more 
than their limit (F=3.2, p=.02)

a. Question - Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often have you done the following over the past 
12 months...? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)

Table 62.Differences relating to the source of money for gambling - 
SIGNIFICANT TRENDSa

Type of trend Significant trends
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4. Triggers for
exceeding limits

The next section of the report looks into the factors or “triggers” which tend to send 
gamblers over their gambling limit. This includes factors such as the influence of a win, 
alcohol and the way such factors tend to affect different groups of gamblers. The role 
of false beliefs about gambling and “strategies” used by gamblers to influence their win 
rate are also investigated in this section. In particular, research examines the trend 
observed in qualitative research for many gamblers to set “goals” around their gambling 
(eg. “I’ll play until I’m $20 ahead”) and explores the role of goal setting in pushing 
people “over the limit”. 

Understanding key triggers for exceeding limits is an important aspect to the current 
study, as such information may assist in the future design of mechanisms to help 
gamblers to keep to limits. While a behavioural analysis would no doubt further 
enhance our understanding of the real effect of various triggers, self-report information 
nevertheless presents a very useful foundation for beginning to understand how 
various factors push gamblers “over the limit”. 

Accordingly, this section examines:

•• Triggers which send gamblers over the limit

•• Goal setting and strategy during gambling
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Triggers which send gamblers over the limit

Trends by type 
of gambler -
EGM players

Key triggers which send EGM players over the limit, as rated in the national survey are 
shown in Figure 73. Findings have been sorted in line with the factors which had the 
greatest influence in keeping players to the limit. Table 63 also presents a useful 
reference point for distilling trends (presents overall influence as a mean). As quite 
apparent, the most influential factors which tended to trigger more gambling in EGM 
players related to having access to cash (either on the person or access to an ATM).

The third most influential factor is most interesting and relates to players not yet 
receiving a feature or free spin. Qualitative research over both the Queensland 
Consumer Precommitment Trial and in the current study strongly suggest that the 
behaviour of many players is very goal-oriented towards attaining features or free spins 
and that when these do not occur, it can motivate continued gambling. Many players 
will also walk away frustrated after a point if this does not occur, while others can feel 
quite contented that they got a feature, even though they did not win.

Similarly interesting to note is that the following additional triggers had the largest 
reported effect for EGM players overall:

•• experiencing a small win during gambling ($20)

•• consumption of alcohol 

•• feeling bored or lonely

•• having potential to win the top prize or payout and a large linked jackpot

•• experiencing a large win during gambling ($100-$200)

In contrast, waiting for the venue to provide assistance, gambling with a group, having 
potential to win freebies and being short of money to pay bills were also factors which 
were reported as being more likely to keep EGM players to their limits (or have no real 
effect on pushing players over their limit).
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Figure 73.  Triggers which send gamblers over the limit - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=212-314, November 2005)a

a. Question - I’d now like you to indicate whether you go over your limit or keep to your limit in different situations. When I read them out, try to think about how 
you have actually behaved in the past 12 months (1=kept to my limit, 5=I spent way over my limit) (Gamblers were prompted with “Did you keep to or under 
your limit?”. If they stated no, then were prompted with “how much more did you spend? A little, moderately, a lot more or way over?) 
(Base: Regular EGM players) Weighted results

Triggers which send gamblers over the limit -
National trends for EGM players

Had a small win during gambling (eg. $20)

Consumed alcohol during gambling

Had a large win during gambling (eg. $100-200)

You’d been playing for a while and still
hadn’t got a free spin or feature

Had cash on you while at the venue

Had potential to win a large linked jackpot

Had access to an ATM at a venue

Were feeling bored or lonely

Has potential to win large or multiplied
bonus points (such as 4x or 5x)

Had potential to win the top payout or prize

Were feeling stressed about a problem

Were feeling happy before gambling

Were gambling by yourself

Were feeling sad or depressed before gambling

Had lost a small amount ($20)

Had lost a larger amount ($100)

Were gambling with a group of people

Were waiting for the venue to give you assistance
(like a pay-out) or bring you something (like a drink)

Had potential to get freebies like free coffee, drinks and food

You were short of money to pay bills
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50% 29% 12% 6% 3%
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60% 16% 17% 5%2%
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64% 17% 14% 4%1%

67% 11% 13% 4% 5%

67% 14% 14% 3%2%

68% 10% 16% 4%2%

69% 10% 15% 3%3%

69% 13% 7% 7% 4%

69% 13% 12% 3%3%

72% 9% 9% 6% 4%

72% 20% 6% 2%

77% 10% 9% 3%1%

85% 7% 6% 2%

88% 7% 2%1%2%

Kept to/under limit

Spent a little more

Spent moderately more

Spent a lot more

Spent way over limit
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Trends by type 
of gambler -
TAB punters

Key trends for TAB punters are shown in Figure 74. Interesting to note is that key 
triggers for punters also related to access to cash on the person, experiencing both a 
large or small win during gambling and feeling happy before gambling. Slightly lower on 
the continuum were factors such as not winning (after having placed bets for a while), 
having access to an ATM and having potential to win the top payout or prize. Factors 
such as being short of money to pay bills, having the potential to acquire freebies and 
waiting for venue assistance, in contrast, were reported to have relatively less effect.

Figure 74.  Triggers which send gamblers over the limit - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=138-168, November 2005)a

a. Question - I’d now like you to indicate whether you go over your limit or keep to your limit in different situations. When I read them out, try to think about 
how you have actually behaved in the past 12 months (1=kept to my limit, 5=I spent way over my limit) (Gamblers were prompted with “Did you keep to 
or under your limit?”. If they stated no, then were prompted with “how much more did you spend? A little, moderately, a lot more or way over?) 
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Weighted results 

Had a large win during gambling (eg. $100-200)

Had a small win during gambling (eg. $20)

Consumed alcohol during gambling

Had cash on you while at the venue

Were feeling happy before gambling

Had potential to win the top payout or prize

Were gambling with a group of people

You’d been placing bets for a while and still hadn’t won anything

Had lost a small amount ($20)

Had access to an ATM at a venue

Were feeling stressed about a problem

Has potential to win large or multiplied
bonus points (such as 4x or 5x)

Were gambling by yourself

Were feeling sad or depressed before gambling

Had lost a larger amount ($100)

Were feeling bored or lonely

Were waiting for the venue to give you assistance
(like a pay-out) or bring you something (like a drink)

Had potential to get freebies like free coffee, drinks and food

You were short of money to pay bills

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% regular TAB punters

46% 25% 15% 10% 4%

49% 30% 16% 3%2%

53% 25% 15% 2%5%

56% 17% 10% 7% 10%

60% 14% 15% 7% 4%

60% 17% 15% 5% 3%

63% 19% 12% 4%2%

67% 13% 11% 6% 3%

67% 20% 8% 3%2%

69% 9% 9% 5% 8%

69% 19% 8% 2%2%

70% 19% 7% 2%2%

71% 14% 9% 2%4%

73% 17% 7% 2%1%

74% 13% 7% 2%4%

74% 14% 7% 2%3%

83% 5% 8% 2%2%

84% 5% 6% 2%3%

89% 4%3%4%

Kept to/under limit

Spent a little more

Spent moderately more

Spent a lot more

Spent way over limit

Triggers which send gamblers over the limit -
National trends for TAB punters
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Trends by type 
of gambler - 
EGM players/
TAB punters

A comparison of both types of gambler also highlights some interesting significant 
trends. In particular, findings show that:

•• TAB punters were significantly more likely to be pushed over the limit after 
experiencing a large win during gambling, compared to EGM players

•• TAB punters were significantly more likely to be pushed over the limit when they 
were feeling happy prior to gambling

•• EGM players were significantly more likely to be pushed over the limit when they 
were feeling bored/lonely and when they were feeling sad/depressed 

•• TAB punters were significantly more likely to be pushed over the limit when they 
were gambling with a group of people

•• EGM players were significantly more likely to be pushed over the limit when they 
had potential to win large or multiplied bonus points.

The boredom/loneliness/sadness and depression trigger is particularly interesting, as it 
very much converges with the theory of Dr Mark Dickerson1, that EGMs may provide 
a type of “excitement” stimulus for players, which can lift their mood and motivate 
continued play. In this context, the motivations of different types of gamblers offer 
some further light on this trend. 

As shown in Table 64, it is quite evident that the reasons why EGM players gamble 
more often relate to factors such as boredom/loneliness, social contact and depression. 
In contrast, TAB punters are relatively more driven by the desire to win money (and 
feeling “lucky”). So it is quite possible that EGM players may be more stimulated by 
EGM play, as they may be lonely and have less adequate social networks in the first 
place. Qualitatively, this is also often offered as a reason why some people play EGMs - 
they are looking to fill a gap in their social needs or are using the game as a diversion 
away from life issues or concerns. 

1. Dickerson, M.G. (2003a). Exploring the limits of “responsible gambling”: Harm minimization or consumer 
protection? Gambling Research - Journal of the National Association for Gambling Studies Australia, 15, 29-44.

Table 63.Triggers which send gamblers over the limit - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=138-314, November 2005)a

Triggers

Weighted means (1=never, 5=always)

EGM players
(N=212-314)

TAB punters
(N=138-168)

Overall
(N=138-314)

Had cash on you while at the venue 2 2 2

You'd been playing for a while and still hadn't got a free 
spin or feature

1.8 n/a 1.8

Had a large win during gambling (eg. $100-200)
(t=-2.8, p=0.005)

1.7 2 1.8

Had a small win during gambling (eg. $20) 1.8 1.8 1.8

Consumed alcohol during gambling 1.8 1.8 1.8

Had access to an ATM at a venue 1.9 1.7 1.8

Had potential to win a large linked jackpot 1.7 n/a 1.7

Were feeling happy before gambling (t=-1.63, p=0.11) 1.6 1.8 1.7

You'd been placing bets for a while and still hadn't won n/a 1.7 1.7

Had potential to win the top payout or prize 1.7 1.7 1.7

Were gambling by yourself 1.6 1.6 1.6

Were feeling bored or lonely (t=2.1, p=0.036) 1.7 1.5 1.6

Had lost a larger amount ($100) 1.6 1.5 1.6
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Were feeling sad or depressed before gambling 
(t=2.39, p=0.017)

1.6 1.4 1.6

Were gambling with a group of people (t=-3.03, p=0.003) 1.4 1.6 1.5

Were feeling stressed about a problem 1.6 1.5 1.5

Had lost a small amount ($20) 1.6 1.5 1.5

Has potential to win large or multiplied bonus points 
(such as 4x or 5x) (t=1.78, p=0.076)

1.6 1.4 1.5

Were waiting for the venue to give you assistance (like a 
pay-out) or bring you something (like a drink)

1.4 1.3 1.4

Had potential to get freebies like free coffee, drinks and 
food

1.3 1.3 1.3

You were short of money to pay bills 1.2 1.3 1.2

a. Question - I’d now like you to indicate whether you go over your limit or keep to your limit in different situations. When I read them out, 
try to think about how you have actually behaved in the past 12 months (1=kept to my limit, 5=I spent way over my limit) (Gamblers 
were prompted with “Did you keep to or under your limit?”. If they stated no, then were prompted with “how much more did you spend? 
A little, moderately, a lot more or way over?) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) (Significant differences in blue). Weighted results

Table 63.Triggers which send gamblers over the limit - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=138-314, November 2005)a

Triggers

Weighted means (1=never, 5=always)

EGM players
(N=212-314)

TAB punters
(N=138-168)

Overall
(N=138-314)

Table 64.Reasons why people gamble - top three motivations - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS - 

MULTIPLE RESPONSES (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Which of the following best describe the top three reasons you gamble?
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) (Multiple responses not significance tested)

Reasons why 
people gambler

% EGM players/TAB punters
weighted results

EGM players TAB punters

For entertainment/something to do 86 90

Boredom 22 11

To put off doing something 6 2

Loneliness/social contact 21 14

Feeling down 7 <1

You feel lucky 16 25

You want to win money 40 53

You need money for something 5 3

To deal with stress 6 2
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Trends by location of 
play - EGM players

The triggers across different locations of EGM play are shown in Table 65. One 
significant difference was apparent in that club based EGM players were less likely to 
exceed their limit if stressed about a problem than other groups. 

Table 65.Triggers which send gamblers over the limit - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF EGM PLAY (N=165-238, November 2005)a

Triggers

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

Club 
(N=84-113)

Hotel
(N=49-70)

Casino
(N=32-55)

Consumed alcohol during gambling 1.7 1.9 1.5

Had a small win during gambling (eg. $20) 1.8 2 1.8

Had a large win during gambling (eg. $100-200) 1.7 1.9 1.9

Had potential to win the top payout or prize 1.6 1.8 1.8

Had potential to win a large linked jackpot 1.6 1.8 1.7

Had potential to get freebies like free coffee, 
drinks and food

1.2 1.3 1.4

Has potential to win large or multiplied bonus 
points (such as 4x or 5x)

1.4 1.6 1.6

Had access to an ATM at a venue 1.9 1.9 1.8

Had cash on you while at the venue 2 2 2

Were feeling sad or depressed before gambling 1.6 1.6 1.6

Were feeling happy before gambling 1.6 1.7 1.8

Were feeling stressed about a problem 
(F=3.1, p=0.05)

1.5 1.9 1.8

Were feeling bored or lonely 1.6 1.9 1.8

Had lost a small amount ($20) 1.5 1.8 1.5

Had lost a larger amount ($100) 1.6 1.6 1.6

You were short of money to pay bills 1.2 1.4 1.2

Were gambling with a group of people 1.4 1.5 1.3

Were gambling by yourself 1.6 1.7 1.4

You'd been playing for a while and still hadn't got 
a free spin or feature

1.7 1.9 1.6

Were waiting for the venue to give you assist-
ance (like a pay-out) or bring you something (like 
a drink)

1.3 1.3 1.3

a. Question - I’d now like you to indicate whether you go over your limit or keep to your limit in different situations. When I 
read them out, try to think about how you have actually behaved in the past 12 months (1=kept to my limit, 5=I spent way 
over my limit) (Gamblers were prompted with “Did you keep to or under your limit?”. If they stated no, then were prompted 
with “how much more did you spend? A little, moderately, a lot more or way over?) (Base: Regular EGM players) 
(Significant differences in blue). Unweighted results
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Trends by location of play 
- TAB punters

Key trends by the most frequented location of punting are shown in Table 66. Findings 
suggested that:

•• internet punters were significantly more likely to be pushed over the limit if they 
experienced a large win during gambling (possibly as winnings are readily available)

•• off-course (ie. agency) and internet punters were significantly more likely to be 
pushed over the limit if they had access to cash at a venue

•• internet punters were significantly more likely to be pushed over the limit if they 
were feeling sad or depressed before gambling

 

Table 66.Triggers which send gamblers over the limit - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING (N=242, November 2005)a

Triggers

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

On-
course

(N=28-35)

Off-
course 

(N=117-
145)

Phone 
betting

(N=20-26)

Internet 
betting

(N=26-34)

Consumed alcohol during gambling 1.7 1.8 1.8 1.6

Had a small win during gambling (eg. $20) 1.6 1.8 1.6 1.8

Had a large win during gambling (eg. $100-200)
(F=2.1 p=.10)

1.8 1.9 1.7 2.4

Had potential to win the top payout or prize 1.4 1.7 1.6 1.9

Had potential to get freebies like free coffee, 
drinks and food

1.4 1.3 1.2 1.3

Has potential to win large or multiplied bonus 
points (such as 4x or 5x)

1.4 1.5 1.2 1.5

Had access to an ATM at a venue 1.5 1.8 1.6 1.6

Had cash on you while at the venue 
(F=2.7, p=0.05)

1.5 2.1 1.5 2

Were feeling sad or depressed before gambling
(F=2.4, p=0.07)

1.2 1.5 1.3 1.8

Were feeling happy before gambling 1.6 1.8 1.4 1.9

Were feeling stressed about a problem 1.2 1.5 1.4 1.5

Were feeling bored or lonely 1.2 1.6 1.6 1.6

Had lost a small amount ($20) 1.4 1.6 1.3 1.3

Had lost a larger amount ($100) 1.6 1.5 1.3 1.4

You were short of money to pay bills 1.4 1.1 1.1 1.3

Were gambling with a group of people 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.8

Were gambling by yourself 1.3 1.6 1.2 1.6

You'd been placing bets for a while and still 
hadn't won anything

1.5 1.5 1.3 1.6

Were waiting for the venue to give you assist-
ance (like a pay-out) or bring you something (like 
a drink)

1.3 1.4 1.1 1.3

a. Question - I’d now like you to indicate whether you go over your limit or keep to your limit in different situations. When I read 
them out, try to think about how you have actually behaved in the past 12 months (1=kept to my limit, 5=I spent way over my 
limit) (Gamblers were prompted with “Did you keep to or under your limit?”. If they stated no, then were prompted with “how 
much more did you spend? A little, moderately, a lot more or way over?) (Base: Regular TAB punters) (Significant differences in 
blue). Unweighted results
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Trends by jurisdiction -
EGM players

While no significant differences emerged across jurisdictions relating to the role of 
various triggers for EGM players, key results are presented for reference in Table 67. It 
is interesting to note that access to cash/ATMs appeared to be a more influential 
trigger in the ACT and this may be due to the group’s higher socioeconomic status.

Table 67.Triggers which send gamblers over the limit - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=156-237, November 2005)a

Triggers
Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

NSW ACT VIC TAS QLD SA NT WA

Consumed alcohol during gambling 2.1 1.7 1.4 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.6

Had a small win during gambling (eg. 
$20)

1.9 2.1 1.7 1.9 1.7 2.2 2 1.5

Had a large win during gambling (eg. 
$100-200)

1.8 1.8 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.9 2 1.9

Had potential to win the top payout or 
prize

1.8 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.5

Had potential to win a large linked jack-
pot

1.7 1.7 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.6 1.8 1.5

Had potential to get freebies like free 
coffee, drinks and food

1.2 1.2 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.5 1

Has potential to win large or multiplied 
bonus points (such as 4x or 5x)

1.7 1.5 1.5 1.3 1.4 1.6 1.6 1.3

Had access to an ATM at a venue 2.1 2.4 1.7 1.6 1.5 1.9 2 1.6

Had cash on you while at the venue 2 2.3 2 1.9 1.9 2 2.1 1.7

Were feeling sad or depressed before 
gambling

1.9 1.9 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.5 1.4

Were feeling happy before gambling 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.5 1.8 2.1 1.3

Were feeling stressed about a problem 1.5 1.9 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.9 1.7 1.5

Were feeling bored or lonely 1.8 2 1.5 1.8 1.5 1.9 1.8 1.5

Had lost a small amount ($20) 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.5 1.3 1.7 1.8 1.3

Had lost a larger amount ($100) 1.8 1.8 1.6 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.3

You were short of money to pay bills 1.3 1.5 1.1 1.1 1 1.3 1.2 1.1

Were gambling with a group of people 1.4 1.5 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.6 1.4 1.3

Were gambling by yourself 1.8 2 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.6 1.6 1.2

You'd been playing for a while and still 
hadn't got a free spin or feature

1.9 1.9 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.9 1.8 1.1

Were waiting for the venue to give you 
assistance (like a pay-out) or bring you 
something (like a drink)

1.5 1.5 1.5 1.3 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.1

a. Question - I’d now like you to indicate whether you go over your limit or keep to your limit in different situations. When I read them out, try to think 
about how you have actually behaved in the past 12 months (1=kept to my limit, 5=I spent way over my limit) (Gamblers were prompted with “Did 
you keep to or under your limit?”. If they stated no, then were prompted with “how much more did you spend? A little, moderately, a lot more or way 
over?) (Base: Regular EGM players) (No significant differences). Unweighted results
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Figure 75. Triggers which send gamblers over the limit - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=165-237, November 2005)a

a. Question - I’d now like you to indicate whether you go over your limit or keep to your limit in different situations. When I read them out, try to think about 
how you have actually behaved in the past 12 months (1=kept to my limit, 5=I spent way over my limit) (Gamblers were prompted with “Did you keep to 
or under your limit?”. If they stated no, then were prompted with “how much more did you spend? A little, moderately, a lot more or way over?) 
(Base: Regular EGM players) (No significant differences). Unweighted results
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
TAB punters

The impact of various triggers by jurisdiction from a TAB punter perspective is shown 
in Table 68. A few statistically significant trends emerged including:

•• Qld based punters were more likely to report that experiencing a large win during 
gambling pushed them over the limit (compared to punters in other states) - A 
large win also had a larger negative impact on NSW, NT and WA punters

•• NT, NSW and Qld based punters were more likely to report that having access to 
an ATM tended to push them over the limit (compared to players in other states)

•• NT punters and to some degree, NSW and Qld based punters, were more likely to 
report access to cash (ie. on your person) as pushing them over the limit
(compared to punters in other states)

•• NSW punters were more likely to report that frustration from not winning pushed 
them over the limit (compared to punters in other states)

•• NT and NSW punters were more likely to report that waiting for venue assistance 
pushed them over the limit (compared to punters in other states)

Table 68.Triggers which send gamblers over the limit - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=191-239, November 2005)a

Triggers
Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

NSW ACT VIC TAS QLD SA NT WA

Consumed alcohol during gambling 1.9 1.7 1.7 1.4 2 1.6 2 1.8

Had a small win during gambling (eg. $20) 1.9 1.8 1.5 1.4 2 1.8 1.9 1.9

Had a large win during gambling (eg. $100-
200) (F=2.3, p=.03)

2.1 1.8 1.8 1.5 2.5 1.6 2 2

Had potential to win the top payout or prize 1.6 1.8 1.8 1.4 2.1 1.6 1.5 1.7

Had potential to get freebies like free coffee, 
drinks and food

1.4 1 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.4

Has potential to win large or multiplied 
bonus points (such as 4x or 5x)

1.5 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.7 1.3 1.7 1.6

Had access to an ATM at a venue
(F=1.8, p=.10)

2 1.9 1.4 1.2 2 1.7 2.1 1.6

Had cash on you while at the venue
(F=2.0, p=.06)

2.2 2 1.8 1.3 2.2 1.7 2.4 1.7

Were feeling sad or depressed before gam-
bling

1.4 1.7 1.3 1.2 1.7 1.3 1.5 1.6

Were feeling happy before gambling 2 1.8 1.5 1.4 2.1 1.6 2 1.8

Were feeling stressed about a problem 1.6 1.5 1.3 1.3 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.4

Were feeling bored or lonely 1.5 1.6 1.3 1.5 1.6 1.4 1.8 1.6

Had lost a small amount ($20) (F=1.8, p=.09) 1.6 1.7 1.4 1.2 1.7 1.3 1.8 1.3

Had lost a larger amount ($100) 1.8 1.5 1.2 1.4 1.3 1.1 1.6 1.5

You were short of money to pay bills 1.4 1.2 1.2 1 1.3 1.1 1.3 1.1

Were gambling with a group of people 1.9 1.4 1.3 1.5 1.8 1.4 1.8 1.4

Were gambling by yourself 1.6 1.9 1.5 1.1 1.6 1.2 1.8 1.5

You'd been placing bets for a while and still 
hadn't won anything (F=2.2, p=.03)

2 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.6 1.3 1.7 1.4

Were waiting for the venue to give you assist-
ance (like a pay-out) or bring you something 
(like a drink) (F=2.5, p=.02)

1.6 1.3 1.0 1.2 1.3 1.1 1.7 1.4

a. Question - I’d now like you to indicate whether you go over your limit or keep to your limit in different situations. When I read them out, try to think 
about how you have actually behaved in the past 12 months (1=kept to my limit, 5=I spent way over my limit) (Gamblers were prompted with “Did you 
keep to or under your limit?”. If they stated no, then were prompted with “how much more did you spend? A little, moderately, a lot more or way over?) 
(Base: Regular TAB punters). (Significant differences in blue) Unweighted results
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Figure 76. Triggers which send gamblers over the limit - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=191-239, November 2005)a

a. Question - I’d now like you to indicate whether you go over your limit or keep to your limit in different situations. When I read them out, try to think about 
how you have actually behaved in the past 12 months (1=kept to my limit, 5=I spent way over my limit) (Gamblers were prompted with “Did you keep to 
or under your limit?”. If they state no, then were prompted with “how much more did you spend? A little, moderately, a lot more or way over?) 
(Base: Regular TAB punters) (Significant differences - see Table 68). Unweighted results

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

V

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

T

Q

Q

Q

Q

Q

Q

Q

Q

Q

Q

Q

Q

Q

Q

Q

Q

Q

Q

Q

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

Consumed alcohol during gambling

Had a small win during gambling (eg. $20)

Had a large win during gambling (eg. $100-200)

Had potential to win the top payout or prize

Had potential to get freebies like free coffee, drinks and food

Has potential to win large or multiplied
bonus points (such as 4x or 5x)

Had access to an ATM at a venue

Had cash on you while at the venue

Were feeling sad or depressed before gambling

Were feeling happy before gambling

Were feeling stressed about a problem

Were feeling bored or lonely

Had lost a small amount ($20)

Had lost a larger amount ($100)

You were short of money to pay bills

Were gambling with a group of people

Were gambling by yourself

You’d been placing bets for a while and still hadn’t won anything

Were waiting for the venue to give you assistance
(like a pay-out) or bring you something (like a drink)

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

Means (1=kept to/under limit, 5=spent way over limit)

N NSW

A ACT

V VIC

T TAS

Q QLD

S SA

n NT W WA

Triggers which send gamblers over the limit -
Trends by jurisdiction for TAB punters



PAGE 192 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

Trends by risk for
problem gambling

Key trends by the risk status of the gambler are in Table 69. Unsurprisingly, most 
triggers had a significantly greater effect on problem gamblers compared to non-
problem groups.

Findings very interestingly showed that the most high impact triggers to send problem 
gamblers “over the limit” were having cash on the person, access to cash via an ATM, 
feeling bored or lonely, not getting a feature or free spin while gambling, having 
potential to win the top payout/prize and feeling stressed or lonely.

The column in yellow (refer Table 69) also shows the mean difference in the 
influence of key triggers between problem gamblers and non-problem gamblers. Quite 
interestingly, it reveals a relatively stronger effect for access to an ATM, feeling bored/
lonely and feeling stressed about a problem than for non-problem gambling groups. 
Given the importance of this question, results are also presented graphically for easy 
comparisons in Figure 77. 

Findings overall also showed that problem gamblers were significantly more affected 
by all triggers including:

Despite the tendency of problem gamblers to be more affected by all triggers, it is 
interesting to note that lower rated triggers for problem gamblers included being short 
of money to pay bills, waiting for venue assistance and freebies, and interestingly, 
gambling with a group of people. While causality cannot be easily assumed, it would be 
interesting to explore whether problem gamblers may indeed benefit from group 
gambling as a type of control strategy to help them stay to limits. 

• access to ATMs

• feeling bored/lonely

• feeling stressed

• having cash on your person at the venue

• feeling sad or depressed before gambling

• the frustration of not getting a feature or 
free spin after gambling for a while
(or not winning while betting)

• having potential to win the top payout/prize

• gambling alone

• losing a larger amount

• feeling happy before gambling

• losing a small amount

• experiencing a large or small win

• consuming alcohol

• having potential to win large bonus 
points

• being short of money to pay bills

• waiting for venue assistance

• gambling with a group

• having potential to get freebies
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Table 69.Triggers which send gamblers over the limit - unweighted results -
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=224-475, November 2005)a

Triggers

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

Non-
problem 
gambling

Low risk Moderate 
risk

Problem 
gambling

Mean difference 
between non-
problem and 

problem gamblers

Had cash on you while at the venue (F=35.3, p<.001) 1.4 1.8 2.4 2.8 1.4

Had access to an ATM at a venue (F=37.5, p<.001) 1.2 1.5 2.3 2.7 1.5

Were feeling bored or lonely (F=56.0, p<.001) 1.2 1.5 1.6 2.7 1.5

Were feeling stressed about a problem (F=58.0, p<.001) 1.1 1.4 1.6 2.6 1.5

You'd been playing for a while and still hadn't got a free 
spin or feature (F=21.6, p<.001)

1.3 1.5 1.9 2.6 1.3

Had potential to win the top payout or prize
(F=36.8, p<.001)

1.3 1.5 1.8 2.6 1.3

Were feeling sad or depressed before gambling
(F=47.5, p<.001)

1.1 1.4 1.6 2.5 1.4

Had potential to win a large linked jackpot 
(F=15.6, p<.001)

1.3 1.5 1.7 2.5 1.2

Were gambling by yourself (F=36.2, p<.001) 1.2 1.3 1.7 2.4 1.2

Were feeling happy before gambling (F=29.0, p<.001) 1.3 1.6 2 2.4 1.1

Had a small win during gambling (eg. $20) 
(F=19.0, p<.001)

1.5 1.8 2.1 2.4 0.9

Had a large win during gambling (eg. $100-200) 
(F=19.0, p<.001)

1.5 1.7 2.1 2.4 0.9

Had lost a larger amount ($100) (F=36.3, p<.001) 1.1 1.3 1.5 2.3 1.2

You'd been placing bets for a while and still hadn't won 
anything (F=14.7, p<.001)

1.2 1.3 1.7 2.3 1.1

Consumed alcohol during gambling (F=16.3, p<.001) 1.4 1.6 1.9 2.3 0.9

Had lost a small amount ($20) (F=33.4, p<.001) 1.2 1.3 1.7 2.2 1

Has potential to win large or multiplied bonus points 
(such as 4x or 5x) (F=18.5, p<.001)

1.2 1.3 1.7 2 0.8

You were short of money to pay bills (F=23.2, p<.001) 1 1.1 1.1 1.7 0.7

Were waiting for the venue to give you assistance 
(like a pay-out) or bring you something (like a drink)
(F=15.4, p<.001)

1.1 1.2 1.4 1.7 0.6

Were gambling with a group of people (F=12.1, p<.001) 1.2 1.4 1.8 1.7 0.5

Had potential to get freebies like free coffee, drinks 
and food (F=4.7, p=.003)

1.2 1.1 1.4 1.5 0.3

a. Question - I’d now like you to indicate whether you go over your limit or keep to your limit in different situations. When I read them out, try to think 
about how you have actually behaved in the past 12 months (1=kept to my limit, 5=I spent way over my limit) (Gamblers were prompted with “Did 
you keep to or under your limit?”. If they stated no, then were prompted with “how much more did you spend? A little, moderately, a lot more or way 
over?) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) (Significant differences in blue). Unweighted results
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Figure 77. Triggers which send gamblers over the limit - unweighted results -
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=224-275, November 2005)a

a. Question - I’d now like you to indicate whether you go over your limit or keep to your limit in different situations. When I read them out, try to think about 
how you have actually behaved in the past 12 months (1=kept to my limit, 5=I spent way over my limit) (Gamblers were prompted with “Did you keep to 
or under your limit?”. If they stated no, then were prompted with “how much more did you spend? A little, moderately, a lot more or way over?) (Base: Reg-
ular EGM players/TAB punters) (Significant differences in blue). Unweighted results
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The potential for interactions was examined given the previously observed effects for 
problem gambling risk by gender. Results interestingly showed a significant interaction 
between problem gambling risk status and gender (Figure 78). This suggested that non-
problem gambling males are interestingly more likely to report being pushed over the 
limit if they gamble alone (females were less likely), while female problem gamblers 
were more likely to be pushed over if they gambled alone, compared to male problem 
gamblers. This is also likely to be partly due to more females playing EGMs.

A range of other significant interaction effects is also presented in Figure 79. Findings 
generally suggest that female problem gamblers may react more to triggers than male 
problem gamblers, although trends can be in the other direction for lower risk groups. 
The main exception to this concerns alcohol consumption during gambling, where it 
emerged that male problem gamblers were more likely to be pushed over the limits, 
compared to females. It should be noted, however, that this may be because more 
females were EGM players (however, many three way interactions were not technically 
significant).

A couple of three way interactions were significant, however, and these are presented 
in Figure 80. This showed that female EGM punters were significantly more likely to 
report exceeding limits after a small win, than compared to other groups and this trend 
was reversed for male non-problem EGM players. Another three way interaction was 
recorded for the trigger of feeling happy prior to gambling. While there was only a 
small gap between non-problem groups, this widened considerably for problem 
gamblers. 

Figure 78. Triggers which send gamblers over the limit - unweighted results -
INTERACTION BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK AND GENDER (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - I’d now like you to indicate whether you go over your limit or keep to your limit in different situations. When I read them out, try to 
think about how you have actually behaved in the past 12 months (1=kept to my limit, 5=I spent way over my limit) (Gamblers were prompted with “Did 
you keep to or under your limit?”. If they state no, then were prompted with “how much more did you spend? A little, moderately, a lot more or 
way over?) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) (Significant interaction - F=4.5, p=.004). Unweighted results
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Figure 79. Triggers which send gamblers over the limit - unweighted results -
INTERACTIONS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK AND GENDER (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Gamblers indicated how often they exceeded different limits using a scale where 1=never, 5=always (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punt-
ers) (Significant interactions for alcohol - F=2.2, p=.09, boredom/loneliness - F=3.7, p=.01, not getting features/free spins - F=3.8, p=.01 and waiting for 
venue assistance - F=2.8, p=.04). The result for ATMS was partially tending towards significance - F=1.9, p=.13 and is presented to illustrate the same 
overall trend. Unweighted results
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Figure 80. Triggers which send gamblers over the limit - unweighted results -
INTERACTIONS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK AND GENDER (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Gamblers indicated how often they exceeded different limits using a scale where 1=never, 5=always (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punt-
ers) (Significant 3 way interactions for a small win and the impact of happiness prior to gambling. Both were significant at F=2.5, p=.06). Interaction for 
sadness pre-gambling was not significant, but is presented for interest value. 
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Trends by indigenous
background

Key triggers for people of an indigenous background are shown in Table 70. Top 
triggers included gambling alone, feeling bored or lonely and having access to cash 
(either on the person or via an ATM). A number of statistically significant differences 
were recorded and it was apparent that people of an indigenous background tended 
to rate all triggers as having more influence than people of a non-indigenous 
background. It is particularly interesting to observe the large gap between groups for 
gambling alone and feeling bored/lonely, where it is quite evident that these are very 
much stronger triggers for people of an indigenous background.

Table 70.Triggers which send gamblers over the limit - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR PEOPLE OF INDIGENOUS BACKGROUND (N=223-475, November 2005)a

Triggers

Unweighted means 
(1=never, 5=always) Mean 

difference 
between 
groups

Indigenous
(N=6-15)

Non-
indigenous

(N=217-460)

Were gambling by yourself (t=3.1, p=.002) 2.4 1.5 0.9

Were feeling bored or lonely (t=2.6, p=.009) 2.4 1.6 0.8

Had access to an ATM at a venue 2.4 1.8 0.6

Had cash on you while at the venue 2.4 1.9 0.5

Were feeling stressed about a problem (t=2.3, p=.03) 2.2 1.5 0.7

Consumed alcohol during gambling (t=1.7, p=.08) 2.2 1.7 0.5

Were feeling sad or depressed before gambling
(t=2.3, p=.02)

2.1 1.5 0.6

Had lost a small amount ($20) (t=2.2, p=.03) 2.1 1.5 0.6

Were feeling happy before gambling 2.1 1.7 0.4

Had a small win during gambling (eg. $20) 2 1.8 0.2

Were waiting for the venue to give you assistance 
(like a pay-out) or bring you something (like a drink)
(t=3.0, p=.003)

1.9 1.3 0.6

Has potential to win large or multiplied bonus points 
(such as 4x or 5x) (t=1.8, p=.07)

1.9 1.5 0.4

Had lost a larger amount ($100) 1.8 1.5 0.3

Had a large win during gambling (eg. $100-200) 1.8 1.9 -0.1

Were gambling with a group of people 1.6 1.5 0.1

You'd been placing bets for a while and still hadn't won 
anything

1.6 1.5 0.1

Had potential to win a large linked jackpot 1.6 1.7 -0.1

Had potential to win the top payout or prize 1.5 1.7 -0.2

You'd been playing for a while and still hadn't got a free 
spin or feature

1.5 1.8 -0.3

You were short of money to pay bills 1.4 1.2 0.2

Had potential to get freebies like free coffee, drinks 
and food

1.4 1.3 0.1

a. Question - I’d now like you to indicate whether you go over your limit or keep to your limit in different situations. When I read 
them out, try to think about how you have actually behaved in the past 12 months (1=kept to my limit, 5=I spent way over my 
limit) (Gamblers were prompted with “Did you keep to or under your limit?”. If they stated no, then were prompted with “how 
much more did you spend? A little, moderately, a lot more or way over?) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted 
results. (Significant differences in blue)
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Trends for CALD 
groups

Key trends for people of CALD backgrounds are shown in Table 71. While most 
triggers had a greater influence on people of a CALD background, it is surprising to 
note that there was a very large effect for not winning during betting, feeling bored or 
lonely and feeling stressed. This may be a reflection of social isolation of some CALD 
segments in Australian society.

Table 71.Triggers which send gamblers over the limit - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR CALD GROUPS (N=212-477, November 2005)a

Triggers

Unweighted means 
(1=never, 5=always) Mean 

Difference
between 
groups

English not 
first language

(N=16-45)

English as first 
language

(N=196-432)

You'd been placing bets for a while and still hadn't won 
anything (t=2.4, p=.02)

2.1 1.5 0.6

Were feeling bored or lonely (t=2.6, p=.009) 2 1.6 0.4

Had cash on you while at the venue 2 2 0

Were feeling stressed about a problem (t=2.1, p=.04) 1.9 1.5 0.4

Consumed alcohol during gambling 1.9 1.7 0.2

Had potential to win the top payout or prize 1.9 1.7 0.2

Were feeling happy before gambling 1.9 1.7 0.2

Had access to an ATM at a venue 1.9 1.8 0.1

Had a large win during gambling (eg. $100-200) 1.9 1.9 0

Were feeling sad or depressed before gambling 1.8 1.5 0.3

Had potential to win a large linked jackpot 1.8 1.7 0.1

Had a small win during gambling (eg. $20) 1.8 1.8 0

Has potential to win large or multiplied bonus points 
(such as 4x or 5x)

1.7 1.5 0.2

Were gambling by yourself 1.7 1.5 0.2

You'd been playing for a while and still hadn't got a free 
spin or feature

1.7 1.8 -0.1

Had lost a small amount ($20) 1.6 1.5 0.1

Had lost a larger amount ($100) 1.6 1.5 0.1

Were waiting for the venue to give you assistance 
(like a pay-out) or bring you something (like a drink)

1.5 1.3 0.2

Were gambling with a group of people 1.5 1.5 0

You were short of money to pay bills 1.4 1.2 0.2

Had potential to get freebies like free coffee, drinks 
and food

1.3 1.3 0

a. Question - I’d now like you to indicate whether you go over your limit or keep to your limit in different situations. When I read them 
out, try to think about how you have actually behaved in the past 12 months (1=kept to my limit, 5=I spent way over my limit) 
(Gamblers were prompted with “Did you keep to or under your limit?”. If they stated no, then were prompted with “how much more 
did you spend? A little, moderately, a lot more or way over?) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results.
(Significant differences in blue)
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Minor trends A range of other exploratory analyses were undertaken to examine the potential for 
other interesting differences and trends. Key insights are summarised in Table 72.  

Table 72.Differences relating to the triggers which send gamblers over the limit - 
SIGNIFICANT TRENDSa

Type of trend Significant trends

Age • younger people were more likely to be affected by all of the 
triggers than older people including alcohol consumption 
(r=-0.27, p<.001), experiencing a small win during gambling (eg. 
$20) (r=-0.22,p<.001), experiencing a large win during gambling 
(eg. $100-200)(r=-0.21,p<.001), having potential to win the top 
payout or prize (r=-0.14,p=0.004), having potential to win a 
large linked jackpot (r=-0.12, p=0.08), having potential to get 
freebies like free coffee, drinks and food  (r=-0.10, p=0.04), 
having potential to win large or multiplied bonus points (r=-0.13, 
p=0.005), having access to an ATM at a venue (r=-0.23, p<.01), 
having cash on you while at the venue (r=-0.24,p<.001), feeling 
sad or depressed before gambling (r=-0.14, p=0.005), feeling 
happy before gambling (r=-0.19, p<.001), feeling stressed about 
a problem (r=-0.18, p<.001), feeling bored or lonely (r=-0.16, 
p=0.001), losing a small amount ($20) (r=-0.21, p<.001), losing a 
larger amount ($100) (r=-0.14, p=0.003), being short of money 
to pay bills (r=-0.10, p=0.06), gambling with a group of people 
(r=-0.26, p<.001), gambling by yourself (r=-0.16, p<.001), playing 
for a while and still hadn’t got a free spin or feature (r=-0.18, p=
0.007), placing bets for a while and still hadn’t won (r=-0.22, p=
0.001), waiting for the venue to give assistance (r=-0.14, 
p=0.003)

Gender • males were more likely to be affected than females by the fol-
lowing triggers - alcohol consumption during gambling (t=4.3, 
p<.001), gambling with a group of people (t=2.9, p=0.004), 
having a large win during gambling (eg. $100-200) (t=2.8, p=
0.005), having cash on you while at the venue (t=2.5, p=0.01), 
feeling happy before gambling (t=2.4, p=0.02), placing bets for a 
while and still hadn’t won anything (t=2.2, p=0.03), having access 
to an ATM at a venue (t=1.6, p=0.10 - only tending)

Frequency of gambling • more frequent gamblers were more likely to be affected than 
less frequent gamblers by most of the triggers including alcohol 
consumption during gambling (r=0.09, p=0.07), having a large 
win during gambling (eg. $100-200)(r=0.12, p=0.008), having 
potential to win the top payout or prize (r=0.15, p=0.002), 
having potential to win a large linked jackpot (r=0.24, p<0.001), 
having potential to win large or multiplied bonus points (r=0.09, 
p=0.06), having access to an ATM at a venue (r=0.14, p=0.004), 
having cash on you while at the venue (r=0.14, p=0.002), 
feeling sad or depressed before gambling (r=0.15, p=0.002), 
feeling stressed about a problem (r=0.18, p<0.001), feeling 
bored or lonely (r=0.15, p=0.001), losing a small amount ($20) 
(r=0.09, p=0.04), losing a larger amount ($100) (r=0.22, p<
0.001), being short of money to pay bills  (r=0.17, p=0.001), 
gambling with a group of people (r=0.09, 0.07), gambling by 
yourself (r=0.15, p=0.001), playing for a while and still not 
getting a free spin or feature (r=0.12, p=0.07), waiting for the 
venue to give assistance (r=0.12, p=0.01)

Highest completed 
education level

• gamblers with a higher level of education were more likely to be 
affected by the trigger “gambling with a group of people” 
compared to those with a lower education (r=.19, p<.001)

Household income • gamblers with a higher household income were more likely to be 
affected by the following triggers than gamblers with a lower 
household income - having cash on you (r=.09, p=.05) and 
gambling with people in a group (r=.14, p=.006)

a. Question - I’d now like you to indicate whether you go over your limit or keep to your limit in different situations. 
When I read them out, try to think about how you have actually behaved in the past 12 months (1=kept to my 
limit, 5=I spent way over my limit) (Gamblers were prompted with “Did you keep to or under your limit?”. If they 
stated no, then were prompted with “how much more did you spend? A little, moderately, a lot more or way over?) 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)
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Goal setting and strategy during gambling

Trends by type of 
gambler - EGM players

A further important aspect to the current study involved analysing the strategies 
used by gamblers to “improve their win rate” including any goal-directed behaviours. 
Findings of qualitative research have shown, for instance, that many people will not just 
use gambling “strategy” to try to increase their chance of winning, but will also set 
goals around their play. One example is the goal to be “so many dollars ahead” 
before you stop gambling. Use of goals and strategies during gambling are generally 
illustrative of the many myths and false beliefs which people hold about gambling.

As goals are usually a mechanism which drives continued behaviour, they are of great 
interest in the current study. Indeed, goals are typically recognised to help improve 
performance and can lead to continued and sustained effort. From this perspective, 
goals have potential to have an unintended negative effect during gambling and send 
many players over their spend limit. Concurrently, understanding gambler use of both 
goals and strategy during gambling is also of interest, given the many false myths and 
beliefs that people hold about gambling and the probability of winning.

Key findings relating to the goals and strategies used by EGM players are presented in 
Figure 81. Interesting to note is that 18% of EGM players “always” set a goal to move to 
a different machine when they did not win and a further 18% reported doing this 
“often”. Providing support for the notion that players set other goals during gambling, 
21% of EGM players indicated that they “always” or “often” set a goal to be so much 
ahead before they stop gambling (ie. 1 in 5 players).

It is similarly interesting to note that:

•• 22% of EGM players “always” played certain machines believing they would pay 
better and a further 22% did this “often” (although it should be acknowledged that 
this may indeed be a rationale decision if pay rates differ)

•• a combined 20% of players kept gambling at least “often” sensing a win was “due”

•• a combined 12% of players “often” or “always” used maximum bets to influence 
their chances of winning

•• a combined 10% of players “often” or “always” set themselves a goal to get so 
many free spins or features before they stopped playing - a further 18% did this 
“sometimes”

Given that many of these items will be strongly influenced by social desirability (ie. 
many people may not admit to them), such results clearly demonstrate the many false 
beliefs and behaviours performed by EGM players. 
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Figure 81. Goal setting and strategy during gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - Some people have strategies for their gambling. Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often - if ever - you have done the following
over the past 12 months to influence your win rate when gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players) Weighted results

Goal setting and strategy during gambling -
National trends for EGM players

You set yourself a goal to move on to a different machine or game,
if you don’t get a win after a certain point

You play certain machines as you feel they pay better

You keep gambling, as you sense that a win is due

You play maximum bets to influence your likelihood of winning

You set yourself a goal to be so many $ ahead before you stop gambling

Overall, how often do you use strategies to influence your win rate?

You set yourself a goal to get a certain number of
free spins or features before you stop playing

You like to do things on machines to influence
your winning such as working out a pattern of play

You reserve machines to avoid others accessing the next winning game

You expect a win on the rationale that pokies are guaranteed
to give you a certain return rate (like 80-90% back)

You set yourself a goal to get a certain bonus or freebie
before you stop playing (like free drinks, food or bonus points)
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Trends by type of 
gambler - TAB punters

Key trends for TAB punters are shown in Figure 82. Different measures were used for 
this group, given the distinctly different nature of punting. Findings overall suggest that 
many punters will attempt to use some form of strategy to influence their win rate. 
While use of strategy does make more sense in the case of punting (ie. people try to 
research performance of horses in an effort to work out a betting tactic), it is 
nevertheless interesting to note that there is still a considerable degree of goal setting 
by punters. 

For instance, key findings show that:

•• up to 24% of punters will keep gambling at least “sometimes” ‘out of a belief 
that a win is “due”

•• up to 23% of punters will set a goal at least “sometimes” to be so much ahead 
before stopping gambling

•• up to 18% of punters will at least “sometimes” set a goal to move to a different 
gambling activity if they don’t get a win after a certain point (This may indicate a 
gambler belief that changing gambling activities can improve your win rate).

 

Figure 82. Goal setting and strategy during gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Some people have strategies for their gambling. Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often - if ever - you have done the following 
over the past 12 months to influence your win rate when gambling? (Base: Regular TAB punters) Weighted results
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You set yourself a goal to move on to a different type of
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You set yourself a goal to get a certain bonus or freebie
before you stop playing (like free drinks, food or bonus points)
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Trends by type 
of gambler - 
EGM players/
TAB punters

A comparison between EGM players and TAB punters on common measures also 
reveals some interesting trends (Table 73). Most notably, findings show, despite the 
totally random nature of EGM play, EGM players are significantly more likely to keep 
gambling out of a sense that a win is “due”, compared to punters. 

Findings also show that punters were more likely to report use of strategy, compared 
to EGM players. While other results were not significant, it is interesting to note that 
EGM players were slightly more likely to set a goal to be “so many dollars ahead” 
before stopping play. This further illustrates the many false beliefs held about gambling 
by EGM players in the Australian community. Indirectly, it also highlights a clear need for 
education to dispel myths and curb related goal-directed behaviours.

Table 73.Goal setting and strategy during gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

Goal setting and strategy

Weighted means (1=never, 5=always)

EGM players
(N=315)

TAB punters
(N=167)

Overall
(N=482)

You play certain machines as you feel they pay better 3 n/a 3

You set yourself a goal to move on to a different 
machine or game, if you don’t get a win after a certain 
point

2.9 n/a 2.9

You keep gambling, as you sense that a win is due
[F=2.3, p=.02]

2.1 1.9 2

Overall, how often do you use strategies to influence 
your win rate? [F=-7.4, p<.001]

1.7 2.6 2

You play maximum bets to influence your likelihood of 
winning

1.9 n/a 1.9

You set yourself a goal to be so many $ ahead before 
you stop gambling

2 1.8 1.9

You set yourself a goal to get a certain number of free 
spins or features before you stop playing

1.8 n/a 1.8

You like to do things on machines to influence your 
winning such as working out a pattern of play

1.6 n/a 1.6

You set yourself a goal to move on to a different type 
of gambling, if you don get a win after a certain point

n/a 1.6 1.6

You expect a win on the rationale that pokies are guar-
anteed to give you a certain return rate (like 80-90% 
back)

1.5 n/a 1.5

You reserve machines to avoid others accessing the 
next winning game

1.4 n/a 1.4

You set yourself a goal to get a certain bonus or free-
bie before you stop playing (like free drinks, food or 
bonus points)

1.3 1.3 1.3

a. Question - Some people have strategies for their gambling. Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often - if ever - you 
have done the following over the past 12 months to influence your win rate when gambling? 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) (Significant differences in blue). Weighted results
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Trends by location of 
play - EGM players

Key trends by location of play are shown in Table 74. Findings showed that, compared 
to other groups, casino based EGM players were significantly more likely to set a goal 
to “move on” to a different machine if they did not get a win after a certain point. 
While not statistically significant, it is interesting to observe that:

•• casino players were more likely to set a goal to be “so many dollars ahead” 
before stopping play 

•• hotel players were slightly more likely to goal set around getting so many 
features or free spins before stopping play

•• casino and hotel players were slightly more likely to play maximum bets 
to influence their win rate

Table 74.Goal setting and strategy during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF EGM PLAY (N=240, November 2005)a

Goals and strategies

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

Club 
(N=114)

Hotel
(N=70)

Casino
(N=56)

 You play certain machines as you feel they pay better 3.0 3.1 3.0

You play maximum bets to influence your likelihood of 
winning

1.9 2.2 2.3

You reserve machines to avoid others accessing the 
next winning game

1.4 1.6 1.4

You expect a win on the rationale that pokies are 
guaranteed to give you a certain return rate (like 80-
90% back)

1.5 1.6 1.5

You like to do things on machines to influence your 
winning such as working out a pattern of play

1.5 1.7 1.7

You set yourself a goal to get a certain number of free 
spins or features before you stop playing

1.8 2.2 1.9

You keep gambling, as you sense that a win is due 2.1 2.3 2.2

You set yourself a goal to move on to a different 
machine or game, if you don’t get a win after a certain 
point [F=2.7, p=.07]

2.8 2.9 3.3

You set yourself a goal to be so many $ ahead before 
you stop gambling

2.1 2.1 2.3

You set yourself a goal to get a certain bonus or free-
bie before you stop playing (like free drinks, food or 
bonus points)

1.3 1.4 1.6

Overall, how often do you use strategies to influence 
your win rate?

1.8 1.7 1.9

a. Question - Some people have strategies for their gambling. Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often - if ever - 
you have done the following over the past 12 months to influence your win rate when gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players) 
(Significant differences in blue). Unweighted results
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Trends by location of play 
- TAB punters

While trends were not statistically significant for punters, they are presented in 
Table 75 for reference. Once again, it is interesting to note the following minor trends:

•• use of strategy appeared to be highest amongst TAB punters and phone punters 
and surprisingly, much lower amongst people who attended the track - Phone and 
internet punters were also marginally higher in their tendency to keep on gambling 
on the belief that a win is “due”

•• TAB agency punters appeared to be the least likely of all groups to goal set around 
being “so many dollars ahead” before stopping gambling

Table 75.Goal setting and strategy during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING (N=242, November 2005)a

Goals and strategies

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

On-course
(N=35)

Off-course 
(N=147)

Phone 
betting
(N=26)

Internet 
betting
(N=34)

 You keep gambling, as you sense that a 
win is due

1.9 1.8 2.1 2.0

You set yourself a goal to move on to 
a different type of gambling, if you 
don’t get a win after a certain point

1.3 1.5 1.7 1.9

You set yourself a goal to be so many 
$ ahead before you stop gambling

1.9 1.7 1.9 2.0

You set yourself a goal to get a certain 
bonus or freebie before you stop play-
ing (like free drinks, food or bonus 
points)

1.5 1.3 1.2 1.3

Overall, how often do you use strate-
gies to influence your win rate?

2.5 2.6 3.0 3.2

a. Question - Some people have strategies for their gambling. Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often - if ever 
- you have done the following over the past 12 months to influence your win rate when gambling? (Base: Regular TAB punters) 
(No significant differences). Unweighted results
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Trends by jurisdiction -
EGM players

Jurisdictional trends for EGM players are presented in Table 76 and Figure 83. A few 
interesting significant differences were apparent including:

•• the tendency to set a goal to “move on” to a different machine, if you don’t get a 
win after a certain point was higher in Queensland and Tasmania and 
lowest in the ACT and SA

•• goal setting to attain “freebies” was highest in Tasmania and the NT and 
lowest in SA, NSW and the ACT

•• use of strategy was surprisingly highest in WA (however, it should be noted that 
only 15 EGM players were in this sample) - this may also be a reflection that all 
players were casino based

Table 76.Goal setting and strategy during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

Goal setting 
and strategies

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

NSW
(N=34)

ACT
(N=33)

VIC
(N=34)

TAS
(N=31)

QLD
(N=31)

SA
(N=31)

NT
(N=31)

WA
(N=15)

You play certain machines as you feel 
they pay better

3.0 3.2 2.9 3.0 3.1 3.0 3.0 2.9

You play maximum bets to influence 
your likelihood of winning

1.8 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.0 1.9 2.7 2.2

You reserve machines to avoid others 
accessing the next winning game

1.5 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.3 1.5 1.7 1.1

You expect a win on the rationale 
that pokies are guaranteed to give 
you a certain return rate (like 80-90% 
back)

1.5 1.7 1.4 1.6 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.7

You like to do things on machines to 
influence your winning such as work-
ing out a pattern of play

1.7 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.6 1.6 1.7 2.3

You set yourself a goal to get a cer-
tain number of free spins or features 
before you stop playing

1.7 2.1 1.7 2.1 1.7 2.2 2.2 2.1

You keep gambling, as you sense that 
a win is due

2.2 2.6 2.0 2.2 2.2 2.0 2.2 2.4

You set yourself a goal to move on to 
a different machine or game, if you 
don’t get a win after a certain point
[F=4.1, p=.03]

2.9 2.5 2.7 3.4 3.4 2.6 3.2 3.1

You set yourself a goal to be so many 
$ ahead before you stop gambling

1.8 2.0 2.2 2.4 2.1 2.2 2.2 2.4

You set yourself a goal to get a cer-
tain bonus or freebie before you stop 
playing (like free drinks, food or 
bonus points) [F=1.5, p=.09]

1.2 1.2 1.4 1.7 1.6 1.2 1.7 1.5

Overall, how often do you use strate-
gies to influence your win rate?
[F=1.7, p=.11]

1.8 2.0 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.5 1.9 2.5

a. Question - Some people have strategies for their gambling. Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often - if ever - you have done 
the following over the past 12 months to influence your win rate when gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players) (Significant differences in blue). 
Unweighted results



PAGE 208 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

Figure 83. Goal setting and strategy during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - Some people have strategies for their gambling. Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often - if ever - you have done the following
over the past 12 months to influence your win rate when gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players) (See significant differences in Table 76) 
Unweighted results
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
TAB punters

Jurisdictional trends for TAB punters showed no statistically significant results overall. 
However, results are presented in Table 77 and Figure 84 for reference once again. It is 
interesting to observe the following possible minor trends:

•• punters in SA seemed to be the least likely to goal set to be so much ahead and to 
goal set around attaining freebies - there was also a trend for South Australian 
punters to be lowest on continued gambling out of a sense that a win is “due”

•• use of strategy during punting seemed to be lowest in Queensland 
and highest in the ACT.

