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Stigma and Gambling 

• Stigma is defined as the co-occurrence of labeling, stereotyping, separation, status 
loss, and discrimination 

– (Hatzenbueler, Phelan & Link, 2013) 

 

• Enacted Stigma 

– Actual experiences of social discrimination 

– Gamblers viewed as “compulsive, impulsive, irresponsible, risk-taking and 
greedy.” “Least likely to be dependable, responsible, realistic and self-controlled”  

• (Horsch, 2011b) 

 

• Felt Stigma 

– Internalized stigma based on beliefs about the views of others 

 

• Perceived Stigma 

– Beliefs that one’s own views are held universally by others 

 

• Stigma has been associated with depression, HIV, mental health, alcoholism, 
substance abuse, abortion, chronic illness, obesity, eating disorders, suicide, 
homelessness, incarceration etc. 
 



Stigma and Gambling 

• 1-2% of Australians experience significant gambling problems 

– Prevalence rates likely to underestimate 

 

• Treatment options are often effective 

– Less than 25% seek professional help 

– Reasons for avoiding treatment include denial, pride, self-treatment, perceived 

stigma (resulting in shame and embarrassment) 

 

• Delayed intervention can result in presentation of more complicated 

cases later on, including co-morbidity with other mental illness 

 

• Stigma also impacts on ability to conduct comprehensive research 

– Adversely affects research on support and treatment options, intervention and 

consumer safety strategies, and public policy reforms 

– In one study, 33% of problem gamblers indicated that they would answer 

honestly in a prevalence study (Productivity Commission, 2010)  



Stigma and Gambling 

• Limited work to date in the area of gambling stigma 

 

• Previous studies have tended to use modified version of 
measurement tools relating to other conditions 
– E.g., substance abuse, mental illness 

 

• No validated scale specific to gambling stigma currently 
exists 

 

• A validated gambling stigma scale is critical for 
measuring the effectiveness of stigma reduction efforts 



Conceptual Framework 

• Dimensions of Stigma (Jones et al., 1984, Barney et al., 2010)  

 

• Concealability 

– Whether the behaviour or condition is obvious to others. The extent to which it’s visibility is 

controllable  

• Course 

– The perceived pattern of change, outcome or persistence of the behaviour 

• Disruptiveness 

– The extent to which the condition or behaviour hinders interaction, communication, or quality 

of life 

• Aesthetics 

– The extent to which the person is more repellent, upsetting or less attractive as a function of 

the stigmatised behaviour or condition 

• Origin 

– Reflects perceptions of how the behaviour originated including attributions of responsibility 

• Peril 

– Reflects the perceived, imminence, or severity of threat / risk / danger to others 



Scale Development 



Scale Development 

• Focus on stigma of mental health and substance abuse 

 

• 94 papers identified relevant to measurement of stigma 
– 64 included a stigma measurement tool 

– 15 relevant measurement tools were selected 

– Other scales could not easily be adapted to gambling 
behaviours, had not been replicated, did not have sufficient focus 
on mental health or substance abuse, did not fit well within 
Jones et al. conceptual framework, or psychometric properties 
were not published 

 

• Total pool of 150+ items 
– Adapted to refer to stigma held towards recreational gamblers, 

problem gamblers, and own gambling (self stigma) 



Scale Development 

Scale Focus Reference 

Self-Stigma Depression 

Scale 

Depression Barney et al., 2010 

Perceived Devaluation 

and Discrimination 

Mental illness, 

depression, gambling, 

substance abuse 

Björkman et al., 2007 

Social Distance Scale Mental illness Butler & Gillis, 2011 

Day’s mental Illness 

Stigma Scale 

Mental illness Day et al., 2007 

Attribution Questionnaire Gambling Horch, 2011b 

Depression Self-Stigma 

Scale 

Depression  Kanter et al., 2008 

Substance Abuse Self-

Stigma Scale 

Substance abuse Luoma et al., 2013 



Scale Development 

• Item pool further reduced based on  
– Redundancy / repetition 

– Poor translation to gambling behaviour 

– Low expert agreement on dimensions 

 

• Final pool 54 items 
– 9 per stigma dimension 

– 36 items were worded to refer to both recreational and problem 
gambling behaviours (perceived stigma) 

• “Most people think less of a person who gambles.” 

• “Most people think less of a problem gambler.” 

 

– Remaining 18 items referred to one’s own gambling (self-stigma) 
• “I feel the need to hide my gambling from my friends” 

 
 

 



Design and Method 

• 1,370 Australian adult AHSS Panel members 
– 44.96% response rate 

– 408 cases indicated having gambled in the previous 12 months 

– PG prevalence representative of general population 

 

• Perceived and Self-Stigma of Gambling Scale 
– 36 recreational gambling items  

– 36 problem gambling items  

– 18 self-stigma items 

– 4 point Likert scale 

 

• Problem Gambling Severity Index (PGSI) 
 

• Consumption Screen for Problem Gambling (CSPG) 
 

• Attitudes Towards Gambling Scale (ATGS) 
 

• Demographic items 



Analysis and Results 

• Perceived and Self stigma items treated separately 
– 408 cases included in self-stigma scale 

– Self-stigma data strongly positively skewed 

 

• Recreational and problem gambling items merged 
for perceived stigma scale 
– Difference factor included in analyses 

– PGSI differentiated PG and RG for self-stigma scale 

 

• Analyses included SEM, CFA, EFA, ICLUST, 
Multiple Regression, Ordinal Logistic Regression 



Perceived Stigma (SEM) 



Perceived Stigma (ICLUST) 



Perceived Stigma (EFA) 



Perceived Stigma RG vs. PG 



Perceived Stigma RG vs. PG 



Perceived Stigma – Psychometric Properties 
• RMSR (root mean square residual) = 0.04 

• Goodness of fit (off-diagonal values) = 0.99 

• Correlation of scores with factors .95 and .94 

• Between factors correlation .65 

 

• Global (combined) Stigma Scale 

– Cronbach’s alpha = .87 

– Worst split-half reliability (beta) = .67 

 

• Contempt Scale 

– Alpha = .89, beta - .86 

 

• Ostracism Scale 

– Alpha = .87, beta = .82 



Perceived Stigma and Gambling Experience 



Self-Stigma (EFA) 



Self-Stigma Psychometric Properties 

• Single global self-stigma factor* 
– Goodness of fit (RMSR) = 0.01 

– TLI = .922 

– Multiple R2 = .98 

 

*results must be interpreted with caution due to limitations with data 



Summary and Conclusions 

• 6 factor model not supported by data 

 

• 2 factor model of Perceived Stigma supported 
– Contempt and Ostracism 

– Themes consistent with other literature 

– Very strong psychometric properties 

– Discriminates well between RG and PG targets 

– Moderate correlations suggests the use of separate scales may be more 
meaningful than global scale 

– Likely that scales can be further reduced 

 

• Single uni-dimensional Self-Stigma Scale 
– Results tentative due to data limitations 

– Further development should rely on a larger population sample or be 
targeted towards heavy or problem gamblers 

– Likely that the scale can be further reduced 


