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Abshad. Ohjertive: Thc authors examined !he nationah preva- 
lcnce of  gambling pnhlrmr and ~portf  wagering among US col- 
lcgc sludcnl-:ithlctc\, hrticipan~s: A nuriannl yninplc nS 20,731, 
studeni-athlctc~ pnflfcryalcd In rhe smdy. Methods 'me authors 
used dab fronl the fir<[ nat~onal Furvey of garnhllnp among col- 
lcgc alhlcics, conduclcd hy the h'ationaf Collcgr;i~c. Alhlrtic Assn- 
cidtbon. Rcsulls: Mcn (62.4%) consislen!ly had highcr pasl-year 
prrvalcncc u l  gninbling than did women (4?.HPr). The author< 
1dcnt1ticcl4.3% of Incn and 0.4% ot women as prohlcm or pathu- 
logical gamblers. Among the moa popular l'oms of gambhng 
wcre playing cards. lotteries. and game5 of skill. with malc-tc- 
fcninlc prcv~lcncc rar io ranging 1.3-5.6 across various garnhling 
nctivitses. Athletes in golf and lacrossc were more likely to repon 
~portc wagering than were other nthkctcs. Athletes In gender-spe- 
cihc spons wagcrcd mnrc prcvalcntl y I l ir~n did arhlctes in unisex 
sports Conclusion: Gambling prcvolcncc may be underestimated 
in this populat~on kc;~usc rc~ponden~s' athlettcs eligibility is 
31 al;~kc. This s~udy pro\ ldc.; inipnn;~nt hnsclinc data for fulurc 
cohons ot athletes. 
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khavior has k e n  undcraudied and zhar increased efforts arc 
needed to respond to this prowing problem. 

From exisl~ng prevalence studies over thc pas1 25 ycars in 
!he Uniied Sratos and Canada. Shaffer and Hall5 employed 
a rneta-analyt~c srralegy to syn~hesize the prevalcncc cstl- 
males ol'~lisordcred gambling in d~ffcrunt population seg- 
ments. 'l'hcy consistently reported thu adolescents and 
collegc s~uden  ts were a1 sipnificrtn~ly increased risk for 
gamhllng-related problems. For example, they reported that 
rhc lifetlrne prevalence estimn~cs of lcvel 2 (subclinical/ 
pro'hlem) and level 3 (pathoiogical ) gnm hling among ado- 
lcsccnls were 8.4% and 3.4% respcclively, wh~ch nearly 
doubled [he estlrnaies for adul~s (4.2% and 1.9%. respec- 
r~vely). Prevalence eszimotcs for collegc students (10.9% 
nnd 5.6% rcspectlvelv) were cvrn highrr than those of adn- 
Icscents. Although collegc s~udents are a high-risk group. 
they have received the Icasl amount of research nttcnt~on, 
as ev~denced by Shaffcr and Hall's' synthes~s of gambling 
research (eg. out of thc 139 study samples rdenuticd. I9 
were from collegc students. compared with 32 adolescrnr 

oul h gambling has increzingly become n significant and 66 adulr populnrion studies). 

puhlic health usue, especially in the wnbc of the wide- As sparse as the existing literature on college studen! 
' sprcad expansion of legallzed garnhling throughout gambling is.  investigator^^'^ have repentcdly found [hat 

North America. However. despirc considcrahlu consensus in problem and pathologicaI gambling among college stu- 
denls is nssociated with men, alcohol abuse, llliclr drug 

the c u r n ~ ~ r  lltemrurc that yourhs rcprcscnt rhc highea risk 
use, risky sexual behavior, and other risk-taking problem 

gsoi~p for gambling problems, most researchers have targeted 
behaviors. Engwall el all2 recenlly found. In a small sam- 

ndul~ gamblers in their srodies. and rclarivcly few ~nvestigators 
plc of colPcge students. s~gnificantly greater problem-gam- 

hnvc l'ocusrd on or included young adult garnhlers in their 
~tudics.~" Researchers7 echo concerns that youth gmhlrng b l~ng  r i m s  In a~filctes than 1n nonnarhlctes. In pnrticular, thc 