Table 77.Goal setting and strategy during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

Goal setting 
and strategies

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

NSW
(N=32)

ACT
(N=28)

VIC
(N=30)

TAS
(N=30)

QLD
(N=30)

SA
(N=30)

NT
(N=30)

WA
(N=32)

You keep gambling, as you 
sense that a win is due

1.9 2.0 1.7 1.9 2.1 1.5 2.1 2.1

You set yourself a goal to move 
on to a different type of gam-
bling, if you don’t get a win after 
a certain point

1.6 1.3 1.5 1.5 1.9 1.2 1.7 1.7

You set yourself a goal to be so 
many $ ahead before you stop 
gambling

1.7 2.1 2.0 1.9 2.0 1.5 1.7 1.9

You set yourself a goal to get a 
certain bonus or freebie before 
you stop playing (like free 
drinks, food or bonus points)

1.3 1.3 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.0 1.4 1.4

Overall, how often do you use 
strategies to influence your win 
rate?

2.6 3.3 2.6 2.9 2.3 2.9 2.5 2.5

a. Question - Some people have strategies for their gambling. Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often - if ever - you have 
done the following over the past 12 months to influence your win rate when gambling? (Base: Regular TAB punters)
(No significant differences) Unweighted results
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Figure 84. Goal setting and strategy during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Some people have strategies for their gambling. Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often - if ever - you have done the following 
over the past 12 months to influence your win rate when gambling? (Base: Regular TAB punters) (No significant differences). Unweighted results
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Trends by risk for
problem gambling

Understanding the false beliefs and goals set by problem gamblers in the context of 
play is one important side objective of the current study. Key strategies and goals used 
by gamblers of different risk categories are shown in Table 78 and Figure 85. The yellow 
column also shows the mean difference between the non-problem and problem 
groups. As indicated, findings illustrate that problem gamblers were clearly more likely 
to display all behaviours than non-problem groups. 

It is also interesting to note that the largest mean gap related to:

•• continuing to gamble out of a sense that a win is due (gap of mean=1.7)

•• setting a goal to be so much ahead before stopping gambling (gap of mean=1.3)

•• the tendency to play certain machines as they pay better (gap of mean=1.0)

•• goal setting to move to a different machine if they didn’t win after a certain point
(gap of mean=1.0)

Accordingly, findings provide some evidence to suggest that goal directed behaviour 
may be more problematic amongst problem gamblers. Indeed, while causality is difficult 
to establish, it is quite possible that goals in problem gamblers serve to drive their 
continued play and in turn lead to over-running of limits. From this perspective, there 
may be benefit in exploring the potential to break the goal setting nexus in players as a 
means of helping problem gamblers keep to limits.  

Table 78.Goal setting and strategy during gambling - unweighted results -
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

Goal setting and 
strategies

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

Non-
problem 
gambling
(N=197)

Low risk
(N=79)

Moderate 
risk

(N=117)

Problem 
gambling
(N=89)

Mean 
difference 

between non-
problem and 

problem 
gamblers

You play certain machines as you feel 
they pay better [F=6.4, p<.001]

2.6 2.9 3.3 3.6 1.0

You set yourself a goal to move on to a 
different machine or game, if you don’t 
get a win after a certain point [F=6.7, 
p<.001]

2.5 3.2 3 3.5 1.0

You keep gambling, as you sense that a 
win is due [F=51.4, p<.001]

1.5 1.8 2.3 3.2 1.7

You set yourself a goal to be so many $ 
ahead before you stop gambling 
[F=24.5, p<.001]

1.6 1.7 2.2 2.9 1.3

You play maximum bets to influence 
your likelihood of winning [F=5.1, 
p=.002]

1.8 2.1 2.1 2.7 0.9

Overall, how often do you use strate-
gies to influence your win rate? [F=5.4, 
p=.001]

2 2.2 2.4 2.7 0.7

You set yourself a goal to get a certain 
number of free spins or features before 
you stop playing [F=5.8, p=.001]

1.6 1.9 2.1 2.5 0.9

You expect a win on the rationale that 
pokies are guaranteed to give you a cer-
tain return rate (like 80-90% back)
[F=10.9, p<.001]

1.3 1.3 1.5 2.2 0.9
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You set yourself a goal to move on to a 
different type of gambling, if you don’t 
get a win after a certain point [F=8.6, 
p<.001]

1.3 1.5 1.7 2.2 0.9

You reserve machines to avoid others 
accessing the next winning game
[F=9.3, p<.001]

1.2 1.2 1.6 2 0.8

You like to do things on machines to 
influence your winning such as working 
out a pattern of play [F=3.2, p=.03]

1.4 1.6 1.6 2 0.6

You set yourself a goal to get a certain 
bonus or freebie before you stop play-
ing (like free drinks, food or bonus 
points) [F=9.0, p<.001]

1.2 1.3 1.4 1.7 0.5

a. Question - Some people have strategies for their gambling. Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often - if ever - you have done 
the following over the past 12 months to influence your win rate when gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) 
(Significant differences in blue). Unweighted results

Table 78.Goal setting and strategy during gambling - unweighted results -
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

Goal setting and 
strategies

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

Non-
problem 
gambling
(N=197)

Low risk
(N=79)

Moderate 
risk

(N=117)

Problem 
gambling
(N=89)

Mean 
difference 

between non-
problem and 

problem 
gamblers



PAGE 213 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

Figure 85. Goal setting and strategy during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Some people have strategies for their gambling. Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often - if ever - you have done the following
over the past 12 months to influence your win rate when gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) (For significant differences, see Table 78). 
Unweighted results
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Trends by indigenous
background

Key trends for people of an indigenous background are shown in Table 79. While 
trends are once again only based on a small sample, it is interesting to observe the 
statistically significant differences. Most notably, findings suggested that indigenous 
people were significantly more likely to: 

•• keep gambling out of a sense that a win is due

•• set a goal to be so much ahead before stopping gambling.

This may suggest that some regular indigenous gamblers may goal set around their 
gambling. This in turn may be linked to the higher rate of problem gambling in 
indigenous people and may also be explained by a tendency of indigenous people to 
use gambling as a means of raising money (ie. to improve their financial situation).

Table 79.Goal setting and strategy during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR PEOPLE OF INDIGENOUS BACKGROUND (N=482, November 2005)a

Goal setting and strategies

Unweighted means 
(1=never, 5=always)

Indigenous
(N=7-15)

Non-
indigenous
(N=467)

You play certain machines as you feel they pay better 3.0 3.0

You keep gambling, as you sense that a win is due [F=3.0, p=.003] 3.0 2.0

You set yourself a goal to be so many $ ahead before you stop gambling 
[F=1.9, p=.05]

2.7 2.0

Overall, how often do you use strategies to influence your win rate? 2.5 2.2

You set yourself a goal to move on to a different machine or game, if you 
don’t get a win after a certain point

2.4 3.0

You like to do things on machines to influence your winning such as work-
ing out a pattern of play

2.3 1.6

You set yourself a goal to move on to a different type of gambling, if you 
don’t get a win after a certain point

2.1 1.5

 You play maximum bets to influence your likelihood of winning 2.0 2.1

You reserve machines to avoid others accessing the next winning game 1.9 1.4

You expect a win on the rationale that pokies are guaranteed to give you a 
certain return rate (like 80-90% back)

1.7 1.5

You set yourself a goal to get a certain number of free spins or features 
before you stop playing

1.7 2.0

You set yourself a goal to get a certain bonus or freebie before you stop 
playing (like free drinks, food or bonus points)

1.7 1.4

a. Question - Some people have strategies for their gambling. Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often - if ever - you 
have done the following over the past 12 months to influence your win rate when gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players/
TAB punters) Unweighted results. (Significant differences in blue)
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Trends for CALD 
groups

Key trends for CALD groups are similarly shown in Table 80. Interesting to note is that 
CALD groups were significantly more likely to:

•• reserve machines to avoid other people from accessing the next winning game

•• do things on machines to influence their winning such as working out a 
pattern of play

•• keep on gambling out of a sense that a win is “due”

It is also interesting to note that goal setting to be “so much ahead” is also slightly 
higher for CALD groups overall. Accordingly, such findings may suggest that some 
people without english as a first language may hold different beliefs about gambling, 
compared to the balance of the population.

Table 80.Goal setting and strategy during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR CALD GROUPS (N=482, November 2005)a

Goal setting and 
strategies

Unweighted means 
(1=never, 5=always)

English not 
first language

(N=45)

English as first 
language
(N=437)

 You play certain machines as you feel they pay better 3.2 3.0

You set yourself a goal to move on to a different machine or game, 
if you don’t get a win after a certain point

3.1 2.9

You keep gambling, as you sense that a win is due [F=2.2, p=.03] 2.4 2.0

Overall, how often do you use strategies to influence your win rate? 2.4 2.2

You play maximum bets to influence your likelihood of winning 2.3 2.1

You set yourself a goal to be so many $ ahead before you stop 
gambling

2.2 2.0

You like to do things on machines to influence your winning such as 
working out a pattern of play [F=2.4, p=.02]

2.1 1.5

You set yourself a goal to get a certain number of free spins or fea-
tures before you stop playing

2.0 1.9

You reserve machines to avoid others accessing the next winning 
game [F=2.9, p=.004]

1.9 1.4

You set yourself a goal to move on to a different type of gambling, if 
you don’t get a win after a certain point

1.9 1.5

You expect a win on the rationale that pokies are guaranteed to 
give you a certain return rate (like 80-90% back)

1.7 1.5

You set yourself a goal to get a certain bonus or freebie before you 
stop playing (like free drinks, food or bonus points)

1.5 1.3

a. Question - Some people have strategies for their gambling. Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often - if 
ever - you have done the following over the past 12 months to influence your win rate when gambling? 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results. (Significant differences in blue)
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Minor trends A range of exploratory analyses were once again undertaken to examine other 
interesting significant differences and trends. Key insights are presented in Table 81.  

Table 81.Differences relating to goal setting and strategies during gambling - 
SIGNIFICANT TRENDSa

Type of trend Significant trends

Age • younger gamblers were more likely than older gamblers to engage 
in most of the goal setting and strategies listed including reserving 
machines to avoid others accessing the next winning game (r=-
0.14, p=0.04), setting a goal to move on to a different type of gam-
bling, if don’t get a win after a certain point  (r=-0.24, p<.001), set-
ting a goal to get a certain bonus or freebie before stopping playing 
(like free drinks, food or bonus points) (r=-0.13, p=0.002), setting 
a goal to get a certain number of free spins or features before 
stopping playing (r=-0.17, p=.008), doing things on machines to 
influence win rate (r=-0.15, p=.002) and in the overall use of 
strategies to influence the win rate (r=-0.12, p=0.01)

Gender • males (mean=2.5) were more likely than females (mean=1.9) to 
use strategy overall during gambling (t=4.7, p<.001) 

Frequency of gambling • the more frequent the gambler, the more they were likely to 
engage in the following strategies - playing certain machines as they 
pay better (r=0.14, p=0.03), reserving machines to avoid others 
accessing the next winning game (r=0.23, p<0.001), expecting a 
win on the rationale that pokies are guaranteed to give you a cer-
tain return rate (like 80-90% back) (r=0.16, p=0.01), doing things 
on machines to influence winning such as working out a pattern of 
play (r=0.20, p=.002), keeping gambling, from sense that a win is 
due(r=0.17, p<0.001), setting a goal to be so many $ ahead before 
stopping gambling (r=0.09,p=0.04) and in using strategies to influ-
ence win rate (r=0.21,p<.001)

Highest completed 
education level

• gamblers with more education were more likely to do things on 
machines to influence winning (r=.17, p=.006) and use strategies in 
gambling (r=.11, p=.02), compared to lower education gamblers 
(probably due to correlation with age)

Household income • gamblers with a higher income level were more likely to use strate-
gies to influence the win rate (r=.09, p=.05), than gamblers with a 
lower income level

a. Question - Some people have strategies for their gambling. Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how 
often - if ever - you have done the following over the past 12 months to influence your win rate when gambling? 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)
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Predictive analyses Findings also showed that the following three variables together explained a total of 
20% of the variance pertaining to why gamblers go over their limit (R=.44) (ie. 
frequency of going over the limit in gambling was the dependent or “outcome” 
measure) and further supports the role of false beliefs and goal setting in driving 
gamblers over their limit:

•• the tendency to reserve EGMs to avoid people accessing the next winning game

•• goal setting to attain a certain number of free spins/features before you leave

•• sensing that a win is “due”

While it is difficult to assume causality, this may provide some evidence that changing 
gambler beliefs in these areas may indeed assist people to keep to gambling limits. It 
should also be considered that the ability of three single variables to explain 20% of the 
variance is indicative of a reasonably large overall effect. This also supports the potential 
benefit of cognitive behaviour change as a means to assist gamblers to keep to limits 
(as is performed in cognitive behaviour therapy).
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5. Control strategies
used to keep to limits

Understanding the types of strategies which help gamblers keep to their 
precommitments is an important objective of the current study. Findings of qualitative 
research presented a myriad of ideas about strategies which may be used by gamblers. 
These included taking only what you plan to spend, leaving ATM cards home, as well as 
gambling with a group and the like. 

Within this context, the current study asked EGM players and TAB punters about the 
full range of strategies they used and the effectiveness of strategies employed. This was 
measured by prompting gamblers with a range of control strategies identified in the 
qualitative research (Gamblers rated each item with a scale where 1=never and 
5=always). The full range of control strategies reported were also submitted to a 
special type of analysis (called Factor Analysis) to see which strategies were similar in 
nature and clustered together.

Accordingly, the current section presents key findings as follows:

•• Factor analysis of control strategies

•• Types of control strategies used to keep to limits

•• Effectiveness of control strategies
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Factor analysis of control strategies

Overall trends As part of the survey, the specific control strategies used by gamblers were submitted 
to a special type of analysis called Factor Analysis. This broadly leads similar control 
strategies to group together and can be assumed to represent “latent” measures of 
precommitment techniques. This should also be contrasted with other analyses which 
tend to cluster together similar types of people (eg. cluster analysis).

While the technical underpinning of the technique is not necessary to understand, 
there is an interesting practical benefit in factor analysis. In particular, it can help identify 
whether there are different types of meta-categories of control strategies, which 
gamblers may use to keep to their precommitted limits.

Key findings of the analysis (including the factor loadings for the statistically minded) are 
shown in Table 82. While the factor solution was technically far from perfect, it was 
interesting to the extent that it intuitively revealed five practical categories of control 
strategy for all gamblers and two additional categories for TAB punters. Once again, it 
should be noted that this was the most common sense solution of all factor analyses 
and is presented for interest value, rather than to imply a statistically “perfect” solution. 
As the solution was not statistically perfect, it should be mainly used for exploratory 
value, rather than to use in a definitive sense (eg. creating scales of the factors would 
have been interesting, but measures were probably not as “clean” as they should ideally 
be to do this).

This included the following categories of control strategies to help gamblers keep to 
precommitments:

•• Factor 1. Person based diversionary strategies - this seemed to represent 
diversionary based strategies used by gamblers to avoid going over limits including 
things such as doing/planning another activity to avoid continued gambling and 
using self-guilt

•• Factor 2. Cash control strategies - cash control strategies seemed to include 
strategies such as taking only what you plan to spend and leaving ATM cards at 
home. They all tended to involve a restriction to cash element

•• Factor 3. Assistance from a third party - unlike the more individually-focused 
control strategies in Factor 1, these tended to involve the use of “others” to help 
keep to precommitments. This includes things such as gambling with other people 
and asking others to hold your money to avoid overspending

•• Factor 4. Avoiding temptation - this factor seemed to be about impulse 
control by avoiding alcohol and avoiding the extravagance of large or multiple bets

•• Factor 5. Willpower and assisted willpower - this tended to involve 
application of personal willpower to avoid going over limits including taking “extra” 
willpower-assisting measures such as separating money into different pockets 
(ie. probably so that you don’t get tempted)

TAB specific items also formed the following two additional factors:

•• Factor 1. Avoiding impulse - this seemed to involve measures to avoid impulse 
decisions such as placing bets at the TAB to avoid over-spending at the track and 
avoiding bets on “hot tips”

•• Factor 2. Maintaining separation - this factor seemed to relate to measures 
which helped separate the precommitment decision from the gambling 
environment. While not perfectly clear, this seemed to be an underlying theme.
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Table 82.Summary of factor loadings of control strategies rated by 
EGM PLAYERS and TAB PUNTERS in the survey (N=482, November 2005)

Description of
factors

Control strategies
Factor 

1
Factor 

2
Factor 

3
Factor 

4
Factor 

5

EGM AND TAB COMMON ITEMSa (N=482)

Factor 1. 
Person based 
diversionary 
strategies

Doing another activity to avoid overspend-
ing your limit (like watching a band, reading a 
magazine, sitting down, having something to 
eat etc.)

0.677 - - - -

Planning another activity/event so that you 
are forced to stop gambling and leave

0.657 - - - -

Taking a break to cool-off when you feel 
you’re losing control

0.505 - - - -

Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start 
to go over your limit

0.435 - - - -

Does your spouse ever make you feel guilty 
in an attempt to help regulate you gambling?

0.205 - - - -

Factor 2. 
Cash control
strategies

Leaving your ATM card or credit card at 
home

- 0.734 - - -

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at 
gambling venues

- 0.625 - - -

Taking only what you plan to spend on gam-
bling and leaving other cash at home

- 0.581 - - -

Factor 3. 
Assistance 
from a 
third party

Gambling with a group of people and 
spending individually

- - 0.547 - -

Gambling with another person who is better 
at self-control (but spending individually)

- - 0.522 - -

Pooling gambling money in a group kitty and 
sharing winnings and losses

- - 0.395 - -

Verbally announcing your limits out aloud to 
another person

- - 0.393 - -

Asking a person specifically not to back you 
if you go over your limit

- - 0.368 - -

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your 
money/purse or wallet

- - 0.368 - -

Factor 4. 
Avoiding 
temptation

Limiting alcoholic drinks you have before or 
during gambling

- - - 0.479 -

Avoiding high or large bets such as maxi-
mum or multiple bets

- - - 0.478 -

Factor 5. 
Willpower 
and assisted 
willpower

Separating gambling money from other 
money such as in different pockets or in dif-
ferent parts of your wallet/purse so you 
don’t spend it

- - - - 0.505

Using willpower - - - - 0.5

TAB ONLY ITEMS (separate FA)b (N=242)

Factor 1.
Avoiding 
impulse

Placing your bet in a TAB outlet to avoid 
spending too much at the track

0.533

Avoiding betting on hot tips 0.273

Factor 2. 
Maintaining
separation

Placing your bets at a TAB outlet and then 
leaving to watch a race at home

0.456

Making yourself read the form guide or 
research a bet well before you place it

0.441

a. Based on Principle Axis Factoring (ie. factor analysis) with varimax (ie. orthogonal) rotation. Factor 1 - accounted for 20% of variance, Fac-
tor 2 - 10%, Factor 3 - 8%, Factor 4 - 7% and Factor 5 - 6% (Total of 51% of variance explained). Frequency of technique used for FA. 

b. Based on Principle Axis Factoring with varimax rotation. Factor 1 - accounted for 34% of variance and Factor 2 - 27% (Total of 61%)
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Types of control strategies used to 
keep to limits

Trends by type of gambler - 
EGM players

The frequency with which regular gamblers used the full range of precommitment or 
“control” strategies was also explored in the current study. It should be noted at this 
point, that the effectiveness of control strategies is also explored separately in the next 
section. To this end, while some strategies may be used, some gamblers may find them 
more or less effective than others (ie. effectiveness is explored in the next section). 

Accordingly, control strategies most frequently used by EGM players are shown in 
Figure 86. Table 83 may also assist readers to identify overall trends. As shown, it is 
quite interesting to note that the following were the most commonly used control 
strategies during EGM play:

•• using willpower

•• avoiding high or large bets such as maximum or multiple bets

•• taking only what you plan to spend on gambling and leaving other cash at home 

•• making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to go over your limit 

•• doing another activity to avoid overspending 

•• avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at gambling venues

It is similarly interesting to note that a very wide range of different types of control 
strategies were used including willpower based strategies, cash control strategies, 
person based diversionary strategies and temptation avoidance. In contrast, it is equally 
worth noting that the following strategies were less frequently used by EGM players:

•• Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your money/purse or wallet

•• Asking a person specifically not to back you if you go over your limit
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Figure 86. Use of control strategies during gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how often - if at all - have you used the following techniques to help keep to or under your preferred gambling spend 
limit? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular EGM players) Weighted results

Use of control strategies during gambling -
National trends for EGM players

Asking a person specifically not to back you if you go over your limit

Pooling gambling money in a group kitty and sharing winnings and losses

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your money/purse or wallet

Gambling with another person who is
better at self-control (but spending individually)

Taking a break to cool-off when you feel youre losing control

Gambling with a group of people and spending individually

Planning another activity/event so that
you are forced to stop gambling and leave

Verbally announcing your limits out aloud to another person

Does your spouse ever make you feel guilty in an
attempt to help regulate you gambling?

Leaving your ATM card or credit card at home

Doing another activity to avoid overspending your limit (like watching a band,
reading a magazine, sitting down, having something to eat etc.)

Limiting alcoholic drinks you have before or during gambling

Separating gambling money from other money such as in different pockets
or in different parts of your wallet/

purse so you don’t spend it

Taking only what you plan to spend on
gambling and leaving other cash at home

Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to go over your limit

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at gambling venues

Avoiding high or large bets such as maximum or multiple bets

Using willpower
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Trends by type of gambler - 
TAB punters

Key control strategies used to help TAB punters avoid going over the limit during 
gambling are shown in Figure 87. Once again, the most common control strategies for 
punters included:

•• Making yourself read the form guide or research a bet well before you place it

•• Taking only what you plan to spend on gambling and leaving other cash at home 

•• Using willpower

•• Avoiding high or large bets such as maximum or multiple bets

•• Avoiding betting on hot tips

•• Placing your bets at a TAB outlet and then leaving to watch a race at home

Once again, it is interesting to note that punters use a wide range of different types of 
control strategies to help keep to precommitted limits. In contrast, the following types 
of control strategies were much less frequently used overall:

•• Verbally announcing your limits out aloud to another person

•• Gambling with another person who is better at self-control 
(but spending individually)

•• Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your money/purse or wallet

•• Asking a person specifically not to back you if you go over your limit
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Figure 87. Use of control strategies during gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how often - if at all - have you used the following techniques to help keep to or under your preferred gambling spend 
limit? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular TAB punters) Weighted results
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Trends by type 
of gambler - 
EGM players/
TAB punters 

Comparative trends for the two different types of gambler are presented in Table 83. 
Significance testing also revealed that gamblers were quite different in their use of 
several control strategies. In particular, compared to EGM players, TAB punters were 
significantly more likely to: 

•• take only what they planned to spend

•• gamble with a group of people, yet spend individually

•• leave their ATM or credit card at home to avoid temptation

•• pool money in a kitty and share winning and losses with others

Compared to TAB punters, EGM players in contrast were significantly more likely to: 

•• make themselves feel guilty when they start to go over limits

•• do another diversionary activity to avoid overspending

•• plan another activity so they are forced to stop gambling (and leave the venue)

•• verbally announce their limits to another person.

From comparative results, it is quite apparent that some of the differences may be 
gender-driven, given that females are often more likely than males to use verbal 
techniques in other areas of life. Similarly, findings from qualitative research also 
seemed to suggest that it was more socially acceptable for women to use diversionary 
activities to help break from gambling (eg. reading a magazine to take a break etc.). 

The finding regarding planning another activity is interesting, as several female EGM 
players in the qualitative research reported planning gambling to occur just prior to 
certain events, so that they were forced to leave. It was also apparent that planning 
family responsibilities to occur at certain times was often used (eg. For instance, a 
couple of female players mentioned they would never be tempted to stay on gambling 
if they knew they had to pick up kids from school at a certain time). 

Table 83.Use of control strategies during gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Weighted means (1=never, 5=always)

EGM players
(N=315)

TAB punters
(N=167)

Overall
(N=482)

Making yourself read the form guide or research a bet 
well before you place it

n/a 3.8 3.8

Using willpower 3.7 3.5 3.7

Avoiding high or large bets such as maximum or multi-
ple bets

3.2 3 3.1

Taking only what you plan to spend on gambling and 
leaving other cash at home [t=-5.8, p<.001]

2.7 3.6 3

Avoiding betting on hot tips n/a 2.9 2.9

Placing your bets at a TAB outlet and then leaving to 
watch a race at home

n/a 2.8 2.8

Placing your bet in a TAB outlet to avoid spending too 
much at the track

n/a 2.6 2.6

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at gambling 
venues

2.5 2.6 2.5

Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to go over 
your limit [t=5.4, p<.001]

2.7 2 2.5
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Doing another activity to avoid overspending your limit 
(like watching a band, reading a magazine, sitting down, 
having something to eat etc.) [t=3.4, p=.001]

2.5 2 2.3

Gambling with a group of people and spending individ-
ually [t=-2.1, p=.003]

2.1 2.4 2.2

Separating gambling money from other money such as 
in different pockets or in different parts of your wallet/
purse so you don't spend it

2.2 2.2 2.2

Limiting alcoholic drinks you have before or during 
gambling

2 2.2 2.1

Leaving your ATM card or credit card at home
[t=-3.7, p<.001]

1.8 2.4 2

Taking a break to cool-off when you feel you’re losing 
control

2 1.9 2

Pooling gambling money in a group kitty and sharing 
winnings and losses [t=-2.8, p=.005]

1.8 2.1 1.9

Does your spouse ever make you feel guilty in an 
attempt to help regulate you gambling?

1.9 1.8 1.9

Planning another activity/event so that you are forced 
to stop gambling and leave [t=2.9, p=.004]

2.1 1.7 1.9

Verbally announcing your limits out aloud to another 
person [t=3.5, p=.001]

2.1 1.6 1.9

Gambling with another person who is better at self-
control (but spending individually)

1.8 1.6 1.7

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your money/
purse or wallet

1.4 1.5 1.4

Asking a person specifically not to back you if you go 
over your limit

1.3 1.3 1.3

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how often - if at all - have you used the following techniques to help keep to or under your 
preferred gambling spend limit? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) (Significant differences in blue). 
Weighted results

Table 83.Use of control strategies during gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Weighted means (1=never, 5=always)

EGM players
(N=315)

TAB punters
(N=167)

Overall
(N=482)



PAGE 227 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

Trends by location of 
play - EGM players

The types of control strategies used by EGM players who prefer different gaming 
locations are shown in Table 84. A number of interesting significant differences were 
also apparent including:

•• casino based EGM players were more likely to take what they spend, compared to 
other groups - this may also be due to the high temptation of many gambling 
activities which can be played in casino environments (?)

•• hotel and casino based EGM players were significantly more likely to leave their 
ATM card at home and avoid using ATMs - this may also be due to the greater 
presence of opportunities to access cash in hotels and casinos - Hotel players’ 
higher rate of alcohol consumption may also partly account for the hotel trend

•• hotel based EGM players were also significantly more likely to gamble with a group 
of people - this may be an indication that many males attend hotels to concurrently 
drink and gamble with friends.

Table 84.Use of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF EGM PLAY (N=240, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

Club 
(N=114)

Hotel
(N=70)

Casino
(N=56)

Taking only what you plan to spend on gambling and leaving 
other cash at home [F=4.4, p=.01]

2.6 2.9 3.4

Leaving your ATM card or credit card at home 
[F=4.7, p=.01]

1.7 2.2 2.3

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at gambling venues
[F=3.2, p=.04]

2.4 2.8 3.1

Separating gambling money from other money such as in dif-
ferent pockets or in different parts of your wallet/purse so 
you don't spend it 

2.1 2.1 2.6

Using willpower 3.8 3.7 3.5

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your money/purse or 
wallet

1.3 1.4 1.3

Gambling with another person who is better at self-control 
(but spending individually)

1.7 1.7 1.9

Pooling gambling money in a group kitty and sharing winnings 
and losses

1.7 1.8 1.6

Gambling with a group of people and spending individually
[F=3.7, p=.03]

1.7 2.2 2

Verbally announcing your limits out aloud to another person 2 2.1 1.7

Asking a person specifically not to back you if you go over 
your limit

1.2 1.4 1.1

Taking a break to cool-off when you feel you’re losing control 1.8 1.9 1.7

Limiting alcoholic drinks you have before or during gambling 2.1 2 1.8

Planning another activity/event so that you are forced to stop 
gambling and leave

2 1.7 1.7

Doing another activity to avoid overspending your limit (like 
watching a band, reading a magazine, sitting down, having 
something to eat etc.)

2.3 2.2 2.2

Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to go over your 
limit

2.5 2.5 2.2

Does your spouse ever make you feel guilty in an attempt to 
help regulate you gambling?

1.8 1.8 1.5

Avoiding high or large bets such as maximum or multiple bets 3.1 2.9 3

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how often - if at all - have you used the following techniques to help keep to or under your 
preferred gambling spend limit? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular EGM players) (Significant differences in blue). Unweighted 
results
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Trends by location of play 
- TAB punters

Key trends for TAB punters are shown in Table 85. Once again, several statistically 
significant differences were apparent including:

•• while all punters were not very likely to ask their friend/spouse to refuse to back 
them (if they exceeded their limit), findings showed that this tendency was more 
likely in the case of on-course punters 

•• internet punters were more likely to pool money in a group kitty and share 
winnings and losses - this tendency was also slightly higher in on-course punters

•• there was a lesser tendency in agency/TAB punters to limit alcohol consumption, 
compared to other groups

•• internet and on-course punters were more likely to make themselves read the form 
guide or do research before betting

•• off-course punters were naturally more likely to avoid the track and place bets at 
the TAB to avoid going over their limit and were also more likely to use the strategy 
of placing bets at the TAB and then leaving to watch the race at home.

 

Table 85.Use of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING (N=242, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

On-course
(N=35)

Off-course 
(N=147)

Phone 
betting
(N=26)

Internet 
betting
(N=34)

Taking only what you plan to spend on gambling 
and leaving other cash at home

3.5 3.2 3.8 3.7

Leaving your ATM card or credit card at home 2.4 2.3 2.9 1.8

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at gam-
bling venues

2.6 2.6 2.9 2.4

Separating gambling money from other money 
such as in different pockets or in different parts of 
your wallet/purse so you don't spend it

2.7 2.4 2.7 1.8

Using willpower 3.7 3.7 3.5 3.8

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your 
money/purse or wallet

1.2 1.4 1.3 1.4

Gambling with another person who is better at 
self-control (but spending individually)

1.5 1.6 1.8 1.5

Pooling gambling money in a group kitty and shar-
ing winnings and losses [F=3.1, p=.03]

2.1 2 1.6 2.5

Gambling with a group of people and spending 
individually

2.4 2.3 2 2

Verbally announcing your limits out aloud to 
another person

1.6 1.5 1.8 1.5

Asking a person specifically not to back you if you 
go over your limit [F=4.1, p=.007]

1.6 1.2 1.2 1.1

Taking a break to cool-off when you feel you’re los-
ing control

1.6 1.9 2 2.2

Limiting alcoholic drinks you have before or during 
gambling [F=3.3, p=.02]

2.6 1.9 2.5 2.7

Planning another activity/event so that you are 
forced to stop gambling and leave

1.6 1.7 1.8 1.6

Doing another activity to avoid overspending your 
limit (like watching a band, reading a magazine, sit-
ting down, having something to eat etc.)

1.8 2 1.8 2
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Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to go 
over your limit

1.7 2 2.2 1.8

Does your spouse ever make you feel guilty in an 
attempt to help regulate you gambling?

1.2 1.8 1.7 1.6

Avoiding high or large bets such as maximum or 
multiple bets

2.6 3 3 2.9

Making yourself read the form guide or research a 
bet well before you place it [F=2.3, p=.08]

4 3.7 3.5 4.3

Placing your bet in a TAB outlet to avoid spending 
too much at the track [F=8.5, p<.001]

1.6 2.9 2 2

Avoiding betting on hot tips 2.6 2.7 3.2 2.7

Placing your bets at a TAB outlet and then leaving 
to watch a race at home [F=7.1, p=.01]

1.8 3 2.5 2.4

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how often - if at all - have you used the following techniques to help keep to or under your preferred 
gambling spend limit? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular TAB punters) (No significant differences). Unweighted results

Table 85.Use of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING (N=242, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

On-course
(N=35)

Off-course 
(N=147)

Phone 
betting
(N=26)

Internet 
betting
(N=34)
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Trends by jurisdiction -
EGM players

Jurisdictional trends in the use of different control strategies for EGM play are shown in 
Table 86 and Figure 88. Interesting to note are the following statistically significant 
trends:

•• players in WA, Tasmania and the NT were more likely to take only what they 
planned to spend, while this tendency was notably lower in Victoria

•• gambling with a group and spending individually was more likely in Victoria and WA 
and notably lower in the NT

•• making yourself feel guilty was higher in NSW and the ACT (including “guilt trips” by 
the spouse) and lower in WA (including less spousal influence)

Table 86.Use of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

NSW
(N=34)

ACT
(N=33)

VIC
(N=34)

TAS
(N=31)

QLD
(N=31)

SA
(N=31)

NT
(N=31)

WA
(N=15)

Taking only what you plan to spend on 
gambling and leaving other cash at home
[F=2.0, p=.06]

2.8 2.6 2.4 3.4 2.6 2.8 3.4 3.7

Leaving your ATM card or credit card at 
home

2.1 2 1.4 2.5 1.5 2 2.2 2.4

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money 
at gambling venues

2.2 2.5 2.8 2.6 2.9 2.7 2.6 3.5

Separating gambling money from other 
money such as in different pockets in dif-
ferent parts of your wallet/purse so you 
don't spend it

2.3 2.4 2 2.7 1.8 2.2 2 2.6

Using willpower 3.6 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.8 3.9 3.4 3.6

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold 
your money/purse or wallet

1.3 1.5 1.7 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.4 1

Gambling with another person who is 
better at self-control (but spending indi-
vidually)

1.8 1.7 2 2 1.8 1.4 1.6 1.8

Pooling gambling money in a group kitty 
and sharing winnings and losses

1.9 1.7 1.7 1.5 1.9 1.5 1.8 1.6

Gambling with a group of people and 
spending individually [F=1.8, p=.10]

2 1.7 2.4 1.9 1.7 1.8 1.5 2.4

Verbally announcing your limits out aloud 
to another person

2.3 2 1.9 1.8 1.9 2.1 1.7 2.2

Asking a person specifically not to back 
you if you go over your limit

1.4 1.2 1.4 1.3 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.4

Taking a break to cool-off when you feel 
you’re losing control

2 1.8 2.1 1.6 1.8 1.7 1.3 2.3

Limiting alcoholic drinks you have before 
or during gambling

2 2 2 2.1 1.9 2.1 1.7 1.6

Planning another activity/event so that 
you are forced to stop gambling and 
leave

2.4 1.9 1.9 1.6 1.8 1.5 1.6 1.9

Doing another activity to avoid over-
spending your limit (like watching a band, 
reading a magazine, sitting down, having 
something to eat etc.)

2.7 2.2 2.4 1.8 2 2.3 2 2.6
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Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you 
start to go over your limit [F=2.5, p=.02]

3.3 2.6 2.4 2.1 2.4 2.4 2.1 1.6

Does your spouse ever make you feel 
guilty in an attempt to help regulate you 
gambling? [F=2.2, p=.03]

2.3 2.1 1.6 1.5 1.3 2 1.9 1

Avoiding high or large bets such as maxi-
mum or multiple bets

3.2 2.8 3.4 2.6 2.9 3.3 2.9 2.7

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how often - if at all - have you used the following techniques to help keep to or under your preferred gam-
bling spend limit? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular EGM players) (Significant differences in blue). Unweighted results

Table 86.Use of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

NSW
(N=34)

ACT
(N=33)

VIC
(N=34)

TAS
(N=31)

QLD
(N=31)

SA
(N=31)

NT
(N=31)

WA
(N=15)



PAGE 232 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

Figure 88. Use of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how often - if at all - have you used the following techniques to help keep to or under your preferred gambling spend 
limit? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular EGM players) (For significant differences, see Table 86) Unweighted results
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
TAB punters

Jurisdictional trends in the use of different control strategies by punters are shown in 
Table 87. There was one interesting significant trend. This involved Victorians being 
more likely to make themselves “read the form guide” prior to punting than in the 
other states. This tendency was also quite high in the ACT and Queensland and notably 
lower in WA. Key trends are once again also illustrated in Figure 89.

Table 87.Use of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

NSW
(N=32)

ACT
(N=28)

VIC
(N=30)

TAS
(N=30)

QLD
(N=30)

SA
(N=30)

NT
(N=30)

WA
(N=32)

Taking only what you plan to spend on 
gambling and leaving other cash at home

4 3.6 3.4 3.6 3.1 3.3 2.9 3.2

Leaving your ATM card or credit card at 
home

2.3 2.3 2.6 2.3 2.2 2.5 1.8 2.5

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money 
at gambling venues

2.4 2.7 2.7 2.8 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.6

Separating gambling money from other 
money such as in different pockets or in 
different parts of your wallet/purse so you 
don't spend it

2.3 2.5 1.8 2.8 2.4 2.4 2.7 2.3

Using willpower 3.7 4.1 3.2 3.7 3.4 3.8 3.8 3.7

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold 
your money/purse or wallet

1.5 1.3 1.7 1.2 1.2 1.4 1.1 1.4

Gambling with another person who is 
better at self-control (but spending indi-
vidually)

1.8 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.5 1.8 1.5

Pooling gambling money in a group kitty 
and sharing winnings and losses

2.1 1.8 2.2 1.5 2.1 2.4 2.1 2

Gambling with a group of people and 
spending individually

2.6 1.7 2.3 2.1 2.3 2.3 2.5 2.1

Verbally announcing your limits out aloud 
to another person

1.7 1.3 1.5 1.3 1.6 1.4 2 1.7

Asking a person specifically not to back 
you if you go over your limit

1.4 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.1 1.2

Taking a break to cool-off when you feel 
you’re losing control

1.9 1.8 1.9 1.8 1.8 2.1 2.1 1.8

Limiting alcoholic drinks you have before 
or during gambling

2.1 2.3 2.3 2.4 2.3 2.3 1.9 2

Planning another activity/event so that 
you are forced to stop gambling and leave

1.8 1.4 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.7 1.6

Doing another activity to avoid over-
spending your limit (like watching a band, 
reading a magazine, sitting down, having 
something to eat etc.)

2.1 1.6 1.9 2.1 1.7 1.9 1.9 2.1

Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you 
start to go over your limit

2 1.9 1.8 1.6 2.3 1.9 2 1.9

Does your spouse ever make you feel 
guilty in an attempt to help regulate you 
gambling?

2 2 1.7 1.4 1.6 1.6 1.4 1.8

Avoiding high or large bets such as maxi-
mum or multiple bets

3.1 2.7 2.8 2.5 3.5 2.9 2.8 3.2
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Making yourself read the form guide or 
research a bet well before you place it
[F=1.8, p=.09]

3.5 4.1 4.4 3.7 4.1 3.6 3.7 3.3

Placing your bet in a TAB outlet to avoid 
spending too much at the track

2.8 2.9 2.7 2.5 1.9 2.8 2.4 2.3

Avoiding betting on hot tips 2.9 2.3 3 2.6 2.7 2.7 2.8 2.8

Placing your bets at a TAB outlet and then 
leaving to watch a race at home

2.6 2.8 3 3 3 2.5 2.1 2.7

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how often - if at all - have you used the following techniques to help keep to or under your preferred gambling 
spend limit? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular TAB punters). (Significant differences in blue) Unweighted results

Table 87.Use of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

NSW
(N=32)

ACT
(N=28)

VIC
(N=30)

TAS
(N=30)

QLD
(N=30)

SA
(N=30)

NT
(N=30)

WA
(N=32)
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Figure 89. Use of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how often - if at all - have you used the following techniques to help keep to or under your preferred gambling spend 
limit? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular TAB punters) (For significant differences, see Table 87). Unweighted results
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Trends by risk for
problem gambling

Understanding how gamblers use various control strategies to keep to 
precommitments (even if the intended strategies don’t work) presents an interesting 
point for analysis. Accordingly, results by the risk level of gamblers are presented in 
Table 88. Once again, it is interesting to note the overall tendency of problem gamblers 
to use the following control techniques (irrespective of whether they work or not):

•• taking only what you plan to spend

•• leaving the ATM card and avoiding ATMs

•• separating gambling money (eg. different pockets etc.) to avoid spending it

•• asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold the money/wallet/purse

•• gambling with another person who is better at self-control

•• asking someone to not back you if you go over

•• taking a break if you feel you’re losing control

•• planning another activity/event so that you are forced to stop gambling and leave 

•• doing another activity to avoid overspending your limit 

•• making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to go over your limit 
(or the spouse doing the same)

•• avoiding betting on hot tips (although moderate risk gamblers were marginally 
higher - yet both groups together were higher than others)

•• placing your bets at a TAB outlet and then leaving to watch a race at home

In contrast, it is quite interesting to also note the other significant differences in 
different directions: 

•• using willpower - it is interesting to note that this strategy was least frequently 
employed by problem gamblers and more often used by non-problem gamblers

•• limiting alcoholic drinks - this was used to about the same degree by the low, 
moderate risk and problem gamblers, but used least by non-problem gamblers
(arguably because they don’t perceive a need for it)
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Table 88.Use of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results -
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

Non-
problem 
gambling
(N=197)

Low risk
(N=79)

Moderate 
risk

(N=117)

Problem 
gambling
(N=89)

Taking only what you plan to spend on gambling and leaving 
other cash at home [F=4.5 p=.002]

2.8 3.2 3.4 3.4

Leaving your ATM card or credit card at home [F=5.4, p=.001] 1.9 2.1 2 2.7

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at gambling venues
[F=5.4, p=.001]

2.3 2.7 3 3

Separating gambling money from other money such as in differ-
ent pockets or in different parts of your wallet/purse so you 
don't spend it [F=2.7, p=.05]

2.1 2.3 2.5 2.6

Using willpower [F=5.7, p=.001] 3.9 4 3.6 3.2

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your money/purse or 
wallet [F=10.3, p<.001]

1.1 1.4 1.4 1.8

Gambling with another person who is better at self-control 
(but spending individually) [F=7.0, p<.001]

1.4 1.6 1.9 1.9

Pooling gambling money in a group kitty and sharing winnings 
and losses

1.8 2 1.9 1.9

Gambling with a group of people and spending individually 2 2.1 2.2 2.2

Verbally announcing your limits out aloud to another person 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.8

Asking a person specifically not to back you if you go over your 
limit [F=3.2, p=.002]

1.1 1.2 1.4 1.4

Taking a break to cool-off when you feel you’re losing control
[F=15.6, p<.001]

1.5 1.7 2.1 2.5

Limiting alcoholic drinks you have before or during gambling
[F=4.5, p=.004]

1.8 2.3 2.4 2.2

Planning another activity/event so that you are forced to stop 
gambling and leave [F=16.6 p<.001]

1.4 1.6 2 2.4

Doing another activity to avoid overspending your limit (like 
watching a band, reading a magazine, sitting down, having 
something to eat etc.) [F=10.0, p<.001]

1.7 2 2.3 2.6

Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to go over your 
limit [F=48.3, p<.001]

1.5 2.1 2.5 3.4

Does your spouse ever make you feel guilty in an attempt to 
help regulate you gambling? [F=62.8, p<.001]

1.1 1.4 1.9 3.2

Avoiding high or large bets such as maximum or multiple bets 2.8 3.2 3 3.1

Making yourself read the form guide or research a bet well 
before you place it

3.8 3.9 3.7 3.9

Placing your bet in a TAB outlet to avoid spending too much at 
the track [F=4.1, p=.007]

2.2 2.6 2.5 3.3

Avoiding betting on hot tips [F=2.8, p=.04] 2.5 2.5 3.1 2.9

Placing your bets at a TAB outlet and then leaving to watch a 
race at home

2.6 2.4 3 2.9

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how often - if at all - have you used the following techniques to help keep to or under your preferred 
gambling spend limit? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) (Significant differences in blue). 
Unweighted results
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Figure 90. Use of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how often - if at all - have you used the following techniques to help keep to or under your preferred gambling spend 
limit? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular TAB punters) (For significant differences, see Table 88). Unweighted results
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Trends by problem gambling risk status

‘
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Predictive analyses Findings of predictive analyses showed that there was a significant negative relationship 
between use of willpower and the likelihood to keep to limits (r=-.16, p<.001). This 
suggests that greater use of willpower is associated with a lesser likelihood to exceed 
limits. This is no doubt explained by the notion that gamblers who have good willpower 
probably use it frequently and typically have little trouble in keeping to limits (ie. this is 
their key control strategy and others may not be required). 

Further analysis also showed a significant interaction between use of willpower by 
gambling activity by problem gambling risk status. Key findings are in Figure 91. 

Results show that use of willpower decreased with the risk status of the gambler 
and was also lower for EGM players in the moderate risk group, than punters. This 
once again illustrates that EGM players particularly struggle with willpower as a control 
strategy and this struggle increases with the higher risk status gambler.

Figure 91. Interaction relating to the use of willpower by regular gamblers - weighted 
results - INTERACTION OF RISK BY GAMBLING ACTIVITY 

BY USE OF WILLPOWER (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how often - if at all - have you used the following tech-
niques to help keep to or under your preferred gambling spend limit? (1=never, 5=always) 
(Significant interaction - F=2.1, p=.04) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) 
Unweighted results.
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Trends by indigenous
background

Key trends for people of an indigenous background are shown in Table 89. It is 
interesting to note that top strategies for this group included use of willpower, reading 
the form guide before you bet and taking only what you plan to spend. Findings also 
showed that, compared to gamblers of a non-indigenous background, indigenous 
people were significantly more likely to report:

•• leaving their ATM card or credit card at home

•• separating gambling money (eg. different pockets etc.) to avoid overspending

•• being made to feel guilty by their spouse

•• pooling money in a group kitty and sharing winnings/losses

•• gambling with another person who is better at self-control

•• asking a friend/spouse to hold their money/wallet

The finding regarding group based gambling may also further reflect the themes raised 
by indigenous representative groups, that many indigenous people have a different 
approach to the sharing of money and resources, compared to non-indigenous people.

Table 89.Use of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR PEOPLE OF INDIGENOUS BACKGROUND (N=482, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Unweighted means 
(1=never, 5=always)

Indigenous
(N=15)

Non-indigenous
(N=467)

Using willpower 4.1 3.7

Making yourself read the form guide or research a bet well before 
you place it

4.1 3.8

Taking only what you plan to spend on gambling and leaving other 
cash at home

3.8 3.1

Avoiding high or large bets such as maximum or multiple bets 3.6 2.9

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at gambling venues 3.5 2.6

Placing your bet in a TAB outlet to avoid spending too much at the 
track

3.3 2.5

Leaving your ATM card or credit card at home [F=2.2, p=.03] 3.1 2.1

Separating gambling money from other money such as in different 
pockets or in different parts of your wallet/purse so you don't 
spend it [F=2.0, p=.05]

3.1 2.3

Placing your bets at a TAB outlet and then leaving to watch a race at 
home

3.1 2.7

Does your spouse ever make you feel guilty in an attempt to help 
regulate you gambling? [F=3.7, p<.001]

2.9 1.7

Avoiding betting on hot tips 2.9 2.7

Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to go over your limit 2.8 2.2

Pooling gambling money in a group kitty and sharing winnings and 
losses [F=2.0, p=.05]

2.5 1.8

Gambling with a group of people and spending individually 2.4 2.1

Gambling with another person who is better at self-control (but 
spending individually) [F=2.2, p=.03]

2.3 1.6

Verbally announcing your limits out aloud to another person 2.3 1.8

Taking a break to cool-off when you feel you’re losing control 2.2 1.9
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Doing another activity to avoid overspending your limit (like watch-
ing a band, reading a magazine, sitting down, having something to 
eat etc.)

2.1 2.1

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your money/purse or wallet
[F=2.4, p=.02]

1.9 1.3

Planning another activity/event so that you are forced to stop gam-
bling and leave

1.9 1.7

Asking a person specifically not to back you if you go over your 
limit

1.5 1.2

Limiting alcoholic drinks you have before or during gambling 1.5 2.1

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how often - if at all - have you used the following techniques to help keep to or under 
your preferred gambling spend limit? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results
(Significant differences in blue)

Table 89.Use of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR PEOPLE OF INDIGENOUS BACKGROUND (N=482, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Unweighted means 
(1=never, 5=always)

Indigenous
(N=15)

Non-indigenous
(N=467)
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Trends for 
CALD groups

Similar trends for CALD groups are presented in Table 90. Findings once again showed 
a number of statistically significant trends including that CALD groups were more likely 
to report:

•• making themselves feel guilty in an attempt to control their gambling - 
including relatively more pressure from their spouse

•• asking a friend to hold their money/wallet or purse

•• asking someone specifically “not to back them” if they go over their limit

Accordingly, some very interesting results are apparent for both CALD groups and 
people of an indigenous background. While they are only based on small samples of 
representatives, they do flag some interesting themes which could be further explored 
in future studies. 

Table 90.Use of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR CALD GROUPS (N=482, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Unweighted means 
(1=never, 5=always)

English not 
first language

(N=45)

English as first 
language
(N=437)

Using willpower 3.4 3.7

Taking only what you plan to spend on gambling and 
leaving other cash at home

3.3 3.1

Making yourself read the form guide or research a bet 
well before you place it

3.3 3.8

Placing your bet in a TAB outlet to avoid spending too 
much at the track

2.9 2.5

Avoiding high or large bets such as maximum or mul-
tiple bets

2.8 3

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at gambling 
venues

2.6 2.6

Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to go 
over your limit [F=2.1, p=.04]

2.6 2.1

Placing your bets at a TAB outlet and then leaving to 
watch a race at home

2.6 2.7

Leaving your ATM card or credit card at home 2.5 2.1

Separating gambling money from other money such 
as in different pockets or in different parts of your 
wallet/purse so you don't spend it

2.5 2.3

Avoiding betting on hot tips 2.5 2.7

Doing another activity to avoid overspending your 
limit (like watching a band, reading a magazine, sitting 
down, having something to eat etc.)

2.3 2.1

Does your spouse ever make you feel guilty in an 
attempt to help regulate you gambling? [F=2.7, p=.007]

2.3 1.7

Gambling with a group of people and spending indi-
vidually

2.1 2.1

Verbally announcing your limits out aloud to another 
person

2.1 1.7

Pooling gambling money in a group kitty and sharing 
winnings and losses

2 1.9

Taking a break to cool-off when you feel you’re losing 
control

1.9 1.9
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Minor trends A range of other exploratory analyses was undertaken to examine other key trends. 
Major insights are presented for reference in Table 91. 

Planning another activity/event so that you are forced 
to stop gambling and leave

1.9 1.7

Gambling with another person who is better at self-
control (but spending individually)

1.8 1.6

Limiting alcoholic drinks you have before or during 
gambling

1.8 2.1

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your money/
purse or wallet [F=2.7, p=.007]

1.7 1.3

Asking a person specifically not to back you if you go 
over your limit [F=2.2, p=.03]

1.5 1.2

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how often - if at all - have you used the following techniques to 
help keep to or under your preferred gambling spend limit? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular EGM play-
ers/TAB punters) Unweighted results. (Significant differences in blue)

Table 90.Use of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR CALD GROUPS (N=482, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Unweighted means 
(1=never, 5=always)

English not 
first language

(N=45)

English as first 
language
(N=437)

Table 91.Differences relating to the control strategies used for gambling - 
SIGNIFICANT TRENDSa

Type of trend Significant trends

Age • compared to older gamblers, younger gamblers were more likely 
to use the following control strategies - Taking a break to cool-off 
when you feel you’re losing control (r=-0.18,p<.001), gambling 
with another person who is better at self-control (but spending 
individually) (r=-0.17,p<.001), asking a reliable friend/spouse to 
hold your money/purse or wallet (r=-0.17,p<.001), asking a 
person specifically not to back you if you go over your limit 
(r=-0.16,p<.001), making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to 
go over your limit (r=-0.16, p<.001), verbally announcing your 
limits out aloud to another person (r=-0.14, p=0.002), planning 
another activity/event so that you are forced to stop gambling 
and leave (r=-0.14, p=0.002), gambling with a group of people 
and spending individually (r=-0.14, p=0.003), spouse makes 
them feel guilty in an attempt to regulate the gambling (r=-0.13,
p=0.01), doing another activity to avoid overspending the limit  
(r=-0.11, p=0.023) and pooling gambling money in a group kitty 
and sharing winnings and losses (r=-0.100.026)

• compared to younger gamblers, older gamblers were more likely 
to use the following strategies - Placing your bets at a TAB outlet 
and then leaving to watch a race at home (r=0.19, p=0.004), 
Using willpower (r=0.16, p=0.001) and limiting alcoholic drinks 
you have before or during gambling (r=0.10, p=0.03)
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Gender • relative to males, females were more likely to use the following 
control strategies while gambling - Gambling with another per-
son who is better at self-control (but spending individually)(t=-
3.5, p<.001) (male=1.5; female=1.9), verbally announcing your 
limits out aloud to another person (t=-4.4, p<.001) (male=1.6; 
female=2.1), separating gambling money from other money such 
as in different pockets or in different parts of your wallet/purse 
so you don’t spend it (t=-2.7, p=0.007) (male=2.2; female=2.6), 
asking a person specifically not to back you if you go over your 
limit (t=-2.17, p=0.03) (male=1.2; female=1.3), leaving ATM card 
or credit card at home(t=-1.90, p=0.057) (male=2.0; 
female=2.3), avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at 
gambling venues (r=-1.78, p=0.08) (male=2.5; female=2.8)

Frequency of gambling • Compared to less frequent gamblers, more frequent gamblers 
were more significantly more likely to use the following control 
strategies during gambling limiting alcoholic drinks before or dur-
ing gambling (r=0.10, p=0.04), taking a break to cool-off when 
losing control (r=0.08, p=0.08), reading the form guide or 
researching a bet well before placing it (r=0.19, p=0.003), tak-
ing only what you plan to spend on gambling and leaving other 
cash at home (r=0.10, p=0.03) and there was also an increased 
tendency for their spouses to make them feel guilty in an 
attempt to regulate the gambling (r=0.17, p=0.001)

• Compared to more frequent gamblers, less frequent gamblers 
were more significantly more likely to use the following control 
strategies during gambling - Verbally announce limits out aloud to 
another person (r=-0.14, p=0.002), use of willpower (r=-0.10, 
p=0.03) and gambling with a group of people and spending indi-
vidually (r=-0.10, p=0.04)

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how often - if at all - have you used the following techniques to help keep 
to or under your preferred gambling spend limit? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) 
Unweighted results (Significant differences in blue)

Table 91.Differences relating to the control strategies used for gambling - 
SIGNIFICANT TRENDSa

Type of trend Significant trends
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Effectiveness of control strategies

Trends by type of gambler - 
EGM players

While many control strategies may be used by gamblers to try to keep to 
precommitted limits, it is of course possible that some may be more or less 
effective than others. To this end, the next part of the survey asked gamblers to rate 
the effectiveness of various precommitment strategies. Findings relating to the 
effectiveness of control or “precommitment techniques” for EGM players are in 
Figure 68. 

In conjunction with Table 93 (which presents overall means), findings illustrate that:

•• willpower was actually the most effective technique overall for EGM players - 
47% rating as very effective and 20% as quite effective

•• avoiding high or large bets was the second most effective overall - 
53% rating as very effective and 14% as quite effective

•• doing another activity to avoid overspending was third most effective overall - 
45% rating as very effective and 18% as quite effective

•• planning another activity/event to be forced to stop gambling - was fourth most 
effective overall - 51% rating as very effective and 15% as quite effective

•• making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to go over your limit was fifth most 
effective overall - 38% rating as very effective and 23% as quite effective

The least effective strategies overall for EGM players included:

•• asking a person specifically not to back you if you go over your limit (least effective)

•• asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your money/purse or wallet 

•• the spouse applying a “guilt trip” over the EGM player

•• gambling with a group of people and spending individually

•• pooling gambling money in a group kitty and sharing winnings and losses

•• separating gambling money from other money such as in different pockets etc.

It should also be of course noted that less effective control strategies are no doubt also 
those which are probably less familiar to (and least used) by gamblers.
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Figure 92. Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your gambling? 
(1=not at all, 5=very effective) (Base: Regular EGM players) Weighted results

Effectiveness of control strategies for gambling -
National trends for EGM players

Gambling with a group of people and spending individually

Pooling gambling money in a group kitty and sharing winnings and losses

Gambling with another person who is better
at self-control (but spending individually)

Taking only what you plan to spend on gambling and leaving other cash at home

Separating gambling money from other money such as in different pockets
or in different parts of your wallet/purse so you don’t spend it

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your money/purse or wallet

Asking a person specifically not to back you if you go over your limit

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at gambling venues

Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to go over your limit

Verbally announcing your limits out aloud to another person

Does your spouse ever make you feel guilty
in an attempt to help regulate you gambling?

Taking a break to cool-off when you feel youre losing control

Limiting alcoholic drinks you have before or during gambling

Doing another activity to avoid overspending your limit (like watching a
band, reading a magazine, sitting down, having something to eat etc.)

Leaving your ATM card or credit card at home

Using willpower

Planning another activity/event so that
you are forced to stop gambling and leave

Avoiding high or large bets such as maximum or multiple bets

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% regular EGM players

35% 12% 9% 11% 33%

36% 5% 15% 10% 34%

32% 5% 11% 15% 37%

28% 6% 10% 19% 37%

33% 11% 12% 6% 38%

46% 4%4% 8% 38%

45% 4%4% 9% 38%

29% 6% 11% 16% 38%

17% 8% 14% 23% 38%

35% 5% 8% 13% 39%

41% 5% 9% 5% 40%

33% 4% 8% 14% 41%

39% 6% 5% 6% 44%

21% 5% 11% 18% 45%

36% 6% 6% 6% 46%

12% 7% 14% 20% 47%

25% 4%5% 15% 51%

17% 3% 13% 14% 53%

Not at all effective A little Moderately Quite Very effective
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Trends by type of gambler - 
TAB punters

Overall results for TAB punters are in Figure 93 (Table 92 also presents means for 
distilling overall trends). Findings interestingly show that the most effective 
“precommitment” or control strategies for TAB punters were:

•• Taking only what you plan to spend and leaving cash at home -
55% rating as very effective and 21% as quite effective

•• Using willpower - 46% rating as very effective and 21% as quite effective

•• Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at venues -
52% rating as very effective and 15% as quite effective

•• Making yourself read the form guide or research a bet -
43% rating as very effective and 16% as quite effective

•• Avoiding high or large bets such as maximum or multiple bets - 
47% rating as very effective and 20% as quite effective

•• Placing your bets at a TAB outlet and then leaving to watch a race at home - 
42% rating as very effective and 21% as quite effective

•• Leaving your ATM card or credit card at home - 
49% rating as very effective and 13% as quite effective

In contrast, control strategies which were generally found the least effective for TAB 
punters overall included:

•• asking a person specifically not to back you if you go over your limit (least effective)

•• verbally announcing your limits out aloud to another person

•• gambling with another person who is better at self-control 
(but spending individually) 

•• having the spouse apply the guilt trip 

•• asking a reliable friend/spouse to money/purse or wallet

•• gambling with a group of people and spending individually
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Figure 93. Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=, November 2005)a

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your gambling? (1=never, 5=always) 
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Weighted results

Verbally announcing your limits out aloud to another person

Gambling with a group of people and spending individually

Gambling with another person who is better
at self-control (but spending individually)

Pooling gambling money in a group kitty and sharing winnings and losses

Asking a person specifically not to back you if you go over your limit

Does your spouse ever make you feel guilty
in an attempt to help regulate you gambling?

Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to go over your limit

Placing your bet in a TAB outlet to avoiding spending too much at the track

Avoiding betting on hot tips

Doing another activity to avoid overspending your limit (like watching a
band, reading a magazine, sitting down, having something to eat etc.)

Taking a break to cool-off when you feel youre losing control

Limiting alcoholic drinks you have before or during gambling

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your money/purse or wallet

Planning another activity/event so that
you are forced to stop gambling and leave

Placing your bets at a TAB outlet and then leaving to watch a race at home

Making yourself read the form guide or research a bet well before you place it

Separating gambling money from other money such as in different pockets
or in different parts of your wallet/purse so you don’t spend it

Using willpower

Leaving your ATM card or credit card at home

Avoiding high or large bets such as maximum or multiple bets

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at gambling venues

Taking only what you plan to spend on gambling and leaving other cash at home

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% regular TAB punters

42% 6% 12% 11% 29%

34% 7% 19% 11% 29%

44% 5% 13% 8% 30%

31% 8% 10% 19% 32%

51% 3%7% 6% 33%

42% 4% 11% 9% 34%

32% 5% 12% 16% 35%

30% 5% 9% 21% 35%

22% 7% 18% 17% 36%

30% 2% 17% 14% 37%

33% 2% 12% 16% 37%

34% 6% 6% 16% 38%

41% 4%3% 12% 40%

33% 6%4% 16% 41%

26% 4%7% 21% 42%

18% 6% 17% 16% 43%

31% 1%8% 15% 45%

17% 8% 8% 21% 46%

29% 4%5% 13% 49%

22% 4% 11% 14% 49%

23% 3%7% 15% 52%

15% 1%8% 21% 55%

Not at all effective A little Moderately Quite Very effective

Effectiveness of control strategies for gambling -
National trends for TAB punters
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Trends by type 
of gambler - 
EGM players/
TAB punters

A comparison of groups also revealed a number of statistically significant differences 
between EGM players and TAB punters. National comparative trends across the two 
gambler groups are shown in Table 92. Specifically, EGM players found the following 
strategies significantly more effective when compared to TAB punters:

•• planning another activity so that you’re forced to stop gambling and leave

•• doing another activity to avoid overspending your limit 

•• making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to go over your limit

•• gambling with another person who is better at self-control 
(but spending individually)

TAB punters, in contrast, found the following more effective than EGM players:

•• taking only what you plan to spend and leaving other cash at home

•• avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at gambling venues

•• separating gambling money from other money such as in different pockets etc. 
so you don't spend it.

Table 92.Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Weighted 
(1=not at all effective, 5=very effective)

EGM players
(N=315)

TAB punters
(N=167)

Overall
(N=482)

Using willpower 3.8 3.7 3.8

Avoiding high or large bets such as maximum or multi-
ple bets

3.8 3.6 3.8

Taking only what you plan to spend on gambling and 
leaving other cash at home [t=-4.2 p<.001]

3.3 4 3.6

Making yourself read the form guide or research a bet 
well before you place it

n/a 3.6 3.6

Placing your bets at a TAB outlet and then leaving to 
watch a race at home

n/a 3.5 3.5

Planning another activity/event so that you are forced 
to stop gambling and leave [t=2.1, p=.03]

3.6 3.3 3.5

Doing another activity to avoid overspending your limit 
(like watching a band, reading a magazine, sitting down, 
having something to eat etc.) [t=2.3, p=.02]

3.6 3.2 3.5

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at gambling 
venues [t=-2.4 p=.02]

3.3 3.7 3.4

Avoiding betting on hot tips n/a 3.4 3.4

Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to go over 
your limit [t=2.5, p=.01]

3.6 3.2 3.4

Leaving your ATM card or credit card at home 3.2 3.5 3.3

Placing your bet in a TAB outlet to avoid spending too 
much at the track

n/a 3.3 3.3

Separating gambling money from other money such as 
in different pockets or in different parts of your wallet/
purse so you don't spend it [t=-2.2, p=.03]

3 3.4 3.2

Taking a break to cool-off when you feel you’re losing 
control

3.3 3.2 3.2
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Limiting alcoholic drinks you have before or during 
gambling

3.1 3.2 3.1

Pooling gambling money in a group kitty and sharing 
winnings and losses

3 3.1 3.1

Gambling with a group of people and spending individ-
ually

3 3 3

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your money/
purse or wallet

2.9 3 3

Gambling with another person who is better at self-
control (but spending individually) [t=2.4, p=.02]

3.2 2.8 3

Verbally announcing your limits out aloud to another 
person

3.1 2.8 3

Does your spouse ever make you feel guilty in an 
attempt to help regulate you gambling?

3 2.9 2.9

Asking a person specifically not to back you if you go 
over your limit

2.9 2.7 2.8

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your gambling? (1=not 
at all, 5=very effective) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) (Significant differences in blue). Weighted results

Table 92.Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Weighted 
(1=not at all effective, 5=very effective)

EGM players
(N=315)

TAB punters
(N=167)

Overall
(N=482)
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Trends by location of 
play - EGM players

Key trends by the location of EGM play are shown in Table 93. Interestingly, findings 
showed that casino based players rated taking what you plan to spend as a more 
effective strategy than other groups. Moreover, they also rated leaving the ATM card at 
home and separating gambling money into different locations as more effective than 
both club or hotel based players.

Table 93.Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF EGM PLAY (N=240, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Unweighted means 
(1=not at all effective, 5=very effective)

Club 
(N=114)

Hotel
(N=70)

Casino
(N=56)

Taking only what you plan to spend on gambling and 
leaving other cash at home [F=3.3, p=.04]

3.3 3.5 4

Leaving your ATM card or credit card at home
[F=2.5, p=.09]

3 3.1 3.7

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at gambling 
venues

3.2 3.3 3.6

Separating gambling money from other money such as 
in different pockets or in different parts of your wallet/
purse so you don't spend it [F=3.7, p=.03]

3 3 3.7

Using willpower 3.9 3.8 3.6

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your money/
purse or wallet

2.7 2.8 3

Gambling with another person who is better \rat self-
control (but spending individually)

2.9 3.1 2.8

Pooling gambling money in a group kitty and sharing 
winnings and losses

2.8 2.9 2.8

Gambling with a group of people and spending individ-
ually

2.6 2.9 2.8

Verbally announcing your limits out aloud to another 
person

2.8 2.8 3

Asking a person specifically not to back you if you go 
over your limit

2.5 2.9 2.4

Taking a break to cool-off when you feel you’re losing 
control

2.9 3 2.9

Limiting alcoholic drinks you have before or during 
gambling

2.8 3.1 3.1

Planning another activity/event so that you are forced 
to stop gambling and leave

3.3 3.1 3.1

Doing another activity to avoid overspending your limit 
(like watching a band, reading a magazine, sitting down, 
having something to eat etc.)

3.2 3.3 3.6

Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to go over 
your limit

3.3 3.1 3.3

Does your spouse ever make you feel guilty in an 
attempt to help regulate you gambling?

2.7 2.6 2.8

Avoiding high or large bets such as maximum or multi-
ple bets

3.7 3.6 3.8

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your gambling? 
(1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular EGM players) (Significant differences in blue). Unweighted results
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Trends by location of play 
- TAB punters

Key trends for punters are presented in Table 94. It is interesting to note that on-
course and internet punters found willpower to be significantly more effective, along 
with the strategy to take a break to cool off when you’re losing control.

Table 94.Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING (N=242, November 2005)a

Source of money 
for gambling

Unweighted means 
(1=not at all effective, 5=very effective)

On-course 
Off-

course 
Phone 
betting

Internet 
betting

Taking only what you plan to spend on gambling and 
leaving other cash at home

4 3.8 4.2 4.3

Leaving your ATM card or credit card at home 3.4 3.3 3.5 3.3

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at gambling 
venues

3.9 3.5 3.6 3.5

Separating gambling money from other money such as 
in different pockets or in different parts of your wallet/
purse so you don't spend it

3.7 3.4 3.4 3.7

Using willpower [F=2.7, p=.04] 4.3 3.8 3.6 4.4

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your money/
purse or wallet

2.9 2.9 2.6 3.4

Gambling with another person who is better \rat self-
control (but spending individually)

3.1 2.8 3 3

Pooling gambling money in a group kitty and sharing 
winnings and losses

3.6 3 2.9 3.4

Gambling with a group of people and spending individ-
ually

3.5 2.9 3.1 3.1

Verbally announcing your limits out aloud to another 
person

3.4 2.7 2.9 3.1

Asking a person specifically not to back you if you go 
over your limit

3.1 2.6 2.9 2.9

Taking a break to cool-off when you feel you’re losing 
control [F=2.9, p=.04]

3.6 2.9 3.1 3.9

Limiting alcoholic drinks you have before or during 
gambling

3.7 3 3.5 3.6

Planning another activity/event so that you are forced 
to stop gambling and leave

3.2 3 3.3 3.3

Doing another activity to avoid overspending your limit 
(like watching a band, reading a magazine, sitting down, 
having something to eat etc.)

3.4 3 2.8 3.6

Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to go over 
your limit

3.2 2.9 3.2 3.6

Does your spouse ever make you feel guilty in an 
attempt to help regulate you gambling?

2.1 2.8 2.7 3.3

Avoiding high or large bets such as maximum or multi-
ple bets

3.6 3.5 3.5 3.6

Making yourself read the form guide or research a bet 
well before you place it

3.6 3.5 3.4 4.1

Placing your bet in a TAB outlet to avoid spending too 
much at the track

3.1 3.3 3.2 3.1

Avoiding betting on hot tips 3.2 3.3 4 3.3
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Placing your bets at a TAB outlet and then leaving to 
watch a race at home

3.1 3.7 3.3 3.4

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your gambling? (1=never, 
5=always) (Base: Regular TAB punters) (Significant differences in blue). Unweighted results

Table 94.Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING (N=242, November 2005)a

Source of money 
for gambling

Unweighted means 
(1=not at all effective, 5=very effective)

On-course 
Off-

course 
Phone 
betting

Internet 
betting
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Trends by jurisdiction -
EGM players

Key trends by jurisdiction relating to the most effective control strategies are in 
Table 95 and in Figure 94. While most differences were not statistically significant, it is 
interesting to observe the following significant trends:

•• EGM players in Victoria and SA rated the strategy of asking someone not to back 
you as higher than other jurisdictions

•• EGM players in NSW, WA and Victoria rated the strategy of planning another 
activity/event (ie. so that you are forced to stop gambling and leave) as higher than 
other jurisdictions - the same trend was also observed for the strategy of doing 
another activity on-site to avoid overspending

Table 95.Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

Control strategies
Unweighted means (1=not at all effective, 5=very effective)

NSW ACT VIC TAS QLD SA NT WA

Taking only what you plan to spend on gam-
bling and leaving other cash at home

3.4 3.1 3 3.7 3.4 3.8 3.9 4.3

Leaving your ATM card or credit card at 
home

3.3 2.9 3.1 3.3 3 3.2 3.3 3.6

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at 
gambling venues

3 2.9 3.5 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.1 4.1

Separating gambling money from other 
money such as in different pockets or in dif-
ferent parts of your wallet/purse so you 
don't spend it

2.8 2.8 3.3 3.2 2.9 3.3 3.3 4.1

Using willpower 3.6 3.5 3.9 3.6 4.4 4.1 3.4 4

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your 
money/purse or wallet

2.6 2.5 3.4 2 2.8 2.9 3.3 3.2

Gambling with another person who is better 
at self-control (but spending individually)

3 2.5 3.6 2.4 3.1 3.1 3 3.4

Pooling gambling money in a group kitty and 
sharing winnings and losses

2.8 2.5 3.5 2.6 3 2.6 2.9 2.7

Gambling with a group of people and spend-
ing individually

3 1.9 3.2 2.5 2.9 2.7 3.1 2.8

Verbally announcing your limits out aloud to 
another person

3.1 2.2 3.4 2.4 3 3.1 2.4 3.3

Asking a person specifically not to back you if 
you go over your limit [F=1.9, p=.07]

2.8 1.9 3.2 2.1 2.5 3.2 2.4 2.7

Taking a break to cool-off when you feel 
you’re losing control

3.3 2.6 3.5 2.6 2.7 3.1 2.7 3.4

Limiting alcoholic drinks you have before or 
during gambling

2.9 2.4 3.3 2.8 3.1 3.4 2.8 3.1

Planning another activity/event so that you 
are forced to stop gambling and leave
[F=2.7, p=.01]

3.9 2.8 3.7 2.3 2.9 3.3 2.8 3.8

Doing another activity to avoid overspending 
your limit (like watching a band, reading a 
magazine, sitting down, having something to 
eat etc.) [F=2.5, p=.02]

3.8 2.9 3.8 2.5 3 3.6 3 4.2

Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start 
to go over your limit

3.7 3 3.7 2.8 3.2 3.4 2.8 3.6

Does your spouse ever make you feel guilty 
in an attempt to help regulate you gambling?

3.1 2.1 3.1 2.3 2.5 2.5 2.8 3.4

Avoiding high or large bets such as maximum 
or multiple bets

3.7 3.4 4.1 3.3 3.6 4 3.5 4.1

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your gambling? (1=never, 5=always) 
(Base: Regular EGM players) (Significant differences in blue). Unweighted results
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Figure 94. Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your gambling? (1=never, 5=always) 
(Base: Regular EGM players) (For significant differences, see Table 95) Unweighted results
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Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling -
Trends by jurisdiction for EGM players
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
TAB punters

Jurisdictional trends for punters are shown in Table 96 and Figure 95. Interestingly, only 
one significant result was apparent and that showed that punters in Queensland, the 
ACT and SA were more likely to rate as effective the strategy relating to pooling 
gambling money in a group kitty and sharing winnings and losses (although technically, 
this was only tending towards significance).

Table 96.Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

Control strategies
Unweighted means (1=not at all effective, 5=very effective)

NSW ACT VIC TAS QLD SA NT WA

Taking only what you plan to spend 
on gambling and leaving other cash at 
home

4 4.1 3.8 3.8 4.1 4.1 3.6 4

Leaving your ATM card or credit card 
at home

3.5 3.8 3.5 2.8 3.4 3.4 3.1 3.3

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw 
money at gambling venues

3.9 4.2 3.7 3.8 3.1 3.6 3.1 3.4

Separating gambling money from 
other money such as in different 
pockets or in different parts of your 
wallet/purse so you don't spend it

3.5 3.6 3.3 3.6 3.4 3.4 3.8 3.4

Using willpower 3.8 4.2 3.4 4.1 3.7 4 4 4.2

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to 
hold your money/purse or wallet

3 2.9 3.2 2.4 2.9 3 2.7 3.2

Gambling with another person who is 
better at self-control (but spending 
individually)

2.8 3.2 2.3 2.6 3.2 3 3 3.2

Pooling gambling money in a group 
kitty and sharing winnings and losses 
[F=1.9, p=.08]

3 3.5 3 2.2 3.6 3.5 3 3.2

Gambling with a group of people and 
spending individually

2.9 3.2 2.7 2.5 3.2 3.3 3.1 3.5

Verbally announcing your limits out 
aloud to another person

2.7 2.8 2.6 2.4 3 3 3.1 3.5

Asking a person specifically not to 
back you if you go over your limit

2.6 3.1 2.5 2.4 3.1 2.8 2.5 3.3

Taking a break to cool-off when you 
feel you’re losing control

3.1 3.2 3.1 2.6 3.4 3.4 2.9 3.7

Limiting alcoholic drinks you have 
before or during gambling

3.1 3.3 3.1 3 3.4 3.6 2.8 3.5

Planning another activity/event so that 
you are forced to stop gambling and 
leave

3.6 3.2 2.8 2.6 3.1 3.1 3 3.5

Doing another activity to avoid over-
spending your limit (like watching a 
band, reading a magazine, sitting 
down, having something to eat etc.)

3.5 3.1 2.8 2.8 3.3 2.8 2.8 3.8

Making yourself feel guilty or bad if 
you start to go over your limit

3.2 2.9 2.8 2.8 3.6 2.8 2.9 3.6

Does your spouse ever make you feel 
guilty in an attempt to help regulate 
you gambling?

3.1 2.8 2.2 2.1 3.1 2.9 2.4 3.5

Avoiding high or large bets such as 
maximum or multiple bets

3.6 3.5 3.4 3 3.9 3.6 3.1 4.3

Making yourself read the form guide 
or research a bet well before you 
place it

3.3 3.5 3.8 3.6 3.8 3.5 3.3 3.9

Placing your bet in a TAB outlet to 
avoid spending too much at the track

3.2 3.8 3.4 3.1 3.1 3 2.7 3.5
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Avoiding betting on hot tips 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.1 3 3 4.2

Placing your bets at a TAB outlet and 
then leaving to watch a race at home

3.5 3.8 3.3 3.3 3.5 3.6 3.2 3.9

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your gambling? 
(1=not at all, 5=very effective) (Base: Regular TAB punters). (Significant differences in blue) Unweighted results

Table 96.Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

Control strategies
Unweighted means (1=not at all effective, 5=very effective)

NSW ACT VIC TAS QLD SA NT WA



PAGE 258 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

Figure 95. Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your gambling? (1=not at all, 5=very effective) 
(Base: Regular TAB punters) (For significant differences, see Table 96) Unweighted results
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Trends by risk for
problem gambling

The effectiveness of control strategies used by problem gamblers presents an 
interesting point for analysis in the current study. Key results are in Table 97. It is also 
quite evident from Figure 96 that problem gamblers found most strategies less 
effective than other lower risk groups. This is also despite the fact that many tried to 
use a range of control strategies at a rate higher than other groups. In particular, 
findings showed that the least effective of all strategies for problem gamblers were:

•• asking a person specifically not to back you if you go over your limit

•• verbally announcing your limits out aloud to another person 

•• gambling with a group of people and spending individually 

It is also noteworthy that the following strategies received a “less than effective” rating 
of under three on the five point scale:

•• avoiding betting on hot tips

•• asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your money/purse or wallet

•• taking a break to cool-off when you feel you’re losing control

•• gambling with another person who is better at self-control 
(but spending individually)

•• using willpower

In contrast, more effective control strategies for problem gamblers included:

•• leaving the ATM or credit card at home (most effective of all control strategies)

•• placing bets at the TAB and leaving to watch the race at home and also betting 
at the TAB to avoid spending too much at the track

•• taking only what you plan to spend on gambling and leaving other cash at home

•• avoiding high or large bets

•• making yourself read the form guide or research a bet well.

Also worth noting are the significant trends including:

•• problem gamblers found leaving the ATM/credit card at home significantly more 
effective than non-problem and moderate risk gamblers

•• problem gamblers found taking only what you plan to spend on gambling and 
leaving other cash at home as significantly less effective 

•• problem gamblers and moderate risk gamblers found separating gambling money 
from other money as significantly less effective 

•• problem gamblers found willpower and avoiding bets on hot tips as significantly 
less effective 

•• problem gamblers and moderate risk gamblers found pooling gambling money in a 
group kitty and sharing winnings and losses as significantly less effective, along with 
gambling with a group and verbalising limits to another person.
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Table 97.Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results -
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Unweighted means 
(1=not at all effective, 5=very effective)

Non-problem 
gambling
(N=197)

Low risk
(N=79)

Moderate risk
(N=117)

Problem 
gambling
(N=89)

Leaving your ATM card or credit card 
at home [F=2.1, p=.10]

3.2 3.6 3 3.6

Placing your bets at a TAB outlet and 
then leaving to watch a race at home

3.5 3.4 3.6 3.5

Placing your bet in a TAB outlet to 
avoid spending too much at the track

3.3 3.4 3 3.4

Taking only what you plan to spend on 
gambling and leaving other cash at 
home [F=3.2, p=.02]

3.8 4.1 3.8 3.3

Avoiding high or large bets such as 
maximum or multiple bets

3.6 3.9 3.7 3.3

Making yourself read the form guide 
or research a bet well before you 
place it

3.8 3.8 3.3 3.3

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw 
money at gambling venues

3.5 3.8 3.5 3.2

Planning another activity/event so that 
you are forced to stop gambling and 
leave 

2.9 3.5 3.3 3.2

Doing another activity to avoid over-
spending your limit (like watching a 
band, reading a magazine, sitting down, 
having something to eat etc.)

3.1 3.4 3.3 3.2

Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you 
start to go over your limit

2.9 3.4 3.4 3.1

Separating gambling money from 
other money such as in different 
pockets or in different parts of your 
wallet/purse so you don't spend it
[F=3.5, p=.02]

3.5 3.6 3.1 3

Limiting alcoholic drinks you have 
before or during gambling

2.9 3.3 3.3 3

Does your spouse ever make you feel 
guilty in an attempt to help regulate 
you gambling?

2.6 3 2.6 3

Using willpower [F=20.3, p<.001] 4.2 4.3 3.7 2.9

Gambling with another person who is 
better \rat self-control (but spending 
individually)

3 3.2 2.7 2.9

Taking a break to cool-off when you 
feel you’re losing control

3 3.3 3.2 2.9

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold 
your money/purse or wallet

2.9 3.1 2.7 2.8

Avoiding betting on hot tips
[F=2.0, p=.10]

3.4 3.8 3.3 2.8
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Pooling gambling money in a group 
kitty and sharing winnings and losses
[F=2.3, p=.07]

3.1 3.4 2.8 2.7

Gambling with a group of people and 
spending individually [F=3.3, p=.02]

3.1 3.1 2.7 2.5

Verbally announcing your limits out 
aloud to another person [F=3.2, p=.02]

3 3.3 2.6 2.5

Asking a person specifically not to 
back you if you go over your limit

2.8 2.9 2.6 2.4

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your gambling? 
(1=not at all, 5=very effective) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) (Significant differences in blue). Unweighted results

Table 97.Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results -
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Unweighted means 
(1=not at all effective, 5=very effective)

Non-problem 
gambling
(N=197)

Low risk
(N=79)

Moderate risk
(N=117)

Problem 
gambling
(N=89)
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Figure 96. Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results -
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your gambling? (1=never, 5=always) 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) (For significant differences, see Table 96). Unweighted results
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Interactions Further more detailed analysis revealed a number of significant interactions between 
the risk status of the gambler, the activity (ie. EGMs v TAB) and the effectiveness of 
each control strategy. All interactions are shown in Figure 97 to Figure 101.

Findings overall showed quite a different effect of the different control 
(precommitment) strategies for EGM players compared to TAB punters. In particular, it 
is apparent that TAB punters generally find most control strategies more effective 
than EGM players. Moreover, there was also an overall trend for strategies to become 
less effective with the increasing risk of the problem gambler.

Interesting trends included:

•• it is interesting that strategies such as willpower and avoiding high/large bets have a 
sharp declining slope - this suggests that such strategies are very different in their 
effectiveness for both EGM and TAB non-problem versus problem gambler groups 
(ie. are significantly less effective for problem gamblers)

•• it is apparent that some control strategies are effective to the same level for both 
non-problem EGM and TAB groups (ie. red and blue symbols are together), while 
for others there is greater divergence even at the non-problem gambler level - 
of course some results may be due to sampling error, however, the control 
strategies with larger gaps even at the non-problem gambler level included (1) 
taking what you plan to spend, (2) leaving the ATM/credit card at home and (3) 
taking a cool-off break - this may provide some evidence to support the notion that 
there is something quite characteristic about EGMs that make it even easy for 
non-problem groups to overspend 

•• it is similarly apparent that there are particularly larger gaps between the EGM 
and TAB problem gamblers in relation to the following control strategies - (1) taking 
what you plan to spend (2) leaving the ATM/credit card at home (3) avoiding using 
ATMs (4) separating gambling money from other money (5) pooling money in a 
kitty (6) gambling with a group and spending individually (7) taking a break to cool-
off and (8) limiting alcoholic drinks - This may once again suggest that EGMs pose 
greater challenges than TAB punting in relation to the notion of keeping to limits 
during play - The finding relating to alcoholic drinks is also particularly interesting in 
light of the issue that TAB punters drink more than EGM players.
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Figure 97. Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results -
INTERACTIONS BY GAMBLING ACTIVITY AND PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your gambling? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular 
EGM players/TAB punters) Clockwise, F values were as follows - F=3.7, p=.01 (taking what you plan to spend); F=3.8, p=.01; F=3.7, p=.01 and 
F=4.6, p=.004 - Unweighted results
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Figure 98. Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results -
INTERACTIONS BY GAMBLING ACTIVITY AND PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your gambling? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular 
EGM players/TAB punters) Significant interactions. Clockwise, F values were as follows - F=3.3, p=.02 (willpower); F=3.3, p=.02; F=4.0, p=.008 and 
F=5.7, p=.001 - Unweighted results
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Figure 99. Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results -
INTERACTIONS BY GAMBLING ACTIVITY AND PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your gambling? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular 
EGM players/TAB punters) Significant interactions. Clockwise, F values were as follows - F=3.8, p=.01 (Gambling with a group); F=2.8, p=.04; 
F=4.0, p=.009 and F=2.9, p=.04 - Unweighted results
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Figure 100. Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results -
INTERACTIONS BY GAMBLING ACTIVITY AND PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your gambling? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular 
EGM players/TAB punters) Significant interactions. Clockwise, F values were as follows - F=3.1, p=.03 (Limiting alcohol); F=3.7, p=.01; 
F=2.7, p=.04 and F=3.8, p=.01 - Unweighted results
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Figure 101. Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results -
INTERACTIONS BY GAMBLING ACTIVITY AND PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your gambling? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular 
EGM players/TAB punters) Significant interactions. Clockwise, F values were as follows - F=3.1, p=.03 (Spouse makes gambler feel guilty); F=4.0, p=.008; 
- Unweighted results
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Trends by indigenous
background

Key trends for people of an indigenous background are shown in Table 98. It is 
interesting to note that avoiding ATM use and placing bets at the TAB (and leaving to 
watch the race at home) were the most effective overall strategies for indigenous 
people. There was also a significant trend for the ATM avoidance strategy to work 
more for indigenous people than people of a non-indigenous background. Moreover, 
gambling with a group (and spending individually) was also significantly more effective. 

Table 98.Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR PEOPLE OF INDIGENOUS BACKGROUND (N=482, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Unweighted means 
(1=not at all effective, 

5=very effective)

Indigenous
(N=15)

Non-
indigenous
(N=467)

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at gambling 
venues [t=2.0, p=.05]

4.4 3.4

Placing your bets at a TAB outlet and then leaving to 
watch a race at home

4.3 3.5

Gambling with another person who is better at self-
control (but spending individually)

3.8 2.9

Separating gambling money from other money such as 
in different pockets or in different parts of your wallet/
purse so you don't spend it

3.7 3.3

Using willpower 3.7 3.9

Gambling with a group of people and spending individ-
ually [t=1.8, p=.07]

3.7 2.9

Making yourself read the form guide or research a bet 
well before you place it

3.7 3.6

Placing your bet in a TAB outlet to avoid spending too 
much at the track

3.6 3.2

Taking only what you plan to spend on gambling and 
leaving other cash at home

3.5 3.7

Asking a person specifically not to back you if you go 
over your limit

3.4 2.7

Avoiding high or large bets such as maximum or multi-
ple bets

3.4 3.6

Leaving your ATM card or credit card at home 3.3 3.3

Pooling gambling money in a group kitty and sharing 
winnings and losses

3.2 3

Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to go over 
your limit

3.2 3.2

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your money/
purse or wallet

3.1 2.9

Taking a break to cool-off when you feel you’re losing 
control

3.1 3.1

Does your spouse ever make you feel guilty in an 
attempt to help regulate you gambling?

3.1 2.7

Avoiding betting on hot tips 3.1 3.4

Planning another activity/event so that you are forced 
to stop gambling and leave

2.9 3.2
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Doing another activity to avoid overspending your limit 
(like watching a band, reading a magazine, sitting down, 
having something to eat etc.)

2.9 3.2

Verbally announcing your limits out aloud to another 
person

2.8 2.9

Limiting alcoholic drinks you have before or during 
gambling

2.7 3.1

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your 
gambling? (1=not at all, 5=very effective) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) 
Unweighted results.(Significant differences in blue)

Table 98.Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR PEOPLE OF INDIGENOUS BACKGROUND (N=482, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Unweighted means 
(1=not at all effective, 

5=very effective)

Indigenous
(N=15)

Non-
indigenous
(N=467)
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Trends for CALD 
groups

The effectiveness of control strategies for CALD groups is shown in Table 99. Once 
again, it is worth noting that leaving the ATM card at home was rated as most effective, 
followed by avoiding large or high bets, taking only what you plan to spend and using 
the diversion of another activity to avoid overspending. Significant differences also 
emerged in relation to several measures. Findings showed that CALD groups rated the 
following as less effective:

•• taking what you plan to spend 

•• making yourself read the form guide or research a bet well 

•• pooling gambling money in a group kitty and sharing winnings and losses

This may suggest that such strategies do not work as well with CALD groups. 

Table 99.Effectiveness of control strategies during gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR CALD GROUPS (N=482, November 2005)a

Control strategies

Unweighted means 
(1=not at all effective, 

5=very effective)

English not 
first language

(N=45)

English as first 
language
(N=437)

Leaving your ATM card or credit card at home 3.4 3.3

Avoiding high or large bets such as maximum or multiple bets 3.3 3.6

Taking only what you plan to spend on gambling and leaving other cash 
at home [t=-2.4, p=.02]

3.2 3.8

Doing another activity to avoid overspending your limit (like watching a 
band, reading a magazine, sitting down, having something to eat etc.)

3.2 3.2

Placing your bets at a TAB outlet and then leaving to watch a race at 
home

3.1 3.6

Using willpower 3 3.9

Planning another activity/event so that you are forced to stop gambling 
and leave

3 3.2

Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to go over your limit 3 3.2

Placing your bet in a TAB outlet to avoid spending too much at the track 3 3.3

Separating gambling money from other money such as in different pock-
ets or in different parts of your wallet/purse so you don't spend it

2.9 3.4

Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your money/purse or wallet 2.9 2.9

Gambling with a group of people and spending individually 2.9 2.9

Avoiding betting on hot tips 2.9 3.4

Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at gambling venues 2.8 3.5

Gambling with another person who is better at self-control (but spend-
ing individually)

2.8 3

Verbally announcing your limits out aloud to another person 2.8 2.9

Taking a break to cool-off when you feel you’re losing control 2.7 3.1

Limiting alcoholic drinks you have before or during gambling 2.7 3.1

Making yourself read the form guide or research a bet well before you 
place it [t=--2.2, p=.03]

2.7 3.6

Does your spouse ever make you feel guilty in an attempt to help regu-
late you gambling?

2.5 2.7

Pooling gambling money in a group kitty and sharing winnings and losses
[t=-2.3, p=.03]

2.4 3

Asking a person specifically not to back you if you go over your limit 2.3 2.7

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your gambling? 
(1=not at all, 5=very effective) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results. (Significant differences in blue)
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Minor trends A range of other exploratory analyses were undertaken to examine the potential for 
other interesting differences and trends. Key insights are summarised in Table 100. 

Table 100.Differences relating to the effectiveness of control strategies used for gambling - 
SIGNIFICANT TRENDSa

Type of trend Significant trends

Age • Older gamblers found the following control strategies as more 
effective in helping control their gambling, compared to younger 
gamblers - Use of willpower (r=0.17, p<.001), avoiding betting 
on hot tips (r=0.24, p<.001), limiting alcoholic drinks before or 
during gambling (r=0.13, p=0.01), placing bets in a TAB outlet to 
avoid spending too much at the track (r=0.15, p=0.03), avoiding 
high or large bets such as maximum or multiple bets(r=0.10, p=
0.05) and separating gambling money from other money such as 
in different pockets or in different parts of your wallet/purse so 
you don’t spend it (r=0.08, p=0.09)

Gender • Males found the following control strategy more effective than 
females - Avoiding high or large bets such as maximum or multi-
ple bets (t=-1.9, p=0.06)

Frequency of gambling • Compared to less frequent gamblers, more frequent gamblers 
found the following technique more effective in helping control 
their gambling - Making yourself read the form guide or research 
a bet well before you place it (r=0.22, p=0.001)

• Compared to more frequent gamblers, less frequent gamblers 
found the following technique more effective in helping control 
their gambling - Using willpower (r=-0.11, p=0.01), verbally 
announcing limits out aloud to another person (r=-0.10, p=
0.04), gambling with another person who is better at self-control 
(but spending individually) (r=-0.10, p=0.05), gambling with a 
group of people and spending individually (r=-0.09, p=0.06), 
separating gambling money from other money such as in differ-
ent pockets or in different parts of your wallet/purse so you 
don’t spend it (r=-0.08, p=0.09) and pooling gambling money in 
a group kitty and sharing winnings and losses (r=-0.08, p=0.10)

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your gam-
bling? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results 
(Significant differences in blue)
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Predictive analyses Predictive analyses using a type of categorisation and regression tree analysis also 
produced some interesting themes relating to the variables which most significantly 
predicted a gambler’s experienced difficulty in keeping to gambling (spend) limits. 

The benefit of tree analyses is that they can allow both categorical variables (ie. groups) 
and continuous variables (measurement scales) to be used in a single prediction style 
analysis. This analysis explored the predictive power of several variables including: 

•• type of gambling activity (eg. EGMs v TAB and main location of gambling for each)

•• all of the variables linked to the use of goals and strategies during gambling

•• how often various types of limits set, basis of limits and setting of longer limits

•• effectiveness measures of all the control (ie. precommitment) techniques 

•• budgeting strategies used by gamblers

•• demographic variables (eg. risk for problem gambling, age, marital/family status etc.) 

As the sample size in the current study was unfortunately too small for tree validation, 
trees are presented in Figure 102 below for exploratory value only. In this sense, results 
should be considered as indicative, rather than definitive (ie. general themes should 
only be inferred). Validation of trees typically requires samples of thousands, which was 
obviously not available in the current project. 

Key observations from a review of the tree predictors shows that:

•• interestingly, several precommitment strategies emerged as significant predictors of 
a gambler’s difficulty in keeping to spend limits - this may suggest that they may be 
relatively more important than many other variables

•• factors which determined whether a non-problem gambler had difficulty 
keeping to spend limits included their ability to use other activities as a 
diversionary strategy to avoid overspending (ie. this is a type of precommitment 
strategy or “control strategy”, as they are being referred to in the current report) - 
Further analysis also showed that people who didn’t find this very effective tended 
mostly to be male, yet this group still had relatively little difficulty in keeping to 
spend limits (no doubt because they are a low risk group). The next interesting 
predictor for the non-problem group concerned the effectiveness of group 
gambling as a control strategy (ie. people who found this effective, had less 
difficulty in keeping to limits) and further downstream, the trigger effect of a small 
win (ie. people who were triggered by small wins experienced more difficulties). 
The final predictor related to whether the gambler set a limit on the type of bets 
placed. If they did this more often, they had less difficulty in keeping to limits

•• factors which determined whether a non-problem to low risk gambler had 
difficulty keeping to spend limits included the use of gambling strategy such as 
being able to “sense” that a win is due - This may suggest such factors only emerge 
as important once gamblers initially start “climbing” the continuum of risk

•• factors which determined whether a low to moderate risk gambler had 
difficulty keeping to spend limits included their success in being able to effectively 
separate gambling money from other cash. However, it was apparent that 
this wasn’t useful for all groups and the group that found separating money to be 
only somewhat effective still had difficulty keeping to limits (ie. it didn’t work for this 
middle group). In contrast, the group which found separating money to be very 
effective did find that this technique helped reduce the difficulty they had in keeping 
to spend limits. This group then further split into two sub-groups - one was not 
triggered to overspend if they had access to cash, while the other was. Two further 
sub-groups then also emerged in relation to the trigger effect of having access to 
cash (ie. in your pocket at the venue). If people couldn’t resist this, they had more 
difficulty keeping to limits than people who could.

•• factors which determined whether a moderate risk gambler to problem 
gambler had difficulty in keeping to limits included the effectiveness of the control 
strategy involving placing of bets at the TAB (to avoid overspending at the 
track). People who found this less effective then split into two further subgroups, 
according to their success with resisting gambling with just willpower alone. This 
showed that people who found willpower quite effective tended to have less 
difficulty in keeping to spend limits, compared to the other group who found 
willpower much less effective as a control strategy.
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6. Views about future
options for setting limits

As part of the national precommitment survey, gamblers were asked about their views 
on different mechanisms to help gamblers keep to their limits during gambling. This 
involved both unprompted general ideas (ie. an open-ended question), along with 
ratings of a number of prompted options. Understanding gambler views about the 
usefulness of different mechanisms is critical, as it provides some indication of the likely 
acceptance of future measures. Concurrently, measuring views also helps to identify the 
type of options which gamblers may find most useful in helping keep to their limits.

Accordingly, key findings are presented as follows:

•• Ideas about ways to help gamblers to keep to limits (unprompted)
(ie. based on unprompted questioning)

•• Usefulness of different options to help gamblers keep to limits 
(prompted) (ie. based on prompted questioning)
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Ideas about ways to help gamblers to 
keep to limits (unprompted)

Trends by type of
gambler - EGM 
players/TAB punters

As part of the national precommitment survey, gamblers were asked to mention any 
ideas they had which may help players keep to their limits during gambling. This allowed 
gamblers to generate a range of more unique ideas before they were subsequently 
asked to rate a number of different prompted options. 

Key responses presented as national results are in Table 101. Coding has specifically 
been more detailed to reflect the full range of themes and trends. Actual verbatim 
responses from this question are also presented for reference in Appendix B - Verbatim 
comments. This illustrates the full depth of interesting views and ideas.

Findings overall show that the most common responses from gamblers nationally 
about how to keep gamblers to limits included:

•• a belief that “you can’t do anything” - 19% overall

•• no ATMs in the venue - 17%

•• leave money at home/take only what you want to spend - 12%

•• a view that people should be able to do what they want - 9%

•• a limit on the maximum money which can be put into gambling - 8%

•• removal of EGMs - 7%

•• application of willpower/self-control - 6%

•• education/promotions about responsible gambling - 5%

•• limit amount of money which can be taken out of ATMs - 5%

•• limit alcohol consumption during gambling - 5%

Table 101.Ideas about ways to help gamblers to keep to limits - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS - MULTIPLE RESPONSES (N=482, November 2005)a

Ideas

Weighted% (1=never, 5=always)

EGM players
(N=315)

TAB punters
(N=167)

Overall
(N=482)

Can’t do anything (doubts whether anything can be done) 18 19 19

No ATMs in venue 14 23 17

Leave money at home/take only what you want to spend 11 13 12

Up to individual concerned - people should do what they want 10 7 9

Limit on max. money which can be put into gambling/machines 10 5 8

Remove pokies/get rid of them 9 4 7

Apply willpower or self-control 4 10 6

Education/promotions about Responsible Gambling 4 7 5

Limit amount of money which can be taken out of ATMs 3 9 5

Limit alcohol 4 6 5

Willpower 4 4 4

Leave credit cards at home 3 4 4

Education - budgeting/managing finances/paying bills first 2 6 4
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Signs/education/promotions on odds of winning 2 7 4

Venue staff talk to patrons if suspect problem gambling 4 4 4

Train staff on monitoring/awareness of problem gambling 5 2 4

Move ATMs further away from gaming/gambling area in venues 3 4 3

Limit on time gambling per session (I.e time limit) 4 3 3

Limit operating hours/limit peoples access to gambling venue 4 2 3

No smoking/drinking near pokies (separate alcohol from play) 4 2 3

Stop giving people freebies for more gambling 3 2 3

Pre-paid cards (like mobile phone cards) 4 1 3

Bring a friend while gambling/get them to hold money 3 1 2

Education - general 1 2 2

Education - schools 2 2 2

Education/promotions about how to set a limit 1 5 2

No note takers on EGMs - JUST COINS 2 2 2

Make it easier to self-ban/self exclusion 3 2 2

Provide other things to do (eg. Free coffee, tea, magazines) 3 <1% 2

Better returns/more payouts 3 <1% 2

No idea/no opinion 1 4 2

EGMs should show tally of money spent <1% 2 1

Lower max denomination notes in machines (eg. Max of $2) 1 2 1

Take away max bets 1 <1% 1

Reduce number of lines on pokies 2 0 1

Give people statements on gambling expenditure <1% 2 1

Remove flashing lights 1 0 1

Make payout music boring 1 0 1

Rewards system/free spin 1 0 1

Make breaks in play compulsory 1 <1% 1

Reduce number of poker machines in venues 2 <1% 1

Make venue less comfortable (eg. colder) 1 <1% 1

Create awareness of time/Provide clocks <1% 1 1

Get rid of linked jackpots 1 0 1

Less time for EGM reservation (eg. forced to take a break) <1% 0 <1%

Slow down speed of play <1% 0 <1%

Warnings on screens while gambling <1% <1% <1%

Payout via cheques 0 <1% <1%

No shops which exchange cash for goods <1% 0 <1%

Limit machines available for play at any one time to one per <1% 1 <1%

Limit maximum amount of money paid out by machines <1% <1% <1%

Limit pokies to casinos and clubs <1% <1% <1%

Don’t allow welfare recipients in venues  <1% <1%

Use cards <1% <1% <1%

Use tokens <1% 0 <1%

Use vouchers <1% 1 <1%

Table 101.Ideas about ways to help gamblers to keep to limits - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS - MULTIPLE RESPONSES (N=482, November 2005)a

Ideas

Weighted% (1=never, 5=always)

EGM players
(N=315)

TAB punters
(N=167)

Overall
(N=482)
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The top responses for EGM players which received at least 5% support included:

•• Can’t do anything - 18%

•• No ATMs in venue - 14%

•• Leave money at home/take only what you want to spend - 11%

•• Up to individual concerned - people should be able to do what they want - 10%

•• Limit on maximum money which can be put into gambling/machines - 10%

•• Remove pokies/get rid of them - 9%

•• Train staff on monitoring/awareness of problem gambling - 5%

In contrast, top responses for TAB punters which received at least 5% support 
included:

•• No ATMs in venue - 23%

•• Can’t do anything - 19%

•• Leave money at home/take only what you want to spend - 13%

•• Apply willpower or self-control - 10%

•• Limit amount of money which can be taken out of ATMs - 9%

•• Up to individual concerned - people should be able to do what they want - 7%

•• Education/promotions about Responsible Gambling - 7%

•• Signs/education/promotions on odds of winning - 7%

•• Limit alcohol - 6%

•• Education - budgeting/managing finances/paying bills first education - 6%

•• Limit on maximum money which can be put into gambling/machines - 5%

•• Education/promotions about how to set a limit - 5%

As percents were so small and ideas were quite diverse, they could not be realistically 
broken down to show meaningful location or jurisdictional trends. However, interested 
readers are encouraged to access such information from the raw data set.

Don’t allow cheques 0 <1% <1%

Provide counselling/self help groups <1% 1 <1%

Suspension from venue 0 1 <1%

Provide free service of driving people home 0 <1% <1%

More natural light/more windows <1% <1% <1%

Encourage people to read form guide 0 1 <1%

Limit amount of betting options 0 1 <1%

More staff at TAB 0 <1% <1%

Other 0 <1% <1%

a. Question - In your opinion, what would be the best way to help gamblers keep to their limits during gambling? (unprompted open end 
response) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results

Table 101.Ideas about ways to help gamblers to keep to limits - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS - MULTIPLE RESPONSES (N=482, November 2005)a

Ideas

Weighted% (1=never, 5=always)

EGM players
(N=315)

TAB punters
(N=167)

Overall
(N=482)
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Trends by risk for
problem gambling

As understanding the needs and views of problem gamblers is an important aspect of 
the project, unprompted ideas are also presented in Table 102 according to the risk 
status of the gambler. Interestingly, the key ideas mentioned by at least 6% of problem 
gamblers included:

•• Leave money at home/take only what you want to spend - 16%

•• No ATMs in venue - 16%

•• Can’t do anything (doubts whether anything can be done) - 13%

•• Remove pokies/get rid of them - 10%

•• Education/promotions about Responsible Gambling - 9%

•• Limit on maximum money which can be put into gambling/machines - 9%

•• Limit alcohol - 8%

•• Venue staff talk to patrons if suspect problem gambling - 8%

•• Up to individual concerned - people should be able to do what they want - 7%

•• Better returns/more payouts - 7%

•• Willpower - 6%

•• Signs/education/promotions on odds of winning - 6%

•• Limit on time gambling per session (ie. time limit) - 6%

•• Pre-paid cards (like mobile phone cards) - 6%

In this context, it is very interesting to note that removal of ATMs was mentioned as 
the top external strategy and there is also mention of several limit-focused 
mechanisms. These included a limit on the maximum gambling expenditure (9%), a limit 
on alcohol consumed during gambling (8%), a limit on the time gambling (6%) and pre-
paid cards for gambling were also interestingly raised by 6% of problem gamblers. 

This may suggest that there is likely to be some latent support for limits by problem 
gamblers (although this is difficult to predict precisely and would ultimately depend on 
the nature and design characteristics of the proposed mechanisms).
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Table 102.Ideas about ways to help gamblers to keep to limits - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS - MULTIPLE RESPONSES (N=482, November 2005)a

 Ideas

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

Non-
problem 
gambling
(N=197)

Low risk
(N=79)

Moderate 
risk

(N=117)

Problem 
gambling
(N=89)

Leave money at home/take only what you want to spend 17 15 6 16

No ATMs in venue 22 25 24 16

Can’t do anything (doubts whether anything can be done) 16 22 13 13

Remove pokies/get rid of them 4 4 5 10

Education/promotions about Responsible Gambling 5 1 4 9

Limit on maximum money which can be put into gambling/
machines

11 9 6 9

Limit alcohol 5 3 6 8

Venue staff talk to patrons if suspect problem gambling/too 5 3 1 8

Up to individual concerned - people should be able to do what 
they want

7 11 11 7

Better returns/more payouts 1 1 3 7

Willpower 4 3 6 6

Signs/education/promotions on odds of winning 3 1 3 6

Limit on time gambling per session (ie time limit) 3 4 2 6

Pre-paid cards (like mobile phone cards) 2 0 3 6

Leave credit cards at home 4 4 3 4

Limit amount of money which can be taken out of ATMs 3 4 9 4

Limit operating hours/limit peoples access to gambling venue 2 5 2 4

Apply willpower or self-control (ie. Where people have said 6 8 4 3

Education - budgeting/managing finances/paying bills first e 5 4 3 3

Lower max denomination note takes in machines 
(eg. Max of $2)

1  <1 2 3

Take away max bets 1  <1 2 3

Give people statements on gambling expenditure 1  <1 3 3

Move ATMs further away from gaming/gambling area in venues 3 3 4 3

No smoking/drinking near pokies (separate alcohol from play) 3 4 4 3

Stop giving people freebies for more gambling 2 1 5 3

Education/promotions about how to set a limit 4 3 1 2

No note takers on EGMs - JUST COINS 2 1 3 2

Make breaks in play compulsory  0 4  <1 2

Train staff on monitoring/awareness of problem gambling 4 5  <1 2

Create awareness of time/Provide clocks  <1 4 2 2

No idea/no opinion 4 3 3 2

Bring a friend while gambling/get them to hold money and car 1 1 3 1

Education - general 3 1 1 1

EGMs should show tally of money spent  <1 1 5 1

Less time for EGM reservation  <1  <1  1

Reduce number of lines on pokies  <1  <1 1 1

Limit machines available for play at any one time to one per  <1 1 1 1

Reduce number of poker machines in venues 2  <1  0 1
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Provide other things to do (eg. Free coffee, tea, magazines 2  <1 5 1

Make venue less comfortable (eg colder, unpleasant) 1  <1 1 1

Use tokens  <1  <1  <1 1

Use vouchers 1  <1  <1 1

Provide counselling/self help groups 3  <1  <1 1

More natural light/more windows 1 1 1 1

Get rid of linked jackpots  <1  <1 1 1

Limit amount of betting options  <1 1  <1 1

More staff at TAB  <1  <1  <1 1

Education - schools 2  <1 1  <1

Slow down speed of play  <1  <1 1  <1

Warnings on screens while gambling  <1 1 1  <1

Remove flashing lights 1  <1 1  <1

Make payout music boring  <1  <1 1  <1

Payout via cheques 1  <1  <1  <1

Rewards system/free spin 1  <1  <1  <1

No cash converters 1  <1  <1  <1

Limit maximum amount of money paid out by machines 1 1  <1  <1

Make it easier to self-ban/self exclusion 2 3 3  <1

Limit pokies to casinos and clubs 2  <1  <1  <1

Don’t allow welfare recipients in venues  <1  <1 1  <1

Use cards 1  <1 1  <1

Don’t allow cheques 1  <1  <1  <1

Suspension from venue 1  <1 1  <1

Provide free service of driving people home  <1  <1 1  <1

Encourage people to read form guide 1  <1  <1  <1

Other 1  <1  <1  <1

a. Question - In your opinion, what would be the best way to help gamblers keep to their limits during gambling? (unprompted open end response) 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results

Table 102.Ideas about ways to help gamblers to keep to limits - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS - MULTIPLE RESPONSES (N=482, November 2005)a

 Ideas

Unweighted means (1=never, 5=always)

Non-
problem 
gambling
(N=197)

Low risk
(N=79)

Moderate 
risk

(N=117)

Problem 
gambling
(N=89)
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Usefulness of different options to help 
gamblers keep to limits (prompted)

Trends by type of gambler - 
EGM players

As part of the national survey, gamblers were also asked to rate the effectiveness of a 
range of prompted options which may have some benefit in assisting gamblers to 
keep to limits. These were largely generated from ideas from past research in field. 

The usefulness of options from an EGM player perspective is shown in Figure 103. As 
apparent, it is interesting to observe that EGM players showed the highest level 
of support for the following concepts as a means to assist players to keep to limits:

•• Being able to deposit money from gambling directly into your 
bank account at the venue (a one-way transfer)

•• Removing ATMs from gambling venues

•• Being able to set your own limits when gambling

•• Having access to detailed expenditure statements showing how much 
you have spent on gambling for a given day, week or month 

•• Players being given education about how to set a budget and tips on 
how to keep to limits

•• Gambling card where you can choose your own limit

In this context, it is interesting that a gambling card and limit setting more generally 
rated in the top six of all prompted options. The strong support for the idea of a one-
way transfer of funds to a bank account was also seen by many EGM players to offer 
merit.