I I t'ctime prevalence of prohlem and patholog~cal gambling 
among male student-arhlctcs was 3 6 8 .  compared w ~ t h  

Drx Huang, Derevensky, nn$ Glrpra with ,$frGj// 16% among mak nonnthlcius. They found the same pat- 
U11lver.vr) 'r Edrtcn~rnnal& C ' n l m ~ e l l i n ~  PsycE~ology Uepnrmicrrr tern among women, wit h fcrnalc athletes (7%) exceeding 
crtltl lnrrrnn~roaal G n t r r  for Yo~trh Gantbling Problrr~1.5. ~4 nDnalhleres (4%) In the prevn]encc of prohlcms. 
High-Rrsk Behaviors. Qtirlrec, t'annda. Dr Jncohs is wrrh !he 1, should he dlese eslimates dcrlvcd fro,,, a 
Depnrrmenr of Psvrhiarn ar Idmu Llnda Unrversi~.v, C~nlijon~m. 
Dr pasklrs rII rhr ,$rO,, Collesrrlrc nr,llrlrr =ellively small sample of students (207 athlelcs and 1,076 
Associarron. nonathletes) alrcndmp a state university "in a prognn~hl~ng 
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There have hcun orher prior atiempts at quanriiy~ng &am- 
bling and wagering behavior among select groups of sru- 
dent-nthlcrc~. For examplc, the Natlonal Collegiate Athlouc 
Xssoclatian (NCrZn)  conducted a self-repon study on infrac- 
tions and found that 25.5% of Division I men's hothall and 
baskc~hall players inclicated that they had gambled money on 
other collegiate sporting evenu and that 3.770 had wagered 
on n game: in whrclr they had plnyed.I3 Cmss and VollanoI4 
reported that more than 45% of Division I men's basketball 
and football audcnt-athletes gambled on sporrs while attend- 
ing college. The researchcrs In both studies also found that 
a smal! number of student-a!hletes (less lhart 5%) rcportrd 
havlng provided ~nside ~ntbrnmation 10 gamblers or ac~ually 
accepting money for playing poorly in a game.13.'& However, 
rhesc pnor studies of gambling khnvior among NCAA sru- 
dent-aihletes employed fairly small samples (less than F ,MX)) 

and f ~ u s e d  on limited numbers of instirutions within Divi- 
s~on  I high-profile sports on1 y (ic, football and basketball). 

To bridge this gap in rhe litcmtui-e, we nced 10 assess sul- 
dent-athlete gamhl~ng khavior across n hroader specrrum 
of rhe audunt-athlete population on a national level. To w r  
knowledge. our study rcprusents h e  first cffon to collecz infor- 
malion on gamhlinp and associared bchnviors from a national 
samplc of studenl-athle~es. 11 was groundbreaking in terms of 
stop and breadth (eg, darn wrrc collected From ctuiienrs in all 
NCAA divisions and from mosr championship spclrts). 

Our prinlary goal was 10 dctcnn~ne the nature and exrcnt 
of gamhling and wagering hehaviors among sludent-athlc~cs 
at US colleges and univcrsit~es. Lending Into [his research 
effort. cnllcge adrnlnistratlons and athlc~ics depnrrments 
of NCAA mrrnher inslitutions expressed interest in both 
ageregale findings aild group-sptci fic rlsul ts (eg, by sport). 
The inale and fcrnalc difference i n  the prevalence esrlmates 
of gambling was also important. Therefore. wr estimated 
the pwvalence of sports waprrlng, accounting Tor borh sport 
and gender. Further. we analy~ed the typcs of gamhl~ng 
behavior engaged in by male versus I'crnale stud en^-aih- 
letes. Most of all. with the inclusion of  the 10 Diog~tnsf~c 
and Srrrtisrirnl Monrrnl o j  ,Menla1 Disorders, 4rh cdition 
(DSM-IV)" Gambling Screen questions, we were able 10 
estlniale !he narionill prevalence OF problem and pntholoei- 
cal gamhling among studenl-arhlctes. Lasl. to infnrm future 
~nterventlon proprnms. the main reasons for student-athlete 
gambling were also quanritatively summarized. 