In contrast, there was much less EGM player support for the following options:

•• Limits on loyalty points players would get if they played beyond a certain spend limit
(least attractive overall)

•• Being able to store your money in a safe place at the venue, which you 
could only access after a cooling off period (like a storage locker)

•• Being limited in the number of times you can gamble per month or per day 

•• Being required to take a compulsory break from gambling after a certain time

•• Displaying warnings that pop-up during gambling to tell players to play responsibly

This may not necessarily imply that such measures would not be effective, rather is 
merely an indication that players believe that they would be less effective overall.
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Figure 103. Usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep to your limits 
during gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players) Weighted results

Limits on loyalty points players would get if they
played beyond a certain spend limit

Being able to store your money in a safe place at the venue, which you
could only access after a cooling off period (like a storage locker)

Being limited in the number of times you can gamble per month or per day

Displaying warnings that pop-up during gambling
to tell players to play responsibly

Having access to detailed expenditure statements showing how
much you have pent on gambling for a given day, week or month

Being allowed to convert money to cheques at the amount you
choose or having the ability to print your own cheques

All gamblers being restricted to only spend a certain amount on gambling
per day, such as an upper maximum of $200 per day

Having access to a service which helps put money aside for your bills

Gambling card where you can choose your own limit

Being required to take a compulsory break from gambling after a certain time

Being able to choose your own withdrawal limit for ATMs at gambling venues
(such as limiting yourself to only $50 withdrawal per day)

Players being given education about how to set a budget and tips on how to keep to limits

Being able to set your own limits when gambling

Removing ATMs from gambling venues

Being able to deposit money from gambling directly into your
bank account at the venue (a one-way transfer)

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
% regular EGM players

45% 10% 17% 9% 19%

42% 13% 17% 9% 19%

43% 7% 9% 16% 25%

40% 11% 11% 12% 26%

29% 5% 18% 22% 26%

37% 10% 17% 8% 28%

42% 9% 9% 11% 29%

37% 11% 8% 15% 29%

36% 5% 14% 16% 29%

43% 6% 14% 7% 30%

39% 9% 11% 9% 32%

34% 6% 10% 18% 32%

21% 11% 15% 10% 43%

29% 4% 8% 13% 46%

24% 4% 9% 13% 50%

Not at all useful

A little useful

Somewhat useful

Quite useful

Very useful

Usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits -
National trends for EGM players
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Trends by type of gambler - 
TAB punters

Key priorities for TAB punters based on prompted options are shown in Figure 104. 
The top options for punters included the following:

•• Being able to deposit money from gambling directly into your bank account 
at the venue (a one-way transfer)

•• Removing ATMs from gambling venues

•• Having access to detailed expenditure statements showing how much you have 
spent on gambling for a given day, week or month 

•• Being able to set your own limits when gambling 

•• Players being given education about how to set a budget and tips 
on how to keep to limits

•• Having access to a service which helps put money aside for your bills

Once again, it is interesting to note that concept of limit setting was seen as reasonably 
attractive, along with education about keeping to limits. In contrast, the following 
options were viewed less favourably as a means to help players to keep to limits:

•• Being limited in the number of times you can gamble per month or per day 
(least attractive overall)

•• Limits on loyalty points players would get if they played beyond a 
certain spend limit

•• Being able to store your money in a safe place at the venue, which you 
could only access after a cooling off period (like a storage locker)

•• Being required to take a compulsory break from gambling after a certain time

•• Being allowed to convert money to cheques at the amount you choose 
or having the ability to print your own cheques 
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Figure 104. Usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep to your 
limits during gambling? (Base: Regular TAB punters) Weighted results

Limits on loyalty points players would get if they
played beyond a certain spend limit

Being limited in the number of times you can gamble per month or per day

Being able to store your money in a safe place at the venue, which you
could only access after a cooling off period (like a storage locker)

Being required to take a compulsory break from gambling after a certain time

Being allowed to convert money to cheques at the amount you
choose or having the ability to print your own cheques

Displaying warnings that pop-up during gambling
to tell players to play responsibly

Gambling card where you can choose your own limit

All gamblers being restricted to only spend a certain amount on gambling
per day, such as an upper maximum of $200 per day

Being able to choose your own withdrawal limit for ATMs at gambling venues
(such as limiting yourself to only $50 withdrawal per day)

Players being given education about how to set a budget and tips on how to keep to limits

Being able to set your own limits when gambling

Having access to a service which helps put money aside for your bills

Having access to detailed expenditure statements showing how
much you have pent on gambling for a given day, week or month

Being able to deposit money from gambling directly into your
bank account at the venue (a one-way transfer)

Removing ATMs from gambling venues
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% regular TAB punters
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26% 11% 16% 20% 27%
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23% 8% 13% 17% 39%

20% 5% 11% 14% 50%

26% 4% 8% 9% 53%

Not at all useful

A little useful
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Quite useful
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Usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits -
National trends for TAB punters
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Trends by type 
of gambler - 
EGM players/
TAB punters

Comparative trends are shown in Table 103. This shows a range of significant trends 
across the two types of gambler. Specifically, compared to TAB punters, EGM players 
were significantly more likely to find the following measures useful:

•• Being able to set your own limits when gambling

•• Gambling card where you can choose your own limit

•• Being allowed to convert money to cheques at the amount you 
choose or having the ability to print your own cheques

•• Being limited in the number of times you can gamble per month or per day

Once again, this is not to say that there was high support, yet is indicating that EGM 
players were relatively more supportive of the usefulness of the above measures.

In contrast, TAB players showed more support for having detailed gambling 
expenditure statements showing how much you have spent on gambling for a given 
day, week or month. 

Table 103.Usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

Options to help gamblers
keep to limits

Weighted means 
(1=not at all useful, 5=very useful)

EGM players
(N=315)

TAB punters
(N=167)

Overall
(N=482)

Being able to deposit money from gambling directly into your 
bank account at the venue (a one-way transfer)

3.6 3.7 3.6

Removing ATMs from gambling venues 3.4 3.6 3.5

Being able to set your own limits when gambling
(t=2.2, p=.03)

3.4 3.1 3.3

Having access to detailed expenditure statements showing 
how much you have spent on gambling for a given day, week 
or month (t=-1.9, p=.06)

3.1 3.4 3.2

Players being given education about how to set a budget and 
tips on how to keep to limits

3.1 3.1 3.1

Having access to a service which helps put money aside for 
your bills

2.9 3.1 3

Being able to choose your own withdrawal limit for ATMs at 
gambling venues (such as limiting yourself to only $50 with-
drawal per day)

2.9 2.9 2.9

All gamblers being restricted to only spend a certain amount 
on gambling per day, such as an upper maximum of $200 per 
day

2.8 2.8 2.8

Gambling card where you can choose your own limit
(t=2.1, p=.04)

3 2.6 2.8

Displaying warnings that pop-up during gambling to tell play-
ers to play responsibly

2.7 2.7 2.7

Being allowed to convert money to cheques at the amount 
you choose or having the ability to print your own cheques 
(t=2.0, p=.05)

2.8 2.5 2.7

Being required to take a compulsory break from 
gambling after a certain time

2.7 2.5 2.7

Being able to store your money in a safe place at the venue, 
which you could only access after a cooling off period (like a 
storage locker)

2.5 2.5 2.5

Limits on loyalty points players would get if they played 
beyond a certain spend limit

2.5 2.4 2.5

Being limited in the number of times you can gamble per 
month or per day (t=3.0, p=.003)

2.7 2.2 2.5

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep to your 
limits during gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) (Significant differences in blue). Weighted results
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Trends by location of 
play - EGM players

Trends by location of EGM play are shown in Table 104. While no significant differences 
were apparent, it is interesting to anecdotally note that casino based EGM players 
showed relatively higher support overall for :

•• the idea to be able to deposit money one way into their bank account - 
this may be a reflection of casino players spending more on gambling

•• the idea of an expenditure statement

•• the idea of displaying warnings that pop-up during gambling 

•• the idea of limits on loyalty points

•• the idea of being able to store your money in a safe place at the venue
(ie. to prevent limit over-runs)

This may suggest that needs of casino based players are somewhat unique. 

Table 104.Usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF EGM PLAY (N=240, November 2005)a

Options to help gamblers
keep to limits

Unweighted means 
(1=not at all useful, 5=very useful)

Club 
(N=114)

Hotel
(N=70)

Casino
(N=56)

Being able to deposit money from gambling directly into your bank 
account at the venue (a one-way transfer)

3.5 3.6 4

Removing ATMs from gambling venues 3.4 3.4 3.2

Being able to set your own limits when gambling 3.4 3.4 3.4

Having access to detailed expenditure statements showing how much 
you have spent on gambling for a given day, week or month

3.1 3.1 3.5

Gambling card where you can choose your own limit 3.1 2.8 3

Being able to choose your own withdrawal limit for ATMs at gambling 
venues (such as limiting yourself to only $50 withdrawal per day)

3 3.1 3

Players being given education about how to set a budget and tips on 
how to keep to limits

3 3 3.2

Having access to a service which helps put money aside for your bills 2.9 3 2.7

All gamblers being restricted to only spend a certain amount on gam-
bling per day, such as an upper maximum of $200 per day

2.8 3 3.1

Being allowed to convert money to cheques at the amount you choose 
or having the ability to print your own cheques

2.8 2.5 2.5

Being limited in the number of times you can gamble per month or per 
day

2.8 2.9 2.3

Being required to take a compulsory break from gambling after a cer-
tain time

2.7 2.8 2.8

Displaying warnings that pop-up during gambling to tell players to play 
responsibly

2.7 2.6 2.9

Limits on loyalty points players would get if they played beyond a cer-
tain spend limit

2.6 2.5 2.9

Being able to store your money in a safe place at the venue, which you 
could only access after a cooling off period (like a storage locker)

2.5 2.5 2.8

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep to your 
limits during gambling? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular EGM players) (No significant differences). Unweighted results
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Trends by location of play 
- TAB punters

Key trends for punters are shown in Table 105. While no statistically significant trends 
were apparent, it is interesting to note that:

•• off-course punters showed strongest support for unique ATM withdrawal limits

•• internet punters showed strongest support for being able to deposit gambling 
money into their bank account one-way

•• internet punters were most against the idea of being limited in the number of 
times you can gamble

•• off-course punters rated the idea of expenditure statements lowest of all groups

•• phone and internet punters showed strongest support for the idea of being 
able to set limits while gambling

•• off-course punters and phone punters showed strongest support for 
the idea of a gambling card which allows the setting of limits.

Table 105.Usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING (N=242, November 2005)a

Options to help gamblers
keep to limits

Unweighted means (1=not at all useful, 5=very useful)

On-course
(N=35)

Off-course 
(N=147)

Phone 
betting
(N=26)

Internet 
betting
(N=34)

Removing ATMs from gambling venues 3.1 3.5 3.5 3.3

Being able to choose your own withdrawal limit for ATMs 
at gambling venues (such as limiting yourself to only $50 
withdrawal per day)

2.5 3.1 2.8 2.9

All gamblers being restricted to only spend a certain 
amount on gambling per day, such as an upper maximum of 
$200 per day

2.8 2.9 3 2.6

Being able to store your money in a safe place at the venue, 
which you could only access after a cooling off period (like 
a storage locker)

2.3 2.5 2.5 2.5

Being able to deposit money from gambling directly into 
your bank account at the venue (a one-way transfer)

3.6 3.6 3.5 4

Being allowed to convert money to cheques at the amount 
you choose or having the ability to print your own cheques

2.3 2.7 2.5 2.5

Being required to take a compulsory break from gambling 
after a certain time

2.5 2.5 2.4 2.1

Being limited in the number of times you can gamble per 
month or per day

2.3 2.4 2.5 1.8

Players being given education about how to set a budget 
and tips on how to keep to limits

3.2 2.9 3.2 3.3

Having access to detailed expenditure statements showing 
how much you have spent on gambling for a given day, 
week or month

3.2 3.1 3.7 3.6

Limits on loyalty points players would get if they played 
beyond a certain spend limit

2.2 2.5 2.7 2.5

Displaying warnings that pop-up during gambling to tell 
players to play responsibly

2.8 2.7 2.6 2.5

Being able to set your own limits when gambling 3.1 3.1 3.4 3.6

Having access to a service which helps put money aside for 
your bills

2.6 3 3 3.3

Gambling card where you can choose your own limit 2.4 2.7 2.9 2.5

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep to your limits 
during gambling? (Base: Regular TAB punters) (No significant differences). Unweighted results
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Trends by jurisdiction -
EGM players

Key trends for EGM players by jurisdiction are shown in Table 106 and Figure 105. 
Only one difference was statistically significant and this showed that EGM players in NT 
and WA rated the idea of expenditure statements as more useful than players in other 
states. Conversely, results also showed that expenditure statements were seen as less 
useful in Tasmania and NSW (the NSW result is interesting, given current regulatory 
requirements).

Table 106.Usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

Options to help gamblers
keep to limits

Unweighted means (1=not at all useful, 5=very useful)

NSW 
(N=34)

ACT 
(N=33)

VIC 
(N=34)

TAS 
(N=31)

QLD 
(N=31)

SA 
(N=31)

NT 
(N=31)

WA 
(N=15)

Removing ATMs from gambling venues 3.4 3.6 3.6 3.1 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.2

Being able to choose your own withdrawal 
limit for ATMs at gambling venues (such as 
limiting yourself to only $50 withdrawal per 
day)

2.7 3.5 2.9 2.7 3 2.7 3.5 3.4

All gamblers being restricted to only spend a 
certain amount on gambling per day, such as 
an upper maximum of $200 per day

2.5 3 2.9 2.7 2.8 3 3.3 3.7

Being able to store your money in a safe place 
at the venue, which you could only access 
after a cooling off period (like a storage 
locker)

2.3 2.6 2.7 2.4 2.5 2.3 2.8 3.4

Being able to deposit money from gambling 
directly into your bank account at the venue 
(a one-way transfer)

3.5 3.1 3.8 3.9 3.5 3.6 4 4

Being allowed to convert money to cheques 
at the amount you choose or having the ability 
to print your own cheques

2.8 2.5 3 2.4 2.7 2.5 2.9 2

Being required to take a compulsory break 
from gambling after a certain time

2.8 2.8 2.7 2.6 2.7 2.6 2.9 3.5

Being limited in the number of times you can 
gamble per month or per day

2.7 2.8 2.7 2.4 2.7 2.6 2.8 3.1

Players being given education about how to 
set a budget and tips on how to keep to limits

3.1 2.9 3.1 2.6 3 3.3 3 4

Having access to detailed expenditure state-
ments showing how much you have spent on 
gambling for a given day, week or month
(F=4.6, p=.09)

2.9 3.1 3.4 2.6 3.2 3.1 3.7 3.9

Limits on loyalty points players would get if 
they played beyond a certain spend limit

2.3 2.7 2.6 2.4 2.6 2.4 3.4 3.1

Displaying warnings that pop-up during gam-
bling to tell players to play responsibly

2.9 2.6 2.8 2.5 2.3 2.5 3.1 3.3

Being able to set your own limits when gam-
bling

3.6 3.6 3.5 2.9 2.9 4 3.4 3.3

Having access to a service which helps put 
money aside for your bills

2.9 2.6 2.7 2.7 3 2.9 3 3.4

Gambling card where you can choose your 
own limit

3 3.2 2.9 2.9 3.2 2.5 3.2 2.7

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep to your limits during 
gambling? (No significant differences). Unweighted results
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Figure 105. Usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep to your limits during 
gambling? (For significant differences, see Table 106) Unweighted results
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
TAB punters

Key trends for TAB punters are shown in Table 107 and Figure 106. Most notably, it is 
very interesting to note the statistically significant difference in the overall support for 
the idea of a gambling card which assists players to set limits. Specifically, results showed 
that punters in WA and the ACT were most supportive of the idea, while punters in 
SA, NT and Victoria were least supportive.

Table 107.Usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

Options to help gamblers
keep to limits

Unweighted means (1=not at all useful, 5=very useful)

NSW 
(N=32)

ACT 
(N=28)

VIC 
(N=30)

TAS 
(N=30)

QLD 
(N=30)

SA 
(N=30)

NT 
(N=30)

WA 
(N=32)

Removing ATMs from gambling ven-
ues

3.7 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.3 2.9 3.4

Being able to choose your own with-
drawal limit for ATMs at gambling ven-
ues (such as limiting yourself to only 
$50 withdrawal per day)

3 2.9 2.6 3 3.5 2.5 3.2 2.8

All gamblers being restricted to only 
spend a certain amount on gambling 
per day, such as an upper maximum of 
$200 per day

2.7 3 2.7 3.1 2.9 2.5 2.7 3.2

Being able to store your money in a 
safe place at the venue, which you 
could only access after a cooling off 
period (like a storage locker)

2.6 2.2 2.2 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.2 2.8

Being able to deposit money from 
gambling directly into your bank 
account at the venue (a one-way 
transfer)

3.9 3.7 3.4 3.4 3.9 3.5 3.5 3.8

Being allowed to convert money to 
cheques at the amount you choose or 
having the ability to print your own 
cheques

2.3 2.6 2.7 2.4 2.7 2.4 2.8 2.5

Being required to take a compulsory 
break from gambling after a certain 
time

2.4 2 2.6 2.8 2.5 2.5 2.2 2.6

Being limited in the number of times 
you can gamble per month or per day

2 2.1 2.2 2.6 2.6 2.4 1.9 2.6

Players being given education about 
how to set a budget and tips on how 
to keep to limits

2.9 2.9 3.2 3 3.4 2.7 2.8 3.5

Having access to detailed expenditure 
statements showing how much you 
have spent on gambling for a given 
day, week or month

3.5 3 3.4 3.3 3.5 2.9 3.1 3.3

Limits on loyalty points players would 
get if they played beyond a certain 
spend limit

2.3 2.6 2.5 2.6 2.8 2.5 2.2 2.3

Displaying warnings that pop-up dur-
ing gambling to tell players to play 
responsibly

2.4 2.5 3 2.8 2.9 2.4 2.5 2.8

Being able to set your own limits 
when gambling

2.8 3.5 3.2 3.3 3.5 3.4 2.7 3.5

Having access to a service which helps 
put money aside for your bills

3.3 2.9 3.2 2.8 3.1 2.7 2.6 3.1
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Gambling card where you can choose 
your own limit (F=2,4, p=.02)

2.9 3 2 2.9 2.9 2.2 2 3.2

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep to your limits 
during gambling? (Base: Regular TAB punters). (Significant differences in blue) Unweighted results

Table 107.Usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

Options to help gamblers
keep to limits

Unweighted means (1=not at all useful, 5=very useful)

NSW 
(N=32)

ACT 
(N=28)

VIC 
(N=30)

TAS 
(N=30)

QLD 
(N=30)

SA 
(N=30)

NT 
(N=30)

WA 
(N=32)

Figure 106. Usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep to your limits during 
gambling? (Base: Regular TAB punters) (For significant differences, see Table 107). Unweighted results
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Trends by risk for
problem gambling

Understanding the options which problem gamblers find most useful to assist in 
keeping to limits was also explored in the study. Key findings are shown in Table 108. 
Most notably, it is interesting to observe that problem gamblers showed more 
support for the following measures compared to lower risk groups:

•• Removing ATMs from gambling venues

•• Being able to choose your own withdrawal limit for ATMs at gambling venues 

•• Being able to store your money in a safe place at the venue, which you could only 
access after a cooling off period 

•• Being able to deposit money from gambling directly into your bank account 
at the venue (a one-way transfer)

•• Displaying warnings that pop-up during gambling to tell players to play responsibly
(although moderate risk gamblers were actually higher than problem gamblers)

•• Gambling card where you can choose your own limit - this received very strong 
support from both the moderate risk and problem gambling group and 
much lower support from others.

It is also interesting to observe that the idea of expenditure statements was not very 
attractive to non-problem gamblers, who rated this item lower than other groups. 

Table 108.Usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits - unweighted results -
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

Options to help gamblers
keep to limits

Unweighted means (1=not at all useful, 5=very useful)

Non-
problem 
gambling
(N=197)

Low risk
(N=79)

Moderate 
risk

(N=117)

Problem 
gambling
(N=89)

Removing ATMs from gambling venues
(F=8.0, p<.001)

3.1 3.1 3.5 4.1

Being able to choose your own withdrawal limit 
for ATMs at gambling venues (such as limiting 
yourself to only $50 withdrawal per day)
(F=5.0, p=.002)

2.7 2.8 3.2 3.5

All gamblers being restricted to only spend a 
certain amount on gambling per day, such as an 
upper maximum of $200 per day

2.8 2.8 3.1 3

Being able to store your money in a safe place 
at the venue, which you could only access after 
a cooling off period (like a storage locker)
(F=2.3, p=.08)

2.3 2.4 2.7 2.8

Being able to deposit money from gambling 
directly into your bank account at the venue (a 
one-way transfer) (F=2.4, p=.06)

3.4 3.6 3.8 3.9

Being allowed to convert money to cheques at 
the amount you choose or having the ability to 
print your own cheques (F=4.4, p=.005)

2.4 2.6 2.6 3.1

Being required to take a compulsory break 
from gambling after a certain time

2.5 2.6 2.6 2.9

Being limited in the number of times you can 
gamble per month or per day

2.4 2.4 2.7 2.7

Players being given education about how to set 
a budget and tips on how to keep to limits

3 2.8 3.2 3.1
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Having access to detailed expenditure state-
ments showing how much you have spent on 
gambling for a given day, week or month
(F=2.2, p=.09)

3 3.3 3.5 3.3

Limits on loyalty points players would get if they 
played beyond a certain spend limit

2.7 2.3 2.6 2.5

Displaying warnings that pop-up during gam-
bling to tell players to play responsibly
(F=2.2, p=.09)

2.6 2.5 3 2.8

Being able to set your own limits when gam-
bling

3.4 3.2 3.4 3.1

Having access to a service which helps put 
money aside for your bills

2.8 2.7 2.9 3.2

Gambling card where you can choose your 
own limit (F=17.2, p<.001)

2.3 2.6 3.2 3.7

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep 
to your limits during gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) (Significant differences in blue). Unweighted results

Table 108.Usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits - unweighted results -
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

Options to help gamblers
keep to limits

Unweighted means (1=not at all useful, 5=very useful)

Non-
problem 
gambling
(N=197)

Low risk
(N=79)

Moderate 
risk

(N=117)

Problem 
gambling
(N=89)
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Trends by indigenous
background

Key trends by the indigenous background of gamblers is shown in Table 109. Findings 
for indigenous people showed notable support for the idea of the one-way bank 
transfer, having access to a service which helps plan for bills and the idea of removing 
ATMs from gambling venues. This presents some very interesting concepts which could 
be tested in further more detailed research with people of an indigenous background. 

The following statistically significant differences for indigenous people are also worth 
noting in results:

•• access to a service which puts money aside for bills was much more favourably 
regarded by people of an indigenous background - this may reflect the lower 
socioeconomic status of some indigenous people

•• being able to choose your own ATM withdrawal limit was also more favourably 
regarded by indigenous people

•• displaying warnings that pop-up during gambling to tell players to play responsibly 
was more favourably regarded by indigenous people

•• the idea of a gambling card where you can choose your own limit was also more 
favourably regarded by indigenous people.

Table 109.Usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR PEOPLE OF INDIGENOUS BACKGROUND (N=482, November 2005)a

Options to help gamblers
keep to limits

Unweighted means 
(1=not at all useful, 

5=very useful)

Indigenous
(N=15)

Non-
indigenous
(N=467)

Being able to deposit money from gambling directly 
into your bank account at the venue (a one-way 
transfer)

4.1 3.6

Having access to a service which helps put money 
aside for your bills (F=2.9, p=.003)

4.1 2.9

Removing ATMs from gambling venues 4 3.4

Being able to choose your own withdrawal limit for 
ATMs at gambling venues (such as limiting yourself to 
only $50 withdrawal per day) (F=1.7, p=.09)

3.7 3

Players being given education about how to set a 
budget and tips on how to keep to limits

3.7 3

Having access to detailed expenditure statements 
showing how much you have spent on gambling for a 
given day, week or month

3.7 3.2

Displaying warnings that pop-up during gambling to tell 
players to play responsibly (F=2.2, p=.03)

3.6 2.7

All gamblers being restricted to only spend a certain 
amount on gambling per day, such as an upper maxi-
mum of $200 per day

3.5 2.9

Gambling card where you can choose your own limit
(F=1.7, p=.09)

3.5 2.8

Being able to set your own limits when gambling 3.2 3.3

Being required to take a compulsory break from gam-
bling after a certain time

3 2.6

Being limited in the number of times you can gamble 
per month or per day

3 2.5
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Being allowed to convert money to cheques at the 
amount you choose or having the ability to print your 
own cheques

2.9 2.6

Limits on loyalty points players would get if they played 
beyond a certain spend limit

2.9 2.5

Being able to store your money in a safe place at the 
venue, which you could only access after a cooling off 
period (like a storage locker)

2.4 2.5

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in 
helping you personally keep to your limits during gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) 
Unweighted results.(Significant differences in blue)

Table 109.Usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR PEOPLE OF INDIGENOUS BACKGROUND (N=482, November 2005)a

Options to help gamblers
keep to limits

Unweighted means 
(1=not at all useful, 

5=very useful)

Indigenous
(N=15)

Non-
indigenous
(N=467)
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Trends for CALD 
groups

Key trends for CALD groups are shown in Table 110. Once again, it is interesting to 
note the strong support by CALD groups for removing ATMs from venues and being 
able to choose your own withdrawal limit. There was also equal support for the idea of 
gamblers being restricted to only spend a certain amount on gambling per day. 

A review of significant differences also showed that CALD groups were more positive 
about the following, compared to non-CALD groups:

•• Being allowed to convert money to cheques at the amount you choose or having 
the ability to print your own cheques

•• Being limited in the number of times you can gamble per month or per day

•• Displaying warnings that pop-up during gambling to tell players to play responsibly

Accordingly, such differences will be interesting to explore in further research with 
CALD groups. Indeed, it is possible that different strategies may work better with 
different segments of the community. 

Table 110.Usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR CALD GROUPS (N=482, November 2005)a

Options to help gamblers
keep to limits

Unweighted means 
(1=not at all useful, 

5=very useful)

English not 
first language

(N=45)

English as 
first language

(N=437)

Removing ATMs from gambling venues 3.3 3.4

Being able to choose your own withdrawal limit for 
ATMs at gambling venues (such as limiting yourself to 
only $50 withdrawal per day)

2.9 3

All gamblers being restricted to only spend a certain 
amount on gambling per day, such as an upper maxi-
mum of $200 per day

2.9 2.9

Being able to store your money in a safe place at the 
venue, which you could only access after a cooling off 
period (like a storage locker)

2.8 2.5

Being able to deposit money from gambling directly 
into your bank account at the venue (a one-way trans-
fer)

3.5 3.6

Being allowed to convert money to cheques at the 
amount you choose or having the ability to print your 
own cheques (F=2.5, p=.01)

3.2 2.6

Being required to take a compulsory break from gam-
bling after a certain time

2.9 2.6

Being limited in the number of times you can gamble 
per month or per day (F=2.1, p=.03)

3 2.5

Players being given education about how to set a 
budget and tips on how to keep to limits

3 3.1

Having access to detailed expenditure statements 
showing how much you have spent on gambling for a 
given day, week or month

3.3 3.2

Limits on loyalty points players would get if they played 
beyond a certain spend limit

2.6 2.5



PAGE 300 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

Displaying warnings that pop-up during gambling to tell 
players to play responsibly (F=1.8, p=.07)

3.1 2.6

Being able to set your own limits when gambling 3.5 3.3

Having access to a service which helps put money 
aside for your bills

3 2.9

Gambling card where you can choose your own limit 3.1 2.8

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in 
helping you personally keep to your limits during gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) 
Unweighted results. (Significant differences in blue)

Table 110.Usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR CALD GROUPS (N=482, November 2005)a

Options to help gamblers
keep to limits

Unweighted means 
(1=not at all useful, 

5=very useful)

English not 
first language

(N=45)

English as 
first language

(N=437)
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Minor trends A range of exploratory analyses were undertaken to examine the potential for other 
interesting differences and trends. Key insights are summarised in Table 111. 

Table 111.Differences relating to the usefulness of options to help gamblers keep to limits - 
SIGNIFICANT TRENDSa

Type of trend Significant trends

Age • compared to older people, younger people generally found the 
following options more useful in helping gamblers keep to limits - 
having gambling card that allows people to set a limit (r=-0.19, 
p<.001), being able to choose your own withdrawal limit for 
ATMs at gambling venues (such as limiting yourself to only $50 
withdrawal per day) (r=-0.15, p=0.001), being limited in the 
number of times you can gamble per month or per day (t=-
0.13, p=0.005), having access to a service which helps put 
money aside for your bills (r=-0.12, p=0.008), having access to 
detailed expenditure statements showing how much you have 
spent on gambling for a given day, week or month (r=-0.12, p=
0.008) and all gamblers being restricted to only spend a certain 
amount on gambling per day, such as an upper maximum of 
$200 per day (r=-0.08, p=0.07)

Gender • compared to males, females generally found the following 
options more useful in helping gamblers keep to limits - 
Being limited in the number of times you can gamble per month 
or per day (t=-2.9, p=0.004) (Male=2.3, Female=2.8), all 
gamblers being restricted to only spend a certain amount on 
gambling per day, such as an upper maximum of $200 per day 
(t=-2.5, p=0.01) (Male=2.7, Female=3.1), being required to take 
a compulsory break from gambling after a certain time (t=-2.4,
p=0.02) (Male=2.5, Female=2.8), being able to store your 
money in a safe place at the venue, which you could only access 
after a cooling off period (like a storage locker) (t=-2.3, p=0.02) 
(Male=2.4, Female=2.7), players being given education about 
how to set a budget and tips on how to keep to limits (t=-2.1, 
p=0.04) (Male=2.9, Female=3.2), being able to set your own 
limits when gambling (t=-2.0, p=0.05) (Male=3.2, Female=3.5), 
having a gambling card (t=-1.9, p=0.06) (Male=2.7, Female=3.0), 
limits on loyalty points players would get if they played beyond a 
certain spend limit (t=-1.8, p=0.08) (Male=2.5, Female=2.7), 
being able to deposit money from gambling directly into your 
bank account at the venue (a one-way transfer) (t=-1.7, p=0.09) 
(Male=3.5, Female=3.8)

Frequency of gambling • compared to less frequent gamblers, more frequent gamblers 
found the following options more useful in helping gamblers 
keep to limits - Being able to deposit money from gambling 
directly into your bank account at the venue (r=0.11, p=0.02), 
being able to choose your own withdrawal limit for ATMs at 
gambling venues (r=0.08, p=0.07), removing ATMs from venues 
(r=0.08, p=0.10) and having access to detailed expenditure 
statements (r=0.07, p=0.11)

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping 
you personally keep to your limits during gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results 
(Significant differences in blue)
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7. Views about 
card based gambling

Given the national discussion about card based gaming and gambling, the current study 
explored gambler views about the potential for card based gambling, as applied to both 
EGM play and TAB punting. While precommitment options do not have to be linked to 
cards or even any technology, card based gambling presents one potential technology 
option to consider. To this end, regular gamblers participating in the survey were asked 
about not only their views on card based gambling more generally, but also their views 
on different potential future design options. Many of the measures were identified as 
important from past research undertaken by McDonnell-Phillips involving a real-life 
consumer precommitment trial in Queensland.

Accordingly, the final section of the current report is structured as follows:

•• Views about card based gambling

•• Where to apply card based gambling

•• Types of limits preferred for a gambling card

•• Preferred basis of limits for a gambling card

•• Preferred length of cooling-off period for card based gambling



PAGE 303 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

Views about card based gambling

Trends by type of gambler - 
EGM players/TAB punters

As part of the national precommitment survey, EGM players and TAB punters were 
asked to provide views about card based gambling and various potential design 
options. This included whether limits should be selected by players, whether the 
initiative should be compulsory or voluntary and related design matters.

National weighted results are presented in Table 112. As shown, key findings overall 
suggest that there is strong support for the idea that card based gambling should be a 
voluntary option and this was the view of 61% of EGM players and 69% of TAB 
punters (63% nationally). It is also interesting to note that 14-16% of the groups 
(depending on the group) saw no reason to offer card based gambling to anyone. 
Moreover, there was significantly stronger support for the notion of compulsory card 
based gambling amongst EGM players (26%), however, this was only supported by 15% 
of punters.

When asked about how limits should be set, findings showed that around half of all 
regular gamblers were of the view that players should choose their own limit (53% of 
EGM players and 55% of punters). However, around 40% of both groups held the view 
that limits should be set based on a player’s ability to pay.

The notion of voluntary versus compulsory card based gambling was also explored. In 
terms of the effect of voluntary card based gambling on the enjoyment of gambling, 
results suggested that 55% of EGM players and 69% of punters believed that this would 
not really affect their overall experience of play. A further 31% of EGM players and 18% 
of punters thought that voluntary card based gambling may actually make their 
experience more enjoyable. In this context, there was significantly more positive 
support from EGM players overall.

The notion of compulsory card based gambling was also explored in the same light. 
Results suggested that 31% of regular EGM players and 35% of regular punters 
believed that compulsory card based gambling would decrease their enjoyment of 
gambling, while 52% of both groups felt that it would have no real effect.

When asked about how other players would react, it is interesting that most people 
believed that the idea would elicit a strong negative reaction from other players. 
Specifically, this view was held by:

•• 53% of EGM players

•• 72% of TAB punters

This is quite an important issue, given that many players expect that others will dislike 
the notion of card based gambling. As social norms will often affect the acceptance of 
new initiatives, this shows that any negative media could well have a very significant 
effect on public opinion.
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Table 112.Views about card based gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

Question Group % EGM players/TAB punters (weighted results)

Opinion of card based 
gambling
(!2=7.7, p=.02)

Be made compulsory Be available as a 
voluntary option 

No reason to offer card 
based gambling to anyone

Overall 22 63 15

EGM players 26 61 14

TAB punters 15 69 16

Limits on card should 
be...

Same limits for everyone Set according to ability to 
pay Players choose own limit

Overall 6 40 54

EGM players 7 40 53

TAB punters 5 40 55

 Effect of limit if on 
enjoyment of gambling 
- if voluntary
(!2=10.9, p=.004)

Would make less 
enjoyable Would have no effect Would make more 

enjoyable

Overall 14 60 26

EGM players 14 55 31

TAB punters 13 69 18

Effect of limit if on 
enjoyment of gambling 
- if compulsory

Would make less 
enjoyable Would have no effect Would make more 

enjoyable

Overall 32 52 16

EGM players 31 52 17

TAB punters 35 52 13

Views about how 
other players will react
(!2=16.6, p<.001)

Will like limits Will feel neutral Will dislike

Overall 17 24 59

EGM players 19 28 53

TAB punters 12 16 72

Likelihood of future 
use of limit setting
(!2=8.1, p=.02)

Would try for novelty value, 
but wouldn't use in long 

term
Would try limit setting and 

use in long term
Wouldn't want to try 

or use at all

Overall 25 44 31

EGM players 26 47 27

TAB punters 22 38 40

Likelihood of future 
use of prepaid gam-
bling cards
(!2=14.5, p=.001)

Would try for novelty value, 
but wouldn't use in long 

term
Would try and 

use in long term
Wouldn't want to try 

or use at all

Overall 35 29 36

EGM players 40 30 30

TAB punters 25 28 47

Privacy concerns about 
a gambling card

Wouldn't worry at all A little concerned, 
but wouldn't stop use

Extremely concerned - 
very worried about use

Overall 39 32 29

EGM players 38 35 27

TAB punters 41 28 32

a. Questions - Respondents were prompted with three options for each question (see yellow labels) - (a) Do you think card based gambling 
should be... (b) If available, do you think that limits on the card should be... (c) If entirely voluntary, would having a limit make your enjoyment of 
gambling... (d) If a limit was compulsory, would having a limit make your enjoyment of gambling... (e) Do you believe that other players in the 
community will... (f) Which of the following would describe your future likely use of limit setting if available today... (g) As another option, pre-paid 
gambling cards could be made available. These would not be linked to players, but could be purchased similar to mobile phone cards. How likely 
would you be to buy pre-paid cards for your (main gambling activity) if they were available today... (h) While player spend details would be con-
fidential under card based gaming, some people may be concerned about privacy. How concerned would you be about the privacy aspect of a 
gambling card? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) (Significant differences in blue) Weighted results
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While it can be difficult to predict future behaviours in a self-report survey, regular 
gamblers were asked to indicate whether they would use both (1) limit setting and (2) 
card based gambling if they were available. To help with the prediction of future 
behaviour, questions were phrased as:

Interestingly, key findings showed that:

•• 47% of EGM players and 38% of TAB punters said that they would try limit 
setting and use it in the long term (while the balance said that they either wouldn’t 
try it or would only try it for novelty value and use in the long term)

•• 30% of EGM players and 28% of TAB punters said that they would try card 
based gambling and use it in the long term (while the balance said that they either 
wouldn’t try it or would only try it for novelty value and use in the long term)

Accordingly, this may suggest that a reasonable proportion of regular gamblers would 
be amenable to the concept, however, it is apparent that the concept is much less 
attractive to TAB punters. 

In relation to overall trends concerning the privacy aspect of a gambling card, findings 
also showed that 27% of EGM players and 32% of TAB punters said that they 
would be extremely concerned about privacy or very worried about the privacy 
implications. Accordingly, this segment may require very extensive communications to 
convince that their privacy is protected.

(1) Which of the following would describe your future likely use of 
limit setting if available today... 

(2) As another option, pre-paid gambling cards could be made available. These would not be 
linked to players, but could be purchased similar to mobile phone cards. How likely would 

you be to buy pre-paid cards for your (main gambling activity) if they were available today...

PROMPTED OPTIONS

You would try for novelty value, 
but wouldn't use in long term

You would try 
and use in long term

You wouldn't want to try 
or use at all
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Trends by location of 
play - EGM players

Key trends by the location of EGM play are shown in Table 113. While differences were 
not statistically significant, they are presented for exploratory value, given the small 
sample sizes. A few points of interest include:

•• card based gambling seemed to receive higher support from casino players

•• hotel players seemed to hold a stronger view that limits should be set on a 
player’s ability to pay

•• a higher proportion of casino and to some extent, club players believed that other 
people would dislike card based gambling

•• future long term use of limit setting seemed higher for club and hotel players, 
yet lower for those who played in casinos

•• future long term use of gambling cards, however, seemed higher for casino players

•• extreme privacy concerns were lowest in hotel players.

Table 113.Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF EGM PLAY (N=240, November 2005)a

Question Group % EGM players (unweighted results)

Opinion of card based 
gambling

Be made compulsory Be available as a 
voluntary option 

No reason to offer card 
based gambling to any-

one

Club 24 62 14

Hotel 21 60 19

Casino 16 71 13

Limits on card should 
be...

Same limits for everyone Set according to ability to 
pay Players choose own limit

Club 5 35 60

Hotel 10 49 41

Casino 7 36 57

Effect of limit if on 
enjoyment of gambling 
- if voluntary

Would make less 
enjoyable Would have no effect Would make more 

enjoyable

Club 13 59 28

Hotel 17 56 27

Casino 13 57 30

Effect of limit if on 
enjoyment of gambling 
- if compulsory

Would make less 
enjoyable Would have no effect Would make more 

enjoyable

Club 32 48 19

Hotel 34 50 16

Casino 38 46 16

Views about how other 
players will react

Will like limits Will feel neutral Will dislike

Club 20 20 60

Hotel 11 30 59

Casino 18 14 68

Likelihood of future use 
of limit setting

Would try for novelty 
value, but wouldn't use in 

long term
Would try limit setting and 

use in long term
Wouldn't want to try 

or use at all

Club 29 47 24

Hotel 20 44 36

Casino 20 39 41
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Likelihood of future use 
of prepaid gambling 
cards

Would try for novelty 
value, but wouldn't use in 

long term
Would try and 

use in long term
Wouldn't want to try 

or use at all

Club 40 27 32

Hotel 36 31 33

Casino 21 39 39

Privacy concerns about 
a gambling card

Wouldn't worry at all A little concerned, 
but wouldn't stop use

Extremely concerned - 
very worried about use

Club 38 34 28

Hotel 39 41 20

Casino 36 30 34

a. Questions - Respondents were prompted with three options for each question (see yellow labels) - (a) Do you think card based gambling should 
be... (b) If available, do you think that limits on the card should be... (c) If entirely voluntary, would having a limit make your enjoyment of gambling... 
(d) If a limit was compulsory, would having a limit make your enjoyment of gambling... (e) Do you believe that other players in the community will... 
(f) Which of the following would describe your future likely use of limit setting if available today... (g) As another option, pre-paid gambling cards 
could be made available. These would not be linked to players, but could be purchased similar to mobile phone cards. How likely would you be to 
buy pre-paid cards for your (main gambling activity) if they were available today... (h) While player spend details would be confidential under card 
based gaming, some people may be concerned about privacy. How concerned would you be about the privacy aspect of a gambling card? 
(No significant differences) (Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results

Table 113.Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF EGM PLAY (N=240, November 2005)a

Question Group % EGM players (unweighted results)
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Trends by location of 
play - TAB punters

Similar trends for TAB punters are shown in Table 114. Differences were not again 
statistically significant, however, a few minor trends are worth considering. Specifically:

•• internet punters seemed to hold a stronger view that voluntary limits would make 
gambling more enjoyable, however, were least likely to support compulsory limits

•• phone punters held the strongest view that others would dislike the idea of limits

•• on-course punters seemed to be the least likely to use limit setting and card based 
gambling in the long term - phone punters were also most likely of all groups to use 
pre-paid gambling cards in the long term

•• on-course punters were the least extremely concerned about privacy.

Table 114.Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING (N=242, November 2005)a

Question Group % TAB punters (unweighted)

Opinion of card 
based gambling

Be made compul-
sory 

Be available as a 
voluntary option 

No reason to offer 
card based gam-
bling to anyone

On-course 14 71 14

Off-course 14 69 17

Phone betting 15 65 19

Internet betting 15 74 12

Limits on card 
should be...

Same limits for 
everyone

Set according to 
ability to pay

Players choose 
own limit

On-course 3 37 60

Off-course 9 37 54

Phone betting 4 38 58

Internet betting 3 38 59

Effect of limit if 
on enjoyment of 
gambling - if vol-

untary

Would make less 
enjoyable

Would have no 
effect

Would make more 
enjoyable

On-course 11 74 14

Off-course 17 66 17

Phone betting 12 73 15

Internet betting 12 68 21

Effect of limit if 
on enjoyment of 

gambling - if 
compulsory

Would make less 
enjoyable

Would have no 
effect

Would make more 
enjoyable

On-course 26 66 9

Off-course 37 49 14

Phone betting 31 54 15

Internet betting 35 59 6

Views about 
how other play-

ers will react

Will like limits Will feel neutral Will dislike

On-course 17 11 71

Off-course 14 19 67

Phone betting 15 4 81

Internet betting 12 15 74

Likelihood of 
future use of 
limit setting

Would try for nov-
elty value, but 
wouldn't use in 

long term

Would try limit set-
ting and use in long 

term

Wouldn't want to 
try 

or use at all

On-course 17 29 54

Off-course 22 37 41

Phone betting 31 38 31

Internet betting 18 35 47
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Likelihood of 
future use of 

prepaid gambling 
cards

Would try for nov-
elty value, but 
wouldn't use in 

long term

Would try and use 
in long term

Wouldn't want to 
try 

or use at all

On-course 23 20 57

Off-course 30 25 45

Phone betting 19 38 42

Internet betting 18 29 53

Privacy con-
cerns about a 
gambling card

Wouldn't worry at 
all

A little concerned, 
but wouldn't stop 

use

Extremely con-
cerned - 

very worried about 
use

On-course 46 29 26

Off-course 42 25 33

Phone betting 50 19 31

Internet betting 32 35 32

a. Questions - Respondents were prompted with three options for each question (see yellow labels) - (a) Do you think 
card based gambling should be... (b) If available, do you think that limits on the card should be... (c) If entirely voluntary, 
would having a limit make your enjoyment of gambling... (d) If a limit was compulsory, would having a limit make your 
enjoyment of gambling... (e) Do you believe that other players in the community will... (f) Which of the following would 
describe your future likely use of limit setting if available today... (g) As another option, pre-paid gambling cards could be 
made available. These would not be linked to players, but could be purchased similar to mobile phone cards. How likely 
would you be to buy pre-paid cards for your (main gambling activity) if they were available today... (h) While player 
spend details would be confidential under card based gaming, some people may be concerned about privacy. How con-
cerned would you be about the privacy aspect of a gambling card? (No significant differences)
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results

Table 114.Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING (N=242, November 2005)a

Question Group % TAB punters (unweighted)
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
EGM players

Key trends by jurisdiction relating to EGM player support of limits and various card 
based gambling design options are shown in Table 115. Figure 107 and Figure 108 also 
present a graphical display of results for easy reference.

While many differences were not statistically significant (as sample sizes were small), 
many points of interest are once again apparent (Significant differences should also be 
noted in Table 115):

•• views on card based gambling - EGM players in TAS and WA held the 
strongest views that it should be voluntary

•• how limits should be set - EGM players in QLD held the strongest views that 
limits should be set according to a player’s ability to pay

•• effect of limit on enjoyment if voluntary - EGM players in SA held the 
strongest view that it wouldn’t have an effect at all, while WA players were most 
convinced that it would make gambling more enjoyable

•• effect of limit on enjoyment if compulsory - EGM players in ACT held the 
strongest view that it would make gambling more enjoyable

•• how others will react - EGM players in QLD and TAS held the strongest view 
that others would dislike limits

•• likely future use of limits - EGM players in NSW held the strongest view that 
they would use limits in the long term - ACT and TAS also followed closely behind

•• likely future use of pre-paid gambling cards - EGM players in WA held the 
strongest view that they would use pre-paid cards in the long term and there was 
lower apparent interest in NT and VIC

•• privacy concerns - EGM players in WA, NT, QLD and NSW held the strongest 
extreme privacy concerns about card based gambling.

Once again, small sample sizes should naturally imply that these trends may not be 
definitive trends by jurisdiction.
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Table 115.Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

Question State % gamblers (unweighted results)

Opinion of card 
based gambling

Be made com-
pulsory 

Be available as a 
voluntary option 

No reason to 
offer card based 

gambling to 
anyone

NSW 29 56 15

ACT 24 58 18

VIC 24 65 12

TAS 13 77 10

QLD 29 61 10

SA 16 61 23

NT 16 61 23

WA 13 80 7

Limits on card 
should be...

Same limits for 
everyone

Set according to 
ability to pay

Players choose 
own limit

NSW 9 35 56

ACT 3 33 64

VIC 6 41 53

TAS 13 42 45

QLD 0 52 48

SA 10 42 48

NT 6 35 58

WA 13 27 60

Effect of limit if 
on enjoyment of 
gambling - if vol-
untary

Would make less 
enjoyable

Would have no 
effect

Would make 
more enjoyable

NSW 15 50 35

ACT 9 55 36

VIC 12 56 32

TAS 16 58 26

QLD 19 58 23

SA 16 71 13

NT 19 58 23

WA 0 53 47

Effect of limit if 
on enjoyment of 
gambling - if 
compulsory

Would make less 
enjoyable

Would have no 
effect

Would make 
more enjoyable

NSW 29 50 21

ACT 27 36 36

VIC 24 59 18

TAS 29 58 13

QLD 42 48 10

SA 48 42 10

NT 35 45 19

WA 47 47 7
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Views about 
how other play-
ers will react
(!2=21.4, p=.09)

Will like limits Will feel neutral Will dislike

NSW 24 32 44

ACT 24 15 61

VIC 21 29 50

TAS 6 19 74

QLD 13 13 74

SA 3 29 68

NT 26 10 65

WA 20 27 53

Likelihood of 
future use of 
limit setting
(!2=22.2, p=.08)

Would try for 
novelty value, but 
wouldn't use in 

long term

Would try limit 
setting and use 

in long term
Wouldn't want to 
try or use at all

NSW 24 56 21

ACT 27 52 21

VIC 24 41 35

TAS 16 52 32

QLD 48 35 16

SA 16 39 45

NT 19 39 42

WA 13 40 47

Likelihood of 
future use of 
prepaid gambling 
cards

(!2=20.5, p=.11)

Would try for 
novelty value, but 
wouldn't use in 

long term

Would try limit 
setting and use 

in long term
Wouldn't want to 
try or use at all

NSW 41 32 26

ACT 48 30 21

VIC 44 24 32

TAS 32 35 32

QLD 35 32 32

SA 29 29 42

NT 23 23 55

WA 7 60 33

Privacy con-
cerns about a 
gambling card

Wouldn't worry at 
all

A little con-
cerned, but 

wouldn't stop use

Extremely con-
cerned - very 
worried about 

use

NSW 35 32 32

ACT 33 45 21

VIC 41 41 18

TAS 48 26 26

QLD 39 29 32

SA 39 35 26

NT 35 32 32

WA 20 47 33

a. Questions - Respondents were prompted with three options for each question (see yellow labels) - (a) 
Do you think card based gambling should be... (b) If available, do you think that limits on the card should 
be... (c) If entirely voluntary, would having a limit make your enjoyment of gambling... (d) If a limit was 
compulsory, would having a limit make your enjoyment of gambling... (e) Do you believe that other play-
ers in the community will... (f) Which of the following would describe your future likely use of limit setting 
if available today... (g) As another option, pre-paid gambling cards could be made available. These would 
not be linked to players, but could be purchased similar to mobile phone cards. How likely would you be 
to buy pre-paid cards for your (main gambling activity) if they were available today... (h) While player 
spend details would be confidential under card based gaming, some people may be concerned about 
privacy. How concerned would you be about the privacy aspect of a gambling card? 
(Base: Regular EGM players) (Significant differences in blue) Unweighted results 

Table 115.Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

Question State % gamblers (unweighted results)
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Figure 107. Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep to your limits during 
gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players) (Significant differences in Table 115). Unweighted results
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Figure 108. Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep to your limits during 
gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players) (Significant differences in Table 115). Unweighted results
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
TAB punters

Key trends by jurisdiction relating to TAB punter support of limits are shown in 
Table 116. Figure 109 and Figure 110 also once again present a graphical display of 
results for easy reference.

While most differences were not statistically significant (as sample sizes were again 
small), many points of interest are once again apparent:

•• views on card based gambling - TAB punters in WA, VIC and SA held the 
strongest views that it should be voluntary

•• how limits should be set - TAB punters in WA and NSW held the strongest 
views that limits should be set according to a player’s ability to pay

•• effect of limit on enjoyment if voluntary - TAB punters in WA and SA held 
the strongest view that it wouldn’t have an effect at all, while TAB punters in TAS 
and NSW were most convinced that it would make gambling more enjoyable

•• effect of limit on enjoyment if compulsory - TAB punters in QLD, NT 
and VIC held the strongest view that it would make gambling less enjoyable

•• how others will react - TAB punters in ACT, NSW and QLD held the strongest 
view that others would dislike limits

•• likely future use of limits - TAB punters in NSW, TAS and QLD held the 
strongest view that they would use limits in the long term - VIC punters were least 
likely

•• likely future use of pre-paid gambling cards - TAB punters in TAS, NSW and 
QLD held the strongest view that they would use pre-paid cards in the long term 
and there was lower apparent interest in VIC

•• privacy concerns - TAB punters in ACT held the strongest extreme privacy 
concerns about card based gambling.

Once again, small sample sizes of TAB punters should imply that these trends are not 
definitive, rather are only indicative of possible trends by jurisdiction.



PAGE 316 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

Table 116.Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

Question State % gamblers (unweighted results)

 Opinion of card 
based gambling

Be made compul-
sory 

Be available as a 
voluntary option 

No reason to offer 
card based gam-
bling to anyone

NSW 16 66 19

ACT 11 64 25

VIC 10 73 17

TAS 20 63 17

QLD 23 63 13

SA 13 73 13

NT 10 73 17

WA 13 78 9

Limits on card 
should be...

Same limits for 
everyone

Set according to 
ability to pay

Players choose 
own limit

NSW 3 44 53

ACT 11 32 57

VIC 10 33 57

TAS 13 30 57

QLD 0 37 63

SA 13 33 53

NT 3 37 60

WA 0 53 47

Effect of limit if 
on enjoyment of 
gambling - 
if voluntary

(!2=22.8, p=.06)

Would make less 
enjoyable

Would have no 
effect

Would make more 
enjoyable

NSW 6 66 28

ACT 21 61 18

VIC 20 73 7

TAS 13 57 30

QLD 23 57 20

SA 13 80 7

NT 13 63 23

WA 9 88 3

Effect of limit if 
on enjoyment of 
gambling - 
if compulsory

Would make less 
enjoyable

Would have no 
effect

Would make more 
enjoyable

NSW 31 53 16

ACT 36 54 11

VIC 40 50 10

TAS 30 57 13

QLD 43 40 17

SA 30 63 7

NT 40 47 13

WA 25 63 13
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Views about 
how other 

players will react

Will like limits Will feel neutral Will dislike

NSW 13 13 75

ACT 7 14 79

VIC 7 23 70

TAS 17 17 67

QLD 13 13 73

SA 23 10 67

NT 17 17 67

WA 16 19 66

Likelihood of 
future use of
limit setting

Would try for nov-
elty value, but 
wouldn't use in 

long term

Would try limit set-
ting and use in long 

term
Wouldn't want to 
try or use at all

NSW 22 50 28

ACT 32 29 39

VIC 23 20 57

TAS 17 47 37

QLD 20 43 37

SA 17 30 53

NT 10 33 57

WA 31 34 34

Likelihood of 
future use of

pre-paid 
gambling cards

Would try for nov-
elty value, but 
wouldn't use in 

long term

Would try and use 
in long term

Wouldn't want to 
try or use at all

NSW 19 34 47

ACT 29 21 50

VIC 30 17 53

TAS 23 37 40

QLD 30 33 37

SA 33 20 47

NT 17 20 63

WA 28 28 44

Privacy concerns
about use of a 
gambling card

Wouldn't worry at 
all

A little concerned, 
but wouldn't stop 

use

Extremely con-
cerned - very wor-

ried about use

NSW 38 28 34

ACT 36 11 54

VIC 43 20 37

TAS 47 23 30

QLD 43 40 17

SA 60 20 20

NT 40 30 30

WA 31 38 31

a. Questions - Respondents were prompted with three options for each question (see yellow labels) - (a) Do 
you think card based gambling should be... (b) If available, do you think that limits on the card should be... 
(c) If entirely voluntary, would having a limit make your enjoyment of gambling... (d) If a limit was compul-
sory, would having a limit make your enjoyment of gambling... (e) Do you believe that other players in the 
community will... (f) Which of the following would describe your future likely use of limit setting if available 
today... (g) As another option, pre-paid gambling cards could be made available. These would not be linked 
to players, but could be purchased similar to mobile phone cards. How likely would you be to buy pre-paid 
cards for your (main gambling activity) if they were available today... (h) While player spend details would 
be confidential under card based gaming, some people may be concerned about privacy. How concerned 
would you be about the privacy aspect of a gambling card? (Significant differences in blue)
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results

Table 116.Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

Question State % gamblers (unweighted results)
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Figure 109. Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep to your limits during 
gambling? (Base: Regular TAB punters) (For significant differences, refer Table 116). Unweighted results
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Figure 110. Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep to your limits during 
gambling? (Base: Regular TAB punters) (For significant differences, refer Table 116). Unweighted results
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Trends by risk for
problem gambling 

Understanding the likely uptake of limits and card based gambling by problem gamblers 
presents an interesting point for analysis in the current study. Key results by problem 
gambling risk status are in Table 117. A number of statistically significant trends were 
apparent overall. Results are also presented graphically in Figure 111 and Figure 112.

Interestingly, findings highlight the following themes:

•• views on card based gambling - all groups were fairly similar in their views 
that card based gambling should be voluntary

•• how limits should be set - problem gamblers and moderate risk gamblers held 
fairly strong views that people should choose their own limits 

•• effect of limit on enjoyment if voluntary - problem gamblers held the 
strongest view that voluntary limits would make gambling more enjoyable 

•• effect of limit on enjoyment if compulsory - problem gamblers held the 
strongest view that compulsory limits would make gambling more enjoyable

•• how others will react - problem gamblers held the strongest view 
that others would dislike limits

•• likely future use of limits - problem gamblers were the most likely to say they 
would use limits in the long term (51% of problem gamblers)

•• likely future use of pre-paid gambling cards - problem gamblers were 
marginally more likely to say they would use pre-paid cards in the long term (38%), 
however, the trend was not as strong in the case of likelihood to use limits

•• privacy concerns - higher risk groups were a little more likely to hold concerns 
about privacy of card based gambling than lower risk groups.
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Table 117.Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

Question Group % EGM players/TAB punters (unweighted)

Opinion of card 
based gambling Be made compulsory Be available as a vol-

untary option 
No reason to offer card 
based gambling to any-

one

Non-problem gambling 18 68 15

Low risk 20 65 15

Moderate risk 17 66 17

Problem gambling 17 67 16

Limits on card 
should be...

Same limits for every-
one

Set according to ability 
to pay

Players choose own 
limit

Non-problem gambling 5 37 58

Low risk 9 43 48

Moderate risk 6 38 56

Problem gambling 10 38 52

Effect of limit if 
on enjoyment of 

gambling - if 
voluntary

(!2=56.2 p<.001)

Would make less 
enjoyable Would have no effect Would make more 

enjoyable

Non-problem gambling 11 76 13

Low risk 11 66 23

Moderate risk 21 61 19

Problem gambling 17 35 48

Effect of limit if 
on enjoyment of 

gambling - if 
compulsory

(!2=51.0, p<.001)

Would make less 
enjoyable Would have no effect Would make more 

enjoyable

Non-problem gambling 29 61 9

Low risk 32 56 13

Moderate risk 46 44 10

Problem gambling 31 33 36

Views about 
how other play-

ers will react

(!2=20.9, p=.002)

Will like limits Will feel neutral Will dislike

Non-problem gambling 14 22 64

Low risk 18 9 73

Moderate risk 9 19 73

Problem gambling 27 20 53

Likelihood of 
future use of 
limit setting

(!2=37.3, p<.001)

Would try for novelty 
value, but wouldn't use 

in long term
Would try limit setting 
and use in long term

Wouldn't want to try or 
use at all

Non-problem gambling 15 32 52

Low risk 32 42 27

Moderate risk 26 44 30

Problem gambling 28 51 21

Likelihood of 
future use of 

prepaid gambling 
cards

(!2=21.5, p=.001)

Would try for novelty 
value, but wouldn't use 

in long term
Would try and use in 

long term
Wouldn't want to try or 

use at all

Non-problem gambling 25 24 51

Low risk 29 28 43

Moderate risk 40 31 29

Problem gambling 30 38 31
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Privacy con-
cerns about a 
gambling card

(!2=16.4, p=.01)

Wouldn't worry at all A little concerned, but 
wouldn't stop use

Extremely concerned - 
very worried about use

Non-problem gambling 50 23 27

Low risk 38 34 28

Moderate risk 32 36 32

Problem gambling 29 38 33

a. Questions - Respondents were prompted with three options for each question (see yellow labels) - (a) Do you think card based 
gambling should be... (b) If available, do you think that limits on the card should be... (c) If entirely voluntary, would having a limit 
make your enjoyment of gambling... (d) If a limit was compulsory, would having a limit make your enjoyment of gambling... (e) Do you 
believe that other players in the community will... (f) Which of the following would describe your future likely use of limit setting if 
available today... (g) As another option, pre-paid gambling cards could be made available. These would not be linked to players, but 
could be purchased similar to mobile phone cards. How likely would you be to buy pre-paid cards for your (main gambling activity) if 
they were available today... (h) While player spend details would be confidential under card based gaming, some people may be con-
cerned about privacy. How concerned would you be about the privacy aspect of a gambling card? (Significant differences in blue) 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results

Table 117.Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

Question Group % EGM players/TAB punters (unweighted)



PAGE 323 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

Figure 111. Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep to your limits during 
gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) (For significant differences, refer Table 117). Unweighted results
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Figure 112. Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - If 1=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep to your limits during 
gambling? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) (For significant differences, refer Table 117). Unweighted results
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Trends by indigenous
background

Key trends by the indigenous background of gamblers are shown in Table 118. Two 
statistically significant trends included:

•• indigenous people held a stronger view than non-indigenous people that the 
same limits should be set for everyone, however, there was still 
overwhelming support for the idea that players should choose their own

•• indigenous people were more likely to use limits in the long term than non-
indigenous people and there was also a higher percent who said that they would 
try limits for novelty value, but probably not use in the long term

Table 118.Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY INDIGENOUS BACKGROUND (N=482, November 2005)a

Question Group % EGM players/TAB punters (unweighted)

Opinion of card based 
gambling

 

Be made 
compulsory 

Be available as a 
voluntary option 

No reason to offer card 
based gambling to any-

one

Indigenous 27 53 20

Non-indigenous 18 67 15

Limits on card should be...

(!2=4.2, p=.12)

Same limits for every-
one

Set according to ability 
to pay

Players choose own 
limit

Indigenous 20 33 47

Non-indigenous 6 39 55

Effect of limit if on enjoy-
ment of gambling - if volun-
tary

 

Would make less 
enjoyable Would have no effect Would make more 

enjoyable

Indigenous 20 40 40

Non-indigenous 14 64 22

Effect of limit if on enjoy-
ment of gambling - if com-
pulsory

 

Would make less 
enjoyable Would have no effect Would make more 

enjoyable

Indigenous 27 47 27

Non-indigenous 34 51 15

Views about how other 
players will react

 

Will like limits Will feel neutral Will dislike

Indigenous 20 13 67

Non-indigenous 15 19 66

Likelihood of future use of 
limit setting

 

Would try for novelty 
value, but wouldn't use 

in long term
Would try limit setting 
and use in long term

Wouldn't want to try 
or use at all

Indigenous 27 53 20

Non-indigenous 23 40 37

Likelihood of future use of 
prepaid gambling cards

(!2=4.9, p=.09) 

Would try for novelty 
value, but wouldn't use 

in long term
Would try and use in 

long term
Wouldn't want to try 

or use at all

Indigenous 47 40 13

Non-indigenous 30 28 42

Privacy concerns about a 
gambling card

 

Wouldn't worry at all A little concerned, 
but wouldn't stop use

Extremely concerned - 
very worried about use

Indigenous 33 53 13

Non-indigenous 40 30 30

a. Questions - Respondents were prompted with three options for each question (see yellow labels) - (a) Do you think card based gambling 
should be... (b) If available, do you think that limits on the card should be... (c) If entirely voluntary, would having a limit make your enjoy-
ment of gambling... (d) If a limit was compulsory, would having a limit make your enjoyment of gambling... (e) Do you believe that other 
players in the community will... (f) Which of the following would describe your future likely use of limit setting if available today... (g) As 
another option, pre-paid gambling cards could be made available. These would not be linked to players, but could be purchased similar to 
mobile phone cards. How likely would you be to buy pre-paid cards for your (main gambling activity) if they were available today... (h) 
While player spend details would be confidential under card based gaming, some people may be concerned about privacy. How con-
cerned would you be about the privacy aspect of a gambling card? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results
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Trends for
CALD groups

Key trends for CALD groups are in Table 119. Once again, a number of statistically 
significant trends were apparent overall. Specifically, compared to non-CALD groups, 
CALD groups were more likely to:

•• believe that card based gambling should be made compulsory 

•• see that voluntary limits would make gambling more enjoyable 

•• see that compulsory limits would make gambling more enjoyable 

•• see that other people would like limits.

Table 119.Views about card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS FOR CALD GROUPS (N=482, November 2005)a

Question Group % EGM players/TAB punters (unweighted)

Opinion of card based 
gambling
(!2=5.4, p=.07) 

 

Be made 
compulsory 

Be available as a 
voluntary option 

No reason to offer card 
based gambling to any-

one

English not first language 27 51 22

English as first language 17 68 15

Limits on card should 
be...

 

Same limits for everyone Set according to ability 
to pay

Players choose own 
limit

English not first language 11 33 56

English as first language 6 39 55

Effect of limit if on 
enjoyment of gambling - 
if voluntary

(!2=6.1 p=.05) 

Would make less 
enjoyable Would have no effect Would make more 

enjoyable

English not first language 18 47 36

English as first language 14 65 21

Effect of limit if on 
enjoyment of gambling - 
if compulsory
(!2=5.0 p=.08) 

Would make less 
enjoyable Would have no effect Would make more 

enjoyable

English not first language 42 36 22

English as first language 33 52 14

Views about how other 
players will react

(!2=9.7, p=.008) 

Will like limits Will feel neutral Will dislike

English not first language 31 11 58

English as first language 14 19 67

Likelihood of future use 
of limit setting

 

Would try for novelty 
value, but wouldn't use 

in long term
Would try limit setting 
and use in long term

Wouldn't want to try 
or use at all

English not first language 20 42 38

English as first language 23 40 37

Likelihood of future use 
of prepaid gambling 
cards

 

Would try for novelty 
value, but wouldn't use 

in long term
Would try limit setting 
and use in long term

Wouldn't want to try 
or use at all

English not first language 24 31 44

English as first language 31 29 41

Privacy concerns about 
a gambling card

 

Wouldn't worry at all A little concerned, 
but wouldn't stop use

Extremely concerned - 
very worried about use

English not first language 36 33 31

English as first language 40 31 29

a. Questions - Respondents were prompted with three options for each question (see yellow labels) - (a) Do you think card based gambling should 
be... (b) If available, do you think that limits on the card should be... (c) If entirely voluntary, would having a limit make your enjoyment of gam-
bling... (d) If a limit was compulsory, would having a limit make your enjoyment of gambling... (e) Do you believe that other players in the commu-
nity will... (f) Which of the following would describe your future likely use of limit setting if available today... (g) As another option, pre-paid gambling 
cards could be made available. These would not be linked to players, but could be purchased similar to mobile phone cards. How likely would you 
be to buy pre-paid cards for your (main gambling activity) if they were available today... (h) While player spend details would be confidential under 
card based gaming, some people may be concerned about privacy. How concerned would you be about the privacy aspect of a gambling card? 
(Significant differences in blue) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results
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Minor trends A range of other exploratory analyses were undertaken to examine the potential for 
any other interesting differences and trends. Key insights are summarised in Table 120. 
It should be noted that the following trends are not absolute trends (eg. while there 
may be an overall trend for both males and females to hold a certain attitude, one 
gender may be more likely to hold one attitude than the other). 

Table 120.Differences relating to views about card based gambling - 
SIGNIFICANT TRENDSa

Type of trend Significant trends

Age • 18-24yr olds seemed to be more likely to say that they’d use 
limit setting for novelty value (but wouldn’t use in long term), 
while the 25-34yr old group was more likely to say that they’d 
try and use in the longer term. Older people (eg. 50yrs +) were 
also more likely to say that they wouldn’t want to try and use 

limits setting at all (!2=28.3, p<.001)
• younger people seemed to be more likely to say they’d use pre-

paid cards in the long term, while older people (eg. 50yrs +) 
were more likely to say that they wouldn’t want to try and use 

pre-paid cards at all (!2=16.5, p=.04)
• younger people (under ~34yrs) seemed to be more likely to say 

that they wouldn’t worry about privacy of gambling cards at all, 
while older people (eg. 50yrs +) were more likely to say that 

they would be extremely concerned (!2=24.7, p=.002)

Gender • Compared to males, females were more likely to want card 
based gaming offered as compulsory, while males were more 

likely to see no reason to offer it at all (!2=8.4, p=.02)
• Compared to females, males were more likely to say that gam-

bling would be less enjoyable if limits were made voluntary

(!2=6.0, p=.05)
• Compared to females, males were more likely to say that gam-

bling would be less enjoyable if limits were made compulsory

(!2=9.8, p=.007)
• Compared to females, males were less likely to try and use limit 

setting in the long term and more likely to not want to try it at all 

(!2=6.9, p=.03)
• Compared to females, males were less likely to try and use pre-

paid gambling cards in the long term and more likely to not want 

to try or use them at all (!2=10.8, p=.004)
• Compared to females, males were more likely to say that using 

gambling cards wouldn’t worry them at all (!2=7.0, p=.03)

Frequency of gambling • Compared to more frequent gamblers - less frequent gamblers 
were more likely to want card based gambling to be compulsory 
or voluntary, while more frequent gamblers were more likely to 

see no reason to offer card based gambling (!2=17.5, p=.03)
• More frequent gamblers were more likely to say that gambling 

would become less enjoyable with a voluntary limit, while less 
frequent gamblers were more likely to say that it would have no 

effect at all (!2=13.7, p=.09)
• More frequent gamblers were more likely to say that gambling 

would become less enjoyable if there was a compulsory limit, 
while less frequent gamblers were more likely to say that it 

would have no effect at all (!2=14.1, p=.08)
• More frequent gamblers were more likely to say that they’d try 

limits for novelty value, but wouldn’t use in the long term and 
were less likely to say they’d try limits and use them in the long 

term (!2=15.4, p=.05)
• More frequent gamblers were more likely to say they’d be 

worried about privacy of card based gambling and were less 

likely to say that they wouldn’t worry at all (!2=16.7, p=.03)

a. Question - Over the past 12 months, how effective are the following techniques in helping you control your gam-
bling? (1=never, 5=always) (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results 
(Significant differences in blue)
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Where to apply card based gambling

Trends by type of gambler - 
EGM players/TAB punters

As part of the survey, the types of gambling activities most in need of limits for 
gamblers were explored. Gamblers were allowed to mention multiple types of 
activities in line with their overall perceptions. A summary of overall results for EGM 
players and TAB punters is shown in Table 121.

As apparent, there was generally overwhelming agreement that card based gambling 
should be applied to EGMs of all gambling activities. It is also interesting that a 
reasonably high proportion of gamblers overall also saw some application to the TAB 
and casino table games.

As trends for different EGM and TAB player subgroups were virtually the same, results 
have not been separated. However, it should be noted that, while overall trends were 
consistent for all groups, club based EGM players showed the strongest preference for 
application of card based gambling to the pokies (96% selected “pokies” versus only 
87% for hotel players and 82% for casino based players).

 

Table 121.Where to apply card based gambling- weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS - MULTIPLE RESPONSES 

(N=482, November 2005)a

a. Question - What type of gambling should a gambling card be applied to? (Base: Regular EGM 
players/TAB punters) Weighted results (Multiple response questions not significance tested)

Type of gambling to apply 
card based gambling

% EGM players/TAB punters
Weighted results

EGM players
(N=315)

TAB punters
(N=167)

Overall
(N=482)

Pokies 91 90 91

TAB 66 56 63

Casino table games 64 67 65

Other 2 0 1

Keno 2 1 2

Lotteries/Tattslotto 2 1 1

None 2 2 2

Online 1 1 1
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
EGM players

Key trends by jurisdiction are shown in Table 122. It is interesting to observe that 
support for the pokies was universally identified as first priority by EGM players in 
all states/territories (table games also received equal first preference in WA). The EGM 
player preference for the TAB was also quite strong in Queensland and Victoria. 
Similarly, preference for casino table games was strongest in Queensland, WA and the 
ACT (closely followed by NT).

 

Trends by jurisdiction - 
TAB punters

Key preferences of TAB punters for the application of card based gambling are shown 
in Table 123. Interestingly, there was still an overwhelming preference for application of 
card based gambling to the pokies, even in spite of this rating being made by TAB 
punters. The idea of applying it to the TAB was also well-received by many punters, 
with percentages ranging from 53% to 78% (of punters). It should also be noted that 
punter support for application of card based gambling to the TAB was highest in WA 
(78%) and SA (70%).

Table 122.Where to apply card based gambling- unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS - MULTIPLE RESPONSES (N=240, November 2005)a

Type of gambling 
to apply card 

based gambling

% EGM players (unweighted results)

NSW
(N=34)

ACT
(N=33)

VIC
(N=34)

TAS
(N=31)

QLD
(N=31)

SA
(N=31)

NT
(N=31)

WA
(N=15)

Pokies 88 97 94 94 100 84 84 73

TAB 62 67 71 58 74 65 55 60

Casino table games 62 73 65 58 74 58 71 73

Other 3 3 3  0  0  0  0  0

Keno  0  0 3  0 10  0  0 7

Lotteries/Tattslotto  0  0 3  0 3 3 3  0

None 3  0  0  0  0 13  0 7

Online  0  0 3  0  0  0  0  0

a. Question - What type of gambling should a gambling card be applied to? (Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results
(Multiple response questions not significance tested)

Table 123.Where to apply card based gambling- unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS - MULTIPLE RESPONSES (N=242, November 2005)a

Type of gambling 
to apply card 

based gambling

% TAB punters (unweighted results)

NSW
(N=32)

ACT
(N=28)

VIC
(N=30)

TAS
(N=30)

QLD
(N=30)

SA
(N=30)

NT
(N=30)

WA
(N=32)

Pokies 91 93 87 90 93 100 87 84

TAB 53 57 53 53 53 70 63 78

Casino table games 69 57 63 67 67 57 63 78

Other 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0

Keno 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0

Lotteries/Tattslotto 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 3

None 3 7 0 3 3 0 0 0

Online 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 6

a. Question - What type of gambling should a gambling card be applied to? (Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results
(Multiple response questions not significance tested)
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Trends by risk for
problem gambling

Key trends by the risk status of gamblers are presented in Table 124. It is interesting to 
observe that, while all groups favoured application of card based gambling to the 
pokies, the idea of applying it to the TAB was least preferred amongst problem 
gamblers and moderate risk gamblers (58-59% versus 62% and 66% for other groups). 

Moreover, the higher risk groups also showed less overall preference for its application 
to table games. This may be a reflection of the idea that most problem gamblers are 
very clear that its key application should be to the pokies. Indeed, literature on 
problem gambling also suggests that EGMs are most commonly associated with a 
significantly higher rate of problem gambling than other gambling activities. The 
application of card based gambling to the pokies would also be the predicted view 
of many social and community stakeholders consulted as part of the current project.

Table 124.Where to apply card based gambling- unweighted results - TRENDS BY PROBLEM 
GAMBLING RISK STATUS - MULTIPLE RESPONSES (N=482, November 2005)a

Type of gambling 
to apply card 

based gambling

% EGM players/TAB punters (unweighted results)

Non-problem 
gambling
(N=197)

Low risk
(N=79)

Moderate risk
(N=117)

Problem 
gambling
(N=89)

Pokies 91 90 91 90

TAB 66 62 59 58

Casino table games 69 70 62 61

Other 1 0 1 1

Keno 1 3 3 0 

Lotteries/Tattslotto 1 3 3 0

None 2 1 3 2

Online 1 1 1 0

a. Question - What type of gambling should a gambling card be applied to? (Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) 
Unweighted results (Multiple response questions not significance tested)
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Types of limits preferred for a gambling card

Trends by type of gambler -
EGM players/TAB punters

Understanding how gamblers would like to set limits is an important aspect to the 
current study. This was explored by asking people to state their limit and basis early on 
in the survey (See “Basis of limits set by gamblers” on page 107) and also by specifically 
asking gamblers to state their preferences for different types of limits (based on 
prompted options).

Findings showing overall gambler preferences for different types of limits are shown in 
Table 125. Results include both the first preference and overall preferences. It 
would be recommended for the first preference to be considered as most indicative 
of what is really important to individuals (and is arguably more predictive of their 
behaviour in a real setting).

Findings overall show that there was a very strong preference for monetary based 
limits (82% of EGM players and 69% of punters nominated money as a first 
preference). In contrast, there were fewer gamblers who preferred to set a limit on 
time as their first preference (6% of each group). 

Bet size preference also emerged as a fairly high preference for punters (16% 
nominated as first preference), but this was not of great interest to EGM players (only 
2% nominated as first preference). There was similarly marginal interest in a limit based 
on visits for both EGM players and TAB punters.

In this context, money and visit limits were the top priorities for EGM players and 
money and bet size limits the top priorities for TAB punters.

Table 125.Types of limits preferred for a gambling card - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS - MULTIPLE RESPONSES (MR) (N=482, November 2005)a

If had access to gambling 
card, where players would 

most prefer to set a 
maximum limit

% EGM players/TAB punters (weighted results)

EGM players
(N=315)

TAB punters
(N=167)

Overall
(N=482)

All 
preferences

(MR)

1st
preference

All 
preferences

(MR)

1st
preference

All 
preferences

(MR)

1st
preference

Maximum money you can spend 
(such as a limit of $50 per day)

93 82 86 69 91 78

Maximum time you can gamble 
(such as a limit of 1hr per wk.)

38 6 35 6 37 6

Maximum bet size you can place 
(such as a limit of only $1 bet)

27 2 52 16 36 7

Maximum visits you’re allowed to 
gamble at a certain venue 
(such as only 3 visits per month)

35 10 27 9 32 9

a. Question - If you had access to a gambling card with limits, would you most prefer to set a limit on the maximum (prompted)...? 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results (Multiple response questions not significance tested)
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Trends by location of
play - EGM players

Key trends by location of play are shown in Table 126. It is interesting to observe that, 
based on first preferences, club players seem to have the strongest preference for 
monetary limits (although this is preferred by all). It is similarly worth noting that casino 
and hotel players have a slightly stronger preference for a visit limit, compared to club 
players. However, once again, money prevails as the top priority for all groups.

 

Table 126.Types of limits preferred for a gambling card - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF EGM PLAY - 

MULTIPLE RESPONSES (MR) (N=240, November 2005)a

If had access to gambling card, 
where players would most 

prefer to set a maximum limit

% EGM players (unweighted results)

Club 
(N=114)

Hotel
(N=70)

Casino
(N=56)

All 
preferen

ces
(MR)

1st
preferen

ce

All 
preferen

ces
(MR)

1st
preferen

ce

All 
preferen

ces
(MR)

1st
preferen

ce

Maximum money you can spend 
(such as a limit of $50 per day)

89 81 93 76 89 73

Maximum time you can gamble 
(such as a limit of 1hr per wk.)

36 8 33 7 38 5

Maximum bet size you can place 
(such as a limit of only $1 bet)

27 2 33 4 34 5

Maximum visits you’re allowed to 
gamble at a certain venue (such as 
only 3 visits per month)

30 10 30 13 36 16

a. Question - If you had access to a gambling card with limits, would you most prefer to set a limit on the maximum 
(prompted)...? (Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (Multiple response questions not significance tested)
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Trends by location of
play - TAB punters

Key trends by the most frequented TAB punting location are shown in Table 127. As 
evident, while money prevails as the major preference, it is slightly stronger for phone 
punters and slightly lower for on-course punters. It is also interesting to note that 
internet punters had the strongest preference for time of all groups (12% as the first 
preference, while others ranged from only 4-6%). Accordingly, the TAB groups produce 
some interesting variations, however, money is still the top priority for all.

Table 127.Types of limits preferred for a gambling card - unweighted results - TRENDS BY MOST 
FREQUENTED LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING - MULTIPLE RESPONSES (MR) (N=242, November 2005)a

If had access to gambling 
card, where players would 

most prefer to set a 
maximum limit

% TAB punters (unweighted results)

On-course
(N=35)

Off-course 
(N=147)

Phone betting
(N=26)

Internet 
betting
(N=34)

All 
prefere

nces
(MR)

1st
prefere

nce

All 
prefere

nces
(MR)

1st
prefere

nce

All 
prefere

nces
(MR)

1st
prefere

nce

All 
prefere

nces
(MR)

1st
prefere

nce

Maximum money you can spend 
(such as a limit of $50 per day)

89 69 86 72 92 81 88 71

Maximum time you can gamble 
(such as a limit of 1hr per wk.)

31 6 33 5 27 4 26 12

Maximum bet size you can place 
(such as a limit of only $1 bet)

51 11 44 14 42 12 47 15

Maximum visits you’re allowed to 
gamble at a certain venue (such as 
only 3 visits per month)

37 14 25 10 31 4 21 3

a. Question - If you had access to a gambling card with limits, would you most prefer to set a limit on the maximum (prompted)...? 
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results (Multiple response questions not significance tested)
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
EGM players

Jurisdictional trends for EGM players based on only the first limit preference are 
shown in Table 128. It is interesting to note that:

•• there was a very strong preference for visit limits amongst WA EGM players - 
this is probably explained by the fact that all play EGMs at the casino

•• EGM players in Victoria (85%), NSW (82%), Qld and SA (each 81%) 
had the strongest preference for monetary limits

•• ACT players had the strongest preference for time limits (15%), despite 
the overall preference still relating to money.

Trends by jurisdiction - 
TAB punters

Punter jurisdictional trends are shown in Table 129. Once again, results are only for the 
first limit preference. It is interesting to observe that monetary limits were top priority 
for TAB punters in all jurisdictions and that bet size preference was highest in Tasmania 
(23%) and NSW (22%). It is also interesting that visit preferences were highest in WA 
at 16% (while others were ranging from 3-11%).

Table 128.Types of limits preferred for a gambling card - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

If had access to gambling card, 
where players would most 

prefer to set a maximum limit

% EGM players (FIRST PREFERENCE ONLY)

NSW
(N=34)

ACT
(N=33)

VIC
(N=34)

TAS
(N=31)

QLD
(N=31)

SA
(N=31)

NT
(N=31)

WA
(N=15)

Maximum money you can spend 
(such as a limit of $50 per day)

82 76 85 77 81 81 68 60

Maximum time you can gamble (such 
as a limit of 1hr per wk.)

9 15 3 3 3 10 10  0

Maximum bet size you can place 
(such as a limit of only $1 bet)

 0 3 3 6 6  0 3 7

Maximum visits you’re allowed to 
gamble at a certain venue (such as 
only 3 visits per month)

9 6 9 13 10 10 19 33

a. Question - If you had access to a gambling card with limits, would you most prefer to set a limit on the maximum (prompted)...? 
(Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (Multiple response questions not significance tested)

Table 129.Types of limits preferred for a gambling card - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

If had access to gambling 
card, where players would 

most prefer to set a 
maximum limit

% TAB punters (FIRST PREFERENCE ONLY)

NSW
(N=32)

ACT
(N=28)

VIC
(N=30)

TAS
(N=30)

QLD
(N=30)

SA
(N=30)

NT
(N=30)

WA
(N=32)

Maximum money you can spend 
(such as a limit of $50 per day)

66 75 63 60 80 80 77 78

Maximum time you can gamble 
(such as a limit of 1hr per wk.)

3 4 13 10 3 0 7 6

Maximum bet size you can place 
(such as a limit of only $1 bet)

22 11 13 23 13 10 13 0 

Maximum visits you’re allowed to 
gamble at a certain venue (such as 
only 3 visits per month)

9 11 10 7 3 10 3 16

a. Question - If you had access to a gambling card with limits, would you most prefer to set a limit on the maximum (prompted)...? 
(Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results (Multiple response questions not significance tested)
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Trends by risk for
problem gambling

Problem gambler preferences are clearly an important point for consideration in the 
current study. Findings for varying problem gambling risk segments are shown in 
Table 130. As problem gamblers typically suffer from significant financial losses, it is 
unusual to see that the preference for monetary limits was actually the lowest in 
problem gamblers (69% as first preference, versus 74-78% for the lower risk groups). 
This was despite the fact that all groups still preferred monetary limits as the key 
option. 

Problem gamblers also showed a marginally stronger preference for visit limits 
compared to other groups (ie. 17% compared to only 8-10% for lower risk segments). 
Accordingly, findings suggest that money and visit limits were the top two priorities 
for problem gamblers.

Table 130.Types of limits preferred for a gambling card - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

If had access to gambling card, 
where players would most 

prefer to set a maximum limit

% EGM players/TAB punters 
(FIRST PREFERENCE ONLY)

Non-
problem 
gambling
(N=197)

Low risk
(N=79)

Moderate 
risk

(N=117)

Problem 
gambling
(N=89)

Maximum money you can spend (such as a limit of $50 per day) 78 77 74 69

Maximum time you can gamble (such as a limit of 1hr per wk.) 5 5 8 10

Maximum bet size you can place (such as a limit of only $1 bet) 8 9 11 4

Maximum visits you’re allowed to gamble at a certain venue 
(such as only 3 visits per month)

10 9 8 17

a. Question - If you had access to a gambling card with limits, would you most prefer to set a limit on the maximum (prompted)...? 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (Multiple response questions not significance tested)
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Preferred basis of limits for a gambling card

Trends by type of
gambler - EGM players/
TAB punters

While previous findings clearly showed that money was the most preferred of all 
types of limits, the basis of limits for card based gambling presents a further 
interesting point for exploration. In this context, it is interesting to note that all 
gamblers tend to describe their limit using some sort of time frame. This was also 
analysed and reported in the section “Basis of limits set by gamblers” on page 107. 
Readers will similarly recall that most gamblers described their limit on a session/visit 
basis or weekly basis overall (eg. “I spend $X per week or per visit”).

A further aspect to the study, however, asked gamblers to describe their preferred 
limit basis for a future gambling card. This included the options of a daily, weekly, 
fortnightly, monthly or yearly limit. This encouraged players to think about what would 
be best for them, even in spite of most typically currently referring to their limits on a 
weekly or visit/session basis.

The preferred basis of limits for a gambling card, as rated by regular EGM players and 
TAB punters in the survey, is shown in Table 131. Once again, it would be 
recommended that the first preference be considered to be most indicative of what 
gamblers would choose in a real situation.

Findings overall suggest that EGM players most preferred the idea of a weekly limit 
(40% as first preference) followed by a monthly limit (23%). In contrast, TAB punters 
seemed to prefer a weekly limit (46%) and a daily limit (22%). It is interesting that 
this also contrasts with the way in which regular gamblers describe limits and may 
indicate that they are considering what would be best for them in a real life situation.

Table 131.Preferred basis of limits for a gambling card - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS - MULTIPLE RESPONSES (MR) (N=482, November 2005)a

Preferred basis of limits
for a gambling card

% EGM players/TAB punters (weighted)

EGM players
(N=315)

TAB punters
(N=167)

Overall
(N=482)

All 
preferences

(MR)

1st
preference

All 
preferences

(MR)

1st
preference

All 
preferences

(MR)

1st
preference

Daily basis (eg. $30 per day) 26 14 35 22 29 17

Weekly basis ($50 per week) 50 40 68 46 56 42

Fortnightly basis ($60 per fortnight) 42 17 33 13 39 16

Monthly basis ($100 per month) 49 23 37 14 45 20

Yearly basis ($1000 per year) 12 6 15 6 13 6

a. Question - Which would be easier for you to relate to personally - having limits based on a (prompted)...? 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results (Multiple response questions not significance tested)
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Trends by location of play - 
EGM players

Key trends by the main location of EGM play are shown in Table 132. This reveals the 
following interesting minor trends:

•• preference for a weekly basis was highest for club players and this probably 
reflects the idea that most go one or more times a week as a leisure activity

•• preference for a monthly basis was highest for casino players and this may also 
again reflect the idea that most plan around this time horizon

•• there was generally very little interest in an annual limit basis, suggesting that this 
too long term for limit planning.

Accordingly, top preferences for the basis of limits were weekly as the first preference 
for club and hotel players (followed by monthly), while casino players showed an even 
preference for both weekly and monthly.

Table 132.Preferred basis of limits for a gambling card - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY LOCATION FOR EGM PLAYERS - MULTIPLE RESPONSES (MR) (N=240, November 2005)a

Preferred basis of limits
for a gambling card

% EGM players (unweighted)

Club (N=114) Hotel (N=70) Casino (N=56)

All 
preferences

(MR)

1st
preference

All 
preferences

(MR)

1st
preference

All 
preferences

(MR)

1st
preference

Daily basis (eg. $30 per day) 30 15 31 16 29 14

Weekly basis ($50 per week) 54 41 54 34 46 34

Fortnightly basis ($60 per fortnight) 39 18 49 21 32 14

Monthly basis ($100 per month) 42 22 46 24 54 34

Yearly basis ($1000 per year) 12 4 6 4 11 4

a. Question - Which would be easier for you to relate to personally - having limits based on a (prompted)...? 
(Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (Multiple response questions not significance tested)
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Trends by location of play - 
TAB punters

Key trends for punters are shown in Table 133. Once again, the following trends are 
apparent, based on the first preference:

•• on-course, off-course and phone punters all preferred a weekly basis as their first 
preference, however, a daily basis was best for internet punters

•• a daily basis was the second preference for on-course and off-course punters 
(although this was virtually equal with monthly in the latter case)

•• a fortnightly basis was the second preference of phone and internet punters

Table 133.Preferred basis of limits for a gambling card - unweighted results - TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED 
LOCATION OF TAB PUNTING - MULTIPLE RESPONSES (MR) (N=242, November 2005)a

Preferred basis of limits
for a gambling card

% TAB punters (unweighted)

On-course
(N=35)

Off-course 
(N=147)

Phone betting
(N=26)

Internet betting
(N=34)

All 
preferen

ces
(MR)

1st
preferen

ce

All 
preferen

ces
(MR)

1st
preferen

ce

All 
preferen

ces
(MR)

1st
preferen

ce

All 
preferen

ces
(MR)

1st
preferen

ce

Daily basis (eg. $30 per day) 40 23 33 18 35 15 32 62

Weekly basis ($50 per week) 66 49 67 48 73 42 71 0 

Fortnightly basis ($60 per fortnight) 26 11 33 12 50 27 32 18

Monthly basis ($100 per month) 40 11 38 17 31 12 32 9

Yearly basis ($1000 per year) 14 6 15 5 8 4 12 0

a. Question - Which would be easier for you to relate to personally - having limits based on a (prompted)...? (Base: Regular TAB punters) 
Unweighted results (Multiple response questions not significance tested)
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
EGM players

Trends for EGM players by jurisdiction - relating to the most preferred limit basis - are 
shown in Table 134. Once again, only first preferences are presented, as these are 
arguably more indicative of future behaviour. It is interesting to note that: 

•• all jurisdictions - apart from WA and Tasmania - showed strongest preference for a 
weekly basis (WA preferred a monthly basis) and there was an equal preference 
for weekly and fortnightly limits in Tasmania

•• the preference for a daily basis is higher in the ACT (30%) than other states

•• the preference for a monthly basis was also marginally higher in Victoria (32%)

Trends by jurisdiction - 
TAB punters 

Punter preferences for the basis of limits by jurisdiction are in Table 135. Weekly limits 
were most popular in all jurisdictions and the following other trends are worth noting:

•• punters in NSW, VIC, TAS and QLD all opted for a daily basis as their 
second most common preference

•• ACT punters had an even second preference for a daily and monthly limit

•• punters in SA opted for a monthly limit as the second most common preference

•• punters in NT and WA opted for an equal fortnightly and monthly limit 
as the second most common preference

Table 134.Preferred basis of limits for a gambling card - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

Preferred basis of limits
for a gambling card

% EGM players (unweighted results)
(FIRST PREFERENCE ONLY)

NSW
(N=34)

ACT
(N=33)

VIC
(N=34)

TAS
(N=31)

QLD
(N=31)

SA
(N=31)

NT
(N=31)

WA
(N=15)

Daily basis (eg. $30 per day) 12 30 15 6 19 13 13 7

Weekly basis ($50 per week) 44 36 32 32 45 39 45 13

Fortnightly basis ($60 per fortnight) 21 15 15 32 13 16 16 13

Monthly basis ($100 per month) 18 18 32 29 16 23 23 67

Yearly basis ($1000 per year) 6  0 6 0 6 10 3 0

a. Question - Which would be easier for you to relate to personally - having limits based on a (prompted)...? (Base: Regular EGM players) 
Unweighted results (Multiple response questions not significance tested)

Table 135.Preferred basis of limits for a gambling card - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

Preferred basis of limits
for a gambling card

% TAB punters (unweighted results)
(FIRST PREFERENCE ONLY)

NSW
(N=32)

ACT
(N=28)

VIC
(N=30)

TAS
(N=30)

QLD
(N=30)

SA
(N=30)

NT
(N=30)

WA
(N=32)

Daily basis (eg. $30 per day) 25 18 23 20 23 13 13 6

Weekly basis ($50 per week) 44 54 43 50 47 53 47 56

Fortnightly basis ($60 per fortnight) 16 7 10 10 13 3 17 16

Monthly basis ($100 per month) 13 18 13 17 13 20 17 16

Yearly basis ($1000 per year) 3 4 10 3 3 10 7 6

a. Question - Which would be easier for you to relate to personally - having limits based on a (prompted)...? (Base: Regular TAB punters) 
Unweighted results (Multiple response questions not significance tested)
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Trends by risk for
problem gambling

The preferred limit basis of problem gamblers versus other risk groups is in Table 136. 
It is interesting that problem gamblers related best to the idea of a weekly (45%) or 
fortnightly limit (20%). A daily limit is also preferred by 17% of problem gamblers.

Table 136.Preferred basis of limits for a gambling card - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

Preferred basis of limits
for a gambling card

% EGM players/TAB punters (unweighted results)
(FIRST PREFERENCE ONLY)

Non-
problem 
gambling
(N=197)

Low risk
(N=79)

Moderate 
risk

(N=117)

Problem 
gambling
(N=89)

Daily basis (eg. $30 per day) 15 14 20 17

Weekly basis ($50 per week) 38 57 42 45

Fortnightly basis ($60 per fortnight) 13 14 15 20

Monthly basis ($100 per month) 28 9 21 13

Yearly basis ($1000 per year) 6 6 3 4

a. Question - Which would be easier for you to relate to personally - having limits based on a (prompted)...? 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (Multiple response questions not significance tested)
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Preferred length of cooling-off period 
for card based gambling

Trends by type of gambler - 
EGM players/TAB punters

The final design option which was put to gamblers for a view concerned the idea of a 
“cooling-off period” in the context of card based gambling. This is a period of time in 
which gamblers may not be able to change their limits, implying that the EGM player or 
TAB punter may be forced to take a break from gambling and “cool-off ” accordingly. 

There are of course a number of potential design variations that could be considered 
for a cooling-off period, however, nothing was specified in the current question. For 
instance, gamblers could feasibly be locked-out of gambling, be required to play with 
coins (ie. rather than their card) or alternatively, loyalty points could be withheld if 
players played beyond a certain limit. 

However, the current question was simply phrased as follows for a general “top-of-
mind” response to the notion of having a cooling-off period in card based gambling:

“To help players keep to limits when using the card, a cooling off period could be offered. 
This would mean that a player could not just change their limit straight away and would 
have to wait some time to cool-off before they can do this. Do you want this and how long 
would you prefer this cooling off period to be...?”

Overall gambler views about the idea of a cooling off period are shown in Table 137. 
Once again, this includes views of both EGM players and TAB punters on a weighted 
national level. Results showed that EGM players most often preferred the idea of a 24 
hour cooling-off period (35%), while the most common response from TAB punters is 
that they didn’t want one at all (24%). Nevertheless, 20% of punters most preferred a 
period of less than 24hrs. A scan of overall results also shows that most people don’t 
want a lengthy cooling-off period and that short periods are more appropriate (eg. 
only 13% of EGM players and 15% of punters wanted a week or more).

Table 137.Preferred length of cooling off period for card based gambling - weighted results - 
NATIONAL TRENDS FOR EGM PLAYERS/TAB PUNTERS (N=482, November 2005)a

Length of cooling off period
for a gambling card

% EGM players/TAB punters
Weighted results

EGM players
(N=315)

TAB punters
(N=167)

Overall
(N=482)

You don’t want a cooling off period 15 24 18

Less than 24 hrs 13 20 15

24 hrs 35 17 29

48 hrs 8 10 9

72 hrs 6 4 5

4-7 days 10 9 10

1-2 weeks 3 4 3

Over 2 weeks 10 11 11

a. Question - To help players keep to limits when using the card, a cooling off period could be offered. This would 
mean that a player could not just change their limit straight away and would have to wait some time to cool-off 
before they can do this. Do you want this and how long would you prefer this cooling off period to be...? 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Weighted results (Significant difference - !2=22.0, p=.03)
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Trends by location of play - 
EGM players

Trends by location of EGM play showed no statistically significant results, however, they 
are presented for jurisdictional reference in Table 138. Perhaps worth noting is that 
casino based EGM players were most against the idea of a cooling-off period and one 
in four said that they didn’t want one at all.

Trends by location of play - 
TAB punters

There were similarly no statistically significant differences for different locations of TAB 
punting. However, results are once again presented for reference value in Table 139. It 
is interesting once again to observe that internet punters seem to be most against the 
idea of a cooling-off period, with 26% saying that they didn’t want one at all.

Table 138.Preferred length of cooling off period for card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY MOST FREQUENTED LOCATION OF EGM PLAY (N=240, November 2005)a

Length of cooling off period
for a gambling card

% EGM players (unweighted results)

Club 
(N=114)

Pub/hotel
(N=70)

Casino
(N=56)

You don’t want a cooling off period 16 17 25

Less than 24 hrs 13 9 16

24 hrs 30 33 25

48 hrs 16 14 4

72 hrs 6 1 2

4-7 days 9 16 9

1-2 weeks 3 4 9

Over 2 weeks 8 6 11

a. Question - To help players keep to limits when using the card, a cooling off period could be offered. This 
would mean that a player could not just change their limit straight away and would have to wait some time to 
cool-off before they can do this. Do you want this and how long would you prefer this cooling off period to 
be...? (Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (No significant differences)

Table 139.Preferred length of cooling off period for card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY LOCATION OF PLAY FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

Length of cooling off period
for a gambling card

% TAB punters (unweighted results)

On-
course
(N=35)

Off-
course 

(N=147)

Phone 
betting
(N=26)

Internet 
betting
(N=34)

You don’t want a cooling off period 23 23 19 26

Less than 24 hrs 3 13 15 21

24 hrs 23 24 27 15

48 hrs 14 10  0 9

72 hrs 3 3  0 6

4-7 days 17 4 19 12

1-2 weeks 6 10 15 3

Over 2 weeks 11 12 4 9

a. Question - To help players keep to limits when using the card, a cooling off period could be offered. This 
would mean that a player could not just change their limit straight away and would have to wait some time 
to cool-off before they can do this. Do you want this and how long would you prefer this cooling off period to 
be...? (Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results (No significant differences) 
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Trends by jurisdiction - 
EGM players

Jurisdictional trends relating to the preferred length of the cooling-off period from an 
EGM player perspective are shown in Table 140. The strongest reaction against the 
idea of cooling-off period appeared to come from players in WA (27% against), 
Tasmania (23% against) and to some degree, from SA and NT (each 23% against). 
There was also a remarkably strong preference for a 24 hour cooling off period in 
Queensland (45%), suggesting that this is the main preference of Queensland players.

Trends by jurisdiction - 
TAB punters

The same comparative results for TAB punters by jurisdiction are shown in Table 141. 
In this case, the strongest reaction against the idea of a cooling-off period was more 
even across states, however, there was slightly greater resistance from players in ACT 
(29% against), NSW (28% against) and Qld/NT (each 27% against). WA punters, in 
contrast, viewed the idea most favourably with only 16% rejecting the concept.

Table 140.Preferred length of cooling off period for card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR EGM PLAYERS (N=240, November 2005)a

Length of cooling off period
for a gambling card

% EGM players (unweighted results)

NSW
(N=34)

ACT
(N=33)

VIC
(N=34)

TAS
(N=31)

QLD
(N=31)

SA
(N=31)

NT
(N=31)

WA
(N=15)

You don’t want a cooling off period 18 18 9 26 10 23 23 27

Less than 24 hrs 18 12 9 16 10 6 16 13

24 hrs 38 21 26 19 45 32 23 33

48 hrs 6 30 9 19 13 6 6 7

72 hrs 6 6 9 0 3 0 3 0 

4-7 days 6 6 15 10 13 16 10 13

1-2 weeks 0 0 6 3 3 10 13 0 

Over 2 weeks 9 6 18 6 3 6 6 7

a. Question - To help players keep to limits when using the card, a cooling off period could be offered. This would mean that a player could not 
just change their limit straight away and would have to wait some time to cool-off before they can do this. Do you want this and how long 
would you prefer this cooling off period to be...? (Base: Regular EGM players) Unweighted results (No significant differences)

Table 141.Preferred length of cooling off period for card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY JURISDICTION FOR TAB PUNTERS (N=242, November 2005)a

Length of cooling off period 
for a gambling card

% TAB punters (unweighted results)

NSW
(N=32)

ACT
(N=28)

VIC
(N=30)

TAS
(N=30)

QLD
(N=30)

SA
(N=30)

NT
(N=30)

WA
(N=32)

You don’t want a cooling off period 28 29 20 20 27 20 27 16

Less than 24 hrs 22 7 30 17 13 0 7 6

24 hrs 13 29 20 30 10 30 27 28

48 hrs 13 18 7  0 13 10 7 9

72 hrs 6  0  0  0 7 7 3 3

4-7 days 6  0 7 10 20 3 7 16

1-2 weeks 3 7  0 10 3 17 13 16

Over 2 weeks 9 11 17 13 7 13 10 6

a. Question - To help players keep to limits when using the card, a cooling off period could be offered. This would mean that a player could not 
just change their limit straight away and would have to wait some time to cool-off before they can do this. Do you want this and how long would 
you prefer this cooling off period to be...? (Base: Regular TAB punters) Unweighted results (No significant differences)
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Trends by risk for
problem gambling

While there were no statistically significant differences for different gambling risk 
segments, the general preferences of problem gamblers were analysed for the study 
and are presented in Table 142. Interesting to note is that not wanting a cooling off 
period was fairly even across all groups (range of 18-21%), suggesting that problem 
gamblers did not strongly differentiate from other risk segments in this regard.

However, it was evident that 30% of problem gamblers wanted a period of 24 hours 
and 12% also wanted a period of 48 hours. There was not a major difference across 
groups in terms of the number of people preferring very long cooling-off periods such 
as a week or more. In this sense, it was apparent that problem gamblers were also 
showing a stronger preference for a shorter, rather than longer period of time. 

Accordingly, such results present some very interesting insights about the value of a 
cooling off period to both problem gamblers and other major problem gambling risk 
segments. In this context, the current study has identified a useful range of possible 
design options, which could be potentially considered in the future implementation of 
both card based gambling and other “precommitment” mechanisms.

Table 142.Preferred length of cooling off period for card based gambling - unweighted results - 
TRENDS BY PROBLEM GAMBLING RISK STATUS (N=482, November 2005)a

Length of cooling off period 
for a gambling card

% EGM players/TAB punters (unweighted results)

Non-
problem 
gambling
(N=197)

Low risk
(N=79)

Moderate 
risk

(N=117)

Problem 
gambling
(N=89)

You don’t want a cooling off period 21 23 18 21

Less than 24 hrs 14 8 15 10

24 hrs 25 30 23 30

48 hrs 10 10 13 12

72 hrs 5 1 3 4

4-7 days 9 6 16 6

1-2 weeks 7 10 3 7

Over 2 weeks 9 11 9 9

a. Question - To help players keep to limits when using the card, a cooling off period could be offered. This would mean 
that a player could not just change their limit straight away and would have to wait some time to cool-off before they 
can do this. Do you want this and how long would you prefer this cooling off period to be...? 
(Base: Regular EGM players/TAB punters) Unweighted results (No significant differences)
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Predicting future use of
limits by gamblers

As part of the survey, a predictive tree analysis was again conducted to assess the 
predictors of a gamblers’ future use of limits (if they were available today). While once 
again only exploratory and not able to be validated with only a small sample, findings 
showed some interesting priority predictors. Findings are summarised in Figure 113.

Interesting points about the predictors of future use of limits by gamblers included:

•• self-guilt emerged as the main splitter variable and showed that gamblers who 
made themselves feel guilty about their gambling were more likely to use limits in 
the long term (49%) compared to those who didn’t use the “self-guilt” strategy to 
control their gambling expenditure (only 32% of this group said they’d use limits in 
the long term). The existence of pressure from spouses also seemed to influence 
the uptake of limits, suggesting that use of limits for some is almost a strategy to 
“clear one’s conscience”

•• it is interesting to note that past experience of harm from exceeding limits, use 
of ATM avoidance strategies and a past history of limit setting on the 
number of times a person goes gambling each week also influenced the 
reported future use of limits - this may suggest that limits are seen as a “surrogate” 
for gamblers who have used such past measures or had such past experiences

•• it is interesting that people who gambled alone seemed to be more likely to report 
that they weren’t really interested in limits, while people who gambled with others 
and alone were quite keen on the novelty value of limits - this may suggest that a 
future communications strategy focused on encouraging people to “give limits a go” 
while gambling with friends (ie. as a novelty at least) may lead to some conversions 
to long term use of limit setting

A more detailed narrative description of the tree includes:

•• for the low self-guilt group - the first predictor variable included the risk status 
of the gambler, where lower risk groups seemed more likely to say that they 
wouldn’t use limits (57%) compared to higher risk groups (only 37% wouldn’t use). 
For the higher risk groups, the next predictor that split the group related to 
whether the person gambled alone or with others. This showed that 
people who gambled alone were more likely to say they wouldn’t use limits (51%) 
compared to those who gambled alone and with others (only 25% reported they 
wouldn’t use). For the lower risk (ie. non-problem gambler) group, the next 
predictor variable related to their ability to successfully avoid ATMs at venue. This 
showed that people who didn’t find it effective to avoid ATMs were more likely to 
say they would use limits in the long term (35%), compared to those who found 
ATM avoidance quite effective (27% would use limits in the long term). In turn, 
people who found ATM avoidance quite effective split into two further sub-groups, 
depending on whether they set a limit on the number of times they could go 
gambling each week. People who set such limits also reported higher use of 
future limits (40%) compared to those who didn’t set activity limits (only 18% 
reported long term future use)

•• for the high self-guilt group - the first predictor variable related to the whether 
the person’s spouse also made them feel guilty. As such, this group is very 
much influenced by feelings of guilt about their gambling. In cases where the spouse 
played this role, gamblers were more likely to say that they would use limits in the 
long term (56%) compared to cases where the spouse didn’t play such a role (only 
44% said they would use long term). For the people influenced by the spouse, 
the next predictor related to whether they had already experienced harm 
from going over their bet limit. If they had, findings showed that 63% would 
use limits in the long term (compared to only 43% of the low harm group). In cases 
where the spouse didn’t make the gambler feel guilty, use of ATM avoidance 
strategies was the next predictor of the future use of limits. People who had 
tried to avoid ATMs in the past were much more likely to use limits in the long 
term than the group that didn’t bother with ATM avoidance as a control strategy.
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Appendices

This section presents:

•• Appendix A - Quantitative survey

•• Appendix B - Verbatim comments
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Appendix A - Quantitative survey

National Survey of Gambler Precommitment Behaviour

Good evening. This is XX from McDonnell-Phillips. We’re undertaking social research on behalf of the Australian 
Governments looking at ways to help everyday people better monitor the money they spend while gambling. We’re 
interviewing people who play pokies or bet on horses/greyhounds. Is there anyone in your household that fits this 
description? 

[IF HESITANT] Your opinion will help inform future responsible gambling practices in Australia. Would you be able to help 
us out?
[IF REQUIRED] The interview will take approximately 25 minutes of your time and all answers will be kept strictly 
confidential.
[IF MORE THAN 2] To make it a random selection, may I please speak to the person who has had the most recent 
birthday?

A. MAIN GAMBLING ACTIVITY

1. First may I ask.... 

2. Location of main gambling activity. 

(A) In which activity
do you most often participate?
(If multiple - which do you most prefer?)

(B) How many times a month 
do you participate on average?

(a) Pokies
(b) Horse/greyhound/harness racing
(c) None of the above 

(If c, then state - “In this survey, we’re needing to talk to 
people who do one of these. So thank you anyway 
for your time”)

(a) 

(If < 1 a month, then state - “In this survey, we’re 
needing to talk to people who take part more often 
than this. So thank you anyway for your time”)

At what locations do you most frequently to least frequently take part in...
(POKIES OR TAB)

(A) The pokies - 
LOCATIONS

(B) Horses/greyhound/harness 
betting - LOCATIONS

(i) Record Most Frequent (SINGLE)
(a) Club (eg. Sports Club, RSL) (NOT WA)
(b) Pub/hotel (NOT WA)
(c) Casino 

(ii) Record other locations (MULTIPLE)
(a) Club (eg. Sports Club, RSL) (NOT WA)
(b) Pub/hotel (NOT WA)
(c) Casino 

(i) Record Most Frequent (SINGLE)
(a) On-course (eg. at racecourse)
(b) Off-course (eg. TAB outlet)
(c) Phone betting
(d) Internet betting

(ii) Record other locations (MULTIPLE)
(a) On-course (eg. at racecourse)
(b) Off-course (eg. TAB outlet)
(c) Phone betting
(d) Internet betting
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B. BUDGETING FOR GAMBLING

3. Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always, how often do you do the following to work out how much to spend on (POKIES 
OR TAB)

4. Now I’d like you to think of your spending in other areas of life. In relation to (Item in Column A) may I ask....

Approaches

Frequency
Don’t 

know OR
not sure

N
ev

er

R
ar

el
y

S
o

m
e

ti
m

es

O
ft

en

A
lw

ay
s

SOURCE OF GAMBLING MONEY

1. I select an amount which feels right, but it is not based on any calculation 1 2 3 4 5 6

2. I pay my bills/debts first and then gamble with whatever is left 1 2 3 4 5 6

3. I pay my bills and then calculate exactly what I can afford to gamble 1 2 3 4 5 6

4. I save small amounts of money in a certain location to build up money for gambling
(like coins in a piggy bank)

1 2 3 4 5 6

5. I have sold or “hocked” things to raise money for gambling 1 2 3 4 5 6

6. I have taken money from household expenses to spend on gambling 1 2 3 4 5 6

7. I have borrowed from someone/somewhere to raise money for gambling 1 2 3 4 5 6

(A) Do you generally...
(prompt 1st two)
(Set missing=3)

(B) If 1=never and 5=always, how often do you spend 
more than your limit? (if no limit/budget, ask - “How 
often do you spend more than you think you should”)

1. Basic groceries
1. Buy as you go
2. Set a limit/follow a budget
3. No involvement

1. Never 
2. Rarely
3. Sometimes
4. Often 
5. Always

2. Alcohol/cigarettes
1. Buy as you go
2. Set a limit/follow a budget
3. No involvement/don’t drink

1. Never 
2. Rarely
3. Sometimes
4. Often 
5. Always

3. Entertainment/leisure activities (other 
than gambling such as movies, hobbies, 
going out for dinner)
1. Buy as you go
2. Set a limit/follow a budget
3. No involvement

1. Never 
2. Rarely
3. Sometimes
4. Often 
5. Always
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C. MONETARY LIMITS

5. The next questions look at the limits you have personally set for (POKIES OR TAB) over the past 12mths... 

MONETARY LIMITS

(a) If 1=never and 5=always, 
how often have you set 
yourself a limit on the 
maximum money you can 
spend on (POKIES OR 
TAB) - like a gambling 
budget?

1. Never 
2. Rarely
3. Sometimes
4. Often 
5. Always

If “Never”, prompt - Is there 
just a general amount that 
you try not to spend over 
each time you gamble? How 
often do you that? (and 
record above) 

(b) Did person need to be 
prompted (ie. originally said 
never): 
1. Had to be prompted
2. No prompting required

(c) What is the spend 
limit/general amount 
you set yourself for (POK-
IES OR TAB)? 

(i) Record amount: 
$_____________
(go to next Q if no limit)
(9999 if none)
(If refuses, ask “basis”)

(ii) Record basis (eg. per 
wk.)
1. Per session/per visit (prompt - 

“Is this also like a daily limit?” and 

select “daily” below)

2. Per day of gambling
3. Per week 
4. Per fortnight
5. Per month
6. Per quarter
7. Per year

(d) Did you also set your-
self a spend limit/spend 
amount over a longer 
period of time than just 
(previous response) (eg. 
monthly or yearly)? 
1. No
2. Daily 
3. Weekly
4. Fortnightly
5. Monthly
6. Annually
7. Other (try to recode) 
______

(e) Did you typically 
set your spend limit/
amount...?
1. One or more days 
before gambling
2. On same day - before 
you go to gamble
3. On the way to the 
venue
4. At the venue before 
you start gambling
5. During gambling at 
the venue

6. Other (only if no fit)

__________

(Note - If says 
“I set it a long time ago 
and use it from habit, 
record as “1”)

(f) Is your decision about 
your gambling spending 
limit something that:
1. You actively think about
2. You have a general idea 
about
3. You do, but don’t think 
about it 
4. Don’t have any limit

(g) If 1=never and 5=always, 
how often has the total 
amount of money you 
actually spent on gambling 
exceeded your planned 
spend limit/amount?

1. Never 
2. Rarely
3. Sometimes
4. Often 
5. Always

DK

(h) How often have you had 
difficulty keeping to or under 
your spend limit while gam-
bling?

1. Never 
2. Rarely
3. Sometimes
4. Often 
5. Always

(i) If 1=None and 5=signifi-
cant, what harm or difficulties 
have come about to you or 
your family - from spending 
over your gambling limit over 
the past 12mths?

1. None 
2. Minimal
3. Some
4. Moderate 
5. Significant

(k) If 1=never and 5= always, over the past 12 mths, how often have you... 