METHODS 
Our study was based on survey darn from the 2003 NCAA 

Nnrin~tal S~rtdy on CnfJe,yinre Sp01.t~ l V u ~ c r i n ~  ond Associ- 
nred Nenltlr-Risk BeAnr-rors. '"is self-adminis tercd, vnl- 
u n t q ,  and anonymous survey included 102 qucstlons and 
i~ [he mosl compreherlsive and first tml y national assess- 
mcnt of ganihl~ng behavior ainong US college studenr- 
aihlcies evcr undcrtakm. 

Sampling 

We dcsigned rhe sampling plan so that at least I?% of 
the NCAA member rnstirutions !hat sponsor a given sporr 

would hc asked to survcy their studcnl-arhletcs in that spon. 
Wc ~argetcd student-athletes in mosi NCAA chnmplonsh~p 
sports for part~cipntion. After dcvising the sampling plan, 
we implemented a computer program that sa~nplcd ~nsritu- 
tions at random and selected 1 to 3 sports at each NCAA 
member institution for study. To minimize institutional 
burden, we did nor ask any school ra coltect responses from 
more than 3 of its athletics teams. We ultimately askcd stu- 
dents from 2.003 individual sport reams at 1,032 member 
Institutions to panicipnte in the sludy. 

Survey Administration 

The instilutinnal revtew board at NCAA approved the 
pmlocel for this study, and wc conducrcil the survey In 

consultation wlth the Directors of Athletics at participating 
schools. Aker identifying institutions and selecting sports 
for those schools, we contacted [he Fnculry ALhlelrcs Rep- 
rescnrntivc (FAR) at cach NCAA rnelnher inslitu~ion ro help 
conduc! the survey. We gave the FAR a specific pmtocol to 
follow and a script ra read t h a ~  emphasized that the srudy 
was completely voluntary, [hat cach student's rcsponses werc 
anonymous, and  hat volunrary completion of this study con- 
s!i!uted the informed consent lo participatc, rts reiterated on 
the survey form. The FAR d~stsihuted the survey to all adul~ 
studencnthlcrcs of a samplud team on ~ h c  same occasion. 
The Iau member no complctt: the survey scaled and scnz thc 
preaddrcssed, prepaid envelope into which student-athletes 
depos~ted completed surveys to the NCAA. 

We received 20.739 valid, individual surveys. Men 
(approximately 6274 were sl ighr ! y  overrcpresentrd in rhc 
sample responses. comparcd w~th the full NCAA student- 
arhlete population (53% mcn and 42% women). Among stu- 
dent-a~hlc~es reporting r hcir racelerhnicity. 75% described 
rhemsclvcs as whrle. 15% as black. and 109 as from 
another raciallezhnic p u p .  These proportions npprnxrmate 
thosc in the overall populalion of sludent-arhletcs. 

Analysis 

We cleaned rhe survey datn via a series of validity checks. 
In addition. we examined responses that indicated unethical 
behavior (eg. taking nlnncy for playing poorly) on a case- 
by-case bass  to determine whrrhcr the overall response 
patterns of those individuals indicn~ed a sincere response lo 
thc survey. We removed cases only i f  wc noted cnmple~ely 
implausible or extremely conflic~ing patrcrns of response. 
Thewfore, we omitted I94 cnscs and retainctl 70.739 as 
valid. We used SPSS (SPSS Inc. Chlcsgo. 11,) to perform 
all descriptive dara analyses in the s~udy. 

To countcmct rhe et-Tecr of underrepwscntation of  somc 
sports and Divlsion amliarion within ~ h u  cumnl sample, we 
used a series of weighztng funvlions a5 necess,vy 10 produce 
aggregate data that would bet~cr and more aaccura~cly rcflect 
hchav~or withn ~ h c  overall student-:ahlerr populal~on or R par- 
ticulnr subgroup. Also, we estimated lhe prcvalcnce of spons 
wagering and gambiing among: men and worncn separately to 
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