(i) Decreased your gambling spending after you have lost more than your gambling limit?
1. Never 
2. Rarely
3. Sometimes
4. Often 
5. Always

(ii) Decreased spending in other areas of life after you have lost more than your gambling spend limit?
1. Never 
2. Rarely
3. Sometimes
4. Often 
5. Always

(iii) Increased your gambling spending after you experienced a win during gambling?
1. Never 
2. Rarely
3. Sometimes
4. Often 
5. Always
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D. SETTING OF OTHER LIMITS

6. The next questions look at other types of limits and restrictions that you may have set over the past 12mths for (POKIES OR 
TAB). Where 1=never and 5=always....

(l) Out of all the gambling activities you take part in, which do you find the most difficult to keep to your gambling spend limit? (single)
1. Pokies
2. Horses/greyhounds/harness
3. Keno
4. Lotteries
5. Instant scratch-its
6. Casino table games
7. Club/hall bingo
8. Sports betting (eg. football)
9. Internet casino games
10. Private betting (eg. mahjong, bridge, poker, card games)
11. Other gambling? _______________________
12. None are difficult

Questions

(a) How often 
have you set a 

personal 
limit on the...

(b) How often
have you gone over 

your limit in the 
past 12mths?

(c) What level of 
difficulties have 

resulted to you or 
your family from 

going over 
this limit?

Don’t 
know OR
not sure

1=
N

ev
er

5=
al

w
ay

s

1=
N

ev
er

5=
al

w
ay

s

1=
N

o
n

e 
at

 a
ll

5=
S

ig
n

if
ic

an
t

1. Maximum time you can spend gambling during a single gambling session
(eg. limit of 1, 2 or however many hrs)

6

2. Maximum bet size you can place during gambling 6

3. (Pokies) Maximum cost of machines you allow yourself to play (such as limiting 
yourself to only 1c or 2c machines)

(TAB) Types of bets you allow yourself to place 
(such as picking a single horse, rather than betting each way)

6

4. The maximum number of times you can go gambling each week (such as 
limiting yourself to so many times a wk.)

6

5. The maximum number of alcoholic drinks you allow yourself to drink while 
gambling

6

6. The number of gambling activities you allow yourself take part in (eg. allowing 
yourself only pokies or only take part in certain races)

6
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E. GAMBLING STRATEGY AND GOAL SETTING

7. Some people have strategies for their gambling. If 1=never and 5=always, please state how often - if ever - you have done the fol-
lowing over the past 12mths to influence your win rate on (POKIES OR TAB). 

Questions

Frequency
Don’t 

know OR
not sure

N
ev

er

R
ar

el
y

S
o

m
e

ti
m

es

O
ft

en

A
lw

ay
s

EGM players ONLY

1. You play certain machines as you feel they pay better 1 2 3 4 5 6

2. You play maximum bets to influence your likelihood of winning 1 2 3 4 5 6

3. You reserve machines to avoid others accessing the next winning game 1 2 3 4 5 6

4. You expect a win on the rationale that pokies are guaranteed to give 
you a certain return rate (like 80-90% back)

1 2 3 4 5 6

5. You like to do things on machines to influence your winning such as
working out a pattern of play

1 2 3 4 5 6

6. You set yourself a goal to get a certain number of free spins or features 
before you stop playing

1 2 3 4 5 6

ALL

7. You keep gambling, as you sense that a win is “due” 1 2 3 4 5 6

8. (POKIES) You set yourself a goal to “move on” to a different machine or 
game, if you don’t get a win after a certain point 

(TAB) You set yourself a goal to “move on” to a different type of gambling, 
if you don’t get a win after a certain point 

1 2 3 4 5 6

9. You set yourself a goal to be so many $ ahead before you stop gambling 1 2 3 4 5 6

10. You set yourself a goal to get a certain bonus or freebie before you stop 
playing (like free drinks, food or bonus points)

1 2 3 4 5 6

11. Overall, how often do you use strategies to influence your win rate? 1 2 3 4 5 6



PAGE 354 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

F. CONTROL STRATEGIES

8. Thinking of your (POKIES OR TAB) activities over the past 12mths, how often - if at all - have you used the following tech-
niques to help keep to or under your preferred gambling spend limit and how effective is each technique in helping you control 
your gambling...

Questions

(A) How 
often do you 
attempt to 

use this 
technique?

(B) How 
effective is it in 

helping you 
keep to or 
under your 
gambling 

spend limit?

Don’t 
know OR
not sure

1=
N

E
V

E
R

5=
A

L
W

A
Y

S

1=
N

o
t 

at
 a

ll
5=

ve
ry

ef
fe

ct
iv

e

General control techniques - ALL

1. Taking only what you plan to spend on gambling and leaving other cash at home 6

2. Leaving your ATM card or credit card at home 6

3. Avoiding using ATMs to withdraw money at gambling venues 6

4. Separating gambling money from other money such as in different pockets
or in different parts of your wallet/purse so you don’t spend it

6

5. Using willpower 6

6. Asking a reliable friend/spouse to hold your money/purse or wallet 6

7. Gambling with another person who is better at self-control (but spending individually) 6

8. Pooling gambling money in a group “kitty” and sharing winnings and losses 6

9. Gambling with a group of people and spending individually 6

10. Verbally announcing your limits out aloud to another person 6

11. Asking a person specifically not to “back you” if you go over your limit 6

12. Taking a break to cool-off when you feel you’re losing control 6

13. Limiting alcoholic drinks you have before or during gambling 6

14. Planning another activity/event so that you are forced to stop gambling and leave 6

15. Doing another activity to avoid overspending your limit
(like watching a band, reading a magazine, sitting down, having something to eat etc.)

6

16. Making yourself feel guilty or bad if you start to go over your limit 6

17. Does your spouse ever make you feel guilty in an attempt to help regulate you gambling?
(9. No spouse) - Skip column B if No spouse 

6

18. Avoiding high or large bets such as maximum or multiple bets 6

Control techniques - TAB ONLY

19. Making yourself read the form guide or research a bet well before you place it 6

20. Placing your bet in a TAB outlet to avoid spending too much at the track 6

21. Avoiding betting on “hot tips” 6

22. Placing your bets at a TAB outlet and then leaving to watch a race at home 6

23. (ALL) Do you use any other techniques to keep to or under your gambling spend limit?
23A. No other techniques
23B. Record techniques ___________________________
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G. TRIGGERS FOR GOING OVER LIMITS

9. I’d now like you to indicate whether you go over your limit or keep to your limit in different situations. When I read out them out, 
try to think about how you have actually behaved in the past 12 months. For these ratings, 1=I kept to my limit and 5=I spent way 
over my limit. 

When you....

(A) Did you keep to or under your 
limit? Then - If “No”,

How much more did you spend?...
(prompt a little, moderately, 

a lot more or way over) Never
happen
ed or
DK

K
ep

t 
to

/u
n

d
er

lim
it

S
p

en
t

a 
lit

tl
e 

m
o

re

S
p

en
t 

m
o

d
er

at
el

y 
m

o
re

S
p

en
t 

a 
lo

t
m

o
re

S
p

en
t 

w
ay

 o
ve

r 
lim

it

1. Consumed alcohol during gambling (9 if doesn’t drink during gambling) 1 2 3 4 5 6

2. Had a small win during gambling (eg. $20) 1 2 3 4 5 6

3. Had a large win during gambling (eg. $100-200) 1 2 3 4 5 6

4. Had potential to win the top payout or prize 1 2 3 4 5 6

5. Had potential to win a large linked jackpot (EGM only) 1 2 3 4 5 6

6. Had potential to get freebies like free coffee, drinks and food 1 2 3 4 5 6

7. Has potential to win large or multiplied bonus points (such as 4x or 5x) 1 2 3 4 5 6

8. Had access to an ATM at a venue 1 2 3 4 5 6

9. Had cash on you while at the venue 1 2 3 4 5 6

10. Were feeling sad or depressed before gambling 1 2 3 4 5 6

11. Were feeling happy before gambling 1 2 3 4 5 6

12. Were feeling stressed about a problem 1 2 3 4 5 6

13. Were feeling bored or lonely 1 2 3 4 5 6

14. Had lost a small amount ($20) 1 2 3 4 5 6

15. Had lost a larger amount ($100) 1 2 3 4 5 6

16. You were short of money to pay bills 1 2 3 4 5 6

17. Were gambling with a group of people 1 2 3 4 5 6

18. Were gambling by yourself 1 2 3 4 5 6

19. (Pokies only) You’d been playing for a while and still hadn’t got a free spin or feature 
(TAB) You’d been placing bets for a while and still hadn’t won anything

1 2 3 4 5 6

20. Were waiting for the venue to give you assistance (like a pay-out) or bring you 
something (like a drink)

1 2 3 4 5 6



PAGE 356 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

H. VIEWS ON FUTURE PRECOMMITMENT MECHANISMS

As a potential responsible gaming initiative, we are looking into mechanisms to help players keep to their limits during 
gambling... 

10. In your opinion, what would be the best way to help gamblers to keep to their limits during gambling? (ask for creative ideas, any 
things that venues could offer to players or do to help players)

11. If 1=not all useful and 5=very useful, how useful or not useful would the following be in helping you personally keep to your lim-
its during gambling - not others.... Please try to not rate them all the same.

Possible approaches

Usefulness in helping you personally 
keep to your spend limit 

N
o

t 
at

al
l u

se
fu

l

A
 li

tt
le

u
se

fu
l

S
o

m
ew

h
at

u
se

fu
l

Q
u

it
e

u
se

fu
l

V
er

y 
u

se
fu

l

1. Removing ATMs from gambling venues 1 2 3 4 5

2. Being able to choose your own withdrawal limit for ATMs at gambling venues
(such as limiting yourself to only $50 withdrawal per day)

1 2 3 4 5

3. All gamblers being restricted to only spend a certain amount on gambling per day,
such as an upper maximum of $200 per day

1 2 3 4 5

4. Being able to store your money in a safe place at the venue, which
you could only access after a “cooling off” period (like a storage locker)

1 2 3 4 5

5. Being able to deposit money from gambling directly into your 
bank account at the venue (a one-way transfer)

1 2 3 4 5

6. Being allowed to convert money to cheques at the amount you choose 
or having the ability to print your own cheques 

1 2 3 4 5

7. Being required to take a compulsory break from gambling after a certain time 1 2 3 4 5

8. Being limited in the number of times you can gamble per month or per day 1 2 3 4 5

9. Players being given education about how to set a budget and tips on how to keep to limits 1 2 3 4 5

10. Having access to detailed expenditure statements showing how much you have 
spent on gambling for a given day, week or month

1 2 3 4 5

11. Limits on loyalty points players would get if they played beyond a certain spend limit 1 2 3 4 5

12. Displaying warnings that pop-up during gambling to tell players to play responsibly 1 2 3 4 5

13. Being able to set your own limits when gambling 1 2 3 4 5

14. Having access to a service which helps put money aside for your bills 1 2 3 4 5
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12. One other option would be to have a card which players could use for gambling. This card could allow players to set a limit on 
their gambling and then messages could be displayed to tell players when they reach their limits. There could be many different 
ways to design such a card and I would like your opinion on different potential design options....

(A) Do you think that card based 
gambling should... (PROMPT) (Single)

(B) If available, do you think 
that limits on the card should be... 

(PROMPT) (Single)

(C) What type of gambling 
should the card idea be applied to... 

(PROMPT) (Multiple)

1. Be made compulsory for all gamblers
(to help prevent going over limits)

2. Be available as a voluntary option to 
gamblers (to protect civil liberties)

3. You see no reason to offer card based 
gambling to anyone (continue anyway)

1. The same limits for everyone
2. Set according to a player’s ability to pay
3. Players should choose their own limits

1. Pokies
2. TAB
3. Casino table games
4. Other 
_________
(add qual data field to record open end if 
they say other)

(D) To help players keep to limits when 
using the card, a cooling off period 

could be offered. This would mean that 
a player could not just change their 

limit straight away and would have to 
wait some time to cool-off before they 
can do this. Do you want this and how 

long would you prefer this 
cooling off period to be...

(Single)

(E) If you had access to a gambling 
card with limits, would you 

most prefer to set a limit on the 
maximum... (PROMPT)

(F) Which would it be easier for you 
to personally relate to - having limits 

based on a... (PROMPT)

1. You don’t want a cooling off period
2. Less than 24hrs
3. 24hrs
4. 48hrs
5. 72hrs
6. 4-7 days
7. 1-2wks
8. Over 2wks

Most useful (single)
1. Maximum money you can spend
(such as a limit of $50 per day)
2. Maximum time you can gamble
(such as a limit of 1hr per wk.)
3. Maximum bet size you can place
(such as a limit of only $1 bets)
4. Maximum visits you’re allowed to gamble 
at a certain venue (such as only 3 visits
per mth)

Other useful options (multiple)
1. Maximum money you can spend
(such as a limit of $50 per day)
2. Maximum time you can gamble
(such as a limit of 1hr per wk.)
3. Maximum bet size you can place
(such as a limit of only $1 bets)
4. Maximum visits you’re allowed to gamble 
at a certain venue (such as only 3 visits
per mth)

Most useful (single)
1. Daily basis (eg. $30 per day)
2. Weekly basis ($50 per week)
3. Fortnightly basis ($60 per fortnight)
4. Monthly basis ($100 per month)
5. Yearly basis ($1000 per year)

Other useful (multiple)
1. Daily basis (eg. $30 per day)
2. Weekly basis ($50 per week)
3. Fortnightly basis ($60 per fortnight)
4. Monthly basis ($100 per month)
5. Yearly basis ($1000 per year)

(G) If it was entirely voluntary, would 
having a limit make your 
enjoyment of gambling?

(PROMPT) (Single)

(H) If a limit was compulsory, would 
having a limit make your enjoyment 

of gambling? (PROMPT) (Single)

(I) Do you believe that other players 
in the community will...

(PROMPT) (Single)

1. Less enjoyable
2. It have no effect
3. More enjoyable

1. Less enjoyable
2. It have no effect
3. More enjoyable

1. Like the idea of limits
2. Feel neutral about limits
3. Dislike the idea of limits
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13. Using a scale where 1=never and 5=always... 

(J) Which of the following would 
describe your future likely use of limit 

setting if it were available today... 
(PROMPT)

(K) Overall, how useful would it be to you personally to have a gambling card 
which allows you to set your own chosen limit? (not others, but yourself) 

(1=not at all, 5=very useful)
(PROMPT)

(1) I’d try limit setting for novelty value, 
but I wouldn’t use it in the long term
(2) I’d try limit setting and use it in the 
long term
(3) I wouldn’t want to use it at all

(L) As another option, pre-paid gambling cards could be made available. These 
would not be linked to players but could be purchased similar to mobile phone 
cards. How likely would you be to buy pre-paid cards for your (POKIES OR 

TAB) gambling to help keep to your limits if they were available today? 
(PROMPT) 

(M) While player spend details would 
be confidential under card based 

gaming, some people may be 
concerned about privacy. How 
concerned would you be about 

privacy aspect of a gambling card?
(PROMPT)

(1) I’d try them for novelty value, 
but I wouldn’t use them in the long term
(2) I’d try them and use it in the long term
(3) I wouldn’t want to try or use them at all

1. It wouldn’t worry me at all
2. A little concerned, but it wouldn’t stop me 
from using it
3. Extremely concerned - I’d be very worried 
about using it

Questions

Frequency
Don’t 

know OR
not sure

N
ev

er

R
ar

el
y

S
o

m
e

ti
m

es

O
ft

en

A
lw

ay
s

During the last 12mths, how often (prompt with 5 options)...

1. Have you bet more than you could really afford to lose 1 2 3 4 5 6

2. Have you felt guilty about the way you gamble or what happens when 
you gamble? 

1 2 3 4 5 6

3. When you gambled, did you go back another day to try to win back the 
money you lost?   

1 2 3 4 5 6

4. Have people criticised your betting or told you that you had a gambling 
problem, regardless of whether or not you thought it was true?   

1 2 3 4 5 6

5. Felt that you might have a problem with gambling? 1 2 3 4 5 6

Value judgements about gambling - If 1=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree, rate your 
agreement with...

Question S
D D

N
eu

tr
al

A S
A

Don’t 
know OR
not sure

6. I view gambling as a loss, rather than as an entertainment spend 1 2 3 4 5 6
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I. PROFILE OF GAMBLER

14. The next questions are only for demographic comparisons...

(A) What other types of gambling 
activities do you currently 

participate in? (PROMPT - multiple + 
re-record main activity)

(POKIES OR TAB=main activity)

(B) Which of the following best 
describe the top three 
reasons you gamble? 

(PROMPT - three responses max)

(C) How many different venues in total 
do you regularly attend to 

participate in (POKIES OR TAB)
(SINGLE)

1. Pokies
2. Horses/greyhounds/harness
3. Keno
4. Lotteries
5. Instant scratch-its
6. Casino table games
7. Club/hall bingo
8. Sports betting (eg. football)
9. Internet casino games
10. Private betting (eg. mahjong, bridge, 
poker, card games, cockroaches or any)
11. Other gambling? 
_______________________________

1. For entertainment/sth to do
2. Boredom
4. To put off doing something
5. Loneliness/social contact
6. Feeling down
7. You feel “lucky”
8. You want to win money
9. You need money for something
10. To deal with stress

(ONLY IF NONE APPLY - don’t prompt)
11. Other reasons? __________________

1. Single venue
2. Two
3. Three-five
4. Five-ten
5. More than ten

(D) Do you most 
regularly gamble...

(SINGLE)

(E) How many standard alcoholic 
drinks do you typically consume 

while gambling? (SINGLE)

(F) Record gender
(SINGLE) 

1. Alone
2. With others
3. Both

____________ standard alcoholic drinks

(note a bottle of beer may be more than 1 
standard drink - try to estimate if possible)

1. Male 
2. Female

(G) Do you participate in a card 
based player loyalty scheme at your 

main POKIES OR TAB venue? 
(SINGLE) 

(H) What is your current 
marital status?

(SINGLE)

(I) Do you have any 
dependent children?

(SINGLE)

1. Yes - participate
2. No - don’t participate

1. Married/live with partner
2. Sep/divorced
3. Widowed
4. Single

1. Yes
2. No

(J) Do you identify as someone of 
aboriginal or torres strait islander 

background? (years)
(SINGLE) 

(K) Do you have another language 
apart from English as your first 

language? (SINGLE)

(L) Which category best describes your 
age group? (years) (SINGLE) 

1. Indigenous
2. Non-indigenous

1. Yes
2. No

If yes? Which first language other than 
English? ___________________________

1. 18-24yrs
2. 25-34yrs
3. 35-49yrs
4. 50-64yrs
5. 65yrs+
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THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME.

(M) What is your highest completed 
education level? (SINGLE)

(N) Which of the following categories 
best describes your household 

income level before tax? 
(in dollars per year) (SINGLE)

(O) Record state and postcode in database 
from listing

1. Some primary or high school

2. High school to grade 10

3. High school to grade 12

4. Completed TAFE or trade qualification

5. Bachelor’s degree

6. Post graduate degree 
(e.g. Master’s degree, PhD)

1. Under $15,599

2. $15,600 - 20,799

3. $20,800 - 25,999

4. $26,000 - 31,199

5. $31,200 - 36,399

6. $36,400 - 41,599

7. $41,600 - 51,999

8. $52,000 - 62,399

9. $62,400 - 77,999

10. $78,000 - 103,999

11. $104,000 or more

12. Refused

13. Don’t know

1. State -______

2. Postcode - _________

(record Town from Whitepages in SPSS file - ie. 
from address data)
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Appendix B - Verbatim comments

Other “control”
strategies used to
keep to limits

A total of 75 gamblers indicated that they used other control strategies apart from 
those mentioned. However, most of the stated strategies were general comments. 
They are summarised below for reference:

•• REMINDING MYSELF THAT I HAVE KIDS

•• SEE IT PURELY AS ENTERTAINMENT

•• SELF-CONTROL

•• SET A BUDGET EVERY MONTH AND HAVE OTHER FINANCIAL GOALS THAT 
YOU WORK TO AND KNOW WHAT YOU CAN AND CAN'T AFFORD, SO 
MAINLY MONTHLY BUDGETING TECHNIQUES, AND ALSO I'VE BEEN 
AROUND LONG ENOUGH TOO - IT'S PRETTY HARD TO WIN LONG TERM 
SO WHEN I DO HAVE A BET THESE DAYS IT'S MORE A BIT OF FUN AND A 
BIT OF AN INTEREST RATHER THAN TRYING TO WIN THE BANK

•• SET A BUDGET OF $20.00 PER DAY AND NOT OVER

•• SET A BUDGET

•• SET MYSELF, SAY A TWO HOUR TIME LIMIT

•• SMOKE ANNOYS ME WHEN GAMBLING/EXCESSIVE SMOKE AND NOISE

•• SOMETIMES I WEAR RED SOCKS IF I FEEL LUCKY OR SOMETIMES GREEN/OR 
SOMETIMES I PUT ON A SPECIAL TIE IF I FEEL EXTRA LUCKY

•• SOMETIMES TIME. IF TIME IS UP, I'LL GO 

•• THE GAMBLING MONEY IS KEPT IN A SAFE AND ONCE A MONTH 
MY WIFE GIVES ME THE MONEY

•• THE TECHNIQUE IS TO STICK TO YOUR GAMBLING LIMITS, THAT IS THE 
ONLY TECHNIQUE AND NOT GAMBLE ON A DAY THAT YOU DON'T FEEL 
THAT THE FIELDS ARE THERE, THAT THE THINGS ARE HAPPENING, I JUST 
LISTEN TO THE CALL OF THE CARD NOW, THAT'S WHAT I'M REALLY UPSET 
ABOUT NOW, THE WAY THE TABS ARE SET UP NOW, THE WAY THAT 
THINGS HAVE CHANGED/THE PAPERS THAT WE HAVE NOW DON'T HAVE 
THE FULL FORM GUIDE THAT WE USED TO GET/THE TAB GUIDE 
DISAPPEARED WHEN QUEENSLAND TAB TOOK OVER 

•• THINK ABOUT HOW MUCH MONEY I DON'T HAVE 

•• TIME LIMIT/NO THAT'S ABOUT IT

•• TRY TO REASON WITH MYSELF I SUPPOSE/I THINK ABOUT/SELF DISCIPLINE/
WILLPOWER

•• WE (MY SISTERS AND I) MADE A DECISION TO HAVE A DAY OUT AND 
STICK TO OUR $20 LIMIT

•• WHEN I PLAY THE POKIES I BASICALLY PUT ON 1 OR 2 DOLLARS AND 
THEN MOVE ON IF IT DOESN'T WIN/ I STAY WITHIN MY BUDGET

•• WORK OUT HOW MUCH YOU'RE GOING TO INVEST/DIVIDE THAT AMONG 
CERTAIN NUMBER OF BETS/THEN GO HOME AND WATCH THEM/SO A 
RESTRICTION BECAUSE I PUT THAT ON AND THEN I'M ALREADY BACK AT 
HOME 

•• WORKING/TAKING KIDS SO I CAN'T STAY

•• EXPOSURE TO GAMBLING

••  TAKE A BUDGET AND FINISH IT

•• AVOID GOING TO THESE VENUES FOR A DRINK

•• BET LITTLE MONEY 
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•• CENTRELINK KEEPS ME ON THE STRAIGHT AND NARROW

•• COMMON SENSE x 2

•• CONTROLLING CREDIT CARD LIMITS AND THE WITHDRAWAL AMOUNTS 
FROM ATMS OR OVER THE COUNTER

•• DON'T CARRY ALL MY MONEY/SET ASIDE MONEY FOR BILLS

•• DON'T GO NEAR THEM/AVOID THEM

•• DON'T START AT RACE 1 START AT RACE 6 OR 7/START AT THE END OF 
THE MEET/CAN'T WIN ALL THE RACES DURING THE DAY

•• DON'T TAKE MUCH MONEY/JUST TAKE THE MONEY AND LEAVE THE ATM 
CARD AT HOME AND LEAVE THE MONEY WITH HUSBAND/AND NOT 
BORROW FROM ANYONE/YOU FINISH, FINISH/I DO LIKE THIS USUALLY 

•• ESTABLISH A LIMIT

•• GET OTHER PEOPLE TO PUT BETS ON FOR ME WHILE I STAY HOME

•• GET UP WALK AWAY/TALK WITH FRIENDS/WATCH PEOPLE LOSE MONEY/
THAT'S A GOOD ONE/YOU SEE PEOPLE LOSE MONEY/THINK THAT TURNS 
ME OFF

•• GIVE THE MONEY TO MY PARTNER AND PUT IT IN HIS WALLET

•• GO WHEN TIRED SO YOU WILL GO HOME CAN'T SPEND MORE

•• GUILT/THINKING ABOUT MONEY SPENT THERE, WOULD I RATHER SPEND 
IT ON SOMETHING ELSE/ WHY WOULD I SPEND 20 OR 50 DOLLARS ON A 
MACHINE WHEN I COULD SPEND IT ON SOMETHING ELSE

•• HAVE AN ALLOWANCE ONLY, AND YOU TAKE A CERTAIN AMOUNT OF 
MONEY - AND 100 IS WHAT YOU HAVE FOR THE DAY, AND WHEN IT RUNS 
OUT, THEN THAT'S IT AND YOU GO HOME. IF THEY WEREN'T HERE YOU 
WOULDN'T USE THEM - IF THERE WEREN'T SO MANY - IF THEY WEREN'T 
SO ACCESSIBLE - ACCESS IS THE ISSUE

•• HAVING CONTROL/KNOWING YOUR LIMITS/USE IT PURELY FOR 
ENTERTAINMENT/DON'T TAKE IT TOO SERIOUSLY/FAIR AMOUNT OF 
CONTROL

•• I DEPOSIT A SET AMOUNT OF MONEY IN A TAB ACCOUNT ON THE 
INTERNET/AND AFTER THAT I'M A FREE RANGER AND BET ON WHAT I 
LIKE/BUT ONCE THE MONEY I PUT IN IS GONE THAT'S IT/IN ON THE 
INTERNET YOU CAN'T PUT ANY MORE MONEY IN YOUR ACCOUNT ON 
THE DAY UNLESS I GO PHYSICALLY OUT TO THE ATM

•• I GO TO THE GALLOPS IN THE MORNINGS AND WATCH THE TRIALS AND 
SPEAK TO TRAINERS/JUST THE FORM

•• I HAVE A SET AMOUNT THAT I BET, I ONLY BET ON SUNDAYS/ONLY IN 
BETWEEN TWO AND SEVEN DOLLARS A RACE

•• I JUST DON'T GO TO THE VENUE AND PROBABLY QUESTION MYSELF, LIKE 
“DO I REALLY NEED TO GO IN THERE AND LOSE MONEY”/I OFTEN THINK 
THAT I COULD GIVE THE MONEY TO A FAMILY MEMBER RATHER THAN 
LOSE IT IN THE POKIES/BECAUSE I AM RENOVATING, I COULD SAY TO 
MYSELF THAT I COULD BUY SOMETHING FOR MY HOUSE RATHER THAN 
LOSE IT AT THE POKIES

•• I JUST SET MYSELF AN AMOUNT AND THAT'S IT, I DO THE SAME EVERY 
WEEK

•• I REFRAIN FROM TRANSFERRING MONEY INTO MY CREDIT CARD

•• I SPEND MY MONEY ON ALCOHOL SO I DON'T SPEND IT ON THE POKIES

•• I THINK OF ALL THE NICE PLACES I CAN BE IF I PUT THE MONEY AWAY/ LIKE 
ALL THE NICE PLACES OVERSEAS

•• I WALK OUT/SAY GOODNIGHT AND WALK OUT
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•• IF I COUNT AND IT IS TWENTY DOLLARS OR MORE, I WILL CASH IT SO 
THAT I HAVE NOTES AND NOT COINS/THE MONEY GOES IN A TRAY, AND 
I TAKE IT OUT OF THE TRAY AND PUT IN THE CUP WHERE I CAN SEE IT SO 
THAT IT IS NOT JUST IN THE TRAY IN THE MACHINE WHERE I CAN BLOW IT 

•• IF I HAVE A BIG LOSS THEN I DON'T GO FOR A FEW WEEKS/IT'S NOT A 
TECHNIQUE THAT I USE ON THE DAY/IT'S JUST TO EVEN IT OUT/I USUALLY 
TELL A COUPLE OF FRIENDS IF I'VE LOST REALLY BIG/THEN THEY SORT OF 
TELL ME NOT TO GO

•• IT'S A BIT HARD TO EXPLAIN/PROBABLY TAKE TOO LONG REALLY/YES I'M 
JUST TRYING TO THINK/JUST CERTAIN THINGS I DO AND CERTAIN THINGS I 
DON'T DO/WHEN I'M AT THE TAB OR RACECOURSE THEY JUST COME 
NATURALLY (THE TECHNIQUES) I WAS ON THE BOOKMAKING SIDE OF 
THINGS FOR A FEW YEARS, SO I DO THINGS THERE THAT MIGHT HELP ME/
AN EXAMPLE, I PROBABLY WAIT AS LONG AS I CAN BEFORE I MAKE A BET, I 
WAIT AS LONG AS I CAN, I DON'T BET EARLY

•• IT'S PROBABLY THE BUDGET SITUATION/YOU ALLOCATE A SET 
AMOUNT AND YOU DON'T EXCEED IT

•• JUST A BUDGET

•• JUST HAVING AN ABSOLUTE LIMIT/IF I LOSE IT THAT'S IT

•• JUST READING, TRYING TO TAKE YOUR MIND OFF IT/CHANGE THE 
CHANNEL OR TURN THE STEREO OFF/GO FOR A WALK

•• JUST STUDYING THE FORM, OR THAT SORT OF STUFF

•• JUST WATCHING WHAT I SPEND

•• JUST WILLPOWER/SELF CONTROL I THINK

•• KEEP BUSY AT WORK SO THAT YOU HAVE LITTLE TIME FOR GAMBLING

•• MY FRIENDS AND I ALL BET VERY SMALL SO THAT OUR BUDGET LASTS 
LONGER/WE USUALLY GO FOR COFFEE FIRST THEN GO TO GAMBLE/ONLY 
GO IN A GROUP

•• NEVER GO BY MYSELF

•• ONE BET ON PARTICULAR JOCKEY EACH SATURDAY WHEN HE IS RIDING

•• ONLY PLACE $1 PER BET, EXCEPT FOR ONE BET ON A SATURDAY WHEN I 
PLACE $2 

•• ONLY TAKE THE AMOUNT OF CASH THAT I CAN PLAY WITH

•• PLAY LESS THAN THE LIMIT

•• PROBABLY JUST SAY GO OUT AND PLAY TABLE TENNIS IN THE CLUB, 
BECAUSE I LOVE TABLE TENNIS

•• PUT MONEY ASIDE/ALTERNATE AMOUNT OF BETS EACH TURN.
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Suggestions about best 
ways to help gamblers
keep to their limits

•• TAKE AWAY MAXIMUM BETS. MONITOR - MAKE SURE THEY CAN 
DEFINITELY ONLY PLAY ONE MACHINE AT A TIME. PUT THE RESERVE TIME 
DOWN. TAKE ATMS OUT OF VENUES - RIGHT AWAY FROM VENUES, I THINK 
THEY ARE ANYWAY. AND TRAIN STAFF FOR AWARENESS/ AWARENESS OF 
SPENDING/ IF THERE IS A LARGE PAYOUT, THAT THEY PAY YOU OUT 
STRAIGHT AWAY, BEFORE PLAYING ON/ TAKE AWAY THE BONUS-POINT 
TYPE THING, AND THE PRIZES

•• WELL I DON'T KNOW I THINK IT'S UP TO THE PLAYERS THEMSELVES. I'VE 
SEEN OTHER PENSIONERS PLAY ONE LINE AND THEY PAY OUT, I PLAY THE 
FULL MONTY AND GET NOTHING... IT MAKES ME MAD/PEOPLE WILL PLAY 
WHAT THEY WANT TO PLAY

•• NO NOTES INTO THE MACHINES/LIMITS ON THE AMOUNT OF MONEY 
BEING PUT IN THE MACHINES, ONLY 10 CENT - NO 50 CENT MACHINES/
LIMIT THE AMOUNT THAT CAN BE BET AT ONE TIME

•• NOT HAVE ATMS AVAILABLE

•• I GUESS THAT IF THEY COULD SOMEHOW OR OTHER HAVE SOME 
MECHANISM ON THE POKER MACHINES TO LIMIT THE MONEY BEING FED 
IN TO THE MACHINE

•• DO NOT HAVE AN ATM/DO NOT HAVE COIN MACHINES (COLLECT 
TOKENS WOULD BE BETTER)/NO ALCOHOL

•• I'D LOVE IT IF THERE WAS JUST SO MUCH THAT YOU COULD PUT INTO THE 
MACHINE AND NOT HAVE TO KEEP FEEDING IT. SOME OF THEM JUST 
GOBBLE UP YOUR MONEY AND YOU KEEP PUTTING IT IN THE HOPE OF A 
RETURN AND THERE ARE PEOPLE AROUND YOU AND THE MONEY IS 
TINKLING IN/BUT NO, SORT OF LIMIT ON HOW MUCH MONEY YOU CAN 
PUT IN THE MACHINE, A LIMIT ON THE TIME YOU CAN SPEND ON THE 
MACHINE BECAUSE SOME PEOPLE ARE THERE FOR HOURS, AND I JUST 
THINK, MESMERISED/I HAVE MYSELF RUNG THE HOTLINE AND GOT 
STRATEGIES ON HOW TO STAY AND YOU CAN GO AND SPEAK TO THE 
HOTEL OWNERS AND PHOTOGRAPH YOURSELF AND SAY YOU DON'T 
WISH TO BE ALLOWED ON THE PREMISES TO PLAY THE POKIES BUT IT 
SEEMS A DRASTIC STEP TO TAKE, BUT REALLY IT IS UP TO THE INDIVIDUAL 
TO FIND ANOTHER AVENUE FOR ENTERTAINMENT, WHEN I THINK WHAT 
I'VE SPENT ON THE POKIES I COULD HAVE HAD A TRIP AROUND THE 
WORLD, ALMOST, A TIME LIMIT ON EACH MACHINE, ON THE AMOUNT OF 
MONEY YOU CAN PUT IN, I'D DO AWAY WITH ALL THE COINS YOU CAN 
ACTUALLY PUT IN THE MACHINE, I'D HAVE MACHINES WHERE YOU CAN 
ONLY USE CARDS, 10 DOLLAR CARDS, 20 DOLLAR CARDS AND WHEN 
YOU'VE SPENT IT ALL THAT'S IT/CUSHIONED TRAY SO THAT IF MONEY 
SPILLS OUT YOU CAN'T HEAR IT AND WHILE WE'RE AT IT, GET RID OF ALL 
OF THEM, THAT WOULD BE THE BEST THING

•• HONESTLY THEY SHOULD PUT IN SOME LIGHTS/PEOPLE ARE MORE 
AWARE OF THE TIME/NATURAL LIGHT, SO PEOPLE KNOW WHAT TIME OF 
DAY IT IS, THEY SHOULD KNOW WHAT TIME OF DAY IT IS AND THAT THERE 
IS A WHOLE WORLD OUT THERE

•• NOT HAVING THE ATMS AT THE VENUES/ I THINK THAT'S AWFUL SEEING 
PEOPLE GO/I THINK IT'S SOMETHING IN THEMSELVES/THEY GIVE YOU 
MEMBERSHIPS AND THAT'S A PROBLEM AND PUT UP MORE SIGNS TELLING 
THE TRUTH ABOUT WHAT YOU CAN WIN

•• JUST HAVE A COUPLE OF DRINKS AND FRIENDS (WHILE PLAYING)

•• BAN ANYONE THAT'S GOT A LIMIT. I'M A FIRM BELIEVER IN THAT YOU 
SHOULD NOT BE GAMBLING IF YOU'VE GOT TO WORRY ABOUT YOUR 
BILLS/ ANYONE THAT HAS GOT A CREDIT CARD BILL SHOULDN'T BE ABLE 
TO GAMBLE/LESS ACCESS TO ELECTRONIC MAIL - IT'S GOING TO SAVE 
PEOPLE THAT SHOULDN'T BE SPENDING IT

•• RESTRICT THE AMOUNT OF MONEY YOU CAN PUT THROUGH
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•• TAKE THE ATMS AWAY FROM THE GAMBLING AREA/PROBABLY HAVE 
BETTER SUPERVISION FROM THE BUSINESSES KNOWN TO GAMBLERS

•• NO IDEA. I THINK THERE SHOULD BE LESS PLACES TO ACCESS THESE 
THINGS - I DON'T THINK WE SHOULD HAVE AS MANY PLACES

•• I THINK THIS IS NOT FOR ME BUT I BELIEVE THERE SHOULD BE SOMEWHERE 
FOR YOUNGER PEOPLE/I THINK IT'S TOO EASY FOR 18 YEAR OLDS TO 
SPEND ALL THEIR MONEY BUT I DON'T REALLY KNOW MAY BE AN AGE 
THING

•• GO BACK TO 5C AND 10C AND NOT HAVE NOTE MACHINES, SLOWS IT 
ALL DOWN, SLOW DOWN THE SPEED OF PLAY/SLOWING DOWN 
WOULD MEAN YOU COULD PUT $20 IN AND IT WOULD TAKE LONGER TO 
GET THROUGH, I DON'T THINK TAKING $50 AWAY HAS ANY EFFECT

•• DON'T BET TOO MUCH, OR STAY AT HOME

•• GET RID OF ATM MACHINES AT VENUES/HAVE WINDOWS AT POKIES 
PLACES/NO SMOKING OR DRINKING WHERE YOU PLAY POKIES/PEOPLE 
HAVE TO MOVE/NO ATMS AT RACES AND POKIES AND PUBS

•• NO THERE IS NOTHING REALLY. I COULDN'T SEE HOW YOU COULD COPE 
WITH THAT EXCEPT CLOSE SOMEONE'S ACCOUNT DOWN OR 
SOMETHING

•• EDUCATION IN SCHOOLS, ON PROBABILITIES, AND ODDS AND SO THAT 
PEOPLE UNDERSTAND WHAT THE CHANCES ARE OF WINNING. NOT JUST 
IN POKIES OR HORSE RACING, BUT ALSO WITH SCRATCHIES, AND LOTTO, 
AND THOSE THINGS.

•• PROBABLY, JUST TRYING TO THINK ACTUALLY,CUT OFF PERIODS, I THINK, 
MAYBE JUST A MEAL OR SOMETHING LIKE TO GET PEOPLE OFF TRACK A BIT, 
MAYBE LISTEN TO MUSIC OR SOMETHING, I THINK MAINLY JUST A CUT-OFF 
POINT OR SOMETHING THAT JUST CUTS THE ACTIVITY OFF FOR A BIT SO 
PEOPLE CAN THINK ABOUT WHAT THEY'VE LOST, A BIT OF TIME OR 
SOMETHING LIKE THAT/THINK WHEN PEOPLE ARE LOOKING MORE 
INEBRIATED, NOT TO KEEP SERVING THEM, YOU LOSE YOUR FOCUS YOU 
GET A BIT DRUNK AND YOU KIND OF LOSE THE CONCEPT. YOU'RE TRYING 
TO ALWAYS TRACE WHAT YOU'VE LOST WHEN YOUVE HAD ALCOHOL SO 
MAYBE NOT ALLOWING AS MUCH TO DRINK. A CHARGE CARD OF SOME 
SORT SO THAT YOU CAN HAVE A LIMIT BEFORE YOU ARE ALLOWED TO 
GO TO A TAB OR OUTLET THERE IS A SET LIMIT. PEOPLE HAVE TO APPLY 
FOR A LIMIT CARD THAT FITS IN WITH THEIR FAMILY, YOU APPLY FOR IT LIKE 
A CREDIT CARD SO YOU CAN SEE HOW MUCH YOU CAN AFFORD TO 
GAMBLE EACH WEEK. WHEN IT EXPIRES LIKE AN ATM CARD YOU CAN'T 
GET ANY MORE MONEY, YOU'RE ONLY SPENDING WHAT YOU CAN 
AFFORD/NO, I THINK THAT CARD WOULD PROBABLY BE ONE OF THE 
BETTER ONES, IF PEOPLE NEED TO GET INTO CONTROL FOR THEIR 
FAMILIES, SO PEOPLE CAN ONLY GAMBLE WHAT THEY CAN AFFORD, AND 
EACH WEEK THAT CERTAIN AMOUNT OF CREDIT IS ALLOWED TO BE USED 
EACH WEEK FOR THAT CARD, DEPENDING ON WHAT THEY'VE BEEN 
ALLOWED FOR THAT CARD, LIMITS WOULD VARY FOR DIFFERENT PEOPLE

•• I THINK THEY SHOULD SET A LIMIT ON THE ATM CARD (CASH CARD) SAY 
ABOUT $200 WHICH IS OK FOR ME

•• I THINK IT'S A PERSONAL ISSUE/I THINK CLUBS COULD ADVERTISE A LITTLE 
BIT MORE SAY ON TV OR IN THE CLUB/MAYBE IT'S SOMETHING THE 
GOVERNMENT COULD LEGISLATE THAT MACHINES COULD GIVE THE 
PERCENTAGE RETURN SAY 80% OR 90% OR WHATEVER - SO PEOPLE 
KNOW

•• IF THEY HAD A CLOCK THERE THAT WOULD PROBABLY HELP PEOPLE 
BECAUSE THEY WOULD REALISE THEY'VE JUST SAT THERE, BECAUSE I'M ON 
THE BROWSE, I LOOK AROUND HERE, THERE, HAVE A TALK TO SOMEONE, 
BUT YOU SEE SO MANY PEOPLE SITTING THERE HOUR AFTER HOUR AND 
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THEY DON'T SHIFT AND I WONDER WHAT THEY'RE THINKING AND I 
THINK ITS BECAUSE THERE ARE NO CLOCKS IN THE CASINO AND TIME 
JUST RUNS AWAY FROM THEM

•• GET THEIR MOTHER TO SIT BEHIND THEM

•• CAN'T THINK OF ANYTHING

•• NOT HAVING ATMs //LESS ALCOHOL

•• I WOULD THINK PROBABLY RESTRICTING ATM ACCESS WHICH IS A 
TOPICAL ONE AT THE MOMENT, WHICH THEY HAVE JUST SAID NO TO/NO 
THERE'S PLENTY OF SIGNS UP ABOUT THE PLACE SO THEY ALREADY DO 
THAT, POSSIBLY STAFF COULD HAVE A CHAT WITH PEOPLE IF THEY DO SEE 
SOMEBODY WHO SEEMS TO BE SHOWING AN ADDICTION, SIMILAR TO 
WHAT THEY DO WITH ALCOHOL, IF THEY SEEM INTOXICATED OVER THE 
LIMIT, BUT I THINK CIVIL LIBERTIES WOULDN'T HAVE THAT, AND POSSIBLY 
THEY COULD HAVE SOME SORT OF MECHANISM SO THAT YOU CAN 
ONLY SPEND A CERTAIN AMOUNT IN A VENUE, SOME PEOPLE HAVE 
THOSE CARDS WHERE YOU STICK THEM IN AND YOU CAN ONLY SPEND 
WHAT'S ON THEM/NO, THAT'LL DO

•• IF YOU REFUSE SERVICE OF ALCOHOL TO POKIE PLAYERS/THEN REFUSE TO 
ALLOW THEM TO PLAY POKIES/AND REFUSE DRUNK PEOPLE THE RIGHT TO 
GAMBLE/HAVE OVER THE COUNTER ATM TRANSACTIONS/SO YOU CAN'T 
JUST WALK UP TO THE CASH MACHINE/YOU KNOW HOW THE BAR STAFF 
HAVE TRAINING ON RESPONSIBLE SERVING OF ALCOHOL, THEY SHOULD 
HAVE TRAINING IN RESPONSIBLE GAMBLING TECHNIQUES/JUDGE THE 
PLAYERS/IF THEY ARE SPENDING TOO MUCH/QUESTION WHERE IT COMES 
FROM

•• ONE THING THEY HAVE STARTED DOING IS PUTTING CLOCKS UP SO YOU 
CAN SEE HOW LONG YOU HAVE BEEN THERE. I THINK THAT IS A GOOD 
IDEA AND TAKE ATMS OUT OF CASINOS

•• I DON'T REALLY KNOW, UNSURE/MAYBE JUST LIMIT THE MONEY IN THEIR 
POCKET OR SOMETHING/AND DON'T TAKE YOUR CARD WITH THEM/NO, 
THAT'S IT

•• I SUPPOSE THEY COULD USE THE CARDS THAT ACCUMULATE POINTS TO 
MONITOR PEOPLE'S SPENDING/ YOU SHOULDN'T BE ABLE TO SPEND 
HUNDREDS OF DOLLARS IN A GAMBLING VENUE/I WOULDN'T MIND 
THEM LIMITING THE AMOUNT PEOPLE CAN SPEND

•• THE MACHINES ARE A COMPUTER BANK, THAT ARE THERE TO TAKE YOUR 
MONEY AND NOT TO MAKE YOU RICH

•• JUST KEEP AN EYE ON CERTAIN PEOPLE THAT ARE SPENDING A LOT OF 
TIME AND MONEY THERE AND GETTING ANGRY/MAYBE TAKE THEM TO 
ONE SIDE AND TALK TO THEM TO ASK THEM TO EASE THEIR ANGER OR GO

•• THEY DECLARE (VENUE) HOW MUCH MONEY YOU ARE GOING TO SPEND 
BEFORE YOU START GAMBLING/ MONITOR THAT PERSON'S SPENDING IF 
ANYTHING GOES OVER WHAT THEY ARE PREPARED TO SPEND, THE STAFF 
SHOULD STOP YOU FROM GAMBLING

•• TELL PLAYERS TO STUDY THE FORM BETTER IF THEY CAN'T PICK A WINNER, 
THEY CAN'T PICK A WINNER

•• YOU DON'T REALLY KNOW/ALL GAMBLERS ARE DIFFERENT FOR 
DIFFERENT REASONS

•• DON'T HAVE AN OPINION/I'VE GOT NO IDEA WHAT WOULD HELP

•• JUST TAKE A CERTAIN AMOUNT WITH THEM AND STAY TO THEIR LIMIT

•• REDUCE THE NUMBER OF MACHINES AT VENUES
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•• GET THEM OUT OF VICTORIA

•• PROBABLY WILLPOWER/NOT THAT I CAN THINK, NOT ANYTHING THAT'S 
ALREADY THERE, I CAN'T THINK OF ANYTHING

•• OH GOD.../UMM... BLANK... GOD NO, CAN'T THINK SORRY

•• I DON'T KNOW

•• GET RID OF PUTTING NOTES INTO MACHINES/STAY WITH COINS

•• BAN THE MACHINES/DETRIMENTAL MOVE THEY'VE MADE IS MAKING IT 
IMPOSSIBLE TO PLAY $50 MACHINES /YOU HAVE TO STOP TO GET 
CHANGE/ THE MACHINE GOES OFF THE BOIL/YOU'RE ON A SEQUENCE 
THEN ALL OF A SUDDEN YOU HAVE TO GET CHANGE/ I DON'T THINK THIS 
HAS MADE ANY EFFECT TO THE AMOUNT OF MONEY THEY ARE PUTTING 
IN THE MACHINES/BECAUSE IF A PERSON WANTS TO PLAY $100 THEY STILL 
HAVE TO GO AND GET CHANGE/I BELIEVE THIS WAS BROUGHT IN TO 
STOP PEOPLE PLAYING MACHINES/BUT I DON'T THINK IT HAS MADE ANY 
DIFFERENCE TO THE AMOUNT OF MONEY THE PEOPLE ARE GOING TO 
SPEND/THEY'VE MADE UP THEIR MINDS ON HOW MUCH MONEY THEY 
ARE GOING TO SPEND ON THAT OCCASION

•• I'VE SEEN A LOT OF PEOPLE CHANGE $50 AND GO BACK AND CHANGE 
ANOTHER $50 I THINK IT SHOULD BE UP TO THE PERSON CONCERNED/IF 
THERE WAS SOME WAY TO IDENTIFY PEOPLE THROUGH THE MACHINES 
AND LIMIT THE AMOUNT THEY CAN TAKE OUT BUT I'M NOT A MECHANIC

•• IF YOU HAVEN'T GOT THE MONEY DON'T GO

•• GOVERNMENTS SHOULD STAY OUT OF THE PROCESS/PEOPLE SHOULD 
HAVE THE RIGHT TO SELF DETERMINATION/YOU CAN'T LEGISLATE TO 
STOP PEOPLE GAMBLING

•• TAKE THE ATM RIGHT OUT OF THE VENUE/ MAKE THEM GO TO THE BANK

•• I DON'T KNOW, GET THEM TO PROGRAM YOUR LIMIT IN BEFORE YOU 
START SO ONCE YOU'VE LOST THAT YOU CAN'T PLAY ANYMORE, GET A 
PLAYER'S CARD SO YOU CAN'T IDENTIFY WHO'S PLAYING/NO, THAT'LL 
DO

•• NOT SERVE ALCOHOL AT THE VENUE (NOT IN THE GAMING AREA 
ANYWAY)/NOT HAVE ATM'S OR ELSE LIMIT THE WITHDRAWAL AMOUNT

•• PROBABLY THE BIGGEST ONE WOULD BE TO LEAVE ALL MONEY AND 
CREDIT CARDS HOME AND ONLY TAKE THE AMOUNT THAT YOU CAN 
AFFORD TO GAMBLE/WHEN THE MONEY GOES INTO THE TRAY YOU PUT IT 
IN THE PLASTIC CUP THAT THEY PROVIDE AND AS YOU SEE IT BUILD UP 
YOU ARE LESS INCLINED TO PUT IT BACK INTO THE MACHINE

•• NO ATMS AT VENUES/NO, THAT'S THE MAIN ONE, THE INABILITY TO GET 
CASH, THINGS LIKE EFTPOS TO PAY FOR YOUR DINNER BUT NOT 
WITHDRAW CASH AS WELL

•• PUT X AMOUNT IN YOUR POCKET AND STICK TO IT OR DON'T GO

•• NOT GOING TO MAKE A DIFFERENCE

•• WELL I DON'T BELIEVE THEY SHOULD HAVE ATMS IN GAMBLING PLACES, I 
JUST THINK IT'S... YOU KNOW... TOO EASY IF YOU HAVE A PROBLEM, IT MUST 
BE VERY HARD FOR SOMEONE WHO DOES HAVE A PROBLEM, DON'T 
KNOW WHAT THEY CAN DO/I THINK ATMS ARE WRONG, REALLY, IT'S JUST 
TOO EASY

•• PROBABLY DO AWAY WITH ATMS/NO ATMS AT GAMBLING VENUES/
LIMITING AMOUNT YOU CAN GET OUT OF ATMS/LIKE THEY DO IN 
MELBOURNE

•• TO GO ON THE DAY BEFORE YOUR PAY DAY SO THAT YOU CAN ONLY 
GAMBLE WITH WHAT YOU HAVE LEFT AFTER YOU PAY YOUR BILLS/DON'T 
TAKE AN ATM CARD WITH YOU SO THAT YOU ONLY TAKE WITH YOU THE 
CASH YOU CAN AFFORD TO LOSE

••  NO IDEA
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•• PUT A MAXIMUM LIMIT ON BETS/OH LIMIT THE ALCOHOL WHILE BETTING 
OR ANY TYPE OF GAMBLING BECAUSE A LOT OF PLACES HAVE HAPPY 
HOURS AND THAT SORT OF THING, AND PROBABLY ALSO LIMIT ACCESS 
TO ATMS, YOU'D PUT THEM IN DIFFICULT PLACES, NOT EASY ACCESS, SO 
IT'S NOT EASY TO GET IT

•• I DON'T KNOW THAT THERE IS A WAY, I'VE BEEN WITH GROUPS OF PEOPLE 
THEY LOSE TRACK OF WHAT MONEY THEY'VE SPENT, BUT I THINK THEY 
REGRET IT THE NEXT DAY, I'VE HAD PEOPLE GIVE ME THEIR EFTPOS CARD 
AND THAT HAS WORKED ONE TIME, I DON'T UNDERSTAND WHY PEOPLE 
DO THAT, BUT I'VE NEVER HAD BIG PAYOUTS/I THINK THAT THEY SHOULD 
ALL HAVE PROPER - NOT TEA OR COFFEE FACILITIES - BUT MACHINES THAT 
OFFER A VARIETY OF DRINKS BECAUSE I THINK IF YOU SIT DOWN WITH A 
HOT DRINK AND NOT AN ALCOHOLIC DRINK IT MIGHT MAKE A 
DIFFERENCE

•• DON'T TAKE ATM AND SIMILAR TYPE CARDS AND TAKE ONLY THE MONEY 
YOU WANT TO LOSE/MAKE RULES FOR YOURSELF/ALWAYS GO WITH 
SOMEONE BECAUSE YOU CANNOT ALWAYS GET SOMEONE TO GO WITH/ 
IF YOU GO BY YOURSELF YOU MAY KEEP GOING ALL THE TIME

•• LIMIT CASH FLOW/SELF CONTROL

•• NO SOLUTION

•• TAKE A FIXED AMOUNT AND DON'T GO AND SPEND ALL YOUR MONEY, 
MAINLY ON ALCOHOL, ONCE YOU DRINK ALCOHOL YOU'RE OUT OF 
CONTROL, THAT'S WHAT HAPPENS TO MOST OF THE PEOPLE/TRY MORE 
CAMPAIGNING AND OTHER SIMILAR THINGS

•• TAKE ONLY A CERTAIN AMOUNT KEEP/CARDS AT HOME

•• NOT REALLY/DON'T KNOW HOW YOU COULD HELP

•• I THINK THE MAXIMUM BETS ON THE MACHINES SHOULD BE REDUCED 
DRASTICALLY/THE MACHINE SHOULD NOT GO SO LONG WITHOUT 
PAYING OUT A REASONABLE AMOUNT/THE NUMBER OF LINES ON THE 
MACHINES SHOULD BE REDUCED/THE MACHINE SHOULD BE TOTALLY 
RANDOM,AT THE MOMENT THE 87% PAYOUT IS MADE TO PEOPLE BETTING 
HIGH CREDIT THE MONEY THEY ARE WINNING IS COMING FROM THE 
PEOPLE BETTING LOW OVER A PERIOD OF TIME/ MACHINES BEHAVE 
DIFFERRENTLY ACCORDING TO THE AMOUNT OF CREDITS BEING BET SO 
THE MACHINE SHOULD BE TOTALLY RANDOM/IF THEY DO WORK ON A 
WIN CYCLE THAT TURNOVER SHOULD BE MORE FREQUENT/
GOVERNMENT TAX FROM GAMBLING SHOULD BE REDUCED/TAX 
SHOULD ONLY BE PAID ON WINS OTHERWISE THEY ARE JUST TAXING 
PEOPLE ON A LOSS/PUT A BAR ON PEOPLE PLAYING MORE THAN ONE 
MACHINE/THERE SHOULD NO LIMIT ON THE NUMBER OF MACHINES IN A 
PUB AS THE CURRENT LIMIT GIVES AN ADVANTAGE TO PUNTERS BETTING 
HIGH/END THE CASINO'S MONOPOLY ON POKER MACHINES/ENSURE 
THAT WE HAVE THE PEOPLE IN THE GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENT 
QUALIFIED ENOUGH TO CHECK THE SOFTWARE IN THESE MACHINES/IF 
THEY RESISTED INTRODUCING POKER MACHINES FOR SO LONG WHY 
WHEN THEY WERE INTRODUCED WERE THEY IN A FORM THAT WAS SO 
BAD.THEY TOOK A POOR PERSON'S FORM OF GAMBLING AND TURNED IT 
INTO SOMETHING ONLY THE WEALTHY COULD AFFORD TO PLAY AND 
WIN/GET RID OF THE LINKED JACKPOTS AS WHEN THE JACKPOTS ARE 
GETTING HIGH THE BIG GAMBLERS MOVE IN, BET HIGH, AND WIN THE 
JACKPOTS/ANY WIN SHOULD BE EQUAL TO,OR MORE THAN THE TOTAL 
BET
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•• PERSONAL LIMITS/GIVE CLUB THE ABILITY TO LIMIT THE AMOUNT OF TIME 
THAT PEOPLE CAN SPEND ON THE POKIES/COMPULSORY BREAKS/
CERTAIN OPERATING HOURS NOT OPEN ALL THE TIME

•• REDUCE THE NUMBER OF POKIE MACHINES/ THE BIGGEST ISSUE WE HAVE 
IN GAMBLING ARE POKIE MACHINES AND WE SHOULD SUBSTANTIALLY 
REDUCE THE NUMBERS

•• I'D HATE TO TELL YOU THIS/SOME OF THE YOUNG GAMBLERS I'M 
WONDERING IF HAVING THE ATMS AVAILABLE IS A GOOD IDEA/BECAUSE 
THEY KEEP SPENDING/NO MORE IDEAS

•• MAKE THE BLOODY THINGS PAY OUT FOR A STAR

•• BAN ATMS FROM CLUBS

•• DON'T THINK ANYTHING THEY'VE DONE HAS AFFECTED ME/TAKING ATMS 
OUT OF CLUBS/NOT UNLESS YOU TELL THE STAFF WHAT YOU WANT TO 
LOSE AND REFUSE TO SERVE YOU AFTER THAT

•• VERY DIFFICULT QUESTION/REMOVING ATMS THAT ARE CLOSE TO 
GAMBLING VENUES/STOP PEOPLE GETTING MONEY OUT/LIMITS PEOPLE 
GET OUT ARE TOO HIGH/CAN GET THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS/NO MORE 
IDEAS

•• DON'T THINK THEY SHOULD USE ATMS/I THINK THEY SHOULD ALL SET 
THEMSELVES A LIMIT/AND WHEN THEY REACH THE LIMIT, STOP/WORK 
OUT WHAT BETS YOU'RE GOING TO HAVE TO START WITH AND LIMIT 
THEM TO THAT

•• THEY SHOULDN'T HAVE ANY ATMS AT THE CASINO/ IT'S TOO EASY FOR 
PEOPLE TO GET MONEY OUT/ I DON'T LIKE THE CASINOS HAVING 
CONTROL OF THE PUBS AND CLUBS/ TOO MUCH CONTROL BY ONE 
GROUP, THERE SHOULD BE COMPETITION

•• I DON'T KNOW THAT'S A HARD ONE, EVERYONE IS DIFFERENT. HAVEN'T 
GOT A CLUE. I JUST KNOW IN MY CASE IF I HAD 200 IN MY WALLET, AND I 
LOST 20 AND I LOST 20, I'D PROBABLY KEEP GOING TILL I LOST THE LOT - 
OR I'D WON BACK WHAT I SPENT - THAT'S IF I WAS IN THERE AND I 
WASN'T GOING TO DO ANYTHING ELSE. MOST GAMBLERS CHASE WHAT 
THEY LOSE. IF I GO IN THERE WITH 100 I EXPECT TO SPEND ALL THAT 
MONEY, SO IF I LOSE THAT ON A GAMBLING MACHINE IT DOESN'T 
BOTHER ME, AND THEN I JUST GO HOME /I THINK WITH ANY REGULAR 
PLAYERS THAT THE PEOPLE KNOW, TO SOMEHOW RECORD HOW MUCH 
THEY ACTUALLY DO GAMBLE/ APART FROM BANNING THEM ALTOGETHER

•• FOR A VERY REAL GAMBLER, I DON'T THINK THERE IS ANYTHING THAT YOU 
COULD DO/I DO NOT THINK THAT ANYTHING COULD BE DONE FOR 
THEM/IT IS UP TO THE INDIVIDUAL TO USE COMMON SENSE AND WILL 
POWER/I DON'T THINK THERE IS ANYTHING THE VENUES COULD DO./
UNLESS THE POKIES ARE BANNED ALTOGETHER 

•• THEY SHOULD NOT HAVE ATM'S ANYWHERE NEAR THE PLACE (WHERE 
THERE'S GAMBLING)/THEY SHOULD NOT HAVE POKIES IN HOTELS

•• DON'T KNOW HOW YOU COULD FIX THAT. DON'T GO OFTEN ENOUGH 
TO BE INSPIRED BY THEM/ THERE'S A LOT YOU COULD DO BUT WHEN YOU 
HAVE TO PUT IT INTO WORDS IT'S DIFFICULT. YOU COULD PUT A TIME 
LIMIT, BUT THEN THAT'S INFRINGING ONTO PEOPLE'S PERSONAL RIGHTS/ 
IF THEY HAD SOMETHING THAT COULD PROBABLY TAKE PEOPLE AWAY - 
SUCH AS ENTERTAINMENT I GUESS - SO THAT THEY CAN MAKE THEM 
MOVE AWAY FROM THE MACHINE, BEFORE THEY GO BACK TO IT- BREAK 
THE CYCLE THAT THEY GET INTO

•• EDUCATION/IN THE SCHOOLS TO START WITH/FREE COUNSELLING FOR 
PEOPLE WITH PROBLEMS WITHOUT ANY REPERCUSSIONS/YOU CAN'T 
DENY SOMEONE THE RIGHT TO ACCESS THEIR OWN MONEY/I DON'T 
THINK THAT PEOPLE SHOULD BE THROWN OUT OF VENUES IF THEY'VE 
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LOST X AMOUNT OF MONEY & I DON'T THINK REMOVING ATMS FROM 
VENUES HELPS/PEOPLE SHOULD BE ABLE TO DO WHAT THEY WANT WITH 
THEIR MONEY

•• WILLPOWER

•• DON'T TAKE ANY MORE THAN WHAT YOU CAN AFFORD TO SPEND AND 
DON'T GO THERE WITH THE IDEA OF WINNING, BECAUSE IT WON'T 
HAPPEN... AND DON'T SPEND WHAT YOU CAN'T AFFORD/WELL...THAT'D 
BE TAKING AWAY PEOPLE'S FREEDOM, IT'S THEIR CHOICE, NO I DON'T 
THINK THERE'S REALLY MUCH THE GOVERNMENT CAN DO

•• I THINK PROBABLY ONLY ALLOWING PEOPLE TO PLAY ON MACHINES FOR 
A CERTAIN AMOUNT OF TIME, SOME PEOPLE GO IN THERE AND PLAY ALL 
DAY - I DON'T THINK THEY SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO PLAY ALL DAY, I 
THINK THEY SHOULD HAVE TO LEAVE AND THINK ABOUT WHAT THEY ARE 
DOING, THEY SHOULD BE MADE TO TAKE A BREAK BASICALLY, AFTER A 
LONG PERIOD OF TIME/PROBABLY LIMITS ON THE MACHINES, THEY 
COULD SAY I ONLY WANT TO SPEND THIS AMOUNT AND THEY WON'T BE 
ABLE TO SPEND MORE THAN THAT AMOUNT/PROBABLY THAT'S ABOUT IT

•• THERE WOULD HAVE TO BE AN ORDER FOR BETTING/FOR EXAMPLE THE 
CASINO DOWN HERE DOESN'T LET YOU BACK IN; CASINO LIMITS THE 
AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT AT THE VENUE/ALSO REMOVING ATMS AT THE 
CASINO WOULD BE VERY USEFUL/AT THE RACE TRACKS, NO ONE SHOULD 
BE ALLOWED TO BET ON CREDIT

•• JUST TAKE A CERTAIN AMOUNT AND WHEN THAT'S FINISHED JUST WALK 
AWAY

•• NOT HAVING YOUR BANK CARD, ONLY HAVE THE MONEY YOU WANT TO 
SPEND/ BANNING YOURSELF FROM THE VENUES/HAVING A PERSON WITH 
YOU TO SUPPORT YOU

•• REMOVAL OF ATM'S WOULD BE A BIG THING

•• WELL, I'VE GOT A COUPLE OF VIEWS ON THAT. I THINK THAT WHERE 
THERE'S POKER MACHINES, THERE SHOULDN'T BE ANY ATMS - OR ANY 
FORM OF GAMBLING, THERE SHOULDN'T BE ANY ATMS. THAT'S ABOUT IT -
THERE'S NO GOOD IN TRYING TO PUT A LIMIT ON HOW MUCH PEOPLE 
CAN GAMBLE, BECAUSE IF THEY'RE HOOKED ON IT, THEY'LL JUST GO 
OVER IT ANYWAY/I DON'T THINK THERE'S MUCH THEY CAN DO TO HELP 
THEM

•• SIGNS AND POSTERS UP ABOUT RESPONSIBLE GAMBLING, ADS ON TV/
MAYBE ON THE RADIO ALSO, YES I DON'T KNOW.

•• I GUESS FOR ME A REMINDER THAT I COULD GO AND BUY A BOOK, I 
REMIND MYSELF DON'T YOU WANT TO GET THAT NEW BOOK, SO YOU 
CAN HAVE YOUR BOOK OR YOU CAN HAVE THIS, SO MATERIAL 
REMINDERS THAT THEY CAN HAVE THIS OR THEY CAN HAVE THAT 
INSTEAD, PLUS BILLS, DON'T FORGET YOUR BILLS/I GUESS I MEAN IF YOU'RE 
A DRINKER A HOT CHOCOLATE OR A HOT COFFEE SHOULD BE AROUND 
INSTEAD OF JUST ALCOHOL SO YOU CAN KEEP A BIT OF A CLEAR HEAD, I 
ACTUALLY WENT TO A PLACE THAT HAD A HOT CHOCOLATE MACHINE 
AND IT WAS GREAT BECAUSE IT WAS NICE BUT I DON'T THINK I'VE SEEN 
THEM IN MANY PLACES/NO, THAT'S ALL I CAN THINK OF AT THE MOMENT

•• IT'S LIKE DRINKING/ITS UP TO THE INDIVIDUAL TO STOP OR CONTROL 
THEIR GAMBLING HABITS

•• IT'S ALL JUST ABOUT EDUCATION, SO JUST EDUCATING GAMBLERS - AND 
PUTTING THEM THROUGH ONE OF THESE SURVEYS/ IN TERMS OF WHAT 
THE VENUES ARE AND WHAT THEY CAN DO, I THINK IT'S LIMITED TO 
EDUCATION, OTHERWISE IT'S LIMITED TO WHAT YOUR FRIENDS AND 
CIRCLE OF PEOPLE AROUND YOU CAN DO/ IT'S EDUCATION OR FRIEND 
SUPPORT

•• JUST GO DOWN WITH WHAT YOU INTEND TO SPEND AND THAT'S IT
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•• NOTHING, PEOPLE WILL ALWAYS BET AT THE END OF THE DAY, POSSIBLY 
UH... RESTRICTING ALCOHOL AND GAMBLING, EVERYBODY I KNOW IN 
MY LIFE AND I'VE BEEN AROUND... WILL NOT WHATEVER CONTEMPLATE 
THE RISKS AS WELL AND THAT'S WITH ANYTHING YOU DO WITH 
ALCOHOL ANYWAY, SO THAT'D BE ONE THING, YOU GOT TO SEPARATE 
ALCOHOL AND GAMBLING, YOU PROBABLY CAN'T DO IT IN THE FIRST 
PLACE ANYWAY AND I WOULD SUGGEST... PROMOTION THAT PROMOTES 
PLAY MORE GET A FREE TICKET TO WIN SOMETHING YOU KNOW WHAT I 
MEAN OR FOR EVERY 1000 DOLLARS YOU PUT IN WE'LL GIVE YOU A 2 
DOLLAR DRINK... I THINK THAT WOULD MAKE A BIT OF A DIFFERENCE

•• WILLPOWER/

•• NOT REALLY IT HAS TO COME FROM THE PERSON THEMSELVES

•• I DON'T KNOW, I HONESTLY DON'T KNOW/I DON'T KNOW I WATCH SO 
MANY PEOPLE I LOVE SITTING THERE WATCHING THEM, THEY PUT 50 
DOLLAR NOTES AFTER 50 DOLLAR NOTES, MAYBE MEMBERS SHOULD TELL 
THEM THEY'VE PUT ENOUGH THROUGH /YOU SHOULD GO BUT THEY 
CAN'T WATCH EVERYONE, I DON'T KNOW - IT'S HARD, THEY SHOULDN'T 
HAVE THE GIMMICK THERE TO MAKE PEOPLE PLAY THE POKIES EITHER, YOU 
KNOW HOW THEY HAVE PRIZES AND THAT, THEY HAVE THEM SOMETIMES 
IN THE AFTERNOON, AND THEY KEEP ON PUTTING MONEY THROUGH TO 
TRY TO GET THE PRIZES, MAYBE THEY SHOULDN'T HAVE THEM THERE

•• DON'T KNOW -   YOU CAN'T CONFISCATE ANYTHING OFF THEM, TO 
MAKE SURE THEY DON'T SPEND MORE

•• HAVE ONLY CERTAIN AMOUNT EACH WEEK FOR GAMBLING/DON'T 
DRINK WHILE GAMBLING

•• TAKE OUT THE POKIES/WILLPOWER

•• EDUCATION/BUDGETING SKILLS

•• BE HEAD STRONG - STICK TO YOUR GUNS/MAKE SURE THAT YOU CAN 
AFFORD YOUR LIMIT/LEAVE THEIR CREDIT CARDS BEHIND/TAKE ONLY 
THEIR LIMIT TO GAMBLE

•• WOULD BE TO REMOVE ALL ATM MACHINES/MAYBE THERE WOULD BE 
A SYSTEM WHERE THE MACHINE WOULD KEEP A TALLY OF HOW MUCH 
MONEY YOU HAD PUT IN/WE NEED TO UNDERSTAND WHY PEOPLE 
GAMBLE SO MUCH

•• SET YOUR LIMIT AND STICK TO IT

•• THAT'S EASY FOR ME, BECAUSE I'M NOT A - OH HOW DO I SAY IT. WELL 
YOU'VE GOT TO WIN - THEN IF YOU WIN, YOU NEVER GO OVER YOUR 
AMOUNT/ THEY ALL WANT TO WIN A MILLION DOLLARS IN ONE 
AFTERNOON, SO THEY KEEP CHASING IT, AND THEN THEY LOSE THEIR 
SHIRT, AND THEN EVERYTHING ELSE. AND THE PROBLEM GAMBLERS CAN'T 
SEE THAT/ JUST CAN'T TAKE A CARD OR ANY MONEY WITH YOU - ONLY 
THE AMOUNT/ PROBLEM GAMBLERS - YOU CAN'T HELP THEM

•• TO REDUCE THE POSSIBILITY OF GETTING MORE MONEY OUT- LIKE TAKE 
OUT ATMS FROM CLUBS

•• I THINK THEY'RE PRETTY MUCH DOING EVERYTHING THEY CAN, I DON'T 
THINK THERE'S TOO MUCH MORE THAT THEY CAN DO, A LOT OF THE 
MEASURES THAT HAVE BEEN INTRODUCED THEY HAVE BEEN QUITE 
GOOD AND QUITE EFFECTIVE BUT IT COMES UP TO THE INDIVIDUAL, 
PROBLEM GAMBLING IS AN ISSUE THAT WE'D OBVIOUSLY TRY TO AVOID 
BUT IT'S A LITTLE BIT LIKE ALCOHOLICS, THE ONLY WAY YOU COULD 
PREVENT IT IS IF THEY BANNED ALCOHOL BUT ALCOHOLICS WOULD 
PROBABLY STILL GET THEIR HANDS ON IT, NOT REALLY TOO SURE WHAT 
ELSE THEY CAN DO IN ORDER TO STOP PEOPLE THAT STILL HAVE A 
PROBLEM
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•• POKIES SHOULD HAVE A RUNNING TALLY ON THE SCREEN THAT TELLS 
YOU HOW MUCH YOU SPENT ON THE MACHINE/RUNNING TALLY NOT 
JUST LAST AMOUNT YOU PUT IN

•• I DON'T THINK THERE SHOULD AS MANY ATM'S IN THE CLUBS, I THINK 
THAT'S WHERE A LOT OF PEOPLE GET INTO TROUBLE/I THINK THAT THE 
LIGHTING SHOULD BE BRIGHTER BECAUSE IT LULLS PEOPLE INTO A SENSE 
OF SECURITY THAT REALLY ISN'T THERE

•• HAVE MACHINES THAT HAVE MORE VARIETY ON THE AMOUNT YOU CAN 
BET/A LOT OF THEM ARE INCREASING THE AMOUNT YOU CAN BET/ SAY 
HAVE MACHINES THAT HAVE CONTROL ON THE AMOUNT YOU CAN BET/
THE NEWER MACHINES COST YOU MORE TO PLAY

•• BY NOT SUPPLYING ATMS AROUND THE VENUES/BECAUSE IT CAN BE 
TEMPTING FOR SOME PEOPLE

•• WHEN PEOPLE DRINK THEY TEND TO GAMBLE MORE

•• MINIMISE THE EASY AVAILABILITY OF OPPORTUNITIES AT VENUES/TIME 
LIMITS OR SOMETHING SIMILAR/WELL I GUESS, NO PROBABLY NOT, IT'S A 
BIT COMPLEX I GUESSA LIMIT TO THE RELIANCE THE STATE GOVERNMENT 
APPARENTLY HAS IN REGARD TO GAMBLING REVENUE, IN REGARDS TO 
THE GOVERNMENT TREASURY

•• I THINK IT IS UP TO THE INDIVIDUAL I DON'T THINK VENUES CAN DO THAT 
MUCH

•• CLOSE THE POKIES THAT'S THE ONLY WAY

•• RESTRICTED ATM ACCESSING ONCE EVERY 24 HOURS/GIVING MORE 
POWER TO THE STAFF TO MAKE AN EDUCATED DECISION ON WHETHER A 
PERSON SHOULD PLACE A BET EG LIKE SERVING ALCOHOL/SOCIAL 
RESPONSIBILITY ON CASINO OWNERS

•• CHANGE THE PAYOUT MUSIC TO SOMETHING BORING BECAUSE IT'S NICE 
AND CATCHY AND YOU THINK'OH I WANT TO HEAR THE MUSIC!'/WHEN 
THE STAFF COMES IN WITH A DRINK, IT'S ALWAYS GOOD, SO LETS NOT 
HAVE THE DRINK PERSON COME AROUND SO YOU HAVE TO GET OFF 
YOUR BUM AND GET THE DRINK/HAVE SOMETHING ELSE LIKE SOME 
ANNOYING/DISTRACTING NOISE IN THE BACKGROUND/TURN THE 
TEMPERATURE DOWN, MAKE IT COLDER/BASICALLY ALL THINGS THAT 
MAKE PEOPLE COMFY AT THE VENUES, REVERSE THEM/MAKE LIGHTS 
BRIGHTER/MAKE ALL NICE THINGS NOT NICE/MAKE ALL THE COLOURS 
LESS BRIGHT ON THE MACHINES/IN SHORT REDUCE THE STIMULUS/PUMP 
A BAD SMELL THROUGH THE VENUE/IF THE VENUES WEREN'T PLEASANT, 
WITH ALL THE BRIGHTNESS & GLITZ & GLAMOUR & SPARKLING LIGHTS/
REMOVE ALL THE THINGS THAT KEEP YOU ENTERTAINED, IT WOULD DETER 
PEOPLE FROM ATTENDING THE VENUE/IF I HAD A PROBLEM WITH 
GAMBLING, I THINK IT WOULD HELP IF THE PLACE WOULD BE LESS 
ATTRACTIVE

•• DON'T THINK THERE IS A BEST WAY/IT'S UP TO THE INDIVIDUAL/THAT'S 
ALL/UP TO THE PERSON HIMSELF/OWNER OF THE VENUE CAN'T DO 
ANYTHING ABOUT IT/MAYBE ADVERTISING SIGNS SETTING A LIMIT

•• DON'T SPEND WHAT YOU HAVEN'T GOT

•• YOU WOULD HAVE TO KNOW THEY WERE A GAMBLER/SOMEONE WHO 
WORKED THERE WHO KNEW THE REGULARS COULD DO SOMETHING/
NO OTHER IDEAS

•• THE ATMS HAVE GOT TO GO OUT/YOU SEE PEOPLE WHO LOSE THEIR 
MONEY & CAN'T GO HOME BUT BECAUSE OF THE ATM'S & EFTPOS/THEY 
HAVE TO BE IN A ROOM SEPARATE TO THE POKIES

•• OH CHEAPER MACHINES LIKE NOT SO MANY BUTTONS ON THEM I 
SUPPOSE IF YOU KNOW WHAT I MEAN/SOME MACHINES HAVE GOT 20 
BUTTONS SOME HAVE 20 SOME HAVE 9 YOU SHOULD PUT A LIMIT TO 20 
BUTTONS ON THE MACHINE/I THINK YOU WOULDN'T SPEND AS MUCH/ I 
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CAN'T GO ALONG AND PLAY THE 5 BUTTONS IF THERE'S 20 BUTTONS/
LIMIT SPENDING/I DON'T KNOW/I WISH I DIDN'T WANT TO GAMBLE BUT 
THAT'S MY PROBLEM

•• DON'T KNOW

•• DO NOT REALLY KNOW WHAT TO SAY/CAN NOT THINK OF ANYTHING 
AT THE MOMENT

•• GET ATMS OUT OF PUBS/PEOPLE RAID THEM IN THE PUBS/AND DIG DEEP/
VENUES SHOULD WATCH THE PATRONS ON THEIR ACTIVITY/SUPERVISION 
SIMILAR TO DRINKING TOO MUCH/LIMITING THE AMOUNT OF MONEY 
THEY SPEND THE MANAGERS KNOW THE PATRONS CAN'T AFFORD IT/IT'S 
A COMMUNITY RESPONSIBILITY

•• NUMBER ONE, TAKE POKER MACHINES OUT OF HOTELS. SO THAT IF 
PEOPLE HAVE SOMEWHERE TO DRINK AT, THEY DON'T FEEL PRESSURED 
INTO PLAYING POKER MACHINES. NUMBER 2, GO BACK TO THE SINGLE-
COIN DROP MACHINES, RATHER THAN'NOTE' MACHINES. YOU CAN PUT A 
HUNDRED DOLLARS INTO THOSE THINGS - AND I'VE SEEN PEOPLE DO IT. I 
GO AND WATCH PEOPLE GAMBLE AND I CAN'T BELIEVE THAT THESE 
PEOPLE ARE PUTTING IN 50'S AND 100'S WHEN THEY HAVE YOUNG KIDS 
TO FEED/EDUCATION IN SCHOOLS - EDUCATE CHILDREN, THAT 
ENTERTAINMENT ISN'T THE CLUBS OR THE PUBS - THERE IS OTHER 
ENTERTAINMENT - LIKE SPORT, AND MOVIES, AND CONCERTS, MUSIC, 
THEATRE. WHEN THE CLUBS ARE FULL OF YOUNG PEOPLE, AND THEY ARE 
THERE BECAUSE THEIR MUM AND DAD ARE THERE AND DRAG THEM 
ALONG. IN THE OLD DAYS PEOPLE DIDN'T GO AND DO WHAT THEIR 
PARENTS WENT TO DO

•• CERTAINLY WOULDN'T HAVE THE ATMS IN THERE/TAKE THE AUTOMATIC 
CHANGE MACHINES OUT OF VENUES/ LESS MACHINES SO LESS AVAILABLE 
MACHINES/TAKE THE FREE SPINS AND STUFF OFF/ BECAUSE THAT 
INFLUENCES PEOPLE TO SPEND MORE

•• I DON'T BELIEVE THAT ATMS SHOULD BE AVAILABLE/OR I BELIEVE THAT IF 
THEY CAN ACCESS THEM, THEY SHOULD BE ABLE TO ACCESS IT ONCE, 
SPECIALLY IF IT'S A PUB OR CLUB

•• SHOW THE PERSON THE EFFECT GAMBLING COULD HAVE IN THEIR LIVES/ 
SUCH AS BANKRUPTCY/ PUT RESTRICTIONS ON HOW MUCH PEOPLE BET/
IF THEY ARE DRUNK KEEP THEM OFF THE PREMISES

•• OH.... I GUESS NON-SMOKING... MAKE PEOPLE STOP TO GO OUTSIDE TO 
HAVE A CIGARETTE

•• BLOW UP THE POKIE MACHINES/I DON'T KNOW/MAYBE A TIMING 
MECHANISM ON THE MACHINE OR SOMETHING/I DON'T KNOW/ MAYBE 
YOU'RE ONLY ALLOWED TO PUT A CERTAIN AMOUNT IN THE MACHINE/
ONCE YOU GOT TO THE LIMIT YOU CAN'T PUT IN ANY MORE

•• HAVE NO OPINION ON OTHER PEOPLE'S BEHAVIOUR

•• NOT REALLY I THINK THE SYSTEM THEY HAVE GOT IS GOOD HOW IF YOU 
RECOGNISE THAT YOU'RE A PROBLEM GAMBLER YOU CAN BE BANNED 
FROM CLUBS

•• HARD TO SAY BUT PROBABLY A TIMER/SOME SIT ON THE MACHINE FOR 4 
HOURS/POTENTIALLY STOPPING FROM SOMEONE ELSE FROM GETTING 
ON THERE/NOTHING REALLY/I'M NOT A SERIOUS GAMBLER/BEST OPTION 
WOULD BE FOR THE GOVERNMENT TO GO TO THE PUB OR CLUB ON A 
REGULAR BASIS/SEE THE SAME PEOPLE PLAY THE MACHINES

•• WELL... THAT'S A STRANGE ONE, I'D HAVE TO BE A PSYCHOLOGIST/NO I 
DON'T THINK SO, REALLY I DON'T, MOST GAMBLING VENUES ARE QUITE 
GOOD FOR PEOPLE WHO WANT TO MIX IN COMPANY BUT I DON'T 
KNOW ABOUT THE GAMBLERS THAT ARE THE ONES THAT LOSE THEIR 
MONEY AND CAN'T AFFORD TO, WHAT CAN THE GOVERNMENT DO 
ABOUT THAT? NOTHING IN MY OPINION, IT'S MIND OVER MATTER... TAKE 
THEM TO A PSYCHOLOGIST
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•• IT WOULD BE BEST IF YOU REGISTERED PEOPLE FOR GAMBLING BY GIVING 
THEM A CARD

•• TO TRY AND HAVE A LIMIT TO START OFF WITH/I KNOW PERSONALLY A 
LOT OF PEOPLE GO INTO CLUBS AND THEY'RE JUST CONTINUOUSLY 
FEEDING $20 INTO THE MACHINES/SOME PEOPLE JUST SIT THERE AND 
FEED UP TO $400 IN THE MACHINES/IF THEY HAD A LIMIT OR SOMETHING 
LIKE THAT, THEY MIGHT ENJOY PLAYING THE POKIES AND HAVE A RELAXED 
NIGHT OUT/I DON'T KNOW HOW THEY ARE GETTING ALL THEIR BILLS 
PAID AT HOME/IF THEY'RE SPENDING $400 ON THE POKIES, SOMETHING'S 
GOT TO BE WRONG AT HOME

•• ONLY THING I DO IS I PLAY WITH WHAT I'VE GOT THAT'S ALL, KEEP MY 
BETS DOWN LOW, YOU'RE NOT GOING TO STOP PEOPLE FROM 
GAMBLING, DOESN'T MATTER WHAT THEY DO

•• IT'S VERY HARD THERE... NO NOT REALLY, I THINK THEY'RE ALL SORT OF 
WORKING NOWADAYS TO GET MAXIMUM OUT OF PEOPLE /THEY'RE 
ALWAYS GETTING SPECIALS AND ALL THAT TYPE OF THING BUT I DON'T 
THINK THEY INTEREST THAT MANY PEOPLE... I KNOW THEY GIVE AWAY 
FREE TRIPS BUT THAT'S ALL CRAP

•• OBVIOUSLY YOU'VE BEEN ABLE TO WORK OUT I DON'T HAVE A PROBLEM/ 
I THINK THE FREEBIES LIKE FREE FOOD AND DRINKS ENCOURAGE THEM TO 
STAY LONGER/RESTRICT THE TIME THEY SPEND/IT'S A BIG PROBLEM/EASY 
TO GET HOOKED ON/PROBABLY NOT MUCH YOU CAN DO UNLESS YOU 
TAKE THEM OUT ALL TOGETHER/SET LIMITS ALSO I GUESS/THE BUZZING 
AND FLASHING LIGHTS ENCOURAGE THEM TOO/CAN'T REALLY THINK OF 
ANYTHING ELSE/MAYBE BAN PEOPLE THAT GET ADDICTED/BUT WHAT 
WOULD YOU DEFINE AS ADDICTED/BUT THEN YOU'VE GOT THE HUMAN 
RIGHTS THEN TOO

•• LESS MACHINES/NO I THINK THAT'S IT

•• WELL ONLY TAKE SO MUCH MONEY WITH YOU AND WHEN IT'S GONE, 
STOP/IT'S A COMMON SENSE THING TO DO/I THINK THAT'S THE ONLY 
THING I'VE EVER DONE/DON'T PLAY OUT OF YOUR LIMIT/I THINK A LOT 
OF PEOPLE LIKE TO SEE THE LIGHTS FLASH AND THE BALLOONS GO UP/
AND I THINK A LOT OF PEOPLE LIKE TO SEE THE FUSS - THE ONES WHO 
WHO PLAY LARGE BETS

•• I DON'T KNOW/LEAVE WHEN YOU WIN/BECAUSE MOST GAMBLERS WANT 
TO WIN MORE/IF THEY WIN A CERTAIN AMOUNT THEY HAVE TO LEAVE 
THE VENUE FOR THE REST OF THE DAY

•• MUST THINK ABOUT SOMETHING IMPORTANT FIRST, LIKE HOUSEKEEPING 
AND YES IF YOU HAVE EXTRA MONEY, YOU CAN SPEND IT/IF YOU HAVE 
ANY MONEY LEFT, AFTER YOU PAY FOR EVERYTHING, THEN GAMBLE/AND 
SOMETIMES BECAUSE I TRY TO KEEP THE MONEY WITH THE HUSBAND 
AND HE CAN GIVE ME EVERY WEEK FOR THE HOUSEKEEPING/IF NOT 
MUCH LEFT I CAN'T HAVE FOR GAMBLING/DEPENDS HOW MUCH I SPEND 
ON HOUSEKEEPING/IF I HAVE A LITTLE BIT LEFT I CAN SPEND IT/MY 
HUSBAND - HE IS BETTER TO KEEP THE MONEY/BECAUSE HE DOES THE 
BUDGET/HE DID PAY THE BILLS, BUT I JUST PAY FOR THE HOUSEKEEPING/
EVERY BILL HE PAYS BECAUSE HE EARNS MORE THAN ME

•• I DON'T KNOW

•• LEAVE THEIR MONEY AT HOME IF THEY DON'T WANT TO SPEND IT/ MAYBE 
WHEN THEY GET THERE, THEY'VE GOT TO PUT SOME MONEY ON A CARD 
- AND THEY'RE NOT ALLOWED TO TOP IT UP - LIKE MAYBE EVEN ON THEIR 
MEMBERSHIP CARD OR SOMETHING

••  WILL POWER/PEOPLE HAVE A FEW DRINKS THEY HAVE NO WILL POWER 
AT ALL/BEST THING TO DO IS GO SOBER

•• MAKE THEM WIN/I THINK SOME OF THEM ARE RIGGED/IT JUST COMES 
DOWN TO LUCK/GIVE MORE FREE SPINS
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•• IT DEPENDS ON THE PERSON/ VENUES CAN'T REALLY DO MUCH/SHOULD 
NOT ALLOW ATM ON PREMISES

•• TIME LIMIT/ON A MACHINE/THEN GIVE MONEY BACK AND START AGAIN

•• LESS EMPHASIS ON DIVIDENDS LIKE'QUATTY JACKPOTS', WHEN THE 
POOLS INCREASE AFTER A CERTAIN RACE/YOU WOULDN'T THINK THAT 
YOU WOULD WIN AS MUCH MONEY AS YOU COULD

•• NO ATMS AT THE VENUE

•• NO IDEA

•• DECREASE THE BET LIMIT       

•• DIDN'T HAVE ANY

•• I DON'T KNOW/ PROBABLY BY NOT HAVING ATMS IN A VENUE, THAT'S 
THE BEST WAY

•• TAKING ATMS AWAY

•• I RECKON THE ADS ARE GOOD LIKE THE GAMBLING ONES ON TV/I THINK A 
LIMIT THING FOR THE POKIES WOULD BE GREAT, LIKE AN ELECTRONIC 
POKIES LIMIT

•• I THINK YOU SHOULD BE ABLE TO PUT IN A LIMIT/THEN YOU DON'T GO 
OVER IT ONCE YOU START/I THINK YOU NEED TO HAVE SOMETHING/I 
DON'T THINK THEY SHOULD HAVE ATM MACHINES THERE EITHER/MAYBE 
THEY SHOULD HAVE A BOARD OF PHOTOS OF PEOPLE THAT ARE 
BANNED

•• I DON'T KNOW/THAT'S UP TO THE INDIVIDUAL/WOULDN'T KNOW/SOME 
PEOPLE ARE HOPELESS/PEOPLE HAVE DIFFERENT WAYS OF THINKING

•• AH PROBABLY NO ATM WITHIN 10 METRES OF THE GAMBLING AREA. 
WITHIN CLOSE PROXIMITY/ PATRON DRINKING SHOULD BE WATCHED BY 
STAFF/STAFF TO BE OBSERVANT ON PEOPLE WHO COME REGULARLY

•• I DON'T KNOW

•• LIMIT THE AMOUNT OF MONEY PEOPLE CAN PUT INTO A MACHINE 
(POKIES)/SMALLER STAKES

•• PEOPLE ARE IN CONTROL OF THEIR OWN SPENDING/RESPONSIBILITY OF 
CLUB MANAGEMENT TO ADVISE THE PEOPLE WITH PROBLEMS/CAN'T DO 
MORE THAN THAT

•• THEY SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO PLAY A CERTAIN AMOUNT AND THEN 
AFTER THAT AMOUNT NO MORE THAN $500. IN ALBURY THEY WON'T LET 
YOU GO OVER THE LIMITS. SO WE'RE PLEASED BY THIS. THEY ARE OPENED 
UP TOO LONG, THE MACHINES. THERE SHOULD BE A TIME LIMIT, SAY FROM 
6 TILL 10. 10 TILL 1 OPEN AND THEN FROM 6 TILL 10 AT NIGHT AND THEN 
AT LEAST THE WIVES MIGHT GET A WAGE AND THEN THEY CAN HAVE A 
PLAY AFTER 6

•• THEIR OWN BLOODY SELF CONTROL/ NO BODY CAN HELP A PERSON 
KEEP TO THEIR LIMIT - YOU'VE GOT TO DO IT YOURSELF

•• PROBABLY NOT I JUST THINK THAT IF PEOPLE ARE GOING TO DO IT THEY 
ARE. I JUST THINK IT'S UP TO THE INDIVIDUAL

•• BUY VOUCHERS 

•• I'D AGREE WITH NOT HAVING ATMS AT GAMBLING VENUES/NOTHING 
ELSE I CAN THINK OF

•• TAKE THEIR LIMIT WITH THEM/MACHINES THAT YOU ARE ONLY ALLOWED 
TO SPEND A CERTAIN AMOUNT AT

•• I DON'T REALLY KNOW

•• WARNINGS ON MACHINES/BREAKS
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•• BAN POKER MACHINES/NO ATMS WITHIN HALF KM OF GAMBLING VENUE/
PEOPLE SHOULDN'T BE ABLE TO ACCESS MONEY WHILE THERE/ NO FREE 
DRINKS AND FOOD/SHOULDN'T REWARD PEOPLE FOR LOSING THEIR 
MONEY

•• NOT HAVE ACCESS TO ATM'S/REMOVING ALCOHOL FROM BETTING 
VENUES

•• NEVER THOUGHT OF ANYTHING LIKE THAT/ IT'S JUST A GAME FOR FUN

•• LEAVE THEIR CARD AT HOME AND CARRY CASH/PREVENT MAKING 
ERRATIC DECISIONS AND BETS

•• LACK OF ACCESS TO EXTRA MONEY SUCH AS ATMS/BETTER EDUCATION

•• SELF CONTROL FOR THE INDIVIDUAL/ ENSURING PEOPLE GET 
COUNSELLING

•• MORE SIGNS AROUND THE VENUE/SUCH AS GAMBLING CAN AFFECT LIFE/ 
TAKE IT EASY WHILE GAMBLING/INFORMATION BROCHURE ABOUT 
KEEPING TO THEIR LIMITS 

•• DON'T KNOW, DON'T GO TO THE RACES IF YOU CAN'T AFFORD TO LOSE 
IT - SIMPLE STATEMENT REALLY, I THINK. I KNOW IT SUCKS A LOT OF 
PEOPLE IN - BUT IT'S A MUGS GAME SORT OF THING/ I SUPPOSE YOU USED 
TO SEE A LOT OF GAMBLERS ANONYMOUS SIGNS AROUND - THEY 
SHOULD HAVE THEM MORE PROMINENTLY AROUND, SO THAT IF THEY DO 
HAVE A PROBLEM, THEY CAN GET HELP

•• REWARDS SYSTEM/FREE SPIN IF USED PRE DECLARED MONIES

•• CREATE DISTRACTIONS THAT PULL THEM AWAY FROM GAMES AND TABLES 

•• THE VENUES SHOULD CLOSE EARLIER/SHOULD ADVERTISE MORE ABOUT 
GAMBLING ON TV AND IN CLUBS ON POSTERS ABOUT THE PROBLEMS 
GAMBLING DOES/SHOULD EDUCATE TEENAGERS AT SCHOOL ABOUT 
GAMBLING, ALCOHOL AND DRUGS AND THE DAMAGE IT CAUSES/
GOVERNMENT SHOULD ENCOURAGE PEOPLE TO TAKE RESPONSIBILITY 
FOR THEIR OWN ACTIONS

•• THINK BEFORE GOING TO GAMBLING/PAY THE BILLS/DON'T HAVE ANY 
DEBTS/HAVE FOOD IN THE HOUSE/OWN YOUR OWN HOUSE/THEN 
WHAT'S LEFT OVER, SPEND IT

•• REDUCE THE AMOUNT OF THE NOTES YOU CAN PUT IN/THE 
DOMINATION OF NOTES/I'VE SEEN PEOPLE PUT IN THOUSANDS OF 
DOLLARS/IT'S UNBELIEVABLE/NO OTHER IDEAS

•• NOT BEING ABLE TO WRITE CHEQUES 

•• THAT WOULD BE HARD/ MINIMISE THE NUMBER OF MACHINES/ NOT THAT 
I CAN THINK OF/ THAT'S IT IF THEY GOING TO DO IT THEY WILL DO IT 
ANYWAY

•• PRE PROGRAM CARD WHERE I CAN STIPULATE WHAT I WANT ON THE 
CARD/PER WEEK OR PER FORTNIGHT. ONE CARD PER PERSON SO THAT 
YOU CANNOT EXCEED YOUR BUDGET

•• LESS AVAILABILITY TO WITHDRAW CASH

•• WELL I THINK THE MAIN ONE I SUPPOSE IS THE MONEY MACHINES IN THE 
FOYER, YOU KNOW THE ATMS, I THINK IT'S TOO EASY TO GET MORE 
MONEY OUT/I THINK IT'S EASIER TO GAMBLE, IF ANYONE HAS A SLIGHT 
WEAKNESS, YOU SEE SO MANY PEOPLE PUTTING MONEY INTO MACHINES 
THAT COULD BE SPENT ON GROCERIES OR KID'S SCHOOLING, BECAUSE 
IT'S NOT JUST IN CASINOS IT'S TOO EASY, IF THE MACHINES WERE ONLY IN 
CASINOS YOU WOULDN'T HAVE SUCH A GAMBLING PROBLEM AS YOU 
HAVE TODAY/THERE'S TOO MANY PLACES FOR PEOPLE TO GAMBLE, IT 
DOESN'T BOTHER ME BUT I SEE PEOPLE WHO DON'T HAVE THE SELF 
CONTROL, I THINK A LOT OF PEOPLE GAMBLE A LOT MORE THAN THEY 
CAN AFFORD TO
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•• VERY HARD BECAUSE IT'S REALLY UP TO THE INDIVIDUAL HOW MUCH 
THEY PUT IN THE MACHINES, THERE'S NO WAY THEY CAN STOP PEOPLE 
FROM PUTTING TOO MUCH IN, IT'S UP TO THE INDIVIDUAL TO STOP/I 
WISH I DID BECAUSE THERE'S A LOT OF PEOPLE WHO GAMBLE TOO 
MUCH/OH ONE WAY, I'VE GOT THIS GIRLFRIEND, SHE TELLS ME IT'S A SIN 
FOR GAMBLING SO IF THEY PUT A BIG SIGN OUT THAT SAYS GAMBLING IS 
A SIN IT MIGHT STOP A FEW PEOPLE /MY GIRLFRIEND IS VERY RELIGIOUS 
AND SHE TELLS ME GAMBLING IS A SIN SO SHE'S HELPED ME WITH 
GAMBLING A LOT

•• I WOULD SAY ONLY TAKE WHAT YOU CAN AFFORD TO LOSE/ GO TO 
SPEND NOT TO WIN/ GO WITH AIM OF NOT WINNING

•• WELL, I THINK THE OPENING AND CLOSING HOURS SHOULD BE 
SHORTENED/NO, THAT'S ALL I CAN THINK OF/BOREDOM IS THE PROBLEM/
PEOPLE LIKE THE ATMOSPHERE

•• UMM...COULDN'T EXPLAIN THAT ACTUALLY

•• OH THAT'S REALLY HARD, PROBABLY IF THEY CLOSE THE CLUB DOWN 
FOR A LITTLE WHILE, LIKE WHAT THEY DO NOW, EACH CLUB HAS TO 
CLOSE FOR 3 -4 HOURS EACH DAY/UM... MAYBE THE CLUB SHOULD OFFER 
OTHER ACTIVITIES OTHER THAN GAMBLING TO ATTRACT PEOPLE'S 
ATTENTION

•• REDUCE ACCESS TO ATMS AT VENUES   

•• MACHINES ARE THE BIGGEST PROBLEM FOR GAMBLERS/NOT THE HORSE 
RACING, WHICH HAS BEEN FOR AROUND 300YEARS/IT IS NOT A PROBLEM 
FOR ME AND THE OTHERS

•• PROBABLY TAKE OUT THE ATM MACHINES IT WOULD LIMIT PEOPLE ALOT/
THAT'S ABOUT IT

•• DISCOURAGE ANY FREEBIES/ NO ATMS ON SITE WOULD BE HELPFUL

•• CLOSE THE CLUBS/EVERYBODY IS DIFFERENT AND GOES FOR A DIFFERENT 
REASON/ TELLER MACHINES SHOULD BE BANNED

•• I GUESS MAYBE LOWER THE POINT THE BARTENDERS SERVE DRINKS/
RESTRICT DRINKS TO PEOPLE PLAYING POKIES/CAN'T THINK STRAIGHT IF 
THEY'RE INTOXICATED

•• BASICALLY AN ANONYMOUS TIPS BOX/ EVEN THOUGH THERE IS THE SELF 
EXCLUSION SCHEME A LOT OF THE PROBLEM GAMBLERS DON'T HAVE 
THE GUTS TO GO UP TO THE PERSON AND SAY SUCH AND SUCH BUT IF 
THERE WAS AN ANONYMOUS TIP BOX TO ALLOW THE CLUB TO KNOW 
THAT THERE IS SOMEONE THERE REGULARLY GAMBLING WHO HAS A 
PROBLEM/ CURRENTLY STAFF CANNOT APPROACH GAMBLERS SO A LOT 
ARE SLIPPING UNDER THE RADAR/ THE GAMBLER MUST FIRST APPROACH 
STAFF/ THE STAFF THAT ARE WORKING THE GAMBLING AREAS NEED TO 
HAVE A BETTER EYE OUT FOR THE MORE NEGATIVE THINGS SO THEY GET 
A ROUGH IDEA OF WHERE THE PERSON IS AT/A GAMBLER HAS TO TRUST 
THE PERSON THEY ARE SPEAKING TO

•• IDENTIFY PEOPLE WITH PROBLEMS, TO THE CLUB AND FIX THE AMOUNT, 
SOME SORT OF ID THAT IS READ WHEN YOU ENTER THE VENUE/A BADGE 
THAT ONLY ALLOWS A SPEND AND TIME LIMIT 

•• I DON'T KNOW IT'S A TOUGH ONE I DON'T KNOW WHAT YOU CAN DO

•• FIND SOME WAY TO WARN PLAYERS ON POKIES IF THEY'VE SPENT TOO 
MUCH DURING THE DAY/DIFFICULT TO MONITOR TAB

•• PUT CLOCKS IN ON THE MACHINES SO THAT THEY KNOW HOW LONG 
THEY HAVE BEEN ON THE MACHINE. REDUCING THE AMOUNT OF 
MONEY THAT CAN BE FED INTO A MACHINE AND LIMIT THE AMOUNT IT 
CAN PAY OUT

•• REDUCE ALCOHOL INTAKE

•• TAKE WHAT THEY'RE PREPARED TO LOSE/NO OTHER IDEAS
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•• I DON'T THINK IT'S POSSIBLE

•• IF PEOPLE ONLY TOOK A CERTAIN AMOUNT OF CASH WITH THEM/THAT 
WOULD BE ONE WAY I SUPPOSE/NOT HAVE ATMS AT VENUES

••  TRICKY QUESTION/ TO IMPOSE A LIMIT - A SESSION - A DOLLAR LIMIT

•• WILLPOWER/SET AN AMOUNT/OFFER THEM GAMBLERS ANONYMOUS

•• SHOULDN'T BE ALLOWED TO PLAY AS MANY LINES ON THE MACHINE 
THAT THEY HAVE/SHOULD REDUCE MAXIMUM BET THEY HAVE ON 
MACHINE/SHOULDN'T BE ABLE TO PUT NOTES IN MACHINE

•• THAT'S A BIT HARD/DON'T HAVE ANY IDEAS

•• DON'T KNOW/ NO OPINION

•• NO I DON'T KNOW BUT I WISH THERE WAS SOMETHING. JUST SET A LIMIT 
ON THE MACHINE, I DON'T KNOW, I DON'T KNOW HOW THEY COULD 
DO IT

•• HAVE POKER MACHINES ONLY AVAILABLE AT CASINOS/HAVE NONE IN 
THE PUBS OR CLUBS AT ALL/ HAVE VENUES OPEN AT 12NOON/NOT OPEN 
IN THE MORNING/THEY SHOULDN'T HAVE ATMS AT VENUES

•• MONITORING OF WHAT PEOPLE ARE SPENDING/GREATER AWARENESS/
WHAT IT CAN DO TO FAMILIES

•• THE AMOUNT OF MONEY THEY CAN GET OUT OF THE ATMS/ AMOUNT 
OF MONEY YOU CAN PUT IN THE MACHINE TYPE OF THING

•• MORE PEOPLE TO TELL THE PLAYERS THAT THEY ARE GOING OVER THEIR 
LIMIT OR TO EASE UP OR SOMETHING

•• LET THEM FIND OUT THE HARD WAY

•• JUST TAKE 10 DOLLARS, LEAVE EVERYTHING ELSE AT HOME

•• ONLY TAKE WHAT YOU AFFORD YOU CANNOT HAVE/NOT AFFECTING 
LIFESTYLE

•• NO I CAN'T THINK OF ANYTHING

•• LIMITING THE AMOUNT THAT YOU CAN PLACE INTO A MACHINE (POKIES)

•• TAKE AWAY THE ATM MACHINES/BECAUSE THEY'RE RIGHT THERE YOU JUST 
GO AND WITHDRAW/HAVING NO ALCOHOL THERE WOULD BE GOOD

•• SET AN AMOUNT THAT YOU CAN SPEND/DON'T GO OVER YOUR 
AMOUNT/AS LONG AS I DON'T GO OVER THE LIMIT I'VE ALREADY SET/
ONLY SPEND THE AMOUNT THAT YOU'VE WON OR THE LIMIT YOU'VE 
ALREADY SET/DON'T SPEND IT IF YOU CAN'T AFFORD TO

•• SET A LIMIT ON THE AMOUNT YOU CAN PLAY ON A MACHINE/THEN 
YOU'D SPEAKING OF HORSES AND THINGS LIKE THAT, IT'S DIFFICULT TO 
DO THINGS LIKE THAT /MMM... RESTRICT THEM TO THEIR LIMITS, IT'S 
IMPOSSIBLE/WITH THE MACHINES YOU COULD

•• TAKE THE ATMS OUT/NOT AT THE MOMENT

•• DON'T LET THEM CONTROL THEMSELVES/THEY CAN DO WHATEVER THEY 
WANT THE OWNERS. PEOPLE DON'T KNOW ENOUGH/THE 
GOVERNMENT DOESN'T DO ANY THING BECAUSE THEY GET BIG MONEY 
OFF THOSE POKIES/IT'S ALL TALK THEY DON'T HELP THE PEOPLE, BECAUSE 
THEY'RE MAKING MONEY OFF IT

•• DON'T LET THEM DRINK ALCOHOL

•• NO NOT REALLY

•• ATM MACHINES SHOULD GIVE OUT MAXIMUM OF $100 ONCE ONLY/SO 
THAT PEOPLE MUST WALK OUTSIDE TO ANOTHER ATM FOR MONEY AND 
HOPEFULLY BY THEN HAVE COOLED DOWN

•• STOP CIGARETTE SMOKING/GETTING RID OF ALCOHOL/ATMS
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•• ONLY GAMBLE WHAT YOU CAN AFFORD TO LOSE. ONLY TAKE WHAT YOU 
CAN AFFORD TO LOSE. NEVER GET MONEY OUT OF THE ATM IF YOU ARE 
DOWN/GO UNDER YOUR SET LIMIT. NEVER BORROW FROM ANYONE

•• GET RID OF ATMS

•• I DON'T REALLY HAVE ANY BECAUSE I DON'T HAVE ANY PROBLEMS/ 
WILLPOWER/ NOT SOMETHING I DO ALL THE TIME/ WILLPOWER BUT THAT 
DOESN'T HELP PEOPLE WITH PROBLEMS/ SHOULDN'T HAVE THE ATM 
THINGS IN THE TAB

•• YES HAVE NO ATMS AND HAVE NO MACHINES THAT CHANGE YOUR 
MONEY, THOSE MACHINES WHERE YOU PUT IN FIFTY AND GET TWENTY, 
TWENTY AND TEN

•• PERSONAL BEHAVIOUR/ADDRESS THE PROBLEM BEFORE ENTERING 
VENUE/PROVIDING ALTERNATIVE ENTERTAINMENT

•• MY FEELINGS HAVE BEEN A LONG TIME THIS WAY, THAT THE FACT THAT 
THERE'S BETTING OUTLETS FOR PEOPLE MEANS THAT THEY WILL BET. THE 
MORE OUTLETS THE MORE PEOPLE WHO GAMBLE. W.A. HAS NO POKIES 
WHICH MAY HELP. I THINK THAT PEOPLE ARE GOING TO GAMBLE IN ONE 
RESPECT OR ANOTHER/ THE GAMBLING AREAS SHOULD REALISE THESE 
PEOPLE HAVE GOT A PROBLEM/ SHOULD LIMIT THE AMOUNT OF THE 
MONEY THEY CAN SPEND/ NOT LETTING THEM WITHDRAW ON THE 
PREMISES/NO/PEOPLE ARE GOING TO BET IF THE FACILITIES ARE THERE

•• I GUESS IT WOULD JUST BE EDUCATING PEOPLE

•• PUT A LOCK ON THEIR ACCESS TO EFTPOS MACHINES/GAMBLERS ARE 
GAMBLERS AREN'T THEY? IF THEY DON'T KNOW SELF CONTROL OR 
WILLPOWER THERE'S NOT MUCH YOU CAN DO ABOUT IT, THAT I KNOW 
OF, IF YOU HAVEN'T GOT SOME CASH TO THROW AWAY YOU SHOULDN'T 
BE GAMBLING

•• MAYBE PURCHASING A CARD TYPE SYSTEM THAT YOU HAVE TO INSERT 
BASICALLY MAKING IT HARDER FOR THEM TO USE AS MUCH MONEY AS 
THEY HAVE/CARD THAT'S PURCHASED AND YOU CAN ONLY USE THAT IN 
A MACHINE LIKE A CREDIT CARD/THEN HAVE TO GO AND PURCHASE 
ANOTHER CARD/HARDER TO SLIP THE NOTES IN THE MACHINE/PROBABLY 
MAKING IT A BIT LIGHTER, IT'S DIFFICULT TO SEE THE TIME/NOT HAVE 
SERVICES LIKE DRINKS DELIVERED TO YOU

•• PROBABLY NOT DRINK/THEY HAVE TO ALLOCATE HOW MUCH THEY PUT 
TO THE HORSE/CAN'T THINK OF ANYTHING, SELF-CONTROL REALLY

•• MY OBSERVATION IS THEY ARE LIKE A DRUG/THEY GET PEOPLE HOOKED/
GIVE THEM SOMETHING ELSE TO DO/SOMETHING INTERESTING

•• NOT HAVE ATMS AT THE VENUES, BUT THEN THEY PROBABLY HAVE THEM 
OUTSIDE/ THEY MUST KNOW THAT PEOPLE ARE LOSING HEAVILY, SO WHY 
DON'T THEY INTERVENE. IF A PERSON WINS A LOT, THEY ARE 
SURROUNDED, CHECKING THAT THE MACHINES ARE NOT 
MALFUNCTIONING - AND YOU CAN'T SEE WHY IT CAN'T BE REVERSED - 
IE.'YOU'RE LOSING A LOT' - I THINK YOU SHOULD STOP'/ YOU KNOW THE 
MACHINES IN TASMANIA DON'T PAY VERY MUCH - PEOPLE FROM 
MAINLAND STATES HAVE SAID THAT MACHINES IN TASMANIA DON'T PAY 
AS HIGH A PERCENTAGE AS THE MAINLAND ONES - IT'S NOT 50/50. 
PROBABLY HAVE A HELP-LINE OR HELP-STATION SOMEWHERE IN THE 
CASINO

•• NOTHING THEY CAN REALLY DO - IF YOU WANT TO GAMBLE YOU'RE 
GOING TO 

•• I DON'T KNOW/REALLY DON'T KNOW

•• NO OPINION/NO IDEA

•• SOME SORT OF EDUCATION THAT CAN CONFRONT THE PERSON TO 
HOW MUCH THEY CAN AFFORD/AND BUDGET ACCORDINGLY/SET YOUR 
LIMITS/NOT TAKE ANY MORE WITH YOU WHEN YOU GO TO GAMBLE/ I 
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THINK THATS THE ONLY WAY TO DO IT IS EDUCATION/IT'S NOT A MATTER 
OF WHETHER YOU CAN WIN, IT'S WHETHER YOU CAN AFFORD TO LOSE/I 
THINK IF ONE CAN EVALUATE OVER THE COURSE OF 12 MONTHS AND 
CALCULATE HOW MUCH YOU'RE INVESTING AND IF YOU'RE ONLY 
GETTING SMALL FRACTION OF THAT BACK IN RETURN THEN OBVIOUSLY 
YOU'RE NOT VERY GOOD AT IT AND YOU'RE RECEIVING THE WRONG 
ADVICE AND ONE SHOULD THINK ABOUT DOING SOMETHING ELSE 
INSTEAD/BUT IF IT TURNS OUT YOU'RE BREAKING EVEN OVER THE 
COURSE OF A 12 MONTHS AND IT'S A HOBBY RATHER THAN A FULL TIME 
THING, THEN I DONT SEE A PROBLEM WITH IT/THERE ARE JUST TOO MANY 
AVENUES FOR SOME TO PARTICIPATE IN SOME SORT OF GAMBLING 
ACTIVITY/WHEN YOU ADD UP ALL THE TYPES OF GAMBLING - EG. DOG 
RACING/ONE CAN GAMBLE ON ALL SORTS OF DIFFERENT THINGS/THAT 
TYPE OF THING (ALL THE AVENUES TO GAMBLE) IS A PROBLEM/
PARTICULARLY THE INTERNET GAMBLING IS A BIG PROBLEM/ONE HAS TO 
EXERCISE SELF CONTROL AND IF THEY CAN'T, THEY NEED TO SEEK HELP

•• GET RID OF ALL ATMS AT TABS AND POKER JOINTS

•• NEVER THOUGHT THAT MUCH ABOUT IT/I REALLY DON'T KNOW/ONLY 
THING I CAN THINK OF IS TO HAVE A SELF EXCLUSION

•• LEAVE MOST OF MONEY AT HOME

•• NO IDEA

•• DON'T HAVE ATM MACHINES THERE/DO NOT HAVE EFTPOS/THAT'S 
ABOUT IT/YES THAT'S IT

•• DON'T LET THEM DRINK

•• DON'T THINK THERE IS ONE/EACH PERSON HAS THEIR OWN LIMITS/UP TO 
THE INDIVIDUAL TO CONTROL THEMSELVES

•• JUST TAKE WHAT YOU'RE PREPARED TO SPEND AND LEAVE THE REST AT 
HOME

•• IT'S ALL SELF CONTROL BUT IF ATMS WEREN'T THERE IT WOULD HELP/ NO

•• JUST LEAVING YOUR MONEY AT HOME

•• TAKE OUT ATM'S THAT'S THE MOST DANGEROUS THING I THINK. I DON'T 
THINK THEY SHOULD BE IN THE VENUES

•• PAY MORE WINNINGS/ALCOHOL IS CONTRIBUTION FACTOR/PEOPLE AT 
CLUBS CAN NOT DRINK AND DRIVE SO PEOPLE WHO HAVE HAD A FEW 
DRINKS DON'T GO HOME/CLUBS SHOULD PROVIDE FREE SERVICE OF 
DROPPING PEOPLE HOME/SO PEOPLE WILL GO HOME AND NOT 
CONTINUE TO PLAY JUST TO PASS TIME TILL THEY CAN LEGALLY DRIVE 
HOME

•• DEPENDS ON SALARY/CAN AFFORD TO SPEND RELATIVE TO SALARY

•• YOU COULD STOP THEM FROM TAKING MONEY OUT FROM ATMS/SET A 
LIMIT ON TAKING OUT MONEY AT THE VENUE FOR THE DAY/STOP 
DRINKING TOO

•• THE BEST WAY/WELL JUST TAKE THE AMOUNT IN, THAT YOU NEED TO USE/
LEAVE THE ATM AT HOME/LET IT GO THERE

•• MAYBE A SIGN ABOUT THE PROBLEMS INVOLVED IN GAMBLING/MAYBE 
PHONE NUMBERS FOR GAMBLING ADDITION SO HOTLINES

•• OH...PROBABLY THE ONLY THING I COULD SAY IS NOT TAKE TOO MUCH 
MONEY TO THE GAMBLING VENUE AND PROBABLY NOT HAVE AN ATM 
CARD/OH WELL I'D SAY THEY COULD READ A FEW BOOKS ON THE 
GAMBLING ISSUE, THERE'S QUITE A FEW PUBLICATIONS AROUND WHERE 
YOU CAN READ ABOUT GAMBLING AND YOU COULD PICK UP QUITE A 
FEW POINTS THERE

•• THE ONLY WAY YOU CAN HELP IF YOU GET RID OF POKIES/SHUT DOWN 
CASINOS/SHUT DOWN POKER MACHINES
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•• I DON'T THINK THAT THEY SHOULD'VE PUT ANY HIGHER THAN $5 NOTE 
ON THE HIGHER MACHINES/I DON'T THINK YOU SHOULD BE ABLE TO PUT 
A $50 OR $20 OR A $10 IN

•• NONE FOR RACING, REAL PROBLEM WITH THE POKIES/DON'T THINK THE 
RACES ARE THAT BAD/NO

•• GET RID OF POKER MACHINES, THAT'S WHERE PEOPLE SPEND TOO MUCH

•• AT THE VENUE, I SUPPOSE IF IT'S A CASINO, SOMEHOW HAVE A LIMIT ON 
ATM WITHDRAWALS/LIMITING THE AMOUNT A PERSON CAN 
WITHDRAW/PERHAPS A TIME LIMIT/THESE ARE MORE AT A HOTEL OR 
CASINO/SIZE OF BETS/CAN'T THINK OF ANYTHING READILY/AMOUNT OF 
WITHDRAWAL, SIZE OF BETS, TIME. RELATE MORE TO A CASINO. REDUCE 
THE LEVEL OF ACCESS/SO REDUCE THE NUMBER OF MACHINES, THE 
NUMBER OF POINTS WHERE PEOPLE CAN ACCESS GAMBLING

•• POKIES OUT OF THE HOTELS/INTO THE CLUBS/LESS ACCESSIBLE

•• LIMITS ON ATMS AT GAMING PLACES/MANAGEMENT PATROLLING THE 
AREA CHECKING ELDERLY PATRONS SPENDING IN EXCESS OR DRINKING 
IN EXCESS

•• I THINK THEY HAVE INCREASED THE OPTIONS/THE CLUB WE GO TO HAVE 
TAKEN OUT THE MACHINE YOU COULD PLAY ON ALL DAY FOR A 
MINIMUM AMOUNT/I THINK THEY NEED MORE MACHINES THAT HAVE A 
BIGGER RANGE/YOU REALLY HAVE TO PUT MORE MONEY IN FOR LITTLE 
RETURN

•• PREVENT THEM FROM PUTTING MORE IN/I DON'T THINK THERE'S THAT 
MUCH YOU CAN DO

•• SIGN IN AT THE DOOR THIS IS HOW MUCH I’M GOING TO SPEND 
TONIGHT/PROBABLY NO ATMS/NO CAN'T REALLY THINK OF ANYTHING 
ELSE OTHER THAN PEOPLE HELPING THEMSELVES

•• OTHER THAN TO REDUCE THE OPPORTUNITIES, REDUCE THE FACILITIES 
AVAILABLE

•• THE ONLY WAY YOU CAN DO THAT IS IF YOU PUT SOMETHING IN THEIR 
HEAD WHICH MIGHT INTEREST THEM/SOMETHING THAT'S GOING TO 
CATCH THEIR EYE ABOUT THEIR GAMBLING HABIT/YOU CAN JUST SIT 
THERE AND BE INTERESTED TO WANT TO WIN MONEY/SOMETIMES YOU 
THINK YOU CAN USE THE MONEY FOR OTHER THINGS

•• IF IT'S A PROBLEM THEN STOP GAMBLING

•• GET RID OF ATMS IN VENUES/THAT'S ALL

•• I'M THINKING BUT BECAUSE I SEE THE DEALERS AT THE TABLE THAT MIGHT 
HELP/FOR INSTANCE A CLUB MEMBERSHIP AND THEY ANSWER THE 
AMOUNT YOU HAVE WON OR LOST/MAYBE THAT WAS SHOWN ON A 
SMALL SCREE/BUT I DON'T KNOW IF ITS WORKABLE/BUT I DON'T KNOW/I 
DON'T REALLY HAVE ANY IDEAS

•• NEVER REALLY HAD ANY PROBLEMS/ALCOHOL IS A BIG FACTOR BUT YOU 
CAN'T STOP THE ALCOHOL/ESPECIALLY WITH ME ALCOHOL'S THE 
BIGGEST FACTOR

•• I HAVE NO IDEA

•• NOT SURE

•• SOME FORM OF ADVERTISING TO ENCOURAGE PEOPLE TO STAY WITHIN 
THEIR LIMITS

•• DON'T THINK YOU CAN HELP THEM/I'VE SEEN PEOPLE PUT ON TENS OF 
THOUSANDS ON HORSES AND LOST/DON'T KNOW HOW YOU CAN 
HELP THEM

•• DON'T THINK THEY CAN/NOT PRACTICAL

•• TAKE THE POKIES OUT OF THE CLUB/NOTHING ELSE

•• NONE AT ALL/
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•• NO PROMOTIONS/ PROBABLY THE BONUS POINTS

•• VERY HARD QUESTION TO ANSWER/HOW ARE YOU GOING TO GET 
THROUGH TO PEOPLE WHO BET $100 A TIME/THERE ARE VERY BIG 
GAMBLERS AROUND AND I WOULDN'T LIKE THE JOB OF TRYING TO 
CONVINCE THEM OTHERWISE/I HAVE NO IDEA

•• REMOVE ATMS FROM VENUES

•• HAVE A LIMIT ON THE ATM

•• DON'T HAVE ANY MONEY IN YOUR POCKET/ OR ANY ONE YOU CAN 
BORROW OFF

•• NOT SURE, NO 

•• OH LESS BUREAUCRACY

•• I THINK THE LIMITS HAVE GOT TO COME FROM WITHIN THE PERSON/ I 
DON'T THINK ANYBODY CAN PUT A LIMIT ON A PERSON BECAUSE IF 
THAT PERSON WANTS TO GAMBLE THEY'LL FIND A WAY TO DO IT/ I 
KNOW THERE IS A LOT OF CONTROVERSY ABOUT THE ATM MACHINES IN 
THE CLUBS BUT THE PERSON SHOULD HAVE THE MONEY BEFORE THEY 
GO/ THE ATM MACHINE SHOULD BE THERE FOR OTHER PURPOSES

•• NOT HAVING ATMS IN VENUES AND MAKE THEM GO OUTSIDE TO GET 
MONEY. IMPOSE A MAXIMUM BETTING LIMIT

•• SEND THEM HOME/ LIMIT ALCOHOL

•• I DON'T KNOW EVERY ONE'S AN INDIVIDUAL

•• IT'S PEOPLE OWN RESPONSIBILITY/ A LOT OF PEOPLE SMOKE WHILE 
PLAYING THE POKIES/ WHEN THEY CAN'T SMOKE IN THE CLUBS THERE 
WILL BE LESS PEOPLE PLAYING THE POKIES

•• MAKING THEM TAKE BREAKS AND WALK AWAY FROM MACHINES

•• TAKE THE ATMS OUT/CAN'T THINK OF ANY

•• IT'S UP TO THE PERSON THEMSELVES REALLY, EVERYONE'S DIFFERENT/ IT'S 
THEIR RESPONSIBILITY

•• THEY SHOULD NEVER HAVE BROUGHT THEM IN/ THEY'RE HERE NOW, BUT 
THEY SHOULDN'T HAVE GONE INTO PUBS

•• OFFERING AN ALCOHOLIC DRINK AND NOT BEING ABLE TO DRINK THAT 
AT THE MACHINE/SUCH AS SOMEONE BEING AT THE MACHINE FOR AN 
HOUR/IF THE MACHINE MADE IT SO YOU COULDN'T CONTINUOUSLY BET 
MAXIMUM BET

•• REMOVE THE ATM MACHINES

•• IF THEY PUT IN A DEVICE THAT YOU COULD PUNCH IN THE AMOUNT YOU 
WANTED TO LOSE, AND WHEN IT REACHED THAT AMOUNT, A BELL 
WOULD RING/DON'T GO IN THE FIRST PLACE

•• LIMIT THE AMOUNT THAT BE WITHDRAWN AT ATM'S AT THE GAMING 
VENUES

•• AROUND THE POKIES, HAVE PICTURES IN THE BACKGROUND AS 
ALTERNATIVES TO GAMBLING, LIKE PICTURES OF FAMILIES, BEACHES, 
TRAINS OR WHATEVER, THINGS LIKE THAT, SO THEY GET GAMBLING OFF 
THEIR MIND

•• GENERALLY HARD TO PUT A BEST ANSWER TO

•• NOT TO GAMBLE AT ALL

•• TRY AND PERSUADE PEOPLE, HELP PEOPLE 

•• ABOLISH POKER MACHINES/THEY ARE THE DANGER/OTHERWISE YOU 
KNOW LIKE BETTING ON HORSES THE RACES ARE FINISHED AT 5 O'CLOCK 
THAT'S RELATIVELY HARMLESS/POKER MACHINES ARE TAKING OVER 
PEOPLE'S LIVES ESPECIALLY PENSIONERS/POKER MACHINES VERY 
DANGEROUS



PAGE 383 OF 391
McDonnell � Phillips

McDonnell-Phillips Pty Ltd

•• RESPONSIBLE FOR THEM SELVES/ IT'S THE POKER MACHINES WHICH ARE 
THE PROBLEM NOT RACES

•• CAN'T THINK OF ANYTHING

•• PUBS IN TABS CAN BE DANGEROUS WHERE PEOPLE CAN DRINK 
ALCOHOL/WHERE ALCOHOL IS INVOLVED, IT CAN BE DANGEROUS, 
ESPECIALLY IN HOTELS

•• TAKE ATM MACHINES OUT OF REACH OF PEOPLE THAT CAN'T CONTROL 
THEMSELVES/DOESN'T MATTER WHAT YOU SAY BECAUSE THE 
GOVERNMENT ENTICES YOU TO GAMBLE/THE GOVERNMENT DON'T GIVE 
A SHIT ABOUT THE PEOPLE WHO LOSE HOMES/NOT EVERYONE CAN 
CONTROL THEIR BETTING/THE GOVERNMENT DON'T GIVE A SHIT/THEY 
GET THEIR MONEY AND SPEND IT ON DRINKS/I'VE GOT NO TIME FOR 
PEOPLE THAT GIVE IN TO TEMPTATION/IT'S THE PEOPLE WHO PUT 
TEMPTATION IN FRONT OF THE PEOPLE, IT'S THEIR FAULT/HOW MANY 
PEOPLE ARE CONTROLLED PUNTERS/I KNOW A FEW/THERE ARE HEAPS 
OF PEOPLE THAT CAN'T CONTROL THEMSELVES/THE GOVERNMENT 
DOESN'T DO ANYTHING TO HELP THEM/THEY'RE GOING WITHOUT 
FOOD/THE GOVERNMENT DON'T GIVE A SHIT ABOUT THOSE PEOPLE/
THEY JUST PUT MORE POKIES IN/ I THINK THE GOVERNMENT DON'T DO 
ONE THING TO HELP ADDICTS/THEY DON'T TRY AND GO UP AND STOP 
THE PEOPLE WHO ARE THERE EVERY DAY, THEY JUST WAIT UNTIL THEY 
LOSE EVERYTHING

•• SET A TIME LIMIT FOR HOW LONG YOU CAN BE IN THERE

•• DON'T REALLY KNOW AS FAR AT THAT GOES/OH PROBABLY LIMIT THE 
ACCESS TO MONEY AT THE VENUES/LIKE ATMS AND EFTPOS

•• PEOPLE ARE PEOPLE, THEY'LL DO WHATEVER THEY WANT TO DO

•• REMOVE ATM'S FROM CASINOS/CAPS ON AMOUNT THAT PEOPLE CAN 
PUT THROUGH MACHINES (POKIES)

•• GET RID OF ATM AT THE VENUE/GET RID OF NOTE TAKING MACHINES 
(POKIES)/COINS ONLY

•• NO ATMS

•• COULDN'T SAY

•• TAKE LESS MONEY TO THE BETTING VENUE

•• GET RID OF ATM'S AT THE VENUES

•• NO, DON'T THINK SO/NO WELL THEY COULD REMOVE SOME OF THE 
MINIMUM LIMITS THEY'VE GOT

•• COUNSELLING OR SUSPENSION FROM THE VENUE

•• THERE SHOULDN'T BE ATMS AT COURSES OR CASINOS OR ANYWHERE 
SO PEOPLE DO HAVE ACCESS

•• NOT TO HAVE THE JACKPOT BETWEEN TWO THOUSAND DOLLARS/ MAKE 
IT LOWER

•• MAKE IT A DAILY AMOUNT INTO MACHINE AT TRACK/TAB AND WHEN 
LIMIT IS REACHED AUTOMATIC BLOCKER

•• GET RID OF ATM MACHINES AT ANY VENUE WHERE THEY GAMBLE/HOTEL, 
RACE COURSES. HAVE RESPONSIBLE SERVING OF ALCOHOL. MORE 
EDUCATION ABOUT PROBLEMS OF GAMBLING/BE AS THOROUGH WITH 
THIS EDUCATION AS WITH CIGARETTE SMOKING/FLASH IT ACROSS THE 
SCREEN BEFORE AND AFTER RACES

•• PROBABLY LIMITING ATMS/DON'T SERVE COMFORT FOOD/DRINKS

•• I'D GET RID OF THE ATMS OUT OF CLUBS AND TABS/IT STILL COMES 
DOWN TO THE INDIVIDUAL, PROBABLY THAT'S BECAUSE THAT'S HOW I 
OPERATE/THE OLD SAYING IS, YOU NEVER LOSE WHAT YOU CAN'T 
AFFORD

•• NO SUGGESTIONS/ EVERYBODY IS DIFFERENT
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•• GET RID OF THE ATMS BECAUSE PEOPLE CAN ONLY TAKE A CERTAIN 
AMOUNT WITH THEM AND THEY WON'T LEAVE TO GO AND FIND A 
BANK, SHOULDN'T BE ABLE TO DRAW MONEY WHEN YOU GO THOSE 
PLACES

•• REDUCE THE ACCESS TO THE GAMING MACHINES/A RUNNING TOTAL OF 
HOW MUCH YOU'VE PUT IN/TALKING ABOUT POKER MACHINES NOW/A 
PRINT OUT WHEN YOU COME ONTO A MACHINE/SOMME SORT OF 
RECORD OF HOW MUCH YOU'VE USED OR GAMBLED ON THAT/
REDUCTION OF ATMS IN AREAS WHERE THERE WOULD BE CASINOS OR 
CLUBS/HOW THE PRINTOUT WOULD WORK NOT REALLY SURE BUT JUST 
TO HAVE THE ACKNOWLEDGEMENT THAT THEY'VE PUT IN TWENTY FIVE 
DOLLARS AND LOST IT/KEEP A RECORD ON HOW MUCH YOU SPEND ON 
LOTTO OVER 12 MONTHS/PEOPLE WOULD BE SURPRISED HOW MUCH 
THEY SPEND ON LOTTO OR SCRATCHIES OVER 12 MONTHS

•• NO IDEA

•• SET A LIMIT TO THEMSELVES AND STICK TO IT / YOU NEED YOUR MONEY 
FOR MONEY OTHER THAN GAMBLING

•• LIMIT CARD ATM PAYOUTS/PUT IT UP ON MACHINE HOW MUCH THEY 
HAVE SPENT/CAN'T THINK OF ANYTHING ELSE

•• PEOPLE CAN ONLY SPEND A CERTAIN AMOUNT OF TIME ON ONE 
MACHINE

•• REMOVING ATM MACHINES

•• TAKE ATMS OUT OF POKIES AND GAME VENUES/TO HAVE A SET TIME THAT 
YOU'RE ALLOWED TO GAMBLE AT A VENUE E.G. NO LONGER THAN 3 
HOURS

•• PHONE NUMBERS/HELP LINES/JUST LIKE NSW WHERE EVERY SINGLE POKIE 
ROOM OR BETTING ROOM HAS STICKERS LIKE'CAN YOU AFFORD THIS?' 
AND'HOW IT AFFECTS YOUR FAMILY?'

•• FOR STARTERS, THE POKER MACHINE ROOM SHOULD BE NON-SMOKING 
AND ALCOHOL-FREE/THE POKER MACHINE ROOM SHOULD HAVE 
CLOCKS/SHOULD ALWAYS BE THE CASE/HORSE RACING AND THAT, ON 
TRACK THERE SHOULD BE MORE SIGNS LIKE GAMBLING CAUSES 
PROBLEMS, WARNING SIGNS/THAT'D BE ABOUT IT I'D SAY/MAYBE ON A 
RACE TRACK LIMIT THE AMOUNT OF ALCOHOL THEY CAN SERVE, SO AT 
THE EARLIER PART OF THE DAY THEY SERVE LIGHT BEER/LIMIT THE ACTUAL 
HOURS OF THE CONSUMPTION OF ALCOHOL/INSTEAD OF OPENING THE 
BAR AT ELEVEN O'CLOCK AND CLOSING AT FIVE, OPEN AT SAY TWELVE 
O'CLOCK UNTIL FOUR

•• INDIVIDUAL PERSONALITY/NEED RIGHT SELF CONTROL

•• I DON'T KNOW... I DON'T KNOW ENOUGH ABOUT THE PSYCHOLOGY OF 
WHAT MAKES PEOPLE GAMBLE - IT'S LIKE AN ADDICTION/ I SUPPOSE 
MORE HELP LIKE COUNSELLING BUT THERE'S NO POINT IN TRYING TO 
HELP SOMEONE THAT DOESN'T WANT TO HELP THEMSELVES

•• WELL I SUPPOSE IF YOU ONLY WALKED INTO A TAB AND SAY I HAVE $200 
FOR THE DAY YOU GIVE IT TO THE GIRL SHE GIVES YOU A CREDIT AND 
THAT'S ALL YOU SPEND I THINK THAT WOULD BE A GOOD IDEA BECAUSE 
THEN YOU LIMIT YOURSELF TO WHAT YOU CAN SPEND

•• MAKE IT IMPOSSIBLE TO CANCEL PAYOUTS

•• ONLY TAKE A SET AMOUNT OF MONEY THE VENUE

•• WILL POWER/COMMON SENSE TO PAY BILLS

•• NO ATM MACHINES NEAR THE VENUE

•• I'M A GREAT BELIEVER THAT IT'S WITHIN YOURSELF

•• NOT AT THE MOMENT/NOT THAT'S ALL
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•• I SUPPOSE FOR SOME IT WOULD BE TO REMOVE THE ATMS BUT THAT'S 
ONLY FOR SOME/ HOW DO YOU PROTECT THE MAJORITY FROM THE 
MINORITY? I THINK MORE EDUCATION/SENSIBLE GAMBLING... PEOPLE 
ALWAYS THINK THE NEXT BET OR NEXT RACE IS THE ONE

•• RESTRICT ACCESS AND REMOVE ATM/LEGISLATION AND ADVERTISING/
LIMIT POKER MACHINES/EDUCATION IN PRIMARY AND HIGH SCHOOL/
THAT'S ALL

•• NO IDEA/OPINION

•• WELL I WORRY ABOUT THE ATMS/ THE CASINO NEEDS THEM FOR GUESTS 
FOR LIKE MEALS/ I THINK ATMS ARE A TRAP

•• THEY HAVE JUST GOT TO HAVE RESPONSIBILITY AND WILLPOWER/AND 
PUT OTHER MATTERS AS REOCCURRING COMMITMENTS BEFORE 
GAMBLING/IF THEY'VE BEEN BROUGHT UP PROPERLY THEY SHOULD BE 
ABLE TO ASSESS THE SITUATION AND ACT ACCORDINGLY

•• LETTING THE PERSON CAP THE LIMIT WHEN THEY LOGIN OR WHATEVER/
PERHAPS RESTRICTIONS ON ATM AMOUNTS ON WITHDRAWALS

•• I JUST SET MYSELF A BUDGET/IF THEY DIDN'T HAVE ATMS PEOPLE 
COULDN'T GET MORE MONEY OUT/IN THE POKIES THEY MAKE IT 
COMFORTABLE FOR PEOPLE TO STAY/THEY MAKE IT VERY INVITING

•• DON'T TAKE TOO MUCH MONEY WITH YOU, TAKE A SET AMOUNT

•• WELL I THINK THAT THERE SHOULD BE A LIMIT ON WHAT THEY CAN TAKE 
OUT AT ATM'S AT THE VENUES

•• ATMS/GET RID OF THEM

•• I THINK IT'S A GROWING PROBLEM/CARD SYSTEM, ONLY SO MUCH 
MONEY ON THE CARD, AND THAT'S ALL YOU COULD USE

•• SHOULDN'T HAVE ATM MACHINES

•• I DON'T THINK THERE IS A WAY/I CAN'T THINK OF A SOLUTION

•• NO CREATIVE IDEAS/NOT A BIG BETTING PERSON NORMALLY/NOT 
INVOLVED IN THAT SITUATION TOO OFTEN/FAMILY PRESSURE/FAMILY 
INFLUENCE TO GET THEM TO STOP WASTING THEIR MONEY/CLUB COULD 
BAR THEM IF THEY ARE SERIAL OR BIG LOSERS AT THE TIME/DETRIMENT TO 
THEIR FAMILY/GAMBLING ANONYMOUS/DAILY LIMIT/X AMOUNT OF 
DOLLARS PER DAY IN RELATION TO TAKE HOME INCOME/THEN AGAIN 
PEOPLE AREN'T GOING TO DISCLOSE WHAT THEY TAKE HOME TO THE 
CLUB/NOT THAT I'VE THOUGHT ABOUT

•• ONE THING THAT USED TO KEEP ME WAS THE ATMS WHERE I COULD ONLY 
CASH OUT $500/THE BANK ACTUALLY SET THAT LIMIT/A REALLY GOOD 
THING IS THAT I CAN'T CASH OUT FROM MY VISA CARD FROM THE ATMS 
AT THE CASINO/SOMETHING ELSE THAT THEY DON'T HAVE UP HERE: NO 
CLOCK ON THE SCREEN SO THAT YOU DON'T KNOW HOW LONG 
YOU'VE BEEN THERE/AND MAYBE THEY SHOULD HAVE ON THE SCREEN 
SOME KIND OF BALANCE ON HOW MUCH YOU'VE ACTUALLY SPENT/
SOMETIMES YOU LOSE TRACK OF HOW MUCH YOU'VE ACTUALLY SPENT/
JUST A BALANCE ON HOW MUCH YOU'VE LOST ON THAT MACHINE AT 
THAT TIME/AND ALSO HOW MUCH YOU'VE WON SO THAT YOU CAN 
WORK IT OUT/I THINK THAT THE INDIVIDUAL NEEDS TO TAKE FULL 
RESPONSIBILITY ABOUT THEIR ACTIONS

•• YES WELL I THINK THAT THEY SHOULD LEAVE OFF PEOPLE WHO BET FROM 
HOME ON COMPUTERS BECAUSE IF WE CAN AFFORD A COMPUTER AND 
THE ELECTRICITY AND THE INTERNET ACCESS EVERY MONTH THEN 
OBVIOUSLY THE BILLS ARE BEING PAID, IF THEY WANT TO LOOK AT FIXING 
GAMBLING PROBLEMS THEY NEED TO HALVE THE NUMBER OF POKIE 
MACHINES, THEY JUST DON'T WANT TO LOSE THE REVENUE, THEY SUPPLY 
A LITTLE MINIBUS TO GET THEM DOWN THERE, YOU DON'T EVEN NEED 
TO HAVE MONEY TO GO HOME BECAUSE THE COURTESY BUS WILL TAKE 
YOU HOME, THEY SHOULD HAVE TO GO TO CASINOS OR SPORTING 
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CLUBS TO GET ACCESS TO POKIES, JUST LIKE TO BET ON HORSES YOU HAVE 
TO GO TO TAB OR THE RACETRACK TO DO IT, YOU CAN'T EVEN WALK 
INTO A PUB DOOR WITHOUT FALLING OVER THEM, SO YES THAT'S MY 
THING ANYWAY

•• DURING GAMBLING IS TOO LATE, IT HAS TO BE DONE BEFORE GAMBLING/
THEY'VE GOT TO PAY THE BILLS FIRST AND THEN GAMBLE AFTER/ALSO 
BETTER EDUCATION FOR THE PLAYERS WHEN IT COMES TO GAMBLING

•• YOU CAN WALK INTO THE FACILITY WITH A CERTAIN AMOUNT OF CASH 
AND IF YOU LOSE YOU'RE OUT/SO IT'S REGULATED ON THEIR BEHALF/
AND THEN THEY KICK YOU OUT

•• THAT'S A GOOD QUESTION, NO NOTHING I CAN THINK OF

•• JUST ADVERTISING TO KNOW YOUR LIMITS, SAME AS ALCOHOL

•• ATMS/DON'T GIVE THE ABILITY TO TAKE OUT MORE MONEY

•• EACH DAY YOU WENT TO A VENUE YOU REGISTERED A LIMIT/SAID ONLY 
GOING TO SPEND $20 TODAY DON'T LET ME SPEND ANYMORE

•• CAN'T ANSWER/SPEND WHAT I HAVE TO

•• WELL WITH POKER MACHINES IT'S ALREADY BEEN DONE BY LIMITING THE 
SIZE OF THE NOTES THEY WILL TAKE.... I THINK THE STAFF HAVE AN 
OBLIGATION TO TELL PEOPLE WHEN THEY ARE OVER SPENDING/IN THE 
CASE OF RACING THROUGH INTERNET BETTING THEY HAVE THE ABILITY 
TO MONITOR THE AMOUNT YOU'RE SPENDING ONLINE SO THEY COULD 
SEND AN EMAIL TO LET YOU KNOW HOW MUCH YOU'RE SPENDING BUT 
BESIDES THAT THERE ARE STILL A LOT OF THINGS IN THE INDUSTRY THAT 
NEED CLEANING UP

•• IF THE MACHINES PAID MORE/YOU WOULDN'T BE CHASING MONEY/I 
DON'T KNOW/PROBABLY NOT TO HAVE THEM AT ALL

•• I DON'T KNOW. I HAVE A BROTHER WHO IS A PROBLEM GAMBLER BUT ALL 
THE THINGS THEY CAN THINK OF WOULDN'T BE ENOUGH TO HELP HIM/
IT WOULD HAVE TO BE LIMITING THE ACTUAL CASH THEY CAN GET HOLD 
OF

•• JUST GOT TO HAVE A LIMIT/I THINK IT'S JUST THE INDIVIDUAL... JUST DON'T 
STRESS

•• NO ATM'S

•• SUPPOSE TO GET RID OF ATMS MACHINES/I DON'T KNOW

•• I DON'T THINK YOU COULD IF PEOPLE REALLY WANT TO SPEND 
IT THEY WOULD

•• TAKE OUT THE ATM MACHINES/TAKE OUT THE CAPACITY TO HOLD MORE 
MONEY/MAKE IT DIFFICULT FOR THEM TO GET ACCESS TO THEIR 
PERSONAL MONEY/AND MODERATE ALCOHOL INTAKE/THEY COULD 
PRINT GAMBLING NOTICES LIKE CIGARETTE WARNINGS

•• BAN ALCOHOL/ALCOHOL AND GAMBLING DON'T MIX

•• GET RID OF ATMS NEAR THE VENUE FOR STARTERS/LIMIT THE AMOUNT OF 
BETTING OPTIONS/TOO MANY DIFFERENT OPTIONS TO LOSE YOUR 
MONEY WHICH ENCOURAGES PEOPLE TO HAVE A GO AT ALL OF 
THEM IN ONE RACE

•• I THINK A BAN ON POKER MACHINES/TRUTHFULLY BECAUSE I THINK IT'S A 
PROBLEM IN TAPPING INTO PEOPLE WHO DON'T HAVE CONTROL OVER 
THEIR GAMBLING/NO NOT REALLY/IT'S ALL ABOUT PERSONAL 
WILLPOWER

•• REDUCTION OF ATM WITHDRAWAL AMOUNTS IN THE VENUE/ LESS 
POKIES MACHINES IN GENERAL

•• TAKE ATMS OUT OF VENUES COMPLETELY/BAN POKER MACHINES

•• NO ATM'S/ NO PLACES WHERE YOU CAN EXCHANGE GOODS FOR CASH

•• HAVE A BETTING LIMIT ON THE TAB
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•• MAKE THEM LEAVE THEIR CREDIT CARDS AT HOME

•• EDUCATE THEM/BUDGETING/UNDERSTAND WHERE THEIR COMMITMENTS 
SHOULD BE/EG TO ATTEND A TRAINING PROGRAM ON RESPONSIBILITY 
AND BUDGETING

•• NONE

•• I DON'T THINK YOU'LL EVER FIND THAT/ I KNOW SO MANY PEOPLE THAT 
DON'T, BUT I CAN'T THINK/ (INTERVIEWER: HOW DO YOU KEEP TO YOUR 
LIMITS?) I'M JUST SENSIBLE/ MORE ADVERTISING, HAVE SIGNS IN THE 
GAMBLING VENUE SHOWING THEM THAT IF THEY GO OVER THEIR LIMIT 
THEY DON'T HAVE ANYTHING TO SPEND NEXT WEEK, AND WHAT 
BETTER THINGS THEY COULD SPEND THEIR MONEY ON

•• REMOVE ATMS FORM GAMBLING VENUES/HARDER TO GET TO

•• NOTHING

•• WILLPOWER IS THE ONLY WAY

•• PAYOUTS VIA CHEQUE/ADVISE PERSON TO TAKE WINNINGS HOME AND 
COME BACK LATER/ENCOURAGE PEOPLE TO STICK TO LIMITS INSTEAD 
OF OVERSPENDING/EFTPOS IN AGENCY

•• NOTHING YOU CAN DO ABOUT IT/IF THEY'RE GOING TO GAMBLE IT 
THEY'LL GAMBLE IT

•• SET YOURSELF A BUDGET

•• I DON'T KNOW, THAT'S A HARD ONE/ I THINK THE MAIN THING WOULD 
BE TO HAVE MORE PEOPLE AT THE TAB WINDOWS, JUST SOMEONE 
ALWAYS THERE, SOMETIMES YOU GET THERE AND YOU HAVE TO WAIT SO 
YOU GAMBLE WHILE YOU'RE WAITING, MORE PEOPLE AT THE VENUES

•• THEY COULD HAVE GAMBLERS ANONYMOUS AT THE CASINO, SELF-HELP 
GROUPS AND PEOPLE MILLING AROUND TO SEE WHO THE GAMBLERS 
WHO CONSTANTLY COME IN ARE, AND ASK IF THEY'D LIKE ASSISTANCE, 
AND FIND OUT FROM THEM ABOUT HOW IT'S AFFECTING THEIR FAMILIES, 
IF THEY'D LIKE TO DIVULGE THAT INFORMATION

•• JUST SET YOUR MIND TO IT, DON'T DO IT/ NO IT'S UP TO THE INDIVIDUAL

•• IT'S PERSONAL, IF SOMEONE DECIDES THEY'RE ONLY GOING TO SPEND 
$50 THEN THEY'LL SPEND IT/ IF THERE IS A DEBIT CARD FOR CERTAIN 
GAMBLING, WITH A $50 LIMIT OR SOMETHING, AND IT'S MADE HARD TO 
TOP IT UP

•• ALARM GOES OFF WHEN YOU GO OVER YOUR LIMIT

•• MAKE AVAILABLE THE WINNING CHANCES/MORE ACCESSIBLE

•• WELL THEY SHOULDN'T HAVE ATM MACHINES AT THE VENUE/THINK THAT 
THERE SHOULD BE A LIMIT ON WHAT THEY CAN DRAW OUT 

•• I DON'T THINK THERE IS ANY WAY... IF THEY'RE NOT GOING TO STICK TO 
THEIR LIMIT THEY WON'T - SO MAYBE JUST LIMITING THEIR ACCESS TO 
GAMBLING... I CERTAINLY PLAY THEM MORE IN NSW OR QLD THAN HERE 
IN WA BECAUSE YOU CAN ONLY GO TO THE CASINO TO PLAY THEM

•• EDUCATION AND COUNSELLING/IMPACT OF GOING OVER THEIR LIMIT/
DIFFERENT FOR EVERYONE/BEING ABLE TO BUDGET

•• UNLESS THEY CAN DECLARE A PROBLEM WITH THE PEOPLE RUNNING THE 
PLACE/ THAT'S ABOUT IT

•• HAVING SIGNAGE TO SAY CALL THIS NUMBER IF YOU HAVE A PROBLEM 
KEEPING TO YOUR GAMBLING LIMIT

•• TAKE AWAY ATMS AT RACECOURSES

•• JUST STICK TO THEIR LIMIT

•• I GET BORED AND I DON'T LIKE THE SEATS/THEY'RE SO UNCOMFORTABLE 
I CAN'T SIT ON THEM VERY LONG SO I DON'T PLAY THE POKIES/AND I GET 
BORED
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•• WELL I WORKED IN A BAR PART TIME FOR SEVEN YEARS, I RECKON TELL THE 
BARMAN OR THE VENUE INSTRUCTOR, IF YOU START TO GO NUTS WITH 
YOUR BETS AGAIN, GO HOME AND GET OUT OF HERE FOR FIVE MINUTES, 
IT CAN ONLY BE DONE BY PERSONNEL, IF YOU CAN'T DO IT YOURSELF 
THERE'S GOT TO BE SOMEONE TO CLAP THEM ON THE BACK, ALL 
GAMBLERS CANT DO IT FOR EACH OTHER BECAUSE THEY HAVE TO KEEP 
TRACK OF THEIR BETS BUT WORK BEHIND A BAR AND YOU NEVER 
BECOME A DRUNK, WORK BEHIND A TAB VENUE AND YOU'LL NEVER 
BECOME AN ADDICTED GAMBLER, THE ONLY ONES THAT CAN STOP US 
ARE THE LITTLE LADIES AND THE LITTLE CHAPS BEHIND THE GRILLS THAT 
SAY'HAVE A REST, THERE'S PLENTY MORE RACES' BECAUSE THEY CAN SEE 
IT, THEY'RE THE ONLY ONES

•• PROBABLY GET RID OF ATMS IN GAMBLING PLACES SO THEY CAN'T TAKE 
OUT THEIR MONEY, THAT'S BASICALLY IT BECUASE I JUST TAKE MONEY 
AND ONCE IT'S GONE IT'S GONE, THEN I DON'T TAKE ANY MORE OUT

•• TO MAKE SURE THAT THEY HAVE DISCUSSED THE ISSUE WITH THE OTHER 
PEOPLE THAT THE GAMBLING MAY AFFECT/MAKE IT TRANSPARENT DON'T 
DO IT SECRETIVELY/ AND SECONDLY TO PLACE THE LIMIT AND ONLY TAKE 
THE MONEY THEY INTEND TO USE/ THAT'S WHAT I USE

•• 90% HAVE ATM CARDS/ABOLISH ATMS IN BETTING JOINTS/HARD TO SAY/I 
DON'T KNOW A LOT OF COMMON SENSE AND WILLPOWER INVOLVED/IF 
YOU HAVEN'T GOT THE WILLPOWER IT DOESN'T MATTER WHAT 
MEASURES THEY TAKE YOU'VE STILL GOT A PROBLEM

•• NO IDEA/I NEVER HAVE ANY PROBLEMS/NO ATMS THE ONLY THING I 
COULD THINK OF/THAT'S THE ONLY SUGGESTION I'D HAVE/NO THE 
ONLY THING I COULD SAY THERE IS KEEP THE ATMS OUT

•• KEEP A BUDGET

•• WILL POWER AND IF THEY HAVE A PROBLEM SEEK PROFESSIONAL ADVICE

•• SET LIMITS ON ATM CARDS AT THE VENUE

•• TAKE AWAY ATM MACHINES/IF SOMEONE'S INTOXICATED STOP SERVING 
THEM DRINKS

•• YOU SET YOUR LIMIT AS YOU WALK IN/PRE PURCHASE CHIPS OR 
VOUCHERS AND THEN CAN NOT PURCHASE ANY MORE

•• PUT A RESTRICTION ON THE AMOUNT/ IF YOU SEE SOMEONE SPENDING 
OVER AN AMOUNT THEN YOU STOP THEM/ LARGE BETS SHOULD BE 
BANNED

•• I HAVE NO IDEA, I CAN'T IMAGINE WHAT WOULD STOP SOMEONE WHO 
WANTS TO GAMBLE, I DON'T KNOW HOW

•• GET YOUR WIFE INVOLVED AND IF YOU DON'T HAVE ONE YOU SHOULD 
GET MARRIED!

•• THE ACCESS OF MONEY IS ONE/ YOU CAN'T STOP PEOPLE FROM 
GAMBLING// IF YOU LIMIT THE ACCESS OF MONEY THAT MAKES IT MORE 
DIFFICULT/ ATM'S ON CORSE OR AT THE TAB

•• DON'T KNOW

•• KEEP POKIES OUT OF PUBS/A LOT OF PEOPLE GET SUCKED IN/LOSING 
MONEY ON POKIES

•• TO HAVE SOMEONE THERE ON HAND FOR PEOPLE TO TALK TO LIKE 
FINANCIAL ADVISOR/ OR COUNSELLOR/ TO HELP THEM SET THEIR OWN 
LIMITS

•• I HONESTLY DON'T BELIEVE THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD HAVE TO DO 
ANYTHING/I BELIEVE IT'S PERSONAL CHOICE AND IF YOU'RE NOT 
RESPONSIBLE ENOUGH TO REALISE YOUR FAMILY IS BREAKING UP THEN 
YOU NEED PSYCHOLOGICAL HELP/IT'S ALL A CHOICE THING - IF A 
PERSON ISN'T AWARE THAT THEY'VE GOT A PROBLEM THEY WOULD 
OBVIOUSLY NEED SOME SORT OF HELP OR COUNSELLING/ I DON'T 
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THINK IT'S UP TO THE GOVERNMENT TO FORCE OTHER PEOPLE WHO ARE 
RESPONSIBLE WITH OTHERS WHO AREN'T RESPONSIBLE/IT'S ALL 
ATTITUDE AND I THINK THERE'S A LOT OF PEOPLE OUT THERE WHO JUST 
TAKE TO IT/IF THEY DON'T KNOW THEY'VE GOT A PROBLEM THEN THERE'S 
A REAL PROBLEM WITH THAT PERSON/RESPONSIBILITY SHOULDN'T LIE 
WITH VENUES OR GOVERNMENT BUT UP TO THE INDIVIDUAL/IF MY 
ELECTRICITY GETS CUT OFF BECAUSE I'VE GONE OUT AND SPENT MORE 
ON DOPE IT'S NOT THE GOVERNMENT'S FAULT IT'S MY RESPONSIBILITY/
LEGALIZE DOPE AND THEN PEOPLE COULDN'T BE BOTHERED GOING 
OUT AND SPENDING ALL THEIR MONEY/NO THAT'D BE ABOUT IT I'D SAY

•• MAYBE PEOPLE COULD SIGN A REGISTER AT THE FRONT DESK WHERE YOU 
CAN REGISTER AND LEAVE YOUR ATM CARD AND THEN PICK UP THEIR 
WALLET AND LEAVE OUT THAT DOOR

•• THAT DEPENDS CAUSE SOME PEOPLE THEY CAN'T, THEY GAMBLE FOR 
ANYTHING AND ANYWHERE/THAT WOULD BE HARD BECAUSE PEOPLE 
WHO GAMBLE YOU CAN'T STOP THEM/VERY HARD/I THINK THAT WOULD 
BE IN THEIR BLOOD/SOME PEOPLE HAVE GOT COMMON SENSE/SOME 
HAVE NO MIND

•• HAVE A CARD LIKE A TAB AND HAVE A CERTAIN AMOUNT YOU CAN 
SPEND FOR THE DAY/ HAVE MORE DISTRACTIONS AROUND SO THE TV IS 
NOT THE ONLY THING THAT THEY CONCENTRATE ON

•• REMOVE ATMS/IT GIVES PEOPLE TOO MUCH ACCESS/PROBABLY SOME OF 
THE INCENTIVE PROGRAMS HAVE TO BE REMOVED PARTICULARLY WITH 
GAMING ROOMS/GIVEAWAY PRIZES AND THOSE TYPES OF THINGS/FOOD 
IS FINE BUT PRIZES ARE A DIFFERENT THING/I THINK REDUCED HOURS OF 
BUSINESS PARTICULARLY, I THINK IT'S RIDICULOUS THAT PLACES ARE OPEN 
TO 2 OR 4 AM/THAT'S ABOUT IT

•• I CAN'T THINK OF ANY PRACTICAL WAY/THE ONLY WAY TO DO THAT IS 
TO FIND OUT WHAT THEIR FINANCIAL SITUATION IS/IF THEY GO OVER 
THEIR LIMIT, KICK THEM OUT/WITH HORSE RACING, CERTAINLY NOT HAVE 
ATMS AT THE TRACKS/THEN IF THEY LOSE ALL THEIR MONEY, THEY CAN'T 
BET ANYMORE/THAT DOESN'T MEAN NECESSARILY THAT IT WILL HELP 
THEM KEEP TO THEIR LIMITS/BAN THE POKER MACHINES COMPLETELY

•• NOT HAVING EASY ACCESS TO MORE MONEY IF THEY WANT IT LIKE NO 
ATMS AT VENUES

•• WELL I GO TO THE TAB AND I PUT ALL MY BETS ON AND I GO HOME/THAT 
WAY I CAN'T SPEND ANY MORE MONEY/GAMBLERS WON'T LISTEN TO 
YOU WILL THEY/NO I'M TRYING TO THINK

•• HAVE NO IDEA

•• I DON'T THINK YOU CAN, I THINK PEOPLE HAVE TO BE IN CONTROL 
THEMSELVES/ GET RID OF POKIE MACHINES, IT'S THE INTENT TO CONTROL 
GAMBLING, YOU CAN'T CONTROL PEOPLE/ SELF-BANNING, IF SOMEONE'S 
GOT A PROBLEM THEY REPORT THEMSELVES TO THE CLUB AND THEY'RE 
NOT ALLOWED TO PLAY

•• NO ATMS OUTSIDE

•• HAVEN'T GOT ANY IDEA EACH PERSON'S DIFFERENT/FOR ME IT'S JUST 
BEING MADE AWARE/BETTER DISPLAYS ON HOW MUCH YOU'VE SPENT 
FOR A START/PROMPT SERVICE BECAUSE YOU SPEND MORE IF YOU'RE 
SITTING THERE WAITING/NO THAT'S ABOUT IT

•• REMOVE ATMS FROM GAMBLING SPOTS/THAT'S ABOUT IT REALLY/I DON'T 
KNOW WHAT ELSE YOU COULD DO BECUASE IT'S UP TO THE INDIVIDUAL

•• I DON'T KNOW/I JUST SET MYSELF A LIMIT AND THAT'S IT I MIGHT PUT $2 
ON AND THAT'S IT I DON'T KNOW WHAT WOULD HELP PEOPLE KEEP TO 
THEIR LIMITS/MAYBE NOT HAVING CASH AVAILABLE AT THE VENUES/I CAN 
SEE THAT WOULD BE A PROBLEM FOR PEOPLE WHO STAY THERE ALL DAY
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•• I REALLY DON'T THINK THAT ANY PROGRAM OR ACTION WILL STOP 
GAMBLERS/ADDICTION IS ADDICTION/I BELIEVE ATMS CAN CAUSE A BIG 
PROBLEM FOR GAMBLERS - MONEY ON TAP

•• I GUESS LEAVING THEIR ATM CARDS/JUST TAKE A CERTAIN AMOUNT OF 
DOLLARS/NOT REALLY BECAUSE IF YOU ALWAYS WANT MONEY AND 
YOU'VE GOT FRIENDS AROUND YOU'RE GOING TO GET IT/NO NOT 
REALLY

•• LIMITING THE MACHINES TO ACCEPT LIMITED COINAGE

•• IT WOULD HAVE TO BE DONE BY THE GOVERNMENT TO ADVERTISE TO 
PEOPLE THAT THEY SHOULDN'T GAMBLE IF THEY CANT AFFORD IT/ 
INCIDENTALLY I ONLY LIVE 3 MINUTES FROM THE CASINO

•• LEAVE THE CREDIT CARDS AND EFTPOS CARDS AT HOME AND ONLY TAKE 
ENOUGH FOR A TAXI AND WHAT THEY WANT TO SPEND/YES BUT IT'D BE 
IMPOSSIBLE TO DO/SET A LIMIT LIKE ON A CARD/BUT IT WOULDN'T 
HAPPEN/A REGISTER OF ALL PEOPLE AT GAMBLER'S AA OR PEOPLE WHO 
ARE KNOWN TO HAVE ISSUES SO PEOPLE CAN SET THEIR ONLY LIMITS 
JUST LIKE PEOPLE DRINKING AT THE PUB

•• I'M NOT SURE REALLY/WHAT I SAID ABOUT TAB IS NOT SOMETHING THEY 
DO FOR PUNTERS BUT THAT PROVIDES A VERY EFFECTIVE LIMIT FOR ME/I 
DON'T PERSONALLY THINK THAT IT'S SOMETHING THAT THEY SHOULD BE 
RESPONSIBLE FOR/IN TERMS OF GOING TO SOMETHING LIKE THE CASINO/
IF I'M PLAYING POKER MACHINES, WHICH I DON'T, I CAN'T REALLY SAY 
HOW THE CASINO WOULD KNOW WHAT I COULD LOSE AND SO ON/
WELL I MEAN THE ONLY THING ABOUT WHICH THINGS THAT ARE DONE 
THEY COULD PROBABLY GIVE YOU PAMPHLETS, MAYBE SIGNAGE/MY 
PERSONAL VIEW IS I DON'T BELIEVE IN TERMS OF PEOPLE WHO HAVE A 
PROBLEM WITH GAMBLING - I DON'T THINK A SIGN THAT SAYS 
WARNING'REMEMBER YOUR WIFE AND CHILDREN' - PEOPLE GET A FEW 
DRINKS IN THEM AND THEY ALWAYS THINK THE NEXT WIN'S AROUND THE 
CORNER/IT'S JUST GOT TO DO WITH THE INDIVIDUAL AND THEIR OWN 
STRENGTH OF CHARACTER/LIKE WITH ME I'VE GOT GOOD CHARACTER 
BUT THAT TAB ACCOUNT IS VERY HELPFUL

•• I DON'T IT'S SOMETHING I'VE NEVER REALLY THOUGHT ABOUT/NO NOT 
REALLY/MAYBE NOT HAVE THE EFTPOS MACHINES IN TABS AND STUFF/NO 
THAT'S ABOUT IT

•• I REALLY DON'T KNOW

•• WELL I ALWAYS REMEMBER SOMETHING MY FATHER TOLD ME AND HE 
ALWAYS SAID BET WITHIN YOUR MEANS AND DON'T BORROW TO BET 
AND YOU'LL NEVER GET INTO DEBT/I KNOW A FEW W PEOPLE THAT HAVE 
GOT INTO DEBT OVER GAMBLING/WHAT'S HAPPENING IS THERE ARE SO 
MANY CLUBS AND TICKETS FOR PEOPLE TO GAMBLE AND THE 
GOVERNMENT OF COURSE IS REAPING THE DOLLARS IN THAT THEY CAN 
SPEND BACK OUT IN THE PUBLIC AND PROBABLY 55 PER CENT IS SPENT 
ON TABS

•• I DON'T KNOW/GEE I RECKON THAT'S IMPOSSIBLE REALLY/HOW'RE YOU 
GOING TO DO THAT?/I DON'T REALLY KNOW HOW YOU'D DO THAT/IF A 
PERSON WANTS TO HAVE A BET HOW'RE YOU GOING TO STOP HIM/I 
DON'T KNOW/EVEN IF HE'S LOSING AT THE TAB THEY DON'T KNOW 
HOW MUCH HE'S GOT/I COULDN'T TELL YOU THAT

•• I HAVE NO IDEA BECAUSE BASICALLY PEOPLE HAVE THE FREEDOM TO DO 
WHAT THEY WANT TO DO AND AIN'T NOBODY GOING TO STOP THEM 
FROM GAMBLING OR WHETHER THEY WANT TO GAMBLE THIS OR THAT/
DON'T EVER PUT ATMS IN TAB'S/YES DON'T EVER LET THEM DO THAT/TAKE 
THE TAB'S AWAY FROM NEXT TO THE BANK/BECAUSE MY TAB'S RIGHT 
NEXT TO THE BANK/IT'S LIKE HAVING A BANK IN THE TAB
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•• THAT'S A GOOD QUESTION/ IT SEEMS THERE ARE A LOT OF PROBLEMS IN 
OTHER TYPES OF GAMBLING OTHER THAN TAB, BECAUSE IT'S EASIER TO 
LOSE LARGER AMOUNTS. IT'D BE REALLY ABOUT LIMITING CREDITS 
PEOPLE CAN PLAY ON POKER (INTERVIEWER NOTE: THIS IS WHAT HE 
CALLS POKIES), IT'S A QUICK WAY TO LOSE MONEY

•• NONE

•• I DON'T KNOW HOW TO ANSWER THAT ONE/I'M NOT TOO SURE HOW 
TO APPROACH THAT ONE/FOR ME PERSONALLY I DO IT AS A HOBBY/YOU 
CAN GO OVERBOARD/I HAVE GONE OVERBOARD A LOT OF TIMES/
PERSONALLY SOMETIMES I THINK IT'S BETTER NOT/I JUST THINK THE TAB 
SHOULD DO MORE/YOU DON'T GET COFFEES OR ANYTHING LIKE THAT/
NO NOT REALLY NO/I FIND THE TAB DOWN HERE REALLY REASONABLE/
IT'S REALLY NICE AND FRIENDLY/I JUST LOVE HORSES THAT'S WHY I 
GAMBLE/MAKING MONEY OR LOSING DOESN'T MATTER AS LONG AS I 
DON'T GO OVERBOARD IT'S MY LOVE FOR HORSES

•• NOT TAKE MONEY WITH THEM/IF YOU HAVEN'T GOT IT DON'T SPEND IT/
UNLESS YOU'RE GOING TO TIE THE PERSON ONTO A CHAIR THERE'S NO 
WAY OF STOPPING THEM/ DON'T GET A CREDIT CARD FOR THE 
GAMBLING PROBLEM/THAT'S ALL

•• I DON'T KNOW BECAUSE THEY CAN'T REALLY TELL YOU NOT TO GAMBLE, 
THEY CAN ADVISE YOU WITH POSTERS, BUT, I DON'T KNOW HOW 
THEY'D STOP PEOPLE FROM DOING THAT

•• I REALLY WOULDN'T BE ABLE TO ANSWER THAT/I WOULDN'T KNOW 
HOW IT WOULD WORK/ IT THINK THAT'D HAVE TO GO IN THE TOO HARD 
BASKET

•• DON'T TAKE YOUR ATM CARD

•• NONE

•• WELL KEEP CASH PAYOUTS TO A MINIMUM/I MEAN I WOULD MODERATELY 
GO OVER MYSELF IF I HAVE A LARGE CASH PAYOUT/THAT'S THE MAIN 
THING I CAN THINK OF/I CAN'T THINK OF ANYTHING ELSE

•• WELL THE TWO OBVIOUS ONES ARE REDUCE, DISCOURAGE PEOPLE FROM 
CONSUMING ALCOHOL WHILE GAMBLING INSTEAD OF ENCOURAGING 
THEM/THE OTHER ONE PROBABLY IS MAKE PEOPLE MORE AWARE OF THE 
TIME/HAVE SOME OPEN WINDOWS INSTEAD OF THE PLACE ALWAYS IN 
DARKNESS OR ARTIFICIAL LIGHT/REDUCE AVAILABILITY OF ATMS WOULD 
BE HELPFUL I GUESS/I THINK THAT'S ABOUT IT/ THEY'RE THE OBVIOUS 
ONES

•• MAKE MAXIMUM BETS AT THE TAB/YOU CANNOT BET OVER A CERTAIN 
AMOUNT/BUT MELBOURNE CUP WOULD BE A DIFFERENT THING SO YOU 
WOULD HAVE TO MAKE A HIGHER MAXIMUM BET

•• MAYBE MORE DISTRACTIONS AROUND LIKE BANDS AND LIVE MUSIC/NO 
THAT'S IT

•• DON'T ALLOW WELFARE RECIPIENTS IN GAMING VENUES/TAXES 
SHOULDN'T BE USED FOR GAMING

•• WELL GIVEN THAT MY GAMBLING IS RESTRICTED TO EITHER BETTING AT A 
TAB OR ON A PHONE ACCOUNT I'M NOT SURE/ I WOULD HAVE SAID 
NOT HAVING ATMS IN A TAB BUT TABS DON'T HAVE ATMS/I DON'T HAVE 
AN ANSWER TO THAT

•• RESPONSIBILITIES AT HOME FIRST/REALISTIC AND BE SELF DISCIPLINED/
ACCOUNTABLE FOR MONEY THEY WIN/LOSE/FAMILY.